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Abstract 
 

This degree project essay presents a lesson study where a group of learners of English 6 in 

upper secondary school try peer review as a part of their writing process during two lessons 

and share their experience. The aims of this degree project essay are to find out how learners 

of English in upper secondary school feel about peer review as a strategy to develop their 

writing skills, and how it can be taught in a successful way. The lesson study includes peer 

review sessions where the students are provided with instructions on what peer review is, how 

to conduct a peer review, and material to support them through the peer review process. The 

lessons and materials are designed to meet the issues brought up in previous research on the 

use of peer review in the L2 classroom and students’ attitudes regarding it. A focus group 

share their thoughts in semi-structured interviews and their answers are discussed in relation 

to previous research. Data collected after the first lesson is used to design the second lesson to 

better meet the students perceived needs. The second lesson is then evaluated by the same 

focus group. The main issues brought up in the source material as well as in the focus group 

interviews are as follows: how peer review can succeed, why it is useful, anxiety in giving 

and receiving feedback and how to ease the anxiety among the students. The data collected 

shows that the learners are overall positive and see several benefits of using the method of 

peer review in the English class. One prominent issue brought up in the focus group 

interviews is anxiety and several suggestions on how to avoid and overcome that issue are 

discussed.   
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Introduction 
 

This essay will examine the learner perspective on peer review as a strategy in developing 

student texts and writing in English 6 of upper secondary school. The syllabus for English in 

Swedish upper secondary school states that the students should practice working with texts 

alone and with others (Skolverket, 2011), which promotes the use of peer review in upper 

secondary school. From my own first, unsuccessful, experience with peer review during the 

first term of the subject teacher program and my positive experience of the method later on, 

an interest in looking closer at what makes a peer review session successful was raised. I 

attribute the differences in my experiences to how the exercises were presented and developed 

by the teachers while acknowledging that my own experience is connected to my own 

preference. However, I am not alone in seeing the connection between conversation and 

writing. Bruffee (2009) claims that “writing always has its roots deep in the acquired ability to 

carry on the social symbolic exchange we call conversation” (p. 551). In addition to being a 

beautiful quote, it says something profound about the connection between conversation and 

writing because every text has an audience even if that audience does not extend beyond the 

author. Since the text is a conversation, it seems fair to insert a receiving end who is not also 

the author, to be able to figure out the text’s full potential. A peer who is familiar with the 

purpose of the text can be that partner. 

 

The thesis in this essay is that peer review is a good strategy to develop the writing skills of 

English learners in upper secondary school if proper training in peer revision is provided. 

Although possibly time-consuming and complex, an exercise that has the possibility to 

include great practice of the skills speaking, listening, reading and writing deserves to be 

considered for inclusion in the L2 classroom. As a future teacher in upper secondary school 

who considers using the method as a part of my teaching, I find it important to get the upper 

secondary school learner’s perspective on what makes a peer review session successful. To 

get a genuine reaction I opted for a close practice research design which allow me, as a 

researcher, to be a part of a real classroom where the method is taught and used. Therefore, 

this essay consists of a lesson study planned with inspiration from the template designed by 

Dudley (2011). The lesson study was carried out with a group of English 6 learners who were 

working on an informal text as a part of a project spanning a few weeks. During two lessons 

they were, with instructions designed by me, conducting peer reviews in pairs and revising 
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their own texts after each review. At the end of the both lessons a focus group, consisting of 

six students who had done the assignments and volunteered to be interviewed, participated in 

a group interview where they were able to share their experiences and opinions on the 

exercises, and peer review as a method. The data collected during the interviews has been 

analyzed and put in context with previous research in an attempt to get the learner’s 

perspective on peer review as a method to develop student writing. The aims of this degree 

project essay are to find out how learners of English in upper secondary school feel about peer 

review as a strategy to develop their writing skills, and how it can be taught successfully. 

 

Background 
The focus in this degree project essay is on the students’ experiences and opinions on peer 

review. The conducted lesson study is inspired by, and will be put in context with, previous 

research on the learner’s perspective. A “peer” is, according to Cambridge Advance Learner’s 

Dictionary, an equal (2008). In the context of education, that means that a peer review is 

conducted between two learners who are on a similar level, most likely in the same grade. 

