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ABSTRACT

This article explores peer response in an Indonesian EFL writing class. It reports on the findings of a study
conducted at the State Islamic Institute of Palangka Raya in Central Kalimantan Indonesia to investigate: (a)
what areas of peer response were focused on; (b) why the points of peer response were incorporated or not
incorporated into revisions; (c) the suitability between peer response and writer expectation; and (d) what
aspects of writing were improved with peer response. Research methodology included examining and
analyzing drafts of peer response activities (the first and revised versions of student writing) of each session,
questionnaire result, and interview transcription from peer response sessions. Results show that the areas of
peer response gained from each session of peer response activities were focused much on the idea
development, grammar, and mechanic. The points of peer response were incorporated into revisions
because of its advantages to the developments of an essay in terms of grammar, essay structure and
coherence, and were not incorporated into revisions because of irrelevant feedbacks. The suitable area
between peer response and writer expectation was in terms of grammar accuracy. During peer response
activities students engaged in the improvement of their writing ability, and the most improvements of the
writing aspects were content and grammar.
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1. Introduction

Various issues concerning peer response in the teaching of writing of first and second or
foreign language settings have been examined. The studies attempted to develop a structured
method of using peer response group in teaching writing (Bell, 1991), to investigate the value of
peer response in writing class (Mangelsdorf, 1992; Tang & Tithecott, 1999), to examine the impact
of peer response on EFL Writing (Wakabayashi, 2008; Al-Jamal, 2009; Farrah, 2012; Jahin, 2012),
to investigate how much peer feedback was incorporated into revision, its quality, and its types
(Ting & Qian, 2010), and to examine the actual focus of peer review and the types of corrective
feedback provided in L2 composing process (Salih, 2013). However, few studies have been
conducted in the Indonesian context. As Widiati’s (2003) study showed that trained peer response
succeeded in the changes of students’ attitude into positive one, and improved their writing ability.
In addition, Mubarak (2009) did a research applying peer feedback; the result showed that ability of
the students in writing narrative text could improve.

The various findings showed that some of these give enthusiastic claims and positive
findings of peer response, but some others do not. Conflicting findings have been reported on its
effectiveness and helpfulness. A study conducted by Nelson & Murphy (1993), for example, found
that L2 students tend to have a distrust of their peers’ response since they consider their peers no
more knowledgeable than themselves in providing sensible feedback and thus do not incorporate
peer feedback into their writing. Also, Nelson & Carson (1998) carried out a research revealed that
students incorporated teacher feedback in their revisions much more frequently than peer feedback.
Some student writers were even reported to be unsure of their own power as competent readers
while reading others’ writings (Lockhart & Ng in Ting & Qian, 2010:88). Additionally, Ting &
Qian (2010) reported that though peer response could lead improvement of students’ writing with
respect to accuracy, but no significant differences were found with respect to grammatical and
lexical complexity.

On the other hand, studies reported that peer response gives a great impact on EFL writing
such as peer reviews had helped writers revise the content of their drafts, but sometimes it was not
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able to give useful advice (Mangelsdorf, 1992), peer feedback could solve problems focusing more
on content level problems than on surface level problems (Wakabayashi, 2008), peer response
technique affected the participants’ attitude positively in a way that enhanced the development of
students” writing skill (Al-Jamal, 2009) and writing apprehension (Jahin, 2012), and peer feedback
offered students an opportunity for social interaction and improved their writing skills, critical
thinking, confidence, creativity, motivation, and assignments (Farrah, 2012). Of these findings, peer
response in the writing classroom still presents problems to solve. Despite peer response yields
profits and drawbacks as alternately reported by researchers, the practice of peer response has been
widely applied in writing class. Moreover, the studies on peer response need further exploration and
that more studies are still needed.

Studies on peer response have shed insights on several aspects of peer response. As a case
study conducted by Ting & Qian (2010), the aspects cover how much peer feedback, what kinds of
revisions, and whether the revisions can lead to writing improvements in terms of accuracy,
fluency, grammatical complexity, and vocabulary complexity. Moreover, a research by Salih
(2013), the different aspects include the actual focus of peer review and the types of corrective
feedback provided. Of the prior research, it still rises to issues on peer response to solve. Therefore,
it needs similar studies in different contexts to contribute to understanding of the issue of peer
response in the process and pedagogy of writing.

