
愛媛大学教育学部紀要　第59巻　169 ～ 178　2012

169

1 Introduction

 “Writing” is one of the subjects on a foreign 

language along the current Course of Study by 

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and 

Technology (MEXT) guidelines.  A New guideline, 

which will apply to new students in 2013, announces 

that the learners should acquire a writing ability as 

well as a speaking ability in the subjects, “English 

Expression Ⅰ・Ⅱ”.  However, there is no denying 

that in current “Writing” class, the goal is not to 

express one’s opinions or ideas on a given theme, but 

to express some Japanese sentences in English so that 

they would be the same or be close in meaning, in 

other words, just “Translation-oriented”.  Absolutely, 

it is true that vocabulary and basic grammatical 

competence are essential for what is called “writing”, 

but the writing ability, as one of the four language 

skills, should not be left undeveloped as it is.

In the f ie ld of  writ ing,  recently,  mutual 

evaluation, so “Peer evaluation” has been said to 

be effective and useful.  Although, in the old-style 

“writing”, a learner writes an essay and a teacher 

should read and correct it, in this “Peer evaluation”, 

a learner writes an essay and another should read 

and correct it like a teacher.  It is said that there are 

three advantages in this “Peer evaluation”.  First, 

learners can acquire a new viewpoint as a reader.  

They start to become aware of the existence of readers 

without being taught it when writing the essay, to 

put it another way, they can roam around in their 

heads what is the best way to convey their ideas. 

Secondly, learners can get stimulated by reading 

other learners’ essays.  Since there is no clear answer 

in writing the essay, they can learn so many things 

from other essays.  Thirdly, the “Peer evaluation” can 

save the much burden of the teachers. Introducing the 

“Peer evaluation” enables them to save much time to 

read and correct the essays learners wrote in detail 

one by one, and they can make effective use of that 
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the contents and mechanics of their products.

According to the study of Yoshishige (2010), 

the peer evaluation in writing can promote the 

relationships between learners in a good direction and 

motivate them very much, which can be established 

by the favorable facts that learners can make a 

new discovery by comparing two writing products, 

and that they can acquire the new way of writing 

skillfully.

Yakame (2005) showed in her study that 

learners have come to write with a viewpoint of 

readers of their products by the peer evaluation in 

writing, and to be able to have a new writing style 

with the partner’s products used as reference.

In the study of Hirose (2009), it was illustrated 

that getting comments from the partners has a good 

affect on learners. The peer evaluation gives learners 

a chance of not only writing but also reading English 

products, and by doing so, they can learn many things 

and get to know the points to which they must pay 

attention in writing.

In the preceding studies discussed above, 

with regard to writing, (1) Peer correcting feedback, 

(2) Direct correcting feedback, (3) Self-correcting 

feedback and (4) Underlining feedback are all the 

good feedback methods that have good effects, though 

the levels of English of learners and the factors 

in writing on which they have a great influence 

are different from each other. However, about the 

transition of learners’ motivation for writing, and the 

quantity and accuracy of the products, it seems that 

no study has so far been announced which compares 

these four methods.

As argued before, in the present situation that 

the ability of writing has also been desired, how can 

the quantity of writing products be increased?  From 

this point of view, the study will search for a good 

feedback method for motivating learners, and increase 

the quantity of products without evaluating the 

contents and the organizations. In this experiment, 

time for other English activities.

In order to confirm what advantages and 

disadvantages of the “Peer evaluation” are, this paper 

is intended as an experiment study of how the “Peer 

evaluation” really influences on the writing activities.  

The subjects were Japanese EFL senior high school 

students who lack a learning experience of writing, 

and the analysis should be conducted on whether the 

ways of feedback should influence on the quantity of 

the essay and the accuracy of English expressions, 

or whether they should help the learners to motivate 

themselves or get a higher motivation in writing  

English sentences.