Before presenting the lesson study, conducted to gain insight into the learner’s perspective, 

this background section will present previous research on peer review to give insight on the 

effects, the opinions, and recommendations on how to design successful peer review sessions 

in the English classroom. Before heading into the complete background, I want to mention 

Peer Response in Second Language Writing Classrooms by Liu and Hansen Edwards (2018) 

as the most used background source for this essay. It contains valuable research on different 

aspects of peer review in the L2 classroom, as well as suggestions on how to conduct peer 

review exercises. Since some references are made to other researchers as cited in Liu and 

Hansen Edwards (2018), they are stated as such. With the purpose of clarity, this background 

section is divided into five subheadings. 

 

Terminology 
Activities where the students interact with each other’s texts can be conducted in various 

ways, and there are a few different terms used in the research and use of peer review (Liu and 

Hansen Edwards, 2018, p. 1). Peer response, peer writing, peer editing, peer feedback and 

peer assessment are the most commonly used, according to Liu and Hansen Edwards (2018, 

p. 1). They explain that different terminology matter. For example, the term “peer 
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assessment” implies that grades are being decided by the peer (Liu and Hansen Edwards, 

2018, p. 2). To avoid the exclusion of any previous experiences of using the method of peer 

review in the subject of English, the students were informed about the different terminology 

at the beginning of this lesson study.  

 

Collaborative Writing versus Writing Alone 
In this essay the focus is on the method of peer review, but the method can also be discussed 

in the context of collaborative learning and collaborative writing. That especially applies to 

the issue of measuring the competence of the individual. Lunsford and Ede, two of the most 

prominent scholars in the field of collaborative writing, describe collaborative writing as 

something that is commonly used, but that issues regarding the ownership of the texts seem to 

be based in the expectations of a single author (2012, p. 160). Starting in 1983, Lunsford and 

Ede conducted a study on co- and group authorship, involving a survey sent to 1200 members 

of major professional associations (2012, p. 70). They found that, among the received 

answers, just below fifty percent answered. Lunsford and Ede write, “[t]o our surprise, 

respondents clung to the notion of writing as a solitary activity in spite of overwhelming 

evidence to the contrary” (2012, pp. 70-71). They also give the different standpoints on 

writing as a solitarily act or as group act historical context by explaining that the Greek and 

Roman rhetorical emphasis on the communal values was replaced when writing 

accommodated individual evaluation and meaning, leading to the ideal of the individual, 

solitary author (Lunsford and Ede, 2012, pp. 150-151). However, against the tradition of the 

isolated author, some educators have used the peer review and collaborative writing since the 

colonial period (Lunsford and Ede, 2012, p. 151). Always present in contemporary 

conversation about education, Dewey’s ideal of learning in interaction is credited to inspiring 

the broad return of collaborative writing in the English tradition, as referenced in Lunsford 

and Ede (2012, p.152). Bruffee claims that collaborative learning can create forums for 

students to practice the type of conversations that will benefit them when interacting with 

professors that they will meet if they go on to higher education (ed. Miller, S, 2009, p. 551). 

Bruffee does, however, not only write about the benefits of collaborative learning as a 

preparation for higher education. He also discusses how we can internalize the external 

conversations that we have practiced, and through that, take on all roles of the conversations 

in our writing (red. Miller, S, 2009, p.549). Thus, this motivates the use of peer review 

activities to develop the individual writing process beyond the project where it is conducted.   
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Peer Review in School 
Research by Ren and Hu show that among students, feedback from peers is not as desired as 

the feedback from teachers (2012, p. 4). Their data consists of a survey answered by junior 

English majors at a university in China, and, although the learners had not had any training in 

peer review, it was encouraged as a method to revise their writing (Ren and Hu, 2012, p. 4). 

Ren and Hu suggest that the students’ limitations in writing and reviewing, as well as cultural 

influences and an unfit pedagogical implementation of peer review activities, are the causes of 

the skepticism towards peer review (Ren and Hu, 2012, p. 5). However, Bishop (1997, p. 310) 

argues that peer writing as a teaching method has been oversimplified, and therefore is not 

always as successful as expected by the teacher. Bishop writes that “[i]n general, 

collaborative peer writing groups do benefit the student” (p.310). Nevertheless, she explains 

that the method requires some careful planning and coaching by the teacher to be successful 

(1997, p. 313). Bishop accounts for several issues that she claims contribute to the success or 

failure of peer writing groups, building her claims on research she has taken part of as well as 

her own experience in observing composition and literature classes (1997, p. 313). A few of 

the aspects affecting the results are as follows: attendance, leadership, students’ preparation, 

fear of giving criticism, involvement of all members, a common vocabulary connected to the 

task, and that the members see the value of the group work (Bishop, 1997, p. 313). The issue 

of students preferring the feedback from a teacher over the feedback from a peer is also 

discussed by Liu and Hansen Edwards (2018, p. 28). They refer to research by Lee (2015) and 

