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Abstract

Research studies have shown the benefits of employing written peer feedback (WPF) in classrooms around the
world. However, implementing it appropriately in the classrooms is not consistent in the context of universities
in Vietnam. The current paper explored the extent to which WPF had applied in the academic writing English
classrooms at a university in Vietnam and the practical perceptions of the lecturers and students on this issue.
338 out of 996 students and three lecturers were participated to respond to the survey questionnaire and
interviews for analysis. The study revealed that though WPF was carried out in most academic writing
classrooms, the implementation was not sufficient to take full benefits of this kind of activity. The students were
not sufficiently trained to use this activity appropriately. However, the students obtained highly positive
perceptions towards the use of WPF in the classrooms because it provided students opportunities to learn from
each other and improve their writing outcomes.

Keywords: written peer feedback, academic writing, teacher feedback, writing comments, writing quality
1. Introduction

It is undeniable that writing plays an important role in teaching and learning a language. ‘The pen is mightier
than the sword’ is a famous quote that could perfectly capture the power of writing. ‘It is one of humankind’s
most powerful tools’ (Macarthur, Graham, & Fitzgerald, 2006). It is an important means of self-expression. It
helps us communicate with others, allowing us to maintain a personal link with family, friends, colleagues who
are removed by distance or time. Besides, writing helps convey knowledge and ideas via facilitating the work of
gathering, preserving, and transmitting information with great detail and accuracy (Macarthur, Graham, &
Fitzgerald, 2006). In ‘Theory and Practice of Writing’, Grabe and Kaplan (1996) state that a true representation
of the correct forms of language is the written language that should be valued and practiced. However, the
acquisition of academic writing is a long-term matter, which requires teachers to search for proper methods to
support students in developing their writing competence.

In the teaching writing process, giving responses—feedback on students’ writing pieces has an important
consequence for students as well as teachers, which can greatly influence students’ attitudes towards writing and
their motivation for future learning. Students can be positively motivated to explore many areas of knowledge
and personal creativity through constructive and supportive responses to their writing (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996).
Their impact on students is apparent to any person involved in academic teaching and learning context.

There are two main types of feedback that learners can get on their writing. They are the teacher’s feedback and
peer feedback. Teacher’s feedback on learners’ writing is an orthodox method which leaves teacher much
paperwork to evaluate and often happens at the last stage. In the case of the latter, it might make learners neglect
revisions because they have already got the grades from their teacher. Since the 1980s, as a result of many
studies conducted to find effective responses to complement and support teacher ones, peer feedback has
appeared. Its purpose is to generate and receive different points of view and thus raise learners’ awareness of the
composting process. Besides providing learners with more options to consider in revising their writing papers, it
helps them be more specific and helpful in their responses to a peer’s essay if they receive adequate training,
guidance, and practice (Eksi, 2012). It is a powerful tool for ESL/EFL learners to improve their writing (Min,
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2006).

Generally, EFL teaching in Vietnam has traditionally focused on form and has been considered a difficult skill to
handle. English writing, in particular, has been quite product-oriented. First, based on the language knowledge
following a set of conventions derived from a sample or model of a certain writing genre, the written product is
evaluated (Pham & Usaha, 2016; Tran, 2007; Pham & Pham, 2015). Second, most EFL teachers in Vietnam hold
the belief that writing is a complicated skill to teach, which, more or less affects students’ learning outcomes
(Nguyen, 2009). Learners, in turn, often feel anxious and unconfident when dealing with it (Le, 2008).

Teaching and learning writing is important and demanding which requires teachers and learners great effort. To
help learners and teachers in this process, peer feedback is proposed. The use of student peer feedback dispels
the traditional notion that feedback is solely the teacher’s role and responsibility (Fallows & Chandramohan,
2001). It allows learners to negotiate the meaning and comment on their peers’ work, its implementation can
create and facilitate communication in classroom society. The practice of which gives the learner a role of a
communicator—a member of class society, which encourages them to be active in managing their learning and
gives them opportunities to have meaningful inputs from others (Pearce, Mulder, & Biak, 2009). In this
cooperative learning environment, the roles of learners are shifted from passive receivers of information into
active participants (McGourty, Mominick, & Reilly, 1998).

With changes in writing pedagogy from a product-oriented approach to a process-oriented approach, summative
feedback, focusing on writing as a product, has been supplemented or replaced by formative feedback, pointing
forward to the students’ future writing and the development of their writing process. To efficiently perform the
process writing, teacher-written comments are usually combined with peer feedback. The use of peer feedback is
highly valued by many researchers. When becoming a critical reader of other’s writing, learners can be critical
readers and reviser for their writing (Rollinson, 2005). Also, Caulk (1994) finds that teacher’s feedback was
rather general, whereas students’ responses are more specific. It, in sum, gives more control and autonomy to
students for it involves students actively in the feedback process instead of passive reliance on teachers’ feedback
to adjust their writing.