At the English Department of State Islamic Institute of Palangka Raya in Central
Kalimantan Indonesia where English is taught as EFL, the process approach to teaching writing has
been put into practice quite recently by the writing lectures. It shows that peer response activities in
which peer feedback given to the classmates’ writings before the lecturer feedback showed
symptoms categorized as problem indications of the implementation of peer response in writing
class. Some students had desire to give feedback on their classmates’ writings while some others
did not. The students as the reviewers giving feedback seemed that they had more writing ability
than those gave no feedback. Moreover, the reviewers’ feedbacks were out of focus. Though they
were equipped with peer editing sheet, the reviewers’ response points given to peers’ writings were
unclear. In addition, few of student writers had revised their drafts even though their peers as
reviewers put up response. As a result, their ability in writing paragraph or essay was not maximally
improved. It appears here that the pattern of peer response in writing class is very interesting to
research.

However, despite the development body of research on peer response and its positive
impacts in ESL/EFL writing setting, more research is needed on the patterns of peer response to
student writing in Indonesian EFL context, more specifically at State Islamic Institute of Palangka
Raya in Central Kalimantan Indonesia. Thus, it is very much necessary to research peer response in
the process of writing. The study then addresses the following questions: (a) What areas of peer
response are focused on? (b) Are the points of peer response incorporated into revisions? Why are
the points of peer response incorporated or not incorporated into revisions? (c) Is there any writer
expectation to peer response? If so, does peer response suit their expectation?, and (d) Do the
revisions lead to improvement of their writing skill? If so, what aspects of writing are improved?

2. Literature Review

2.1 Peer Response

Peer response sometimes referred to as ‘peer review’, ‘peer editing’, or ‘peer feedback’ can
be defined as the use of learners as sources of information, and interaction for each other in such a
way that learners assume roles and responsibilities normally taken on by a formally trained teacher,
tutor, or editor in commenting on and critiquing each other’s drafts in both written and oral formats
in the process of writing (Liu & Hansen, 2002:1). It has been claimed that peer readers can provide
useful feedback (Rollinson in Ting & Qian, 2010), and by reading others’ writing as critical readers,
students could become more critical readers and revisers of their own writing (Rollinson, 2005). In
this way writers can revise effectively on the basis of peer response, and peer response might be
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seen as complementary to teacher feedback. It can help student writers focus on writing as a process
and on revision, and has become a common feature in EFL classrooms where the process approach
to teaching writing is used. For this to happen, however, the writing class has to be set up properly
with the prior plan of grouping—peer group response and its procedure.

2.2 Steps to Implementing Peer Response in EFL Writing Class
The process steps of applying peer response group in the study should follow the stages of
the writing process—prewriting, drafting, revising, and editing (Smalley et al., 2001:3). It only
focuses on the revising (Liu & Hansen, 2002) and editing stages (Stone, 1990) in which peer
response group is applied after conducting prewriting and drafting activities. The process steps
began with assigning the students to do writing task through the writing process. It was initiated
with prewriting activities followed by outlining, and then writing their first drafts inside or outside
of class. They were required to bring their drafts to the next class for peer response. The procedure
of implementing peer response in the writing class is adapted from Tang & Tithecott (1999:24-25)
as shown in Table 2.1.
Table 2.1 The Procedures of Peer Response Activities
No Steps
1 Teacher groups students in a group of 3 or 4.
2 Teacher divides the time equally for peer response activity to each group member.
3 Writer (student writer) tells group members how they may best help him/her give response to
his/her draft.
4 Writer reads his/her draft aloud while peers (group members) listen attentively without
interruption.
5 On the first reading, peers do not make any comments or take notes. They just listen and try to
understand what the writer is saying.
6 After the first reading is completed, teacher shares peer response sheet adapted from Smalley et
al. (2001:383).
7 Writer reads the draft again, fairly slowly.
8 On the second reading, peers take few minutes to write one or two sentences on the space in peer
response sheet starting their general impression of the essay’s strong and confusing points.
9 After the second reading is completed, peers take turns giving response (feedback/comments) by
answering questions in peer response sheet. The draft is handed in for the peers’ review.
10  Peers discuss their responses with the writer.
11  Peers submit their response to the writer.
12 Repeat this process of item number 3 till 11 for each member of the group.
13 Writer revises his/her draft based on the peers’ feedback as home assignment (submitted in the
following meeting)