Saito (2015), as cited in Liu and Hansen Edwards, explaining that students find teachers more 

knowledgeable than their peers (Liu and Hansen Edwards, 2018, p. 29). However, they also 

refer to research by Wang (2014), as cited in Liu and Hansen Edwards, showing that the 

students find the feedback from a peer useful when the peer review includes a discussion face 

to face (Liu and Hansen Edwards, 2018, p. 29). Since the teacher usually is the one evaluating 

the assignment for grading, Liu and Hansen Edwards recommend that the peer review takes 

place in a part of the process where the feedback from the teacher is not given, otherwise the 

author of the text will probably focus on the feedback from the teacher (2018, pp. 28-29). 

They specify that the students’ preference for feedback from the teacher is based in the 

teacher’s role as an authority. Because in a study by Bratkovich (2014), as cited in Liu and 

Hansen Edwards (2018, p. 42), it was found that students who received feedback from both 
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teacher and peer, without knowing the origin of each comment, had no clear preference for 

teacher over peer when using the feedback for revision.   

 

How Can Peer Writing Groups Succeed?  

The success of a method is not guaranteed even if others have had success with it. There are 

several aspects that seem to influence the outcome of the peer review exercises. Bishop 

(1997) claims that success depends on five things: all group members are involved, the group 

work needs to clarify goals and assignments, the group needs to develop a “common 

vocabulary to discuss writing”, they need  to learn how to identify major writing problems 

and the “group learns to value group work and to see instructor as a resource which the group 

can rely on freely” (p. 313). The need for reflection by the teacher is also pointed out by 

Bishop who has formulated issues that the teachers should address before conducting an 

exercise of peer review. The issues are regarding the teachers' knowledge of the method, if 

there is a clear use for the method in the classroom, and what the goals for the students are, in 

relation to the method (Bishop, 1997, p. 314). 

 

Lundstrom and Baker (2009), as cited in Liu and Hansen Edwards, write that giving feedback 

seems to be even more beneficial than receiving feedback; because when working with the 

text of a peer and formulating feedback, the learners develop skills that will help them when 

writing and revising their own texts (2018, p. 27). They also bring up some factors that can 

affect the peer review in a second or foreign language classroom in a negative way, such as 

distrust in the ability of the peer who has given the review, or fear of being ridiculed for not 

having good enough L2 skills (2018, pp. 27-28). Liu and Hansen Edwards also refer to 

Hyland (2000) who found that students’ perception of peer feedback was closely linked to 

how the teacher had designed the lesson (Hyland, 2000), as cited in Liu and Hansen Edwards 

(2018, pp. 34-35). The students articulated that the more teacher controlled and structured the 

peer review sheet was, the less beneficial the student found the lessons (Hyland, 2000, as 

cited by Liu and Hansen Edwards 2018, p. 34-35).  

 

Peer Review in the L2 Classroom  
The use of peer review for second- and foreign language learners is not only motivated by the 

peers helping each other to write better texts. Since the Swedish syllabus for English in upper 

secondary school states that the English education should promote the skills speaking, 
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listening, reading and writing (Skolverket, 2011), many of the learner goals demand practice 

of all four skills. Exercises that includes peer review of texts where the students are asked to 

write down their feedback and to deliver it face to face creates opportunities for the learners to 

practice all four of those skills. Liu and Hansen Edwards (2018) write that research based on 

the stances of Process Writing Theory, Collaborative Learning Theory, and Vygotsky’s Zone 

of Proximal Development “has provided substantial evidence that peer response activities 

help L2 [second language] learners develop not only their writing abilities, but also their 

overall L2 language abilities through the negotiation of meaning that typically take place 

during peer revision activities” (p. 3). Thus, motivating the use of peer review activities in the 

L2 classroom.  

 

 

Method  

 
A Close Practice Research Design with a Qualitative Method of Evaluation 
 
A close practice research design was chosen because it made it possible to evaluate the 

method of peer review, and the recommended implementation of it, with a group of students 

that had just experienced it. To simply interview students about their previous experiences of 

peer review, without the action of intervention, would pose a risk of not having enough data 

to work with. For example, some of the learners might not have used peer review in school, 

they might not have been given proper instruction on it, or they might not remember using it. 