2 Review of the Preceding Studies

Tono and Kanatani (1995) have conducted the 

experiment on junior and senior high school students, 

in order to clarify whether the difference of the 

feedback (direct correction, underlining and stamping) 

would influence on the quantity and accuracy of the 

writing products. The students whose grades are low 

or who have the low level of attainments in English 

were able to increase the quantity of writing products 

by the stamping feedback, though the accuracy was 

changeless. On the other hand, the students whose 

grades are high or whose abilities in English are high 

were able to make their products more sophisticated 

and more accurate by the direct correcting feedback.  

The underlining feedback enabled the students 

to make one T-unit longer and their products less 

erroneous, and it has been proved out to be very 

efficient.

  Nakanishi (2008), in her study on self-feedback, 

demonstrated that the self-feedback is useful for the 

improvement of writing. In this study, by comparing 

one group given the self-feedback instruction with 

the controlled group, it has become clear that only 

the experimental group have improved greatly in 

language usage, but both groups got better scores in 
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  3.1.2 Materials

  The subjects had five practices of writing their 

own ideas in English for a given theme in this 

experiment.  The first practice was regarded as a 

pre-test, and the last was as a post-test. These two 

products were compared with each other in the 

quantity and accuracy.

Table  Themes of the Practices for English Writing

1st What was the best present that you have 
ever been given?  Why was it so good for you?

2nd
Is it good or bad that convenience stores 

open for 24 hours every day?  Why do you 
think so?

3rd
Do you agree or disagree with the idea that 

cell phones and computers have changed our 
life completely?  Why do you think so?

4th
If you were a millionaire, what kind of 

people would you help or support by donating 
much money?  Why do you choose them?

5th Which country do you want to visit in the 
near future?  Why do you choose it?

A questionnaire was conducted to all the 

subjects before the pre-test and after the post-test, 

so as to spot a change of their motivation for English 

writing.  In the pre-questionnaire, A items asks for 

general likes and dislikes or their feelings toward 

English language or English writing, and B items for 

their experiences for writing until then. In the post-

questionnaire, the A items were exactly the same 

as the pre-questionnaire, the B items asked their 

opinions for writing practices, and C items for their 

impressions or feelings for their own feedback toward 

the products. Moreover, the subjects were supposed to 

write their opinions immediately after each practice, 

from which the change of the subjects’ motivation can 

be shown besides the two questionnaires.

the focus should be set on the peer evaluation, which 

is said to have a good effect on each other and be 

helpful in acquiring a viewpoint of readers in the 

preceding studies, and the purpose is to clear up two 

research questions as follows.

(1) What effects do the Peer correcting feedback 

and the rest of feedback methods (Direct correcting 

feedback, Self-correcting feedback and Underlining 

feedback) give to the motivation of Japanese senior 

high school students when they learn English 

writing?

(2) How do the Peer correcting feedback and the 

rest of feedback methods influence on the quantity 

and accuracy of the learners’ products in writing 

practices?  

3 Experiment 
 3.1 Methodology

  3.1.1 Subjects

The subjects in this study were 43 students 

in the second grade in senior high school in Ehime 

Prefecture. They were divided into four groups by the 

type of feedback in writing as follows.

(1) Peer correcting feedback (12)

(2) Direct correcting feedback (10)

(3) Self-correcting feedback (11) 

(4) Underlining feedback (9)

The average ability in English of each group 

was controlled to be equal, based on the result of the 

practice examination (July, 2011) presented by the 

Benesse Cooperation, since the English ability would 

have much effect on the result of the experiment, such 

as the quantity and accuracy of the writing products.  

There was no significant difference among the groups 

by ANOVA (F(3, 39)=0.014, p=0.997).  The average 

T-score in Benesse English practice examination of all 

the students was 49.0, so it can be said that they have 

an average academic ability in English.
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  3.1.4 Experiment designs

3.1.4.1 Analysis of the pre-questionnaire and 

　　　  the post-questionnaire

Out of all items in the questionnaires, the 

data of the A items, which were the same in the two 

questionnaires, were thrown into the t-test in the 

same way as the product analysis to find out the 

change of the subjects’ attitudes toward English 

language and English writing. After conducting 

the t-test, they were again thrown into a 4×3 two-

way ANOVA, the kinds of feedback (Peer correcting 

feedback, Direct correcting feedback, Self-correcting 

feedback and Underlining feedback)×the A items in 

the questionnaires (whether you like English or not, 

whether you like writing, whether you want to write 

a good quantity of products skillfully), to confirm 

whether there was a significant difference among 

these four groups.