Nevertheless, peer feedback was originally employed to develop L1 learners’ writing skills in the 1970s (Hyland
& Hyland, 2006), its effectiveness is still a controversial issue, especially in EFL academic context. In Japan, for
example, although group work is employed in teaching oral classes, teachers have not paid enough attention to
peer feedback activities (Hirose, 2007). Examining the use of peer feedback, the researcher finds some main
arguments about (1) students’ attitudes towards it, (2) quality of peers’ comments, and (3) the impacts of peer
feedback on revisions and writing performance.

The first debate about the application of peer feedback relates to students’ perceptions and attitudes. Mangelsdorf
(1992) finds that students have positive perceptions of and pay good attention to peer-reviewing. They spend a
large amount of time reading and making comments. On the contrary, Leki (1990) reports that some students
resent having to review and comment on other students’ work. They hold the belief that it is their teacher’s
responsibility. Also, Cheng and Warren (1997) adds that they feel doubtful about the competence of their peers’
comments. They believe the feedback they receive is invalid, thus they refuse to take negative feedback (Topping,
1998).

Second, the quality of comments in applying peer feedback is still questionable. Participating in reviewing peers’
writing and receiving feedback from many peers, students have chances to expose to a greater diversity of
perspectives than just those of their teacher. They could receive in-depth and detailed feedback (Pearce, Mulder,
& Baik, 2009). On the other hand, reviewers in peer feedback are usually unprepared for such a challenging task.
They lack confidence in their ability to evaluate their peers’ work. Thus, they may provide vague or unhelpful
feedback (Cheng & Warren, 1997; Min, 2008).

In Vietnam, English writing is quite product-oriented (Pham & Usaha, 2011; Pham, 2013) and conducted as
individual activities with a solo audience—teacher in accompany with rather quiet and passive students (Tran,
2001). In writing classes, little cooperative learning among students is found. Students get feedback on their
written product mainly from their teacher, rarely from their peers, Tran (2001) adds. The implementation of peer
feedback is, therefore, questionable. In an attempt to put peer feedback into practice, Pham (2010), in his
research on blog-based peer response for L2 writing revisions, finds that students expressed their positive
attitudes towards peer response, and the total revisions made by peer response gradually increased from the first
drafts to the third drafts. Nguyen (2010) also claims that most of the students in her research (78%) found peer
feedback helpful in improving their writing. Nguyen (2012), in her case study at Ho Chi Minh City University of
Education, points out that her students took positive attitudes to peer feedback, made constructive comments on
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their peers’ drafts, and used their peers’ comments to revise their writing. On the contrary, Nguyen (2008) argues
that students faced a lot of difficulties in generating feedback on their peers’ writing. Moreover, when giving
feedback, they paid very little attention to the organization of their peers’ writing pieces. Bui (2000) adds that
students frequently gave general comments on their peers’ drafts and found it difficult to make suggestions to
improve the content of their peers’ writing.

Studies carried out in this field have yielded both positive and negative results, especially in EFL teaching and
learning context. Although many scholars assert the validity of such an interactive approach in writing classroom
(Fujida, 2007), and that it is possible to say that peer feedback has useful effects on students’ writing quality
(Pham, 2019). Pham, Huyen, & Nguyen (2020) found that peer feedback had great impacts on the students’
writing quality and that most of the revisions were triggered by peer feedback. In a research on teaching and
learning English writing at Foreign Language Faculty at a University in Ho Chi Minh City, Pham (2013)
concludes that students were given few opportunities to work in writing groups and practice peer feedback, and
most of the comments on writing were from the teachers in charge for they held the belief that students were not
competent enough to generate comments on their peers’ product. His descriptive research, however, was limited
on Writing-1 and Writing-3, which calls for a broader study on all of the Academic Writing Courses designed for
English-majored students: Writing-1, Writing-2, and Writing-3. The gap of previous research and literature led
the researcher to conduct the present study to examine to what extent it is applied in the Faculty of Foreign
Languages at a University in Ho Chi Minh City with participants from all courses. The present study is to
explore how English-majored students in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at a University in Ho Chi Minh City
perceive peer feedback based on their regular experiences in writing courses, and examine whether it is feasible
and beneficial to apply written peer feedback and if it has effects on their English writing quality.

1.1 Research Questions
To fulfill the purpose of the study, the survey was seeking to answer the following research questions:

1) To what extent is written peer feedback applied in English Academic Writing classes in the Faculty of Foreign
Languages at a university in Ho Chi Minh City?

2) What are English-majored students’ attitudes towards written peer feedback applied in Academic Writing
classes?

2. Methods
2.1 Pedagogical Setting

In the second semester of the school years, there were 16 English writing classes in the Faculty of Foreign
Language including Writing-1 (WRT1) and Writing-3 (WRT3). There was a total of 726 students and 6 teachers
in charge of those classes. In the third semester of the academic years, there were 6 Writing-2 (WRT?2) classes
with 135 students. During the first two years, the students were required to take three compulsory English
writing courses such as Writing-1: The Paragraphs; Writing-2: The Short Essays; Writing-3: The Essays.