3. Research Methodology
3.1 Research Design

The research design applied in this study was a case study categorized as qualitative
research. Qualitative research refers to ‘research based on descriptive data that does not make
(regular) use of statistical procedures’ (Mackey & Gass, 2005:162), and ‘research termed the
constructivist approach or naturalistic’ (Creswell, 1994:4). Meanwhile, a case study centered on ‘an
in-depth description of a single unit which can be an individual, a group, a site, a class, a policy, a
program, a process, an institution, or a community” (Ary et al., 2010:454). Within this framework,
the current study fitted with those characteristics. It investigated peer response in the writing class
by describing the patterns of peer response in the process of writing particularly in the revision and
editing stages. Moreover, the study explored peer response applied by a group of students in
particular class—Writing class—as a natural situation in which interesting topics were investigated
deeply.
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3.2 Setting and Subjects of the Study

This study was conducted in a course entitled “Writing I11””. The course met once a week for
16 weeks with each class lasting 150 minutes. The objective of the course was to help students fully
develop their abilities in writing various types of essay in English as proposed in the course
syllabus. In the class, there were 18 students, who were randomly divided into 6 groups, 3 in each
group. To probe into the students’ revision process, the researcher randomly chose four groups
(totaling 12 students) from the six original groups as participants in this study.

3.3 Data Sources

The study utilized three sources of data: drafts of student writing in peer response activities
(first and revised versions) of each session, questionnaire result, and interview transcription from
peer response sessions.

3.4 Research Instruments

The instrument in this context was the researcher himself who was considered as the key
instrument. As said by Bogdan & Biklen (1998:4), the researcher himself who was present in the
setting of the study was considered as the key instrument which was called as Human Instrument.
In this study the researcher equipped himself with some research instruments consisting of
observation checklist, questionnaire, interview, and documentation (Creswell, 1994:149).

3.5 Data Collection Procedure

The procedures for data collection were as follows. First, the participants were trained on
peer response activities (the procedures of peer response are shown in Table 2.1) before they were
asked to write in each session an essay on a different topic of their own interest in the expository
text. The rationale behind selecting expository writing was that it was a rhetorical mode the students
who were familiar with as it was often used in academic writing, and was to provide topics of
interest for the students.

After training on peer response activities, the teacher-researcher assigned the students to do
writing task conducted through the writing process. It was initiated with prewriting activities
followed by outlining, and then writing their first drafts inside or outside of class. They were
required to bring their drafts to the next class for peer response as prior training, after which they
were given a week to revise their first drafts based on their peers’ feedback. When the revised
versions were finished, they were handed in the teacher. The participants’ first drafts containing
their peers’ written feedback and the peer response sheet containing peers’ response, comments, and
suggestions, and their revised versions were collected for analysis.

When peer response activities were conducted in the classroom, the students were observed
during interaction for the peer response sessions. It was conducted in four sessions of peer response
activities as shown in the research schedule in Table 3.1. Then the questionnaire was distributed to
the participants after they had completed the peer response sessions. Finally, the researcher held
interview with the participants at the end of peer response sessions.

Table 3.1 Research Schedule

Sessions of Peer

Weeks Response Types of Essay Writing Topics
The 7" week I Argumentative Provided topic (it is provided by the teacher)
The 10" week I Process Free topic (it is based on students’ interest)
The 14" week i Comparison and Contrast  Free topic (it is based on students’ interest)
The 16" week v Example Free topic (it is based on students’ interest)

3.6 Data Analysis Procedure

After collecting the data, the researcher then analyzed the data. The procedures for data
analysis are through three steps of activity: data reduction, data display, and conclusion
drawing/verifying (Miles & Huberman, 1994:10).
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4. Results and Discussion
4.1 The Focused Areas of Peer Response

The analysis of the drafts of peer response revealed that the areas of peer response
gained from each session of peer response activities focused on the students’ error detection
focusing much on grammatical aspects such as verb tense, subject-verb agreement, etc.,
mechanic, and the essay structure such as introductory paragraph, body paragraph, concluding
paragraph, and coherence as shown in Table 4.1.

Also, the observation result showed that when implementing peer group response the
discussion between the writer and reviewer almost focused on the grammar aspect areas such
as tenses, vocabulary, verbs, etc. In fact, verb tenses, subject-verb agreement, word order,
mechanic, singular or plural form, spelling, and paragraph coherence were among the aspects
that posed difficult for the students.

Additionally, the most aspect to be reviewed in peer response activities revealed in the
students’ responses to both the questionnaire (Table 4.3) and interview is about peer response
in the area of grammar, as stated by ZA, “Yes, because grammar is the important thing in
writing.”” Besides, an analysis of the interview transcription about the gains of participating in peer
response revealed that the students preference for grammar correction and other grammatical
aspects such as vocabulary as mentioned by MS, “Yes, because actually when my friend writes,
there is some vocabulary not appropriate with the context. So, | repair it.”