Another important aspect of the choice of this method is that since the teaching of the method 

is brought up as an important part in connection to the success of it, it would not be fair to 

assess the method without proper information on how it was taught to those evaluating it. 

Furthermore, this method is not only evaluating the teaching that has already taken place, it is 

about the researcher/teacher modifying their teaching with the knowledge they gain from each 

focus group interview. 

 

This type of action research is a research method which allow educators to try out education 

techniques, evaluate them and improve them (The Glossary of Education Reform, 2015). 

Dudley (2011) describes lesson study as “a highly specific form of classroom action research 

focusing on the development of teacher knowledge” (p. 1) and lists among the benefits that 

the study is conducted with students in the learning environment and that it gives the teacher 
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the opportunity to change their teaching to suit the needs of the learners (p. 3). The lesson 

study research design has been used in Japan since the 1870s, and involves a team of teacher 

planning, conducting and evaluating a series of session (Dudley, 2011, p. 1). With the 

designed lessons there is no doubt regarding what instructions or coaching the students had 

received in the method to be evaluated. Liu and Hansen Edwards write, 

 

[p]erceptions of L2 students regarding peer response will be less meaningful if we do 

not have a frame of reference to assess to what extent our students have formed or 

changed their beliefs about peer response over a period of time, and how their 

previous experiences or lack of experiences in doing peer response are shaped by 

their new experiences (2018, p. 29).  

 

This study is a modified version of the lesson study design presented by Dudley (2011). 

Because of the restricted time and resources, the suggested three lessons for the study was 

limited to two lessons. Instead of a team of researchers, I only had some support from the 

teacher in planning the sessions and a conversation about it after the second lesson. With 

more time for my project it would have been easier to plan and follow up with the teacher. In 

addition, more time to carry out the study would have made it possible to inquire about how 

the students’ attitudes towards peer review developed over time. Ideally, the lesson study 

would have been carried out with more time between the sessions and with at least one more 

lesson. That would, in addition to giving the students time to form opinions that were not 

limited to first impressions, have given the learners more time to develop the texts between 

reviews and to develop their reviewing skills even further. Nevertheless, with previous 

research by Ren and Hu suggesting that learners conducting peer review without training and 

clear instruction do not find it useful (2012, p. 5), and with Bishop suggest that students 

conducting peer review with proper training do benefit from it (1997, p. 310), the aim to 

explore the learners attitudes towards peer review, with lessons conducted as suggested by 

scholars promoting it, was accomplished.  

 

Within the lesson study, a qualitative method of evaluation was used to get a deeper 

understanding of the experience of the learners who have tried working with peer review as a 

part of the writing process. Focus group interviews are a part of the lesson study model and 

the choice to conduct semi-structured, qualitative interviews was based on the objective to 

acquire a deep and nuanced understanding of the students’ perspective. According to Bell 
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(2005), “[r]esearchers adopting a qualitative perspective are more concerned to understand 

individuals’ perceptions of the world. They seek insights rather than statistical perceptions of 

the world” (p.7).  

 

Participants – the Focus Group 
The participants in the lesson study were learners from a class that is currently taking English 

6 in year two the nature science program of upper secondary school. Their teacher had 

expressed, before the lesson study, that he values collaborative learning, but that they have 

never before done a structured peer review exercise in their English class. In addition, the 

whole class was described by the teacher as a high performing and ambitious group. The 

focus group consisted of six volunteers that had worked with the peer review exercise during 

the lessons. Since the group was formed by volunteers in an already small group, the six who 

participated were the only ones who had offered to take part in the focus group. Six 

participants are, according to Dörnyei (2007, p. 144), the minimum number of participants 

needed not to limit the potential of collective wisdom. Since the lesson study was done the 

week after Easter break and around the time of the national tests, all students were not 

prepared to work with the assignment. Simply because they had not yet started with their 

texts. Therefore, the volunteers, who managed to create a text to work with, can be considered 

motivated and ambitious and is, in this context, to be considered a homogenous group. Since 

they were the most prepared in a high performing class they are to be considered quite equal 

in ambition and skill, and their opinions and experiences of the peer review exercises might 

not represent learners with other levels of ambitions or skills.  