The coursebook used for Writing-1 is Effective Academic Writing by Savage and Shafiel (2007). “Effective
Academic Writing 17 is designed according to the unit and emphasizing that writing is a process that consists of
several steps: (1) Stimulating Ideas, (2) Brainstorming and Outlining, (3) Developing ideas, (4) Editing your
writing, and (5) Putting it all together. “Effective Academic Writing 2” by Savage and Mayer (2005) is used for
Writing-2. This book is also designed according to the unit to help students develop short essays. Students are
trained on how to organize essays. There are four genres that students learn in this course: (1) Descriptive essays,
(2) Narrative essays, (3) Opinion essays, and (4) Comparison and Contrast essays. In the last course of English
Writing, students study the course book “Effective Academic Writing-3” by Davis and Liss (2006). They have
trained more advanced essays: (1) The Five-paragraph essays, (2) Process Analysis essays, (3) Cause and Effect
essays, (4) Argumentative essays, (5) Classification essays, and (6) Reaction essays. Similarly, the book is
divided into separate units.

2.2 Participants

In terms of selecting a sample for the survey to explore the implementation of written peer feedback, the
participants were drawn out from the population of 996 students who were in the first and second year of study
and 6 teachers in charge of English Academic Writing of the Faculty of Foreign Language. The population
included students who were studying Writing-1 (WRTT1), 360 students, and Writing-3 (WRT3), 366 students, in
the second semester of 2011-2012 school year, and Writing-2 (WRT2), 270 students, in the third semester of this
academic year. There were 8 classes of Writing-1, 6 classes of Writing-2, and 8 classes of Writing-3 in total.
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Regarding the questionnaire survey, cluster sampling was conducted to select the participants of the study. The
students of 4 WRT1 classes, 3 WRT?2 classes, and 4 WRT3 classes were randomly chosen from the population
for questionnaire delivery. According to the student lists, 495 students were expected to be participants of the
present study. However, after delivering the questionnaire, 338 out of 360 were the number of responses
collected. The reason for this was that some students skipped the class and some did not complete and return
their responses. Concerning the interview survey, in the second and the third semester, 6 teachers were teaching
WRT1 and WRT3. Three of them were randomly interviewed to get in-depth information on written peer
feedback implementation. Two of them were full-time teachers and the other was a part-time teacher.

Table 1. Samples of the study

WRT 1 WRT 2 WRT 3 Total
Classes 8 6 8 22
Students 360 270 366 996
Administered questionnaires 120 120 120 360
Collected Questionnaires 336
Teachers for interviews 6

2.3 Design of the Study

The present research was both qualitative and quantitative. A descriptive survey was designed to explore the
extent to which written peer feedback was implemented, students’ attitudes towards its application at the Faculty
of Foreign Languages at a university in Ho Chi Minh City. The descriptive survey with the means of
questionnaire and interviews was conducted to investigate whether written peer feedback was applied and, if any,
the extent to which written peer feedback activities were carried out, and English-majored students’ attitudes
towards the practice of written peer feedback.

Questionnaires were instruments that provided respondents with a series of questions or statements and their
responses to the questions would be carried out by either writing their answers or selecting choices among
existing answers (Brown, 2011). Questionnaires were economical, fast, practical, and useful for a large-scale
survey. They could help the researcher elicit longitudinal information from participants in a short period
(Mackey & Gass, 2005). They were regarded as an efficient instrument for gathering data. In this research, one
set of questionnaires was designed to gather data from students.

Interviews were employed to gather quality data for the research to work out the extent to which written peer
feedback was applied in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at a university in Ho Chi Minh City. Interviews were
the most effective method to enlist respondents’ cooperation in a survey (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996). A core
advantage of the interview was the adaptability which allowed the interviewer to follow up ideas, probes
responses. Responses in the interviews could be developed and clarified to search for in-depth information on the
topics (Bell, 1993). In the descriptive survey, one set of semi-structured interview questionnaire was designed to
take data from teachers.

2.4 The Procedure of the Study

The descriptive survey of the present research was conducted in the second and third semesters of the academic
year. During the second semester, the questionnaire was delivered to the students in WRT1 and WRT3 classes.
Also, teacher interviews were held to explore in-depth information for data analysis. To acquire the whole view
of peer feedback implementation, the questionnaire was distributed to the students in WRT?2 classes in the third
semester of the academic year.

As an important instrument in gathering information, the questionnaire was administered to participants in two
different periods to collect data from various groups of participants. The 20-item questionnaire was handed out
to the students of WRT1 and WRT3 in the second semester and the students of WRT2 in the third semester of the
academic year. Direct administration to different groups of participants was applied so that research could get a
high rate of response and had the opportunity to explain the study and answer any questions from the
respondents before they complete the questions (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996). The copies of the questionnaire were
directly delivered to 240 English-majored students selected as the samples of the study in the two final weeks of
the second semester of the academic year. All the participants, especially those from Writing-1 classes, were able
to have general opinions on what they had experienced during the course. Second, in the third semester of the
year, the questionnaire was similarly directly delivered to the 120 participants in Writing-2 classes. They were
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asked to complete the questionnaire in the two last final weeks of the course. All of the participants were asked
to respond to the questionnaire in 15 minutes. Then, the questionnaires were collected. The survey was
successfully conducted thanks to the help and cooperation of the teacher in charge of writing classes chosen. The
results were then collected and recorded into a datasheet of SPSS version 18 for further analysis to find out the
current situation of using peer feedback in the Faculty of Foreign Languages and students’ attitudes on its
appliance.