Table 4.1 The Focused Areas of Peer Response Activities

No Focus Sess'ion [ Session 11 Sessi_on 1l Sessipn v thal
Points Points Points Points Points
1 Introductory paragraph 12 6 11 6 35
2 Body paragraph 8 7 9 5 29
3 Concluding paragraph 6 1 5 2 14
4 Coherence 11 12 20 7 50
5 Unity 2 1 6 0 9
6 Verb tenses 22 21 9 7 59
7 Subject-verb agreement 24 10 18 8 60
8 Prepositions 5 5 0 7 17
9 Sentence structure 2 1 2 5 10
10  Vocabulary 8 6 1 2 17
11 Word order 7 7 10 10 34
12 Mechanic 18 8 16 18 60
13 Clause 7 4 2 3 16
14 Object of preposition 6 7 6 0 19
15  Modality 9 1 0 0 10
16  Verb phrase 4 3 0 0 7
17  Singular or plural form 3 10 9 6 28
18  Spelling 5 3 8 6 22
19  Article 2 1 2 2 7
20  Diction 1 3 0 0 4
21  Parallel structure 1 0 0 0 1

The findings suggest the idea that the students have felt grammar and essay structure
were their major areas of difficulty in writing essay and the most important aspects of revision
as well. As stated by Salih (2013:45), much of the attention of writer was given to grammar
correctness. Also, as stated by Oshima & Hogue (2007:147), to have good essay student
writers should master the concept of essay structure. Therefore, EFL students need to have a
wider perception on language use in writing essay, to understand that grammar as an element
in the text creation process, and to understand the concept of essay organization.
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4.2 The Incorporation of Peer Response into Revisions
4.2.1 The Points of Peer Response Incorporated or not Incorporated into Revisions

The analysis of the revised version of the students’ product in peer response activities
showed that generally the students revised their drafts based on the peer response, so the
points of peer response incorporated into revision in each session of peer response focused on
grammatical aspect corrections and essay structure. As shown in Table 4.2, the points of peer
response incorporated into revision were mostly in grammatical aspects and essay structure. In
addition, few points of peer response were not incorporated into revision in each session of
peer response. Most of the student writers had very much attention to the feedback from the
peer response activities. A few points of peer response not incorporated into revision were in
the aspects of mechanic, introductory paragraph, coherence, and clause. The students still got
problems with these aspects.

Table 4.2 The Points of Peer Response Incorporated or not Incorporated into Revisions

Session Session Session Session
Total of
I It i v Incorpora
No Focus Incorpora Incorpora Incorpora Incorpora tion Points

tion Points  tion Points  tion Points  tion Points
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No

1 Introductory paragraph 10 2 5 1 9 2 5 1 29 6
2 Body paragraph 7 1 6 1 7 2 5 0 25 4
3 Concluding paragraph 5 1 1 0 4 1 2 0 12 2
4 Coherence 8 3 10 2 18 2 6 1 42 8
5 Unity 2 0 1 0 5 1 0 0 8 1
6 Verb tenses 20 2 20 1 9 0 7 0 56 3
7 Subject-verb agreement 21 3 10 0 17 1 8 0 56 4
8 Prepositions 4 1 5 0 0 0 5 2 14 3
9 Sentence structure 2 0 1 0 2 0 4 1 9 1
10  Vocabulary 6 2 4 2 1 0 2 0 13 4
11  Word order 6 1 7 0 8 2 9 1 30 4
12 Mechanic 16 2 7 1 14 2 15 3 52 8
13 Clause 4 3 2 2 1 1 2 1 9 7
14 Object of preposition 5 1 6 1 6 0 0 0 17 2
15 Modality 7 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 2
16  Verb phrase 4 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 6 1
17  Singular or plural form 3 0 8 2 8 1 6 0 25 3
18  Spelling 4 1 3 0 8 0 5 1 20 2
19  Article 2 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 7 0
20  Diction 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2
21  Parallel structure 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

4.2.2 Why the Points of Peer Response are Incorporated or not Incorporated into
Revisions

The analysis of interview revealed that points of peer response were incorporated into
revision because it helped them write better in English and gave advantages in terms of
grammar and essay structure. As said by ZA, “Yes, | revise my essay in terms of grammar,
structure, tenses, transitional words, because my friend helps me write better to improve my skill in
writing.”” Other students said that the points of peer response were incorporated into revision
because they respected feedback from her friend. As said by MS, “Yes, | revise the grammatical
pattern, vocabulary, and sentence structure. Because | respect it, it is my friend’s suggestion.”

