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Abstract

A novice writer moves from a focus on form at the sentence level, to a focus on organization
and cohesion at the paragraph level, and then on to managing a ‘writing project’ of an academic
essay. This research paper investigated how novice college writers learn the academic writing
process and apply taught writing skills. In particular, the structural components of an academic
essay, as well as the effective integration of outside sources of evidence. As part of this process,
peer-editing using checklists was used as a formative assessment tool. The accuracy of student
peer-assessments of the first draft was then compared with the teacher-assessments of the
second draft. The results showed that while the accuracy of peer-editing using checklists is

limited, they do guide students in improving their academic writing.

Introduction

When considering the use of peer review using checksheets it should be noted that the global
pandemic necessitated a move from face-to-face classes in 2019, when the self-check
sheets were piloted, to an asynchronous ‘On Demand’ Learning Management System (LMS)
in 2020, and a more synchronous Zoom classroom environment in 2021. In understanding the
application of CALL to peer-reviews, a guiding principle was adopted that new
“technologies provide the means to support students to acquire the important academic
writing skills in an environment that provides both student-to-student and student-to-
teacher interaction and support” (Horstmanshof & Brownie, 2013). The software chosen
that matched these requirements was the LMS platform Eduflow. It was intended, in the
words of Warshauer et al. (1996) to “promote student autonomy, increase classroom equality,

and help students develop a critical learning perspective” (p.11). The research questions are:
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How well do novice students understand abstract concepts of academic writing?
How well do novice students apply abstract concepts of academic writing?

How effective is Online Peer-Editing using checklists in improving academic writing skills?

Research Literature Review

As part of the process of writing, feedback and revision play an important role in not only
shaping the final text, but also honing the skills of the writer. Kift et al. (2009) make the point
that assessment is a fundamental part of the student experience, and it should not only be
assessment of learning but also assessment for and as learning. When preparing and teaching a
writing course one consideration is discerning the mode of feedback (teacher feedback, peer-
review, self-review) for the learning situation at different stages of the course. From their survey
of research in this field, Hyland and Hyland (2006) draw the conclusion that effective feedback
employs a variety of methods and should include both interaction and a means to respond to
the feedback. Traditionally correction and feedback have been the realm of the teacher, studies
show that teacher feedback is more effective with students making significant revisions to their
writing (Mendonga & Johnson 1994; Saito & Fujita 1994; Zhang, 1995; Sengupta 1998; Paulus,
1999). Furthermore, studies show that students prefer teacher feedback and that there are issues
of student inaccuracies and inter-personal problems giving peer feedback (Keh, 1990; Leki,
1990). Cho and Schunn (2007) explain that undergraduate students are not only novices in their
disciplines but also in the skill of giving constructive feedback and also there are individual
differences between peer reviewers. However, they also explain that some recent studies show
peer reviewers are more likely to detect misunderstandings and contradictions as well as
provide the perspective of the essay’s audience, and that by working together students can learn
to avoid these problems. In a study of Japanese EFL university students, Kamimura (2006)
found that in terms of overall essay quality, peer feedback had a positive effect on both high-
and low-proficient students’ writing performance.

If evaluated from a more holistic point of view, the benefits of the peer- and self- review
are that they teach students about the editing process, and to self-monitor and improve their
writing. In their study of peer- and self-assessments, Saito and Fujita (2004) explain the value
of peer-review as: 1) promoting self-awareness and self-reflection, 2) motivation to ‘fill the
gap’, 3) increased responsibility for learning, 4) increased understanding of evaluation criteria,
and 5) a greater sense of connectivity to a writing community. Also, it has been found that as a

result of the peer-review process, students’ ability to self-monitor their writing improves. In
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one study Paulus (1999) found that 52% of revisions resulted neither from peer, or teacher
feedback. At a form-focused level, a study by Rouhi and Azizan (2013) found that ‘givers’ of
feedback performed better on post-tests than ‘receivers. Wakabayashi (2013) adds substance to
this by drawing on various studies that showed students learned more about writing by
reviewing peer texts than by receiving peer comments. Though a well-scaffolded peer-review
system involves a significant amount of planning, student training and lesson time, once it is
up and running it also has the advantage of reducing teacher workload (Rada et al., 1994). In
short, peer-review tasks can help move the students to a more ‘finished’ product of writing.

In summary, students may be less receptive to peer feedback stemming from a cultural sense
that correction and feedback is the traditional domain of the teacher. Also, the sheer range of
results of the various studies show that the efficacy of feedback is often situation specific.
However, many practitioners agree that the further purposes of peer-review are to provide an
audience for writers, and to develop their evaluative skills (Hyland and Hyland, 2006). Because
students respond differently to type of feedback and delivery context, a reflective teacher needs
to assess the different modes of feedback in their learning context for their relative strengths

and weaknesses.