Semi-structured interviews were the second research tool to collect data. They were conducted at the end of the
second semester of the academic year. Appointments with three teachers: 2 full-time teachers and 1 part-time
teacher were made. Each interview approximately lasted for 25 minutes. The participants were asked to answer
the questions face to face. At the beginning of the interview, the researcher explained the purposes of the
interviews so that they had a clear understanding of what they were doing. All the interviews were recorded and
transcribed, which were used for the qualitative analysis of the research.

3. Findings

3.1 The Demographic Data of the Participants

Concerning the survey participants, eleven classes including 4 Writing-1 (WRT1) classes, 3 Writing-2 classes
(WRT2), and 4 Writing-3 (WRT3) classes were cluster-randomly selected out of twenty-two English-majored
Writing classes of the Faculty of Foreign Languages at a University in Ho Chi Minh City. The participants from

WRT1 and WRT3 were studying in the second semester of the academic year. In the third semester of the
academic year, the students in 3 WRT?2 classes participated in the study.
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Figure 1. Demographic data of the survey participants

To the questionnaire, the demographics of the students revealed that 15.7% of them were males and 84.3% were
females. This number is because in language classes the number of females always outweighs the number of
males. Regarding years of study, 37.3%, 34%, 28.1%, and 0.6% were the figure of freshmen, sophomores,
juniors, and seniors respectively. Also, the data disclosed that 28.4% of them were taking WRT1, 36.4% were
covering WRT2, and 35.2% were experiencing WRT3. Interestingly, the least number of participants (WRT2)
taken from sampling with 3 classes exceeded the number of participants from WRT1 (4 classes) and WRT3 (4
classes). It could be explained that most of the students in WRT2 classes completed and returned the
questionnaire but some of the participants from WRT1 and WRT3 classes did not. To the interviews, all of the
teachers were females.
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Figure 2. Demographic data of the case study participants

Concerning the case study which was carried out in the second semester of the academic year, 92 students
participated in the study. 45 and 47 were the number of participants who came from WRT1 and WRT3 classes
respectively. At the end of the course, 20 students with 40 drafts were cluster-randomly selected for data analysis.
There were 10 students from the WRT1 class and 10 students from WRT3. The demographic data showed that 75%
(15 students) of the participants were females and 25% (5 students) of them were males.

3.2 Research Question 1: To What Extent Is Written Peer Feedback Applied in English Academic Writing Classes
in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at HCMC OU?

Quantitative and qualitative analyses were conducted to answer this research question. Quantitatively, it was
examined through questions number 1 to number 7 of the questionnaire, which was designed to explore whether
teachers in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at HCMC OU applied written peer feedback in teaching academic
writing to English-major students (question 1) and if the training was carried out during the process of feedback
(questions 2 to 7). Interviews were the research tool applied to obtain qualitative data. Teacher interviews were
conducted to explore in-depth information for the research question on the implementation of written peer
feedback.

3.2.1 Quantitative Analysis

Concerning the quantitative data, SPSS 18.0 was employed to analyze data. The descriptive statistic was
calculated to determine the Number (N), the Mean (M), and the Standard Deviation (SD). The range means for
the six-point Likert scale is applied as follows: low level is less than 2.66, the medium level is from 2.67 to 4.33,
and the high level is from 4.34 to 6 (Pham, 2010). The extent to which WPF was applied was displayed in Table
2.
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Table 2. The extent to which WPF was applied

Item No. Content N Mean SD

1 Before handing your writing to your teacher, you have the chance to work with your friendto 334 4.64 1.40
improve the quality of your writing.
The teacher lets you correct your peer’s writing pieces without his/her instructions. 335 436 1.31

3 The teacher instructs you how to read and written give feedback on your peers’ writing 337 4.12 1.53
pieces.

4 The teacher usually checks your written comments and shows you how to make comments 337 3.84 1.58
effectively.

5 The teacher provides you with specific guidelines that guide you on how to comment on your 337 4.35 1.30
peers’ product.

6 The teacher helps you revise the content and organization of your peers’ products. 336 4.30 1.26

7 The teacher shows you ways to explain your peers’ mistakes and give suggestion when 337 4.25 1.36

reading and commenting on their products

Table 2 showed the implementation of WPF (written peer feedback) and trained WPF. As indicated in the
questionnaire, whether or not there was an implementation of WPF was examined in research question 1. The
majority of the respondents agreed that they were provided chances to work with their peers to revise and
improve the writing quality before handing into their teacher (M = 4.64; SD = 1.40). It meant that peer feedback
which was praised for bringing enormous benefits to students’ development of writing skills was applied in
writing classes in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at HCMC OU.

Medium level of agreement (M = 4.12; SD = 1.53) found in question 3 on the instruction given by teachers on
ways to read and generate comments showed that trained peer feedback was not sufficiently practiced by all
teachers. They did not regularly check students’ comments to help them make comments effectively, which was
found out in question 4 (M = 3.84; SD = 1.58), but (question 2) let students self-correct their peer’s writing drafts
(M =4.36; SD = 1.31). An average number of students (M = 4.25; SD = 1.36) admitted that teachers showed
them ways to explain their peer’s mistakes and give suggestions for their peers’ improvement (question 7).