Meanwhile, the points of peer response were not incorporated into revision because it is
not relevant with the students’ writing. As said by MS, ““No, not all. Some of the suggestions of
my friends are not used in my writing because they are not relevant with my writing. For example,
my friend underlines the sentence of my writing, but my sentence is true. | think that my friends still
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don’t understand the sentence.”

4.3 The Suitability between Peer Response and Writer Expectation

The analysis of the questionnaire showed interesting findings of suitability between
peer response and writer expectation. The findings pertain to students’ or reviewers’ response
focus and students’ or writers’ expectation of peer responses to drafts. The results were shown
and discussed under the following categories.

4.3.1 Tasks Performed by Reviewers

Table 4.3 delivers the respondents’ score on tasks reviewers had to do in the peer
response activities. It shows that in responding to item (1), the result reveals that all of the
reviewers clirified about their ideas and meanings of their essay to the writers. In item (2), it is
indicated that most of the reviewers evaluated by mainly focusing on grammar accuracy
correction. Then analysis of item (3) says that the reviewers mostly commented on their peers’
ideas and meanings and extend them as well. In exploring the clarity of their response to peers’
writing and ideas (item 4), majority of the reviewers provided a set of clear correction by
giving review symbols to peer’s drafts. This result suggests that the students have developed
positive attitude on peer response activities. Next, the reviewers evaluated peers’ vocabulary
use and suggested the corrections (item 5), and evaluated their peers’ essay structure (item 6).
Finally, the analysis of item (7) shows that they focused on correction of mechanical errors in
the peer response activity. This finding provides evidence of the tendency of the focus when
they are reviewing peer drafts in peer response activities.

Table 4.3 Reviewer Questionnaire Frequency Count and Percentage Equivalent

Tasks Performed b Strongl . . Strongl
No Reviewers y Agregey Agree Uncertain  Disagree Disag?e)e/
1 Ask about peers’ ideas and 3 (25%) 9 (75%)
meanings of an essay
2  Focus on grammar accuracy 6 (50%) 5(42%) 1 (8%)

3 Comment on peers’ ideas and 2 (17%) 9(75%) 1 (8%)
meanings, and extend them

4 Provide a set of clear correction 5 (42%) 5(42%) 2 (17%)
by giving symbols

5  Evaluate peers’ vocabulary use 3 (25%) 7(58%) 2 (17%)
and suggest corrections

6  Evaluate peers’ essay structure 4 (33%) 6 (50%) 2 (17%)

7  Correct mechanical errors 4 (33%) 7(58%) 1 (8%)

4.3.2 Writer Expectation to Peer Response

Table 4.4 presents the respondents’ score on the writer expectation to peer response on
essay drafts. The analysis of the questionnaire has also focused on specific areas expected by
the student writers to be evaluated by reviewers (items 8-14).

In terms of clarification of ideas and meanings (item 8), the result reveals more
evidence of the tendency of the student writers to have their ideas of an essay evaluated by
peers. For grammatical correctness (item 9), the result reveals that many of the respondents
expressed their need for more response on grammar correction. For expectancy of idea
development (item 10), it shows that ideas expansion and how to develop an essay are
important aspect to be shared with peers. Meanwhile, in terms of provision of clear correction
and review symbols (item 11), the finding indicates the importance of feedback clarity. This is
very important in a sense that clear correction clues are deemed to facilitate revision and peer
response incorporation. On the other hand, when peer response is provided in an ambiguous
manner, the required points of peer response incorporation might not be fulfilled (Ferris &
Rollinson in Salih, 2013:47).
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Table 4.4 Questionnaire Frequency Count of Writer Expectation to Peer Response and
Percentage Equivalent
. Strongly
No  Tasks Expected by Writers Agree
8  Ask writer about ideas and 2 (17%) 9(75%) 1 (8%)
meanings of an essay
9  Correct the grammatical errors 3 (25%) 8 (67%) 1(8%)
10 Comment on ideas and 6 (50%) 6 (50%)
meanings, and extend them
11  Provide a set of clear correction 4 (33%) 8 (67%)
by giving symbols
12  Evaluate vocabulary and make 5 (42%) 6 (50%) 1 (8%)
corrections
13  Evaluate the way to organize 2 (17%) 9(75%) 1 (8%)
ideas
14 Correct mechanical errors 4 (33%) 8 (67%)