Use of Peer-Review Checklists in L2 Essay Writing

Peer-Review Checklists (See Appendix A, B, C) were used as the main mode of feedback
in this study. This was intended to give students a better understanding of academic genre, form,
and content. As explained by Macalister and Nation (2019), checklists provide systematic
coverage of important points, allow students to compare their writing to others, and serve to
provide formative feedback. Garofalo (2013) advocates the use of checklists to focus students
on discrete writing skills and ‘treatable issues’ in the student’s writing, and as they progress,
new checklists can refocus the students on specifics pertinent to the academic genre. For college
students, peer-review checklists serve not only to build competency of the academic genre, but
also an understanding of their peer writing community. This ‘assessment as learning’ can also
give the students a degree of autonomy and empowerment as participatory stakeholders in the

evaluation and essay grading process.
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Novice Writers in an EFL Context

Based on students answers to a pre-writing questionnaire and an analysis of students writing
(Practice Paragraph 1), the majority of students started this course as novice academic writers

whose writing skills can be summed up as follows:

. Have good sentence level writing skills

. Have not written an academic English essay

. Write mainly in the first person: In my experience, I think....

. Do not know the conventions of academic writing

. Usually do not give enough examples and supporting sentences
. Have mixed understandings of what constitutes a ‘paragraph’

The experience of novice writers tends to be of shorter writing processes. The
format generally being form focused input from the teacher followed by the students writing
a short passage, and then a feedback stage sometimes followed with revision. In her study of
the writing context of Japanese students, Yasuda (2014) explains that writing in high schools
focuses mainly of translation (eisakubun), with its focus on learning grammatical forms. She
recommends more free composition (jiyu-eisakubun) tasks, to engage students in not only
form but also knowledge of content and genre. She also notes that Japanese students learn
less genre-specific rhetorical patterns in L1 and L2 writing and as a result find L2 expository
and academic writing more difficult. Graham (2006) explains that skilled writers are more
knowledgeable about writing, whereas novice and struggling writers might lack
knowledge about what constitutes good writing products and processes. Incorporating
evidence from outside sources with citation is usually an entirely new skill for most
students. Hauptman et al. (2003) categorize the causes of low-level writing from sources
as being due to lack of: explicit task representation, guided practice, and adequate content
knowledge. Grabe & Zhang, (2013) explain that learning to write from textual sources is a
challenging skill even for students whose L1 is English. Paulus (1999) makes the point that
because writing habits and linguistic needs of L2 writers are different from L1 writers, a
better understanding of the role of teacher and peer feedback on the quality of writing,
revision and multiple redrafting is needed. Indeed, having an understanding or
‘metacognition’ of academic writing as a process forms part of the learning curve of novice
writers and the steepness of this curve depends a lot on their ability to understand higher level

vocabulary and ‘metalanguage’.
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Metacognition and Metalanguage

At college level students need to take more self-responsibility for the progress of their
writing through the various processes of writing an academic essay. To do this they need to not
only understand a lot of metalanguage that is used in teaching components of an academic essay,
but also use this to develop metacognition of their research and writing project. Teng’s (2019)
study of metacognitive parameters in college EFL writing, found that planning, monitoring, and
evaluating correlated with writing performance, and that procedural knowledge highly
correlated: “Procedural knowledge, referring to information about how to successfully apply
various actions and strategies, seems to promote efficacious planning, monitoring, and
evaluating of text production” (p.10). To put this in other words, as part of learning about
academic writing, students need to learn abstract rules and unfamiliar processes which can
involve unfamiliar metalinguistic terminology. Students not only need to understand and
succeed in the task at hand in each lesson, but also build strategic knowledge of how it fits into
the process of writing an academic essay. This procedural and declarative knowledge is made
even more challenging in a second language. Gillam (1990) sees the development of these
critical skills as the progressive acquisition of a metalanguage, by which students become better
able to consider the linguistic components of others, and by extension, their own writing.
However, if they are unable to grasp one idea or process, then the resulting gap in their

knowledge can be like a missing piece of an unfinished puzzle.

Methodology

Participants

The participants in this study were 109 Japanese university students characterized as high-
beginner to low-intermediate proficiency level with a CEFR level ranging from A2 to B1. The
majority were second-year students (2020 58 yr.2, 1 yr.3. 1 yr.4,2021 49 yr.2) taking an elective
Writing Workshop course that met once a week for 90 minutes, 15 times. In the first lesson as
part of a pre-writing survey, students were asked: Have you ever written an English essay? How
many words did you write? 48% replied ‘No’ and 52% ‘Yes’. Of those who replied ‘Yes’, the
number of words they wrote, ranged from 50 to 1150 words, with an average of 342 words (SD
254).
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Materials and Procedures

The goal of the course was to write an 800-word essay conforming to academic rules and
styles of writing. The textbook Academic Writing Skills 1 (Wray et al. 2012) was used for
instruction and assessed classwork. For the peer editing using checklists, the online LMS
Eduflow.com was used. Eduflow is designed as a platform that encourages ‘social learning’.
The teacher makes a course flow of editing tasks (checklists or questions) and reflection tasks.
Students upload their written work, then peer reviews can be manually or automatically
assigned. Students read and review a partner’s essay and then receive their reviewed essays and
edit any items checked ‘no’ accordingly. See Figure 1 for an example of what students see on

Eduflow.com.