 

Since the aim of the lesson study was to get insight into the experience of those who had tried 

the peer review assignment designed as recommended in previous research, a focus group 

interview at the end of the lessons was both logistically manageable and an opportunity for 

the group to discuss and develop their opinions. The use of a focus group is described by 

Dörnyei (2007) as “an economical way to gather a relatively large amount of qualitative data” 

(p. 144), as well as being ”based on the collective experience of group brainstorming, that is, 

participants thinking together, inspiring and challenging each other” (p. 144). Cohen, Manion 

and Morrison (2007) write that one risk with interviewing in group is that “one respondent 

may dominate the interview” (p. 373). However, they also lift the focus group as a way of 
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“gathering data on attitudes, values and opinions” (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2007, 

p.376), which qualified it as a suitable method for this project 

 

Materials 
 

The Lesson Study 
The lesson study was conducted during two lessons that took place on Tuesday and Thursday 

of the same week, and the learners worked on different drafts of the same text. The study was 

conducted the week after Easter break. At the time the class was working individually with a 

project while small groups of the class did the oral part of the national tests with the teacher. 

The project they were working on was an informal text that they were supposed to write as a 

reaction to a movie that they had seen.  

 

Before the lesson, I was invited to one of their lessons to introduce myself and inform them 

about my project. The teacher was ill that day, so I met the class on my own. With the use of a 

power point presentation I described the method of peer review, the study I wanted to with 

them, and the importance of informed consent among those who might volunteer as 

participants. To illustrate how peer review can work I showed them a text that I had written, 

similar to the one they would use, and asked them to look at it and discuss it. I made them 

aware that I had put some errors in it on purpose and that I really wanted them to help 

improve it with me. They managed to find the errors, parts they liked, and made helpful 

suggestions on how this text could become better. By allowing them to review my text and 

being optimistic about everything they find and suggestions they made, I hoped to convey the 

sense of how feedback is something positive.  

 

For the first lesson, the students were asked to bring the first drafts of their texts. However, 

since it turned out that most of the students had not yet started with the text, they were given 

twenty minutes at the beginning of the lesson to get started. When the twenty minutes had 

passed, the students were given a small lecture reminding them of the purpose of the study, as 

well as instructing them on peer review. Since the students had not finished the first draft, 

taking twenty minutes out of the lesson the lecture was kept short and the students were 



 10 

invited to ask questions during the session. The slides used for the lecture can be found in 

appendix 5 (p. 42). 

 

After the instruction on how to perform a peer review, the students were divided into pairs 

and given some time to work with each other’s texts and the peer review sheet. The sheet was 

designed with inspiration drawn from The Allyn and Bacon guide to Writing (Ramage, Bean 

and Johnson, 2009) and The St. Martin's Guide to Teaching Writing (Glenn and Goldthwaite, 

2014) and the versions used at each lesson are attached in the appendix. The peer review 

guide for lesson one is found in appendix 3 (p. 38), and the peer review guide for lesson two 

is found in appendix 4 (p. 40). After working with the texts, making notes and comments, the 

students conducted the reviews face to face. By having a face to face conversation about the 

review the learners are given opportunities to negotiate meaning and expand upon the 

feedback that has been given (Liu and Hansen Edwards, 2018, p. 9). It is also recommended 

to have different peer review exercises carried out on different drafts of the same essay (Liu 

and Hansen Edwards, 2018, p. 82). For example, focusing on content and rhetorical issues on 

the text in one session, the organization of the structure in another and grammar issues in a 

third session (Liu and Hansen Edwards, 2018, p. 82). Therefore, in this lesson study, some of 

the issues in the peer review guide were changed for the second session. After the peer 

reviews had been conducted, the students were given time to go back to their texts and do 

revisions based on the feedback that they had received.   

 

As previously mentioned, a few adjustments were made to the peer review sheet for the 

second session. One adjustment was made to shift focus from words used to sentences used, 

which was done by changing one of the points on the sheet to focus on sentences and their 

effects instead of words and their effects. That change was made so that the exercise would 

not get too repetitive, since they were working with drafts that could be expected to be quite 

similar to those they worked with two days earlier. Another adjustment was made to 

accommodate the students who only had their texts in digital form. During the first lesson 

most of the students used their computers and some found it hard to mark with “G” and “?”, 

as suggested for the brief overview on the sheet, and I told them to color mark instead. For the 

next lesson, the sheet was adjusted to suggest color highlighting when working with a text 

digitally. The use of positive colors was decided upon since the students in the focus group 

explained that they had a hard time giving feedback for fear of being perceived as mean. 