Fortunately, students were provided with guidelines on how to comment on their peers’ products (M = 4.35; SD
= 1.30). The provided guidelines were to avoid students to give vaguely positive comments. Also, they were
instructed to revise the content and organization of their peers’ product (M = 4.30; SD = 1.26), the purpose of
which was to help students enrich their writing instead of solo focusing on mechanical mistakes. These results
were respectively shown in questions 5 and 6 of the questionnaire.

In sum, the quantitative data from question 1 to number 7 indicated that peer feedback was employed in teaching
academic writing classes in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at a university in Ho Chi Minh city though the
implementation was not completely achieved. Teachers provided students with guidelines on giving comments
on several aspects of writing including content and organization. However, they did not pay enough attention to
students’ responses to their peers’ writing pieces when practicing to better their comments and suggestions.

3.2.2 Qualitative Analysis

Qualitative data from the interviews were taken into account in answering the first research question on the
implementation of WPF. Face-to-face interviews with 3 teachers of academic English writing were conducted to
get in-depth information according to the research question. Their teachers participating in the interviews were
coded T1, T2, and T3.

Indeed, though the method of teaching/learning writing is not the focus of the current study, both
process-oriented and product-oriented writing teaching approaches were employed to supplement each other and
bring the utmost benefits to student’s development of writing skills. All of the teachers who participated in the
present study went on the same teaching process: brainstorming, freewriting, outlining, drafting, and editing.
Students were supposed to compose several drafts before coming to the final one which was handed in. In which
process, most of them were provided models of the writing genres and guidelines and instructed to work in
groups to correct each other’s writing products. However, in some cases, the group works in teaching writing
were not carried out. According to teacher 1 (T1), only if students had considerable knowledge of writing, they
would be designated for doing peer editing; but, if the students’ level were low, they would not be assigned to
work in a group but individually. T1 claimed that ‘depending on students’ English competence [...] if their level
is low, I will ask them to write independently. Otherwise, I let them work in n group, making outline and writing
essays.’
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Consequently, majority of the teacher participants, although, put peer feedback into practice, to some extent, its
implementation was not sufficient. One teacher merely employed ‘group-peer’ feedback acts as the sample
conducted by the teacher. Feedback was practiced with the whole class as a sample in each class meeting which
was conducted by the teacher due to the belief that the students’ proficiency was too low to practice peer
feedback in groups. Therefore, the main source of comments students received was from the teacher in charge.

Because of the students’ poor competence, I did not carry out peer feedback as a group activity. For
example, with the outline, I simply asked one group to write out their product on the board, encouraged
other groups to find out mistakes. Which groups could point out the mistake, they got bonus marks. That
was what I did. I knew that if I required them to comment on their group member’s products, they would
not do.

(Teacher 1)

Although the majority of the teacher (2 of them) encouraged students to participate in group work and practice
peer feedback, they did not properly employ this activity. First, they provided students with a checklist to work
on the process of evaluating their peers’ products; however, the problem was that according to teacher 3 (T3)
students were required to tick ‘yes’ or ‘no’ on the checklist instead of writing out their comments, which helps
reviewers develop their writing for clarification.

I gave them a checklist on which they simply ticked ‘yes’ or ‘no’ [...] I understood my students, they would
vaguely comment some words in general if they were asked to write out their comments. Therefore, the
checklist was provided so that they figured out whether there was a thesis statement, including topic and
controlling ideas, and topic sentences. [...] They were not required to write out their comments for they
would pen silly pieces of stuff, which consumed our time to check, causing a headache.

(Teacher 3)

Second, peer feedback was conducted in-class hours without providing guidelines. Teacher 2 (T2) revealed that
after the first draft, students did the peer editing in-class hours. This led students to mainly feedback on the
mechanical mistakes instead of content and organization though they were verbally reminded by the teacher.

I merely let them feedback on their peers’ products without guidelines. However, I instructed them how to
do the editing, what steps they need to follow [...] most of the students correct their peer’s mistakes on
grammar and vocabulary but not content. As a result, when they submitted their writing, I could see that
they had revised their text full of red and black ink; however, the content was kept unchanging.

(Teacher 2)

In sum, the answer to research question 1 on the extent to which WPF was implemented in the Faculty of
Foreign Languages at HCMC OU was that WPF was applied at the University but the appliance was not
effective due to some reasons. First, trained peer feedback was not carried out on the learning process, which led
students not to acknowledge the importance and the role of peer feedback on their language writing development.
Second, regarding guidelines on the peer feedback process, in one case, the teacher did not offer students
guidelines on what criteria need focusing. As a result, students paid attention to only grammar and vocabulary
aspects. In other cases, although guidelines were provided to help students when commenting on their peers’
products, they failed to create a chance for students to expose to writing for clarification, suggestion, etc. due to
ticking ‘yes’ or ‘no’ option. Third, because of the belief that students were not qualified enough to generate
comments on their peer’s products, peer feedback was merely employed as a sample conducted by the teacher.

3.3 Research Question 2: What Are English-Majored Students’ Attitudes Towards Written Peer Feedback Applied
in Academic Writing Classes?