Figure 1. Eduflow.com Example Student Screen
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As part of the course 20% of the student’s final grade was assigned to peer-editing using
checklists, the final essay constituted 40%, 20% was given to practice paragraphs and article
summaries, and 20% was assigned to 10 assessed classwork tasks (Topic Sentences,
Paragraph Structure, Taking a Position, Thesis Statement, Essay Outline, Introduction,
Writing Body Paragraphs with Evidence from Articles, Citation & Referencing Verbs,
Conclusion, Reference List). The classwork correlated to items on the essay draft checklists,
so that if students received a ‘no’ check they could go back to the relevant classwork and
review the writing skill. For example, for the classwork on Thesis Statements, students were

taught to write a single sentence
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thesis statement from their outline, consisting of topic, writer’s position and three main points.
This became checklist item 1 on the Outline and Introduction Checklist and item 3 on First and
Second Draft Checklist. This made it possible to identify problem areas and provide review
activities and individual guidance on items that were checked ‘no’.

The course was divided into three main parts. Part 1 Pre-Writing (weeks 1-4): students were
introduced to academic writing using practical reading and writing tasks. They wrote one
practice paragraph on a topic about college life (part-time jobs, university circles etc.) and
another on the topic they chose for their main essay. Both practice paragraphs were peer-
reviewed on Eduflow using a checklist (See Appendix A). Students were given training on how
to use Eduflow and how to make constructive comments on any items that were flagged ‘no’.
Students then read their feedback and made changes to their paragraphs before conducting a
self-check using the same checklist, and then uploaded the second draft for teacher’s grading.

Part 2 Researching & Outlining (weeks 5-8): students learnt how to write a thesis statement,
topic sentences and an outline. For research, students were shown how to do key-word searches
to find 3 online articles, one for each paragraph’s topic. Two articles could be in Japanese, one
had to be in English. All article reports were written in English and included: Reference
Information (Author’s Name, Date, Title, URL), and a Summary of Main Points, Key Words
and Data. In weeks 6 to 8, for the synchronous Zoom classes, students with the same essay topic
were placed in Zoom breakout rooms, where they presented their article reports and shared
useful facts with each other. In week 8 students were taught how to write sentences adding
information from their article reports, categorized as Reason ¥, Example F5fjll, Fact 552,
Statistic #tal, Expert Opinion B D E R After finishing their outline and introduction,
a checklist was used for peer-review on Eduflow (See Appendix B).

Part 3 Writing & Editing (weeks 9-15): students finished writing their first draft and
uploaded it to Eduflow.com in week 11. In week 12 students logged into Eduflow and found a
partner’s essay assigned by an algorithm on their workflow screen. Students read and checked
the essay using the checklist. They were encouraged to write comments for each section. In
addition, as part of this review, students were asked to search the internet, find and recommend
an article with some supporting points that could be used in one of the paragraphs. They then
received their partner’s feedback on their essay and were instructed to make changes. In week
13 and 14, a writing skills review was conducted by the teacher focusing on common errors
from the first drafts such as using supporting facts in body paragraphs with in-text citation,
formatting the reference list etc. Students were also given the opportunity to talk together in

Zoom breakout rooms and make corrections. Each student was asked by the teacher if they
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needed any help making corrections, and explicit guidance was provided where needed. It was
explained that when partners checked their essay some items are often miss-checked ‘yes’, so
the second draft self-check was more important. Students finished their second drafts and then

uploaded to Eduflow for a self-check before teacher grading.

Data Collection

To assess the effectiveness of student peer evaluation of essays, a comparison of 19 of the
checklist questions (Appendix C Questions 1-11 and 15-22) was made. These items were
checked in Draft 1 (D1) by peer editors and then 3 weeks later in Draft 2 (D2) by the teacher.
A comparison of the errors flagged by the peer editors in D1 was made with those flagged by
the teacher in D2. This showed 1) if the checker did not flag a mistake in D1 and the writer did
not self-check in D2, 2) if the checker flagged a mistake in D1 but no correction was made in
D2, and 3) if the checker flagged a mistake in D1 and it was corrected in D2, (see Table 1). The
resulting comparison data for each essay D1 and D2 was rechecked by an independent checker,
a member of college staff, for accuracy. To assess students’ understanding of academic writing,
a questionnaire was administered at the beginning and end of the course. One task asked the
students to put 6 stages of the writing process in the correct order, based on the assumption that
these concepts would be understood by the end of the course. In addition, students answered

questions about their experience of Eduflow, the essay checklist, and the course materials.

Results

A comparison was made between checked items by the student reviewer of D1 and checked
items by the teacher of D2, see Table 1 below. Out of 109 essays 21 were excluded, for not
uploading a D1 for peer editing or for not uploading a D2 for teacher grading, because no
comparison could be made. Of 1,672 checked items, 327 were flagged ‘no’. However, out of
327 flagged errors only 33 (10.1%) were corrected in D2, 110 flagged mistakes (33.6%) went

uncorrected, and 184 (56.3%) errors went unflagged and uncorrected.
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Table 1. Error Checking and Error Correction Draft 1 to Draft 2

DI Peer Checker doesnot ~ Checker flags Checker flags Total Number of
Edited & flag mistake in mistake in D1 but  mistake in D1 & flagged items
D2 D1 & writerdoes  no correction D2 corrected D2
Submitted  not self-check D2
2020 48 117 (62.5%) 56 (30%) 14 (7.5%) 187
2021 40 67 (47.9%) 54(38.6%)  19(13.5%) 140
2020-21 88 184 (56.3%)  110(33.6%) 33 (10.1%) 327

Note: *21 Essays were excluded for not uploading a D1 or D2
* Total Number of Checked Items ( n x 19 flaggable Items ) = 1672 (2020 =912, 2021 = 760)

When viewed by error type as shown in Table 2, 50% of uncorrected errors (checklist items 6
— 11) pertained to use of evidence and citation. For both courses a review workshop on in-text
citation was conducted in lesson 13 after peer-editing of the first draft to focus students on how
to make corrections. Checklist items 3, 4, 18 and 19, show that some students continued to
struggle with writing topic sentences, thesis statements and summary sentences. Another area
where academic style and accuracy posed problems for the students was a correctly formatted

reference list, checklist item 22.