Green was suggested for highlighting parts of the text they wanted to praise and yellow was 
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suggested for the parts that they felt needed development or explanation. The color red was 

forbidden with the explanation that a review is not about slamming the breaks on someone 

else’s work. Yellow was presented by me as a marking of that we need to evaluate what 

works in the situation and how to move forward. The third adjustment was made to 

accommodate two of the opinions brought up in the first interview. Since the students 

expressed positive views on having specific directions on the review sheet, the part about 

reviewing sentences was developed with suggestions. On the “summing up” part of the peer 

review guide, the instruction to identify two problem areas was removed. That decision was 

made since that task could contribute to the anxiety expressed during the first interview. 

Furthermore, the task to make two suggestion for revision was kept since that still encouraged 

the students to point out areas in need of improvement without having to call them problem 

areas. The adjustments were evaluated by the focus group during the second interview.  

 

The lesson study required some teaching from me since I presented the concept and coached 

the students in how to do the peer review. However, since I was there in the role of a 

researcher, I did not fully take on the role of a teacher. Apart from instructing them, 

answering questions and reminding them of the time, I did not interfere with the lesson. That 

meant that some students, after hearing the instructions on what to do, used their phones and 

computers for other things and chatted with their friends instead of working on their texts. 

However, since those were the students that did not participate in the exercise, I focused on 

being present for those who did. A point worth noting is that the teacher was absent from the 

first lesson since he was doing the oral part of the national test with a group from the class. 

During the second lesson he was present but did not interfere with the exercise. He asked to 

sit in and listen to the conversation during the second interview, with consent from the 

participating students. Ideally the teacher would have been present during both lessons to 

make sure that the rest of the group worked as well, however, since the group conducting the 

peer review did it thoroughly even without his presence this probably did not affect the 

outcome of the study. 

 

Limitations of this Lesson Study 

Under the method section, this lessons study is described as a modified version of the lesson 

study model described by Dudley (2011). With more time and resources, the three-lesson 

model could have been carried out and provided with more insight on how learner’s perceive 

peer review when learned over time, as well as allowing further development of the teaching 
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of the method of peer review. If there would have been possible to carry out a third lesson, a 

third version of the peer review guide would have been designed. Since the learners of the 

focus group expressed that they appreciated clear guidelines as support but voiced that they 

think that experienced reviewers might feel limited and controlled by it (appendix 2, pp. 35-

36), the suggestion would be that the peer review guide would only have strict guidelines on 

how to mark out the text and a lowest and highest amount of comments they should give. The 

restriction on the amount of feedback would be given since one of the participants in the focus 

group expressed worry in regards of the risk of two peers giving different amounts of 

feedback (appendix 1, p. 29). For those who wished for freedom only one aspect, for example 

the introduction of the text, would be mandatory to comment on, while leading questions 

would be optional for those who want to use that support. A third lesson could also have been 

used to collect quantitative data through questionnaires given to the whole group to see if 

their opinions on the lesson study were similar to the students who participated in the focus 

group. 

 

The Interviews 
At the end of each lesson, the focus group of volunteers took part in a group interview to 

discuss the peer review exercises as well as their general views of the method. Twenty 

minutes were set aside for interviews at the end of each lesson. Both recordings are a few 

seconds over seventeen minutes and includes practical information and informal chatting. 

Those parts of the interview transcripts are not included in the appendix since they contain 

personal information and conversation not relevant to the project. With the ambition to gather 

qualitative data, the interviews were semi-structured with interview guides and follow up 

questions. Semi-structured interviews are described as suitable, by Dörnyei, when the 

researcher wishes to provide guidance and keep the interview on subject, while 

simultaneously allowing the interviewee room to answer freely (2007, p. 136).  

 

With the aspiration to make the focus group comfortable, the students were told to decide for 

themselves if they preferred to speak in English or Swedish. The questions were asked in both 

languages to avoid misunderstandings related to their language used. All participants in the 

focus group decided on using Swedish for the first interview. However, they all agreed to use 

English as much as possible during the second interview, and only using Swedish a few times 

when not finding a fitting word in English to describe what they wanted to say. This can be 
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attributed to them feeling more comfortable speaking to me a second time, or the fact that 

their teacher, with their permission, sat in and listened for the second interview. The questions 

that were used in the first interview had previously been piloted with another student at the 

subject teacher program and another person who went to the same program and took English 

6, although with a different teacher, at the same upper secondary school just a few years 

earlier. For the second interview a few questions remained, and others were added to gather 

information on the students’ perspective on using the method of peer review for a second 

time, as well as to evaluate the adjustments that had been done to the peer review sheets. 