About the B items and C items in the post-

questionnaire, only the data of the common items 

in the four feedback groups were thrown into a 4

×3 two-way ANOVA, the kinds of feedback (Peer 

correcting feedback, Direct correcting feedback, Self-

correcting feedback and Underlining feedback)×the 

B and C items in the questionnaires (whether the 

writing practices are beneficial, whether the feedback 

is beneficial, and which feedback is suitable for you), 

to confirm how different the subjects’ consciousness  

was toward each feedback.

   3.1.4.2 Analysis of the pre-test and the post-test 

In the both tests, the quantity and accuracy 

were measured in the following four points; (a) the 

number of whole words, (b) the number of T-units, 

(c) the average word number per T-unit and (d) 

the proportion of grammatical errors in the whole 

products. Since the contents and organizations were 

not attached importance to in the study, only an 

  3.1.3 Procedures

There was no time restriction for the pre-

questionnaire, so all the subjects had finished all 

items in it.

The writing practices were composed of three 

parts; writing (20 minutes), making remarks (5 

minutes) and error correction (10 minutes). All the 

products were collected after each practice. Since, 

in the group of (2) Direct correcting feedback and 

(4) Underlining feedback, the products should be 

corrected by an instructor, they were told not to 

correct but to study by themselves during the time 

for the error correction.  They were prohibited to use 

any dictionary during this practice except for the 

error correction, and to ask the instructor and other 

learners for some advice all the while.

After collecting the sheets, the products of 

the groups (1) Peer correcting feedback and (3) Self-

correcting feedback were left as they were, without 

adding any comment or underline. The products of the 

group (2) Direct correcting feedback were corrected by 

noting modifications, presenting appropriate English 

expressions, and explaining them in Japanese if 

necessary. About the group (4) Underlining feedback, 

the products were rectified with underlining 

correction or the indication of word-lacking points 

using a signal like [^].

When the products were returned to each 

subject, the time for review (10 minutes) was given 

and they corrected their products again using a 

dictionary or a reference book. During that time, 

they were prohibited to ask any question. After the 

review, it was announced that they should review 

more by themselves and they can ask questions of the 

instructor or their peers.

The practices, whose procedures discussed 

above, were conducted five times in 40 days, and after 

that, they had the post-questionnaire without any 

time restriction.
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In addition, the T-score in the Benesse practice 

test of the subjects who have come to dislike writing 

after the practices is all under 47. Judging from their 

opinions written immediately after each practice, it 

is no problem to say that they couldn’t express what 

they wanted to in English, since they don’t enough 

vocabulary and grammatical competence for writing, 

which resulted in the fact that they have come to 

dislike writing. 

About the question to ask “Whether the 

writing practices are beneficial to improve your 

English ability”, 37 subjects answered favorably 

and five subjects unfavorably, and no bias could be 

seen toward a particular feedback group by ANOVA. 

The number of students who changed their answer 

to “dislike writing” after the practices were four, 

and two subjects out of this four also answered that 

writing practices were not beneficial. Including these 

two subjects, all subjects who answered “Writing 

is not beneficial” show the T-score under 47 in the 

Benesse practice test. The reason for that is the same 

as the one for “I don’t like English” discussed above.