Table 2. Flagged Error Types

Essay Checklist Items Uncorrected  Corrected
2 Introduction: Background Sentences 3 0
3 Introduction: Correctly written Thesis 26 3
4 Paragraph: Topic Sentences 10 1
5  Paragraph: Transition Words 0 1

6-8 Paragraph: No Evidence Paragraphs 1, 2, or 3 33 1
9  Citation: Citation with all Facts 32 0
10  Citation: Correct In-Text  Citation 42 0
11 Citation: Both Citation Pattern 1 and 2 used 42 6
15 Language: Personal Language 16 4
16  Structure: Correctly Formatted Paragraphs 6 2
18  Conclusion: Restated General Thesis 13 0
19  Conclusion: Sum Up Main Points 13 2

20  Conclusion: Final Thoughts 6 0
21  Reference List: 3 References 6 2
22  Reference List: Correct Formatting 46 11

Total 294 33

Note: Checklist Numbers same as Appendix C

These figures may seem surprising, and it is an area where a reflective process of course
improvement by the teacher is needed. When placed into the context of the finished essay grade,
as shown in Table 3, 75% of essays passed as academic essays, with 39.77% rated A 80-89 with
3-5 flagged errors, and 35.23% rated A+/S 90-100 with 1-2 minor errors. 21 essays 23.86%
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merited a B which meant the essay was completed with 5 or more flagged errors, and crucially
a lack of evidence and citation. Furthermore, 21 students were unable to finish a first draft in
time for peer-checking or did not upload a revised second draft. These students are recorded
separately as ‘procrastinating writers’, their mean essay score was 76.29% (SD 9.54) compared
to 85.58% (SD 7.6) for the 88 students who completed all peer and self-checking tasks.

Table 3. Essay Grade Bands and Number of Checksheet Errors

Fail / Not 60 — 69 70-79 80-89 90 - 100
Submitted Incomplete 5+ flagged 3-5 Errors 1-2 Minor
Essay Errors, Parts Errors
Missing
2020 n.48 0 0 15 (31.25.%) 12 (25.0%) 21 (43.75.%)
2021 n.40 0 1 (2.5%) 6 (15.%) 23 (57.5%) 10 (25.0%)
2020/21 N.88 0 1(1.14.%) 21 (23.86.%) 35 (39.77%) 31 (35.23%)
Procrastinating
Writers  n.21 1 5 5 7 3
Note:

* Procrastinating writers 2020 n.12, 2021, n.9
* 11 did not upload to Eduflow on time but submitted an essay to the teacher, 10 uploaded D1
on time to Eduflow but did not upload D2 so D1 was graded.

Metacognition of Essay Writing Process

A PDF file containing the course outline and schedule was posted on the student course
webpage and explained in the first lesson, along with a slide showing the 6 stages of process
writing. At the end of the lesson students, as part of the pre-writing survey, were asked to put
the 6 stages of the writing process in order: 1 Brainstorming, 2 Outlining, 3 Researching, 4
Writing, 5 Editing, 6 Rewriting. For this task, the order of 2 Outlining and 3 Researching was
interchangeable as these processes often occur simultaneously. Only 26% of students were
able to correctly order the stages of writing. Over the following 14 weeks students followed
the schedule and writing process, then in the end of course survey they were given the
same task. Though the number of correct answers improved, only 56% of students selected
the correct orders.

Also, as part of the peer-review process, see Appendix B questions 12 to 14, reviewer
students were asked to choose a paragraph that has little or no supporting points from an article
and then search the internet and find some supporting points that could be used in their partner’s
essay. This was meant to reinforce the research skills that were taught in the course, show that
the checker understood the main points of what they were reading, and push the editing towards
a more collaborative process. Out of 88 peer reviewers, 26 students did not recommend an

article, 62 recommended an article but only 4 students used the recommended article to revise
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their D2. In the end of semester survey, when asked if any points had been added from the
article their peer review partner had recommended, 51% reported No and 49% reported Yes
(see Table 5).

Student Reflections

Students conducted several reflections during the course. In Eduflow after completing peer
editing, students then read the feedback that they received from another student. To mark this
Eduflow task as complete students had to answer two reflection questions intended to provide
a focus for the subsequent D2 revision: Q1 What did you learn from the feedback you received?
Q2 What will you change in your essay? Using qualitative analysis, four categories were
derived inductively through careful reading of the students’ comments as shown in Table 4.
These results show that about two-thirds of students were able to use the peer checklist feedback

reflection to clearly identify parts of their essay writing for improvement.