Dörnyei, citing Polkinghorne (2005), recommend several interviews with the same 

participants since a follow up interview, in addition to being more familiar with the 

interviewer and situation, gives the interviewee time to think more about the subject, thus 

being able to develop their reasoning for the second session (2007, pp. 134-135). The 

interview questions in the original interview guide were focused on the learners’ experiences 

with peer review as a method and the experience working with the material used during the 

lesson. The follow up questions in the first interview, as well as the new questions for the 

second interview, were based on the students’ answers to the questions in the interview guide 

created before the first interview. Themes that the focus group brought up and that were 

incorporated into the new questions were anxiety and discomfort in giving and receiving 

reviews, as well as how those issues can be dealt with. By conducting the interviews at the 

end of the lessons, the experience of peer review was fresh in the minds of the participants 

and for the second interview we could build on what was said in the first interview, as well.  

 

To conduct the interviews, recommendations by Dörnyei (2007) regarding the technical and 

theoretical aspects were followed. Dörnyei (2007) claims that “there is a general agreement in 

the literature that if we want to use the content of a semi-structured or unstructured interview 

as research data, we need to record it” (p. 139) citing note-taking as possibly disrupting as 

well as being “insufficient in catching details of the nuance and personal meaning” (p. 139). 

The interviews were recorded with two recording devices so that the risk of data loss because 

of a malfunctional device would be minimized, as recommended by Dörnyei (2007, p. 139). 

Small group rooms were used so that the interviews could be carried out in a silent, and 

private, environment. The use of a silent room, as well as two recording devices, helped the 

process of transcribing the interviews. The interviews were transcribed in full, and the 

interview where the participants spoke in Swedish was translated to English. Footnotes mark 

out the quotes used in the essay where a translation has been made. Since the interviews were 
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conversations with seven participants, it was sometimes difficult to distinguish the speaker of 

some of the shorter parts of speech during the process of transcribing, often sounds and short 

words of agreement. A lot of the times, several of the participants made noises like “Mmm”, 

or uttered single words of agreement simultaneously. In the transcribed interviews those parts 

are marked out as [other participant expresses signs of agreement] or [other participants 

express signs of agreement].   

 
 
Interview Guide, and Added Questions – the First Interview 
 

• Do you think that the peer review assignment you worked with today was successful?  

• Did this exercise affect your work with your own text? If the answer is “Yes”, how?” 

• Follow up question added to probe: Do you feel that you learned other things from 

working with the text of a peer, giving feedback and not just receiving it? 

• Follow up question added during interview to accommodate the focus group’s 

discussion on anxiety: Do you think that the teacher can help with that when 

presenting the exercise or in the material? 

• Do you have any thoughts on the assessment sheet that you used? 

• If you have worked with peer reviews before, can you please tell me about your 

experience? 

Interview Guide, and Added Questions – the Second Interview 
 

• Do you think that the peer review assignment you worked with today was successful?  

• Do you think there was any difference, for example changed material or having done 

it once before, from the last peer review exercise?  

• Last time you talked about anxiety/ discomfort in giving feedback and having 

someone read the text. Do you think that doing it more often can help with that? 

• Do you think that one peer revision is enough, or do you think that it can be useful to 

do it to a text a couple of times at different stages in the writing process?  

• Do you have any thoughts on the assessment sheet that you used? Did you think that 

there was any improvement, or did it work the same way for you?  

• Added question when discussing the differences, after repeating the reasoning on 

adding the color highlighting as a strategy to ease anxiety: What did you think about 

that? The colors?  
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Ethical Issues 
The focus group was made out of volunteers who were asked to sign a written consent form 

where they were informed about the project as well as their rights to make sure that they were 

giving informed consent. Kumar (2005) explains “Informed consent implies that subjects are 

made adequately aware of the type of information you want from them, why the information 

is being sought, what purpose it will be put to, how they are expected to participate in the 

study, and how it will directly or indirectly affect them” (p. 220). It should also be considered 

how informed the participants are when they give their consent. Bell’s standpoint is that the 

researcher gives the participants time to read and consider the effects of the research before 

signing the consent form (2005, p. 45). This group was first informed about the research and 

their rights when I came to speak to the class a few weeks before the lesson study, the same 

information was posted in the form of a research letter in Swedish on their learning platform. 