It seems that the reason why almost all subjects 

think that writing is difficult has much to do with 

their feedback. There are three answers for that 

question; Vocabulary (28), Grammatical competence 

(12 ) ,  Sentence  construct ion  and paragraph 

organization (1).  In the group of (2) Direct correcting 

feedback and (4) Underlining feedback, the numbers 

of the answer “Vocabulary”and “Grammatical 

competence” were the same. By contrast, in the group 

of (1) Peer correcting feedback, their answer was 

“Vocabulary” (10) and “Grammatical competence” 

(1), and in the group of (3) Self-correcting feedback, 

“Vocabulary” (9), “Grammatical competence” (2).  In 

the questionnaire, there were so many descriptions 

as follows; “Because I have little grammatical 

competence, I had to correct not grammatical but 

vocabulary mistakes”. This statement accounts for 

the difference in the number of answers between the 

experimenter also played the role of an estimator at 

the same time.

With regard to the evaluation points (a) to (d), 

the whole results of the pre-and post-test, regardless 

of the feedback group, were thrown into the t-test 

to check whether there was a significant difference 

between the two tests. Furthermore, in order to check 

whether we could see a significant difference among 

the four groups, after calculating all the difference 

that each subject has between the two tests, the data 

were thrown into a 4×4 two-way ANOVA, the kinds of 

feedback (Peer correcting feedback, Direct correcting 

feedback, Self-correcting feedback and Underlining 

feedback)×the items for evaluation (the number of 

whole words, the number of T-units, the average word 

number per T-unit and the proportion of grammatical 

errors in the whole products).

4 Results and Discussion

 4.1 Results of the analysis of questionnaires

As one of the subjects didn’t attend all the 

writing practices, his performance was removed from 

the data of this study.

The number of subjects in the favorable group 

for English (the students who answered they “like 

English very much” or “like English”) increased 

from 24 to 30. However, no subject changed his 

or her answer from “like English” to “don’t like 

English” after the writing practices. On the other 

hand, the favorable group for writing (the students 

who answered they “like writing very much” or “like 

writing”) also increased in number from 18 to 20.  

Four subjects changed his or her answer from “like 

writing” to “don’t like writing” after the practices.  

Although the data of these items in the questionnaire 

were thrown into the ANOVA, the subjects whose 

answer changed from unfavorable to favorable and 

the subjects who have come to dislike writing weren’t 

biased toward a particular feedback group.
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of the subjects had any learning experience of English 

writing, and their number of times of the experience 

was very small. So there were a lot of comments in 

all feedback groups toward these writing practices, as 

follows; “It was a good experience”, “I could get more 

vocabularies”, “I learned to make an effort to write 

something” , and “Expressing my thought in English 

was very difficult, but it was useful”.

Considering all the various factors discussed 

above together, the feedback to elevate or maintain 

the learners’ motivation can be summarized like this.  

Before acquiring basic competence on vocabulary 

and grammar, it is not effective for learners to correct 

writing products to each other, for they can’t correct 

all kinds of errors. So, for learners who don’t have 

enough experience, the direct correcting feedback is 

the best style of learning English writing.  Although 

instructors have to bear more burdens of time, 

it is essential that they should illustrate what 

the grammatical accuracy is like, and how many 

expressions can be used. After learners can acquire 

English abilities to read and correct other learners’ 

products, we can say that the peer correcting feedback 

is useful, for they can get a new viewpoint as not 

only a writer but a reader, and they can elevate their 

motivation by reading the partners’ products.

There are two facts to take into consideration 

with regard to these writing practices in the 

experiment; (1) Most of the learners don’t have 

enough vocabulary and grammatical competence.  

(2) They don’t have enough learning experience of 

writing in English. As is generally acknowledged 

about the second language acquisition, it is important 

that the learners should be exposed to the target 

language as much as possible especially under the 

EFL environment. Considering in the context of this 

idea, it is one of the good ways to motivate learners 

for English writing to give opportunities of writing to 

all learners equally.

former two groups and the latter two groups.