Table 4. Student Reflections on Draft 1 Peer Feedback

Category Examples of Student Reflections Q1 Q2

Positive Comment | could understand what was missing in my essay. / By asking someone to 30 0
read my essay, | was able to find something | hadn't noticed.

General I will increase the statistics. 33 30

Comment about I would like to practice writing better sentences.

writing

Specific Comment | need to change the way of citation. / | will rewrite the reference list in 53 82

about Checkpoint  the correct order. / | will use the pattern 1 to quote the facts in my essay.

States no action No particular change. 2 6

will be taken Nothing

At the end of the course a survey was conducted about the course materials and peer editing
online. The results of the survey are shown in Table 5. For the online course materials only
10.6% reported that they were very difficult, 23% found the materials to be at their level, and
65.4% reported that they were challenging and took longer than expected. 83.6% reported that
they spent less than 120 minutes a week on course materials with 16.4% spending between 120-
180 minutes. About two thirds of students agreed that the difficulty and amount of the writing
tasks was appropriate for them, with one third disagreeing. Most, 83.7% found Eduflow easy
to use. However, only 38.5% reported that they could understand the checkpoints clearly and
check and change their essay, 47.1% could understand the check points but found it difficult to
change their essay and 14.4% had difficulty understanding the checkpoints so changing their
essay was also difficult. 93% agreed that by checking other student’s mistakes they could notice
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mistakes in their own writing, and 95% reported that they made changes to

result of reading the peer checking.

Table 5. End of Semester Survey on Course Materials

their essays as a

How do you rate the Online Course Very
Materials? # ¥ 5 4 v a— ZZH I3 Easy At my level Challenging difficult
=5 oo R,
BRITOBREE S TF 1.0% 23.0% 65.4% 10.6%
How much time did you spend on course
materials each week? & D 2 F 2 D HRE 30-60 min 60-90 min 90-120 min 120-180 min
A=V Ji YET) OFHERIX,
LTHEIZEDLS BT L7z
I don’ think I don’t think |think so % Istrongly
soatall &< so %9 b7k 50 5 think so 7
L
Z9 Bbirn W CE5HES
Was the difficulty level of writing
appropriate for you? Z D27 7 A TH I 3.9% 24.0% 61.5% 10.6%
AT 4 v IIEOHS KX, THE
I & o TEYI7Z 572 8 B E 35,
Was the amount of writing tasks appropriate
foryou? 2D 7 7 ACTHINZTA T 4 2.8% 28.9% 59.6% 8.7%
VIR R D RILEY] 7 o 7 & e
3
Was Eduflow easy to use? Eduflow ({5 > iy 13.5% 5779, 26.0%
TRV E LD, o o o o
By checking other student’s writing, I could
notice mistakes in my own writing. fthh D% 0 6.7% 52.0% 41.3%
HBDIGAT4 VTR F v IV ITBL
LT, DI AT 4 VT ORECICRD
Wl EnH B,
| could not I had difficulty | could | could
understand understanding understand clearly
Could you understand all of the check points
for Essay Draft 1. Essay Draft 1 D4 T D F 1.9% 12.5% 47.1% 38.5%
v KAV MIHEFCTEE LD
Did you make any changes to your essay as a result of reading the peer No Yes
checking? Peer Checking #5iA T, HADIT v A #EELLI LD 5% 95%
VRS avian
Your partner recommended an article for your essay. Did you add any points No Yes
from that article to your essay? HTDX— b F—DEHHFDZ v LA D 51% 49%

B, T—TANEWMELELE, 20T —F4 745

AIGEMENFA Y P25 Y T,

HEHDOT Y%
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Discussion
How well do novice students understand abstract concepts of academic writing?

Most students gained a working understanding of research supported writing. When
reviewing and reading other student’s essays, students were able to correctly identify the type
of evidence used (Reason, Example, Fact, Statistic, Expert Opinion, None). Also 62 out of 88
students were able to find and recommend additional articles when reviewing their partner’s
essays. However, many students struggled with the process of source integration and citation.
In addition, students found the ‘metalanguage’ difficult. In many cases the language of
instruction was new, and students had to grapple not only with new vocabulary but also with a
lack of understanding and experience of their implicit and explicit meanings in L1. This can be
seen in areas where students performed weakly on the checklist, such as writing thesis
statements, topic sentences, evidence sentences with citation, and summative writing. Also, the
fact that at the end of the course only 50% of the students could correctly order the stages of
process writing also shows a weak declarative knowledge of process writing. Teng (2019)
makes the distinction between metacognitive knowledge that measures whether learners
understand the essential elements, characteristics, and strategies for high-quality compositions,
and metacognitive regulation that measures whether learners have identified various self-
regulation strategies for managing the multiple facets of composition. It may be that though
students will remember what to do and how to do it, they may not necessarily recall the

conceptual language used to explain or define that process.
How well do novice students apply abstract concepts of academic writing?