Strongly

Agree Uncertain  Disagree Disagree

In addition, when exploring the expectancy of the vocabulary use (item 12), the
result indicates the student writers’ willingness to share ideas with peers about the use of
vocabulary. In terms of the way to organize ideas (item 13), the respondent stressed the
importance of knowing how to organize ideas and develop a structured essay. In fact, idea
development was ranked first in respondents’ preference for receiving response from peers
(Table 4.6). Finally, the study also investigated (item 14) the student writers’ expectation of
peer response on the mechanical features. This is also important for polishing essay drafts as
asserted by Oshima & Hogue (2007:18), the emphasis on mechanical correction is one of the
aims to polish the drafts of writing.

4.3.3 Writer Response to Peer Response

Table 4.5 indicates the respondents’ score on the writer response to peer response on
essay drafts. The analysis of the questionnaire has also focused on specific areas of writer
response to peer response: rereading the ideas and meanings of an essay, correcting
grammatical errors, paying attention to a set of clear correction and review symbols, checking
and revising vocabulary use, reorganizing essay structure, and correcting mechanical errors
(items 15-20).

Item (15) was designed to look into the student writers’ response to peer response on
ideas and meaning. The result indicates evidence of the tendency of the student writers to
revise their ideas of an essay evaluated by peers. Moreover, in responding to item (16) about
the grammar, most students paid great attention to grammar correction. The result reveals that
the respondents’ tendency to place grammar an important aspect in their essays. Meanwhile,
responding to item (17) about attention to correction symbols, all students give great care. The
finding indicates the importance of response clarity.

Table 4.5 Questionnaire Frequency Count of Writer Response to Peer Response and
Percentage Equivalent

Tasks Responded by Strongly . . Strongly
No Writers Agree Agree Uncertain  Disagree Disagree
15 Reread ideas and meanings of an 3 (25%) 6 (50%) 3 (25%)
essay

16  Correct the grammatical errors 4 (33%) 7 (58%) 1 (8%)
17  Pay attention to a set of clear 4 (33%) 8 (67%)

correction by revising
18  Check vocabulary use and revise 2 (17%) 9(75%) 1(8%)
19  Reorganize the ideas of an essay 3 (25%) 7 (58%) 2 (17%)
20  Correct mechanical errors 4 (33%) 8 (67%)
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Additionally, item (18) was designed to explore student writers’ response to peer
response on vocabulary use. The result really indicates the student writers’ attention to the
peers’ evaluation about the use of vocabulary. In responding to item (19), the finding tells that
the writer gave attention to reorganizing the idea after feedback given. Finally, it was
investigated item (20), the student writers’ response to peer response on the mechanical
features. The result shows that the writers pay attention to correct their mechanical errors such
as spelling, punctuation, etc.

4.3.4 Reviewer Focus and Writer Expectation of Peer Response

Table 4.6 presents reviewer focus and writer expectation of peer response. By
combining the respondents’ frequency in both “strongly agree” and “agree” in the
questionnaire items (1-7) for reviewer focus and items (8-14) for writer expectation, the data
were tabulated to show the rating of peer response patterns based on reviewer focus and writer
expectation.

Table 4.6 Score and Percentages Rating of Reviewer Focus and Writer Expectation of
Peer Response

Reviewer Writer
: Strongly Agree Strongly Agree
No Points gr)l/d ) Rank gr)lld ) Rank
Agree Agree
1  Respond to ideas and meanings of an 12 (100%) 1 11 (92%) 2
essay

2 Focus on the grammatical errors 11 (92%) 2 11 (92%) 2
3 Advise idea development 11 (92%) 2 12 (100%) 1
4 Clear correction by giving symbols 10 (83%) 3 12 (100%) 1
5 Respond to vocabulary use 10 (83%) 3 11 (92%) 2
6  Evaluate essay organization 10 (83%) 3 11 (92%) 2
7  Correct mechanical errors 11 (92%) 2 12 (100%) 1

The table shows that the reviewers have selected responding to ideas and meanings of
an essay as prime area of focus while the same areas were ranked second by student writers.
The prime area of reviewer focus and as the second priority of the writer to responding ideas
and meanings justify the instances negotiations of essay writing the researcher observed
during the peer response sessions. This findings indicate that how the idea and meanings of a
writing should be an important aspect in writing. On the other hand, students writers have
selected advice of idea development, peer response clarity, and mechanic correction as the
most important aspects expected to be evaluated by peers; giving them in the first rank in
rating. The same areas were ranked second and third by response providers.