From the findings in research question 1 that written peer feedback (WPF) was implemented in the Faculty of
Foreign Languages at HCMC OU; however, training on WPF was not sufficiently carried out. Research question
2 was to explore the students’ attitudes towards WPF currently applied by the teachers. Instruments employed to
work out the answer for this research question n was a questionnaire to students. Quantitative analysis was
conducted to analyze the data. Quantitatively, it was examined the questions number 8 to number 20 of the
questionnaire. Question 8 was to work out whether the students preferred using WPF on learning English
academic writing. Questions 9 to 15 were designed to elicit the students’ attitudes towards the uses of WPF.
Questions 16 to 20 were for the exploration of the opinions on the effects of WPF on their writing revisions.

SPSS 18.0 was employed to analyze data. The descriptive statistic was calculated to determine the Number (N),
the Mean (M), and the Standard Deviation (SD). The range means for the six-point Likert scale is applied as
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follows: low level is less than 2.66, the medium level is from 2.67 to 4.33, and the high level is from 4.34 to 6
(Pham, 2010).

The questionnaire from the descriptive survey has analyzed the find out students’ attitudes towards the practice
of peer feedback in terms of its usefulness to their writing quality and its effects on their revisions were
displayed in Table 3.

Table 3. Students’ attitudes towards the implementation of WPF

Item No. Content N Mean SD
The usefulness of written peer feedback activities for writing quality

8 I like my friends in my group to read and comment on my writing. 336 4.95 1.10

9 I find it useful to write an essay, revise my drafts, and comment on my peers’ writing in 337 4.99 1.04
learning English writing.

10 Thanks to my peers’ comments, I can realize that my writing has many mistakes whichI 336 5.14 0.95
cannot point out by myself.

11 Thanks to my peers’ feedback, I understand more about the method of writing an 334 4.98 241

academic essay.

12 Thanks to reading my peers’ writing in the commenting process, I learn different writing 335 5.02 0.92
styles and ideas from my friend.

13 Learning writing via written peer feedback, reading and commenting on my peers’ 334 5.04 0.95
writing and vice versa, helps me come up with new ideas to revise my writing.

14 Written peer feedback is very effective for me since it helps not only me but also my 336 5.02 091
friends to improve our writing.

15 Thanks to written peer feedback, I realize that learning activities are not only based on 336 5.08 0.95
the teacher but also my friends so that every member of the class can help each other to
improve our writing quality.

16 Sharing my writing for my friends to read and comment makes me pay more attention to 334 4.99 0.98
my writing quality.

Table 3 indicated that most of the respondents expressed highly favorable and positive attitudes towards the
practice of written peer feedback with the mean value ranging from 4.84 to 5.14. Concerning the usefulness of
peer feedback, as could be seen from the table, the majority of the students showed their preference in using
written peer feedback in learning writing with the mean value varying from 4.95 to 5.14. (9) They enjoyed
receiving feedback from their peers (M = 4.95; SD = 1.10). (10) They found that it was helpful to write an essay,
revise their drafts, and comment on their peers’ writing in the learning L2 writing (M = 4.99; SD = 1.04). (11)
They strongly agreed that thanks to their peer feedback, they could realize the mistakes that were difficult to be
pointed out by themselves (M = 5.14; SD = 0.95). (12) Also, they confirmed that thanks to the practice of peer
feedback, they understood more about the method of writing an academic essay (M = 4.98; SD = 2.41). (13)
They asserted that they gained new ideas and learned different writing styles from reading their peers’ essays (M
=5.02; SD =0.92). (14) Thanks to the commenting process, the student writers could come up with new ideas to
revise their writing (M = 5.04; SD = 0.95). (15) Besides, they believed that peer feedback helped not only them
but also their friends to improve their writing (M = 5.02; SD = 0.91); therefore, (16) they highly agreed that their
learning could come from two sources—the teacher and friends (M = 5.08; SD = 0.95).

Table 4. The effects of written peer feedback on writing revisions

17 I found that my peers’ comments are very useful for my writing revision. 334 4.90 1.00

18 Thanks to my written peers’ comments, I can reorganize the ideas in my writing more 334 4.98 0.98
logically.

19 After each revision based on my peers’ comments, the content of my writing is much more 334 4.87 1.04
abundant.

20 After each revision based on my peers’ comments, my writing greatly improved in terms of 334 4.84 1.03

vocabulary, grammar, and spellings.

As can be seen from Table 4, the students highly rated the effects of written peer feedback on writing. The range
of the means was from 4.84 to 4.99. (17) Most of the students claimed that sharing their writing for their peers to
read and comment made them pay more attention to their writing pieces (M = 4.99; SD = 0.99). Also, they found
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that their peers’ comments (18) were extremely useful for their revision (M = 4.90; SD = 1.00), and (19) thanks
those comments, they reorganized the ideas in their writing more logically (M = 4.98; SD = 0.98). They asserted
that after each revision based on their peers’ comments, their writing was much improved (20) not only in term
of vocabulary, structure, grammar, and spelling (M = 4.84; SD = 1.04) (19) but also the content (M = 4.87; SD =
1.04).