Based on the grading bands as shown in Table 3, 75% of students were able to write an
academic essay (grade A 80% and above), with a further 24% writing an essay of 5 paragraphs
with some key components of academic writing missing (grade 70-79%). It can be concluded
that though many students have gained the procedural knowledge of writing an academic essay
further training and practice is needed. The new and key skill of incorporating evidence from
outside sources proved to be the most challenging, accounting for 50% of flagged errors. More
work is clearly needed on this process with a further focus on form and accuracy with in-text
citation. Also, it should be noted that many students also struggled with the more concrete ‘rules’

of academic writing. For example, many students made mistakes with writing a reference list
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using two simple models [Author reference & No Author reference], and many of these minor

errors went unchecked when reviewing.
How effective is Online Peer-Editing using checklists in improving academic writing skills?

When writing their essays many students could access the checklists and use them to
guide their writing. However, this aspect is difficult to measure in this current study. In
the editing tasks, the fact that 56.3% of errors went unflagged by both peer-check and self-
check, is indicative of a very demanding task difficulty and complexity. It can also be attested
that if a peer has checked ‘yes’ the impetus to search carefully for a ‘no’ on that item in the
self-check is coincidentally lessened. In addition, out of the 327 flagged errors only
10% were subsequently corrected. It can never be assumed that merely pointing out the
mistake will lead to its correction. Even though key areas of error were reviewed in class in
weeks 13 and 14 many students failed to make revisions. This is why subsequent
annotation and formative feedback from the teacher is needed for some students to write a
3 draft and complete the assignment successfully. It is possible that training in peer-
feedback and collaborative correction will help to move students further along this
editing process. Kamimura (2006) explains that numerous studies on the social nature of
peer reviews suggest that guided training is a key to realizing collaborative peer interactions.
Macalister & Nation (2019) also write on the social nature of peer-review, explaining that it
is important for all participants to feel the evaluation is worthwhile and not a potential
loss of face. A more structured approach to collaborative feedback and goal setting is one

area of possible future research.

Limitations

With regards to active involvement in the peer review and draft revision process of
this course, the student grade bands in Table 3 show some correlation with a study by De
Guerrero & Villamil (1994) that focus on patterns of interaction in peer review. They
categorized participants into 3 types: 1) Self-regulated: capable of solving problems
independently, having self-confidence in terms of content, language use, tasks, and
procedures. 2) Other-regulated: willing to solve their problems with the guidance of others,
do not seem to have a complete grasp of task goals, unable to undertake revision on their
own initiative, but could let themselves be guided. 3) Object-regulated: controlled by their
drafts and cannot see ways to improve them or respond to revision prompts. Satisfied
with their rudimentary first drafts, and fail to understand the purpose of the revision

process. 116



Another limitation was class size and range of student abilities and motivation. A huge
concern of any teacher when faced with a large class size of mixed abilities is how to make the
materials challenging enough so that students with more experience or ability can improve,
whilst at the same time ensuring that the course is accessible to all, and enough help is given to
avoid situations of learned helplessness. A mitigating factor in this reflective process, is time
on task, novice writers clearly need to spend more time to complete an activity. Students may
also feel that they have finished their essay, and minor errors such as correcting the reference
list represent one more thing to do, which they then determine either to be necessary and merit
more of their time ‘on task’, or unnecessary. It may be that intrinsic motivation of writing their
essay does not carry over to the editing process, nor is the extrinsic motivation of a perceived

improved grade enough to prompt further action.

Conclusion

For many novice writers, when they finish their essay there is a sense of relief,
accomplishment, and attachment to what they have written. The subsequent summative
evaluation of an expert (usually the teacher) is an acknowledgment of their achievement. In
contrast an expert writer with knowledge of the writing process understands that a formative
evaluation by a peer-editor, teacher, or editor, then follows, resulting in further revision to their
writing. The use of peer-review using checklists as part of the editing process has a role to
play in developing the social nature of process writing. It is clear from this study, that for
novice writers, peer-review/editing tasks need to be shorter and easier. In addition, task
scaffolding and training needs to be given for the peer feedback so that the social aspect is
more comfortable for all learner types. Finally, goal setting and a follow-up revising activities

are needed to make revision an easier task.
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Appendix A: Practice Paragraph 1 & 2 Checklist

1. OUTLINE: The Topic Sentence gives the topic and writer’s main idea. ~ & v 7 XENOIEHEDT A7
TERNEY IR0 ET

2. OUTLINE: The Outline has a 3 supporting points. 77 b7 A NI=ZD2DYKR—F 4 LV THRA v b
FfoTWnET,

3. PARAGRAPH: The paragraph is correctly formatted. 1E LW EZR D BPE T, Correct Punctuation and
Capitalization are used. HJFtR & KX FAIE L EET D,

4. PARAGRAPH: The paragraph is 5 or more sentences. /X7 77 ZZHDOLL EOXFE T,

5. PARAGRAPGH: The Topic Sentence from the OUTLINE is the first sentence of the paragraph. 77 ~ 7
AVD RNy I XEIFNRT T T 7O—FHMIDOLETT, *Added this to practice paragraph 2 because
some students were not putting the topic sentence from the outline in their paragraph.

6. PARAGRAPH: The supporting points give reasons, examples, and explanations. ¥R —7 1 7K A
v MIEEH., BPR, A 5 2 F7, [Does not have to be all £ T 2 XLE|XH D FHA].