About the effect of the feedback, a significant 

difference could be seen by ANOVA (F (3, 38)=15.89, 

p< .001).  The 23 subjects answered “My feedback 

is very effective” or “My feedback is somewhat 

effective”.  In each group, the percentage of the 

subjects who answered favorably was; (1) Peer 

correcting feedback (58.3%), (2)Direct correcting 

feedback (100%), (3)Self-correcting feedback (36.4%) 

and (4) Underlining feedback (22.2%). In the group of 

(4) Underlining feedback, there were many comments 

such as “I didn’t make out why my expression was 

wrong”, or “I wanted to get my sentence corrected”, 

and these were the reason why the subjects answered 

“The underlining feedback was not effective”. With 

regard to the group of (1) Peer correcting feedback 

and (3) Self-correcting feedback, it is because all the 

correction that have been done was about vocabulary 

errors, as discussed above, that the subjects in the 

(1) and (3) group answered “The feedback was not 

effective”. At the same time, the questionnaire 

showed that most of the subjects wanted to receive 

(2) Direct correcting feedback, which accounted for 

88.1%.

In addition, out of 12 subjects in (1) Peer 

correcting feedback, which is the main investigation 

object for this experiment, all subjects answered 

that it was difficult to correct the partner’s writing 

products, on the other hand, 11 subjects said that 

reading the partners’ products was helpful so as to 

improve their own English ability. “I learned to write 

essays so that readers could understand them easily”, 

“There was something to learn from the partner’s 

writing products” , and “It is important not to make 

the same mistakes as my partner did” are the unique 

comments seen only in the group (1) Peer correcting 

feedback. This fact accounts for the advantage and 

availability of peer feedback, which is clarified in the 

preceding studies.

At the beginning of this experiment, only 22.6% 
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toward the question to ask “Which feedback is 

suitable for you”, the majority answered that it is the 

Direct correcting feedback.

However, the analysis of the pre-test and the 

post-test for writing products showed that there was 

no significant difference among the four feedback 

ways in all factors; (a) the number of whole words, (b) 

the number of T-units, (c) the average word number 

per T-unit and (d) the proportion of grammatical 

errors in the whole products. In other words, no 

superiority of the Direct correcting feedback can be 

seen, compared with the rest.

Judging from the T-score in the Benesse practice 

examination, the learning experience of writing that 

emerged in the questionnaires, and the vocabulary 

and grammar used in the writing products, it is 

obvious that the subjects have poorly writing ability.  

In the beginning of writing instruction, teachers 

should expose learners to so much input about the 

vocabulary and sentence structures for making well-

organized products by the Direct correcting feedback.  

When they have enough English abilities to read and 

correct their own or their partners’ writing products, 

many feedback methods taken up in the preceding 

studies or this experiment should be introduced in 

the instruction to make the best use of each feedback’s 

advantages. The higher English ability of the subjects 

and the longer term for the practices of writing are 

needed in order to acquire more evincive results on 

this experiment.
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 4.2 Results of the analysis of writing products

 The analysis of the pre-test and the post-test 

showed the results as follows. The four items were 

analyzed as discussed above: (a) the number of whole 

words, (b) the number of T-units, (c) the average 

word number per T-unit, and (d) the proportion of 

grammatical errors in the whole products.

(ⅰ) Result 1

The data of all subjects’ products about all the 

items from (a) to (d) were thrown to the t-test, then 

there was a significant difference in the item (a) the 

number of whole words (t(41)=4.62, p<.001), and (d) 

the proportion of grammatical errors in the whole 

products (t (41)=2.14, p < .05 ). 

(ⅱ) Result 2

The ANOVA demonstrated that each of four 

feedback methods did not show any significant 

difference with regard to all research items for 

writing products from (a) to (d).

In view of these two results, it can be said that, 

regardless of the kinds of feedback, the quantity 

of products increased and the proportion of error 

occurrence decreased. However, since no significant 

difference was to be seen between all the items of the 

four feedback groups when compared, it is right to say 

that the functionalities of each feedback didn’t come 

into effect very well. Besides, what could be seen in 

the results of the experiment is that a leaning effect 

was able to be seen in all the subjects through the five 

writing practices.

5 Conclusion

In the post-questionnaire in this experiment, 

many subjects answered that the Direct correcting 

feedback was more effective than the others, and 
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