In short, most of the students expressed their highly positive attitudes towards written peer feedback (M = 4.95)
in terms of its usefulness for writing quality improvement and its effects on revisions. They believed that it
helped not only the writers but also the reviewers improve their writing quality (M = 5.02). Also, they considered
it a useful tool in learning writing (M = 4.99) which brought them better revision in both low level (M = 4.87)
and high level (M = 4.84). Noticeably, the findings from this research question contradicted those based on
qualitative data analysis in research question 1 that students were not qualified enough to generate effective
comments for peer revision improvement. Therefore, an examination into the quality of peers’ written feedback
and its effects on the students’ revisions was a need.

3.4 Discussions of the Findings

With regards to the extent to which peer feedback was implemented, the results of the present study revealed that
written peer feedback was applied in English academic writing classes at a University in Ho Chi Minh City. This
is consistent with the finding of previous research conducted by Pham (2013). However, trained peer feedback
was not sufficiently practiced by all of the teachers. Previous research findings have sought out that without
adequate training, students might discomfort with the practice of peer feedback for the lack of trust in their peers’
competence, experience anxiety when giving critical feedback, and consider this is time-consuming (Widiati,
2002; Pearce, Mulder, & Bial, 2009). Therefore, the researcher in an agreement with Pham (2013) suggested that
to utilize the advantages of peer feedback, training should be applied.

The teachers provided students with some guidelines and asked students to self-correct their peers’ products
without regular observation. They, even, did not show students how to explain their peers’ mistakes and give
suggestions for improvement. Other previous research has proved that, to ensure the effects of written peer
feedback, training on peer feedback, in which process students were instructed ways to explain the nature of
problems, and give suggestion (Min, 2006; Pham & Usaha, 2016; Pham et al., 2020; Pham, 2019), should be
carried out to empower students in learning and create a collaborative learning environment for writing classes
(Hyland, 2000; Tsui & Ng, 2000; Hyland & Hyland, 2006).

Semi-structured interviews with teachers revealed that most of the teachers practiced written peer feedback in
teaching writing. However, its implementation was not adequately treated. First, they provided students with a
checklist to evaluate their peers’ products. Students were required to put the tick on the ‘yes’ or ‘no’ option. They
claimed that without specific guidelines students would provide vague feedback on their peers’ writing. Min
(2008) argued that in the process of evaluating peers’ products, writing their comments would help reviewers
develop their writing for clarification.

Second, the teachers verbally instructed students on how to do the editing their peers’ products and what steps
needed to follow and asked them to practice merely in-class hours. This made students commented on the
mechanical mistakes instead of the content and organization. Berg (1999) stated that the peer-editing sheet
should be provided to students now that they acknowledged particular writing aspects that needed focusing.

Third, the teachers believed that students were not qualified enough to generate comments on their peers’
products; thus, peer feedback was merely employed as a sample conducted by the teacher. In contrast, Graves
(1983) and Tangpermpoon (2008) claimed that the writing process is learner-center; thus, teachers should create
an involved and motivated environment for writing classes by helping students develop critical thinking and
learn not to depend only on teachers’ feedback. Supported the notion, Ting and Qian (2010) and Farrah (2012)
asserted that peer feedback activities could stimulate self-correction among students and nurture students’
independent and critical reading and writing. Also, Min (2008) asserted that trained peer feedback helped
students understand that the purpose of giving comments is to assist writers to express their intended ideas
comprehensibly; hence, they would provide revision-oriented comments. Moreover, once understanding the
purpose, the students were excited about giving comments and willing to spend time and effort on negotiating
ideas and giving specific suggestions. Morra and Romano (2008) added that trained peer feedback helped
prevent tension and fears; hence, it facilitated student involvement.

Most of the teachers in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at this university applied written peer feedback on
teaching academic writing—encouraging students to work in groups and comments on their peers’ writing
products. However, the practice was not sufficiently adopted. (1) Trained peer feedback was not carried out
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during the learning process. (2) Because of the belief that students were not qualified enough to generate
comments on their peer product, (a) in some cases, simple guidelines with ‘yes’/no’ options which failed to
encourage students to write for clarification and suggestion were delivered to the students, (b) peer feedback was
merely employed as a sample conducted by the teacher. The researcher recommended trained written peer
feedback to teachers in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at HCMC OU to utilize the practice of peer feedback
(Berg, 1990; Widiati, 2002; Min, 2006, 2008; Morra & Romano, 2008; Pham, 2010). If students were properly
trained for peer feedback, they could generate effective comments, which, in turn, eased teachers’ burden on
large classes. Hence, learner-center in process writing approach was successfully practiced. The recommendation
would be enforced with the findings from research questions 2, 3, and 4.

Relating to the students’ attitudes towards the implementation, the research findings revealed that the students
reported positive attitudes towards every aspect of peer feedback with the mean value ranging from 4.84 to 5.14.
The study found that the students especially preferred having their writing product read and commented on by
their peers. The findings lent support to Hirose’s (2008), Morra and Romano’s (2008), and Pham and Nguyen
(2020) that students highly valued the significance of peer feedback. For example, Morra and Romano found that
90% of their student participants considered the experience of giving feedback was beneficial.