7. PARAGRAPH: Some Transitional Phrases are Used. B ¥ D I5 #] DHz#E D = I

Firstly, First of all, Secondly, Finally, Lastly / Because, One reason, For this reason, Since / For example, For
instance, According to, In fact / Therefore, As a result, So, Due to, This shows / In short, In conclusion, To
sum up

8. WRITING: Sentences do not start with And, But, So. 3(Z (% And, But, So ThhE U £ A, Sentences
are connected using: and, but, so. LE(Z and, but, so Z{# > THEFET 2,

9. WRITING: The writing style is not Personal it is Academic & Formal: 71 7 (4 > 2 AX AL TH
N, BN ETIERL T HT I v 7 TR (1 —~N) OHDHHLDOTY, The writer does not
use first person '....." I think...' Tn my opinion...." 'We...."' 'We Japanese...''We should....! &5 Z & CXE
i TRAE, RMF~~F A E9, RROBRIZ, FA=Hid, Hx BANZ] L5877 A RR—Y
U EAFEVEHR A, The writer does not use second person 'You....' 'You should....! &5, &HIE~7T 5
RE| REDEH S FR=Y b fE0nEREA,

10. WRITING: Grammar mistakes are few and do not affect meaning. LD RBEWTI 72 < TEMZ
ZEZ TWEH A, Sentences are not made with translation software. SCEIZEFR Y 7 ¥ =7 20 FEH A,
11. FEEDBACK: Mention one thing your partner did well. /S— h =L ki Z &% —oEE T,
Mention something that your classmate could add or improve 7 Z 2 A — h %GB, & TE 201D
Avav

Ask a question about the topic of your partners writing. /<X— ~FDZ A7 4 > 7 Ny 7 IZBT 2R,

Appendix B: Outline and Introduction Checklist

FIRST CHECK THE OUTLINE
1. The THESIS STATEMENT HAS: Essay Topic, Writer’s Position, 3 Main Points L vt A Py 7,
EEDKRY > ayv, ZDFHFA V| The
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2. Paragraph 1 has a Topic Sentence with the Essay Topic and the Main Idea of the Paragraph

BEA1IDOY Y IXEDPOIEEDTATT L ey 703050 5,

3 Paragraph 2 has a Topic Sentence with the Essay Topic and the Main Idea of the Paragraph

B#&#2 Oy IXEDPOIEEDTATT L ey 793550 £5,

4. Paragraph 3 has a Topic Sentence with the Essay Topic and the Main Idea of the Paragraph

BEH#3 Oy IXEDPOIEEDTATT L ey 793550 £5,

5. There are 2+ supporting points for each Topic Sentence 1% Topic Sentence ¥ 2+LA LD ¥ F—7 14 v 7
KAV b 23H Y 3, The supporting points give reasons, examples, and explanations. ¥ H—7 4 v 7
AA Y MIEB, HUR. BiHE S E T,

6. There is evidence of research: Facts are used from research articles / the internet

VY —FOFHAESH 2 - 7727 PRV —FREF -4 V&Y FeLGHIATL S,

Please check THE INTRODUCTION

7. The introduction has an interesting hook. A ZHEEED 7 v 7 %50,

8. 3+ background sentences introduce & explain the topic =~ =2 LDy 7 757 v FXEIT by

7L, BALES,

9. The Thesis Statement is the last sentence of the introduction. XD AT — F A v MIFFFRDORAAD

XFETT,

PLEASE CHECK THE LANGUAGE & STRUCTURE

10. The writing style is not Personal it is Academic & Formal: 74 7 4 ¥ 2" A X A A TTH, A%

NATIRELTAHTIv 2R (7+—<1) OH3HDTT, The writer does not use first

person 'I......" T think..." 'In my opinion....'We.....''We Japanese...''We should....! &\»9 Z & TXEICIZ
[FAiZ. FAlI~~F 2 3. AOoBERIZ. FAzbid. MAHAANEZ] ko277 A b=V V%

ffivs 4 A, The writer does not use second person 'You....' 'Youshould....! [H/., HFIE~FT 5~

| DAV A=Y BlinERA,

11. The introduction is a correctly formatted paragraph. EAIXIE L WERDEIE TI, Correct

Punctuation and Capitalization are used. f] e & AKX FEEL {EIET %,

12. Grammar mistakes are few and do not affect meaning. SGEDREWITD 7 TEKEZZZ T E

A, Sentences are not made with translation software. XEIIHFERY 7 b v = 7T 2 F A,

13. Mention one thing your partner did well.

14. Mention something that your classmate could add or improve 2 7 &2 A — b+ 2%BH, & T & {5

DAV av

Appendix C: First & Second Draft Checklist

Please check THE INTRODUCTION

1. The introduction has an interesting hook. 3 AJZBLERD 7 v 7 & 5D,

[SCALE: Does not grab reader's attention  #i& O LAMEEIL T2V,  Quite Standard A & > Z —
R, Interesting, [ H Y, Very Interesting & TH REUY]

2. 3+ background sentences introduce & explain the topic = DL ED NNy 7 7T RXET M v
EREATL. BILET,

3. The THESIS STATEMENT HAS: Essay Topic, Writer’s Position, 3 Main Points —>t&A14 K~E > 7
YEE DR 3, =DE/AKRA 2 b, The Thesis Statement is the last sentence of the introduction. i
XDOAT — kA MAFFRR DR DLFE T,