This result is interesting because it serves the study’s question of whether there is
writer expectation to peer response and whether peer response suits student writers’
expectation. In fact, there is no perfect suitability of student writer expectation and response
provided by peers as shown by the table. Although there is no perfectness of suitability of peer
response and writer expectation, in an area they matched each other in terms of focusing on
grammar accuracy. Additionally, rating grammar second between the areas of peer response
and writer expectation is deemed realistic in a sense that L2 learners always perceive grammar
as the most difficult area in the target language (Salih, 2013:47). As research in L2 reported
grammar to be a difficult area for L2 learners (Sinyor in Salih, 2013:47). The L2 students of
writing tend to be far for the conference in peer response activity and far for the collaborative
writing in the writing class.

The table also tells that out of the grammar accuracy there were areas the reviewer
focus on peer response such as focus on the idea development, and mechanical features were
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in the second ranks. Meanwhile, in the same areas were ranked first by the student writers.
This rating also showed that feedback for idea development and mechanical features becomes
the respondents’ expectation in peer response activities.

4.4 \Writing Ability Improvement and Aspects of Writing Improved
4.4.1 Improvement of Students’ Writing Ability

The scores gained by two raters were analyzed in terms of writing aspects—content (C),
organization (O), grammar (G), and vocabulary (V). Based on the analysis, the findings show
that the student’ writing ability slightly improved. It was found that in writing expository essay the
student writers achieved the mean score 56.00 in session I, 62.17 in session I, 71.08 in session I,
and 80.50 in session IV (Table 4.7). From these findings, it means that the students’ writing skill in
writing expository essay in session | to session IV improved. It was shown from the students’
achievement in producing essay indicated with the mean score of each peer response session.

In addition, the findings of the improvement of students’ writing ability give evidence that
the process of revisions using peer response activities led to the improvement of the student writers’
writing ability. This improvement might be as result of their activities in producing essay through
the process of writing supported by the technique of peer response in the stages of revising and
editing. It is as stated by Stone (1990) and Liu & Hansen (2002), peer response is really applicable
in the writing process particularly in the revising and editing stages.

Table 4.7 Score of the Students’ Writing Products

. Writing Students
Session Aspects
AR GR TA SN MS YU TK ZA SF ER HAS YUW
C 17 1y 17 11 17 17 11 11 17 11 11 17
O 17 1y 17 11 17 17 11 11 17 11 17 17
G 17 11 112 11 11 11 17 11 11 11 11 17
| \Y 17 1¢v 11 11 17 17 11 11 17 11 17 17
Total 62 62 56 44 62 62 50 44 62 44 56 68
Score
Mean 56.00
C 17 1y 17 11 17 17 11 11 17 11 17 22
O 17 17 17 11 22 17 11 11 22 11 17 17
G 117 11 17 11 22 11 11 17 17 11 17 17
1] V 17 1v 17 1y 17 17 17 17 17 11 17 17
Total 62 62 68 50 78 62 50 56 73 44 68 73
Score
Mean 62.17
C 17 1y 17 17 22 17 17 17 17 17 22 22
O 17 1y 17 17 22 17 11 17 22 17 22 22
G 17 11 17 11 22 17 17 17 22 17 22 22
1 \V 17 1y 17 17y 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 17
Total 68 62 68 62 83 68 62 68 78 68 83 83
Score
Mean 71.08
C 2 22 22 171 22 22 22 171 22 22 22 22
O 2 22 22 17 22 17 17 17 22 22 22 22
G 17 17 22 17 22 17 17 17 22 22 22 22
v V 17 22 22 17 22 17 22 17 22 17 17 22
Total 78 83 88 68 8 73 78 68 88 83 83 88
Score
Mean 80.50
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4.4.2 Aspects of Writing Improved with Peer Response

The analysis of the improvement of each aspect of writing is shown in Table 4.8. It shows
that most of the components of writing improved. It was indicated with the mean score of each
component. The component of content was well improved from the mean score 14.50 in the first
session to 21.17 in the last session. The percentage of improvement was about 55.56%. The
component of organization was improved from the mean score 15.00 in the first session to 20.33 in
the last session or about 44.44% of improvement. Meanwhile, the aspect of grammar was slightly
improved from the mean score 12.00 in the first session to 19.50 in the fourth session or 62.50% of
improvement. However, the aspect of vocabulary was little improved. It was from the mean score
14.50 in the first session to 19.50 in the last session. The percentage improvement was about
41.67%. This result serves evidence of the study’s question of what aspects of writing improved. In
fact, the most aspect of writing highly improved was the aspect of grammar.