Although written peer feedback was not adequately implemented as revealed in research question 1, students
expressed their preference for its practice. The finding, slightly different from Fujieda’s (2007), could be, at first,
doubted; yet, should come as no surprise since it was fully supported by process writing and collaborative
learning approach. These approaches emphasize on learner-centered. Lounis (2010) and Pham and Nguyen
(2020) stated that feedback was provided to nurture students’ confidence as a writer; however, with time
limitation teacher feedback was often for the small groups and class as a whole, peer feedback was the best
choice for students writing development. Besides, Nunan (1992) claimed that collaborative learning
environments offered learners an effective context for understanding and that they could feel free in expressing
ideas in small groups.

Regarding the usefulness of written peer feedback, the results of the present study verified a claim that peer
feedback was useful as a source for revisions. First, as mentioned by Jacobs et al. (1998) and Pham and Nguyen
(2020), learners were not, sometimes, aware of their writing mistakes because of their carelessness or knowledge
gap; this research also revealed that thanks to peer feedback, students could realize the mistakes that were
difficult to notice by themselves. Second, peer feedback helped improve not only the writer’s writing but also the
reviewers’ since they learned different writing styles when reading their peers’ writing. The finding seemed to
bolster Fujieda’s (2007), Pham and Nguyen (2020), Pham (2014), and Min’s (2008), that as a reviewer, peer
feedback provided them with opportunities to read and learn from other texts, raised their awareness of their
writing mistakes; as a writer, it helped them receive comments on what they had missed. Yet, it was inventible
compared to the drawbacks of L2 peer feedback posted by Fallows and Chandramohan (2001) that students
disliked commenting on their peers’ work since they believed that it was the teacher’s responsibility.

Third, regarding learning sources, students strongly confirmed that they could learn from both their teacher and
their peers. The finding was supported by Chaudron’s (1984) that neither teacher nor peer feedback was superior
to each other. Yet, the research evidence was in opposition to what Widiati (2003) stated that students doubted
the value of peer feedback and likely to look upon their teacher’s response because they lack trust in the
competence of the reviewers.

Concerning the effects of peer feedback on writing quality, the students highly evaluated the effectiveness of
written peer feedback for their writing quality. Admittedly, the findings were not new. They compatible with
Jacobs et al. (1989), Qian and Ting (2010), and Farrah (2012) that peer feedback significantly yielded a positive
impact on revisions. First, confirmed by related literature (Zhu, 2001) on the benefits of peer feedback, the
findings of the present research showed that sharing their writing with peers made them take more care of the
writing. Second, they revealed that students believed peer feedback helped students reorganize the ideas in their
writing more logically, enhanced the writing quality in terms of vocabulary, structure, grammar, vocabulary, and
content. The findings bolstered Widiati’s (2003) that students found that their peers’ comments helped them not
only enrich the content but also improve the organization and the language of their writing.

In short, the findings of the present research revealed that the students highly expressed their favorable attitudes
towards the practice of written peer feedback. It was found that the students highly rated its practice since (1)
they believed that it was useful for the writing quality; and, it helped the students not only as a writer but also a
reviewer, (2) and that the effects of peer feedback on their writing revision were positive—their writing
performance was enhanced in every aspect such as vocabulary, grammar, structure, spelling, organization, and
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content. Noticeably, the findings from this research and those from research question 1 seemed to be conflictive,
which led to a need for a case study to examine the quality of the students’ feedback and its effects on writing
revisions.

4. Conclusion

This present study explored the implementation of written peer feedback in teaching English writing at a
University in Ho Chi Minh City. First, following the trend of the world language teaching and learning towards
promoting a learner-centered and collaborative learning environment, written peer feedback was carried out in
most of the academic writing classes in the Faculty of Foreign Languages; however, the implementation was not
sufficiently. The teacher did create chances for students to work in groups and comment on peers’ products; yet,
they assigned peer correction work to students without careful instructions or training. This was due to their
belief that (1) the student would generate general and vague comments, (2) they were not qualified enough to
make comments on their peer writing. The researcher recommended trained written peer feedback to the teachers
in the Faculty of Foreign Languages to make the best use of the activity as confirmed by previous researchers
(Min, 2006; Min, 2008; Pham, 2019; Pham & Nguyen, 2020) that trained peer feedback helped students improve
their writing quality, and helped novice students generate effective comments on their peer’s product.

Second, the present study disclosed the students’ positive attitudes towards the practice of written peer feedback
through their confirmation of the usefulness of peers’ comments and the effects of peers’ feedback on their
writing outcomes. The students' considered peer feedback a useful source for revisions since thanks to the
feedback, they realized the mistakes that were difficult to notice by themselves. Peer feedback brought enormous
benefits to both writers and reviewers; hence, they admitted that they could learn from not only their teacher but
also their peers. Besides, they claimed that peer feedback helped them reorganize the ideas in their writing, and
enhance their writing in terms of vocabulary, structure, grammar, and content. The contradict findings between
research questions 1 and 2 led the researcher to carry out a case study in an attempt to work out the quality of
trained peer feedback and its impacts on the students’ revisions.
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