Please check THE THREE BODY PARAGRAPHS

120



4. Each Paragraph 1-3 has a Topic Sentence with the Essay Topic and the Main Idea of the Paragraph 4%
H1-3 OLE Y I XEPLEEOTATT & My I B30 £T,

5. Transition Words are Often Used: & < f#iiod 2 HiFE 4 FHAR Topic Sentence: Firstly, First of all,
Secondly, Finally, Lastly, Reasons: Because, One reason, For this reason, Since Examples: For example, For
instance, According to, In fact Explaining: Therefore, As a result, So, Due to, This shows Concluding: In
short, In conclusion, To sum up, To summarize

6. What type of supporting evidence is used in the first body paragraph? [Not the introduction]

BAND /3T 7' F 7 TGRS D # A 713 2 Choices: REASON P, EXAMPLE 1 2 (£,
FACT %, STATISTIC %, EXPERT OPINION #FiZ D L, NONE 72 L

7. What type of supporting evidence is used in the second body paragraph? —3&H D/XZ 7 Z 7 T
7o REHUHBI O % A 71X 2 [Same Choices as 6]

8. What type of supporting evidence is used in the third body paragraph? =FH D37 7 7 bz
FFLAB D Z A 1% 2 [Same Choices as 6]

Please check CITATION

9. Citation is used with all information taken from articles. 7 —7 1 7 /L OERIZBIH S E Lz,

10. Pattern 1 Citation is used correctly: INFORMATION + (FAMILY NAME). Pattern 2 Citation is used
correctly: FAMILY NAME + REPORTING VERB....

11. Pattern 1 & 2 are used at least once. Each paragraph has at least one citation. /3% > 1 & 2131 [F[2L |
HMEbhE Lz, %3777 713 1R EOGIHER>TET,

12. Search the internet and find some supporting point that can be used in the essay. > MiE#EZ L C=x
v A THELONDIYR—T 47 « A FEELET, Chose a paragraph that has little or no
supporting points from an article. 7—7 4 Z VIO HR—=F 4 7 « KA FBRD LD LT TR
VWRT 7T 7B L £, Pastethe URLhere. URL %22 Zic¥—2 ~ (HE) LT EEN,

13. What type of supporting evidence are you recommending? Why? & D % A 7 OY KR —F ¢ v 75k %
HEBE L9772y 7Z2¥TT 20y Choices: REASON PEH, EXAMPLE il 2 1E, FACT 5, STATISTIC
#iEF, EXPERT OPINION HfiZ O E R

14. Explain how it can be used in the essay. = vt TE I b =2t LT 72 S\, For
Example: Hi, I like your essay. I found one article you might be interested in. It can be used in Paragraph
1/2/3. The point you can use is:

Please Check THE LANGUAGE & STRUCTURE

15. The writing style is not Personal it is Academic & Formal: A 7 4 > 7 A X A JLTETH, FLH7R

WETIIRL T AT I v 7 TR (Z1—~/) OHDHHLOTY, The writer does not use first

person '......" I think..." 'In my opinion....'We.....''We Japanese...'We should.... &9 Z & TIXEIZIL
M, FAF~~FBZET, ROBRIE, Bbid, BxBANT OL5RT77 A M=V %

fEVNE A, The writer does not use second person 'You....' 'You should....! (&, HFIF~T 5~

&) REDEH Y FR=Y BN EE A,

16. There are correctly formatted paragraphs. 1E LW EROERE T, Correct Punctuation and

Capitalization are used. HJHtR & KXFHIELEET D,

17. Grammar mistakes are few and do not affect meaning. SUEDRIEWID 70 TEREE X TVE

1A, Sentences are not made with translation software. SCEIIFIER Y 7 b = 7 2V EH A,

Please check THE CONCLUSION

18. The essay Thesis is restated in different words.

TyEARILIIH OV — RTEEXEZ bNET,

19. The main points and reasons are summed up

FRARA U FEBEBITELDOENTOET,

20. The writer finishes with some final thoughts: E# 1IN EZ X 2L TR X F T,
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An OPINION or JUDGEMENT & 7. Rfi# A SOLUTION or RECOMMENDATION fi#if ##%
A PREDICTION or SPECULATION {&i#ll | [does not have to be all].

Please check THE REFERENCE LIST

21. There is a Reference List with at least 3 references, at the end of the essay. See page 87-89 of your text
book. T A DHEEITITIDRL L B3I DDBEY A MRHY ET,

22. The articles in the Reference List are organized alphabetically. & U XA DT —7 4 Z JVET VT 7
~y MIEIZZ2 > T EJ, Each citation has the correct order of information. 4551 X ER DO IE L WIE
FHxFHE T, Correct order: Family name, First name, Year, Title, WEB + date you used internet, URL
Correct order: No Name: Title, Year, WEB + date you used internet, URL

Please give FEEDBACK

23. Mention something that your classmate could add or improve 7 7 2 A — R 2NBA, e TE B
DD A 23 = Bspecially if you checked No to a point explain how to correct it. $£12 & 5 E1ET 5 7
BT 5K A > R37e\uy & Dy, For Question number XX you need to... ZHE S X X &HlF~~F &
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