From these findings, it shows that the aspects of writing improved in all areas. However,
they slightly improved in the aspects of content and grammar. It is in line with the peer response
areas of the student writer focus. The areas are in ideas and meaning development and grammar
accuracy.

Table 4.8 The Improvement of Writing Aspects of Students’ Writing Products

Improve

Writing iieos Students Mean  ment of

Aspects n AR GR TA SN MS YU TK ZA SF ER HA YU Score SetSSiR?I
S W 0

I 17 17 17 11 17 17 11 11 17 11 11 17 1450
17 17 17 11 17 17 11 11 17 11 17 22 1542 .
Content —\\——9717 17 17 22 17 17 17 17 17 22 22 1825 °2°°6%

IV 22 22 22 171 22 22 22 171 22 22 22 22 2117

I v 17 1y 11 1y 17y 11 11 17y 11 17 17 15.00

Organiz II' 17 17 17 11 22 17 11 11 22 11 17 17 15.83 44.44%
ation m 1v 17y 17v 17r 22 17 11 17 22 17 22 22 18.17 '
Iv 22 22 22 17 22 17 17 17 22 22 22 22 20.33
I 11 117 117 117 117 11 17 11 11 11 11 11 12.00
Gramm II' 11 11 17y 11 22 11 17 17 17 11 17 17 1492 62 50%
ar im 17 11 17y 11 22 17 17 17 22 17 22 22 17.67 '
v 17 17 22 17 22 17 17 17 22 22 22 22 1950
[ v 17 11 11 17y 17y 11 11 17 11 17 17 1450
Vocabu NI 17 17 17 17 17 17y 11 17 17 11 17 17 16.00 41.67%
lary m v 1y v 17r 1y 17 17y 17y 17 17 17 17 17.00 '

v 17 22 22 17 22 17 22 17 22 17 17 22 19.50

5. Conclusion

It was found that the patterns of peer response to the peers’ works for revision were
very interesting. The areas of peer response gained from each session of peer response
activities focused much on the idea development, grammar, and mechanic. The points of peer
response were incorporated into revisions because of its advantages to the developments of an
essay in terms of grammar, essay structure and coherence, and were not incorporated into
revisions because of irrelevant feedbacks. The suitable area between peer response and writer
expectation was in terms of grammar accuracy. During peer response activities students engaged
in the improvement of their writing ability, and the most improvements of the writing aspects were
content and grammar.

Future research should examine other various patterns of peer response in writing class.
Exploring various patterns of implementing peer response and teacher feedback is such kind of a
topic to be investigated. Furthermore, applying media focusing on the use of ICT-based media in
writing class seems to be interesting and more challenging to research.
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Preface

Dear all ICERD participants, welcome to Surabaya, Indonesia. Welcome also to Universitas Negeri Surabaya.
We are very glad to have you all, to participate in this conference.

In celebrating its 51st anniversary, The State University of Surabaya/Universitas Negeri Surabaya,
proudly presents "The 2015 Internasional Conference on Educational Research and Development". The
conference is conduction to bring together diversed ideas of researchers, educators, lecturers, teach-
ers, students, and those who have interests in research on education and its development as well as on
science and technology.

We are very honored to have Prof. Dr. Muhammad Nuh, DEA (former Republic of Indonesia Minister
of Education and Culture, 2009 — 2014), Prof. Dr. Muchlas Samani (Universitas Negeri Surabaya, Indone-
sia), Prof. Dr. Fou-Lai Lin (National Taiwan Normal University), Prof. Dr. Bill Atweh (Adjunct Professor
of Curtin University, Australia, and visiting Professor at Philippines Normal Univesity), and Prof. Dato’
Abdul Rahman B. Abdul Aziz, Ph.D (Universiti Utara Malaysia), and Dr. Zeny Reyes (Philippines Normal
University) as keynote and plenary speakers.

To all our sponsors for this conference, Bank Tabungan Negara (Universitas Negeri Surabaya branch)
and Telkom Divre 5 Surabaya, our thanks are also for you.

On behalf of the Organizing Committee and Steering Committee, I wish you all a blessed and pro-
ductive time in our ICERD conference. God bless you all.

December 1, 2015 Arie Wardhono
Surabaya
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