Giving the students the information beforehand was done with the ambition to have them 

carefully to consider if they wanted to be part of the research. In addition to that, the students 

were asked at the start of the interview if they were aware of the purpose of the study and 

what rights they had regarding withdrawing their consent. Since the participants in the focus 

group were all over the age of fifteen and the research was not of a sensitive sort, no consent 

from legal guardians, was asked for.  

 

Although the participants anonymity is protected in the research material as well as in the 

final essay, they are not anonymous to each other or to me. Their classmates might have 

noticed who decided to join me in the interviews, but they should not be able to identify the 

speakers in the transcriptions. With the consent of the focus group, the teacher was present 

during the second interview. That could have affected the answers if they felt like they could 

not be honest in front of him. It is also possible that the answers were affected by me being 

the interviewer, since the material they were asked to evaluate was created by me. Those are 

issues that should be considered when reading the results in this degree project essay.  
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Results 
 
Previous Experience of Peer Review 
The learners claimed to not have much previous experience of working with peer review in 

the English subject (appendix 1 pp. 30-31). This was confirmed by the teacher who had taught 

them in English 5 and English 6. He told me that he had not used any peer review exercise 

with the group. During the interview, one of the participants mentioned previous experience 

of the exercise of reading the text of a peer and giving “two stars and a wish” (appendix 1, p. 

29). Two stars and a wish is a version of peer review when the reader is asked to give 

feedback containing two positive aspects of the text and one suggestion for revision. The rest 

of the group were also familiar with that exercise. During the first interview one of the 

students mentioned that she had a family member studying, who had very positive 

experiences of using it as a part of their education (appendix 1, p. 31). Hence, the students are 

familiar with the concept and have previous knowledge of it even though they have not 

worked with it in the subject of English in upper secondary school.   

 

Evaluating the Sessions 
The focus group agreed on that they had found the peer review exercises successful after both 

sessions (appendix 1, p. 25 and appendix 2, p. 32). During the first interview, one student 

mentioned the benefit of having a peer reading the text and helping the author to get a broader 

perspective on the text (appendix, p. 26), and another interviewee claimed to often have a lot 

of the information in the head and that there is a risk that others do not understand parts of the 

text (appendix, p. 26). The peer could then, according to the interviewee, help by asking for 

clarification (appendix 1, p. 26). Another positive aspect that the students agreed on was that 

during an early peer review, you can help each other with ideas and inspiration. One student 

said that working with the text of a peer can help develop critical reading and said “we rarely 

work with reading and evaluating each other’s text… and analyzing. Often it is like here’s a 

correct text… read and learn. And not read and be critical. I think that can be good as well 

because you get to think in a different way”1 (appendix 1, p. 27). The rest of the group 

expressed that they agreed. One student problematized working with someone who is not on 

the same level of ambition and that that could be a cause for discomfort (appendix 1, p. 27).  

 

                                                 
1 All translations from Swedish are done by me. 
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Anxiety and Discomfort 
The main issue discussed was anxiety or discomfort when doing a peer review. They 

discussed both issues with reviewing and having their text being reviewed. The anxiety 

connected to letting a peer read their text was expressed as fear of being judged by another 

reader, especially one they did not know well (appendix 1, p. 30). This suggest that 

discomfort in having someone else review the text can be caused by performance anxiety. 

Regarding giving a review, one student expressed a feeling of “who am I to… sit here and 

poke around in your sentences”2 (appendix 1, p. 28). It was also suggested that it might not be 

as difficult if the teacher would anonymize the text and then send them out for written 

revision (appendix 1, p. 28). They also mentioned that if the review was without guidelines 

regarding what to comment on, there is a risk of just making stuff up just to have something 

to say, or that the peers provide different amounts of feedback (appendix 1, pp. 26-27). 

Another suggestion to relieve the anxiety was to pair the students up with friends that they are 

comfortable with (appendix 1, p. 26). During the second interview it was also suggested that 

doing the peer review exercises regularly could help the learners feel comfortable and 

incorporate it to the writing process in a natural way, (appendix 2, pp. 35-36).  

 

Opinions on how to Incorporate Peer Review in the Writing Process 
As mentioned in the paragraph on anxiety and discomfort, the students brought up solutions 

on how to help deal with the negative aspects of peer review. When asked if there is a 

difference in doing the peer review a second time, one student said that since she had read the 

text of her peer before she could then go into more depth (appendix 2, p. 36). The other 

students agreed and one mentioned that she felt more comfortable doing the review since she 

had already done it once and knew what was expected of her (appendix 2, p. 36). During the 

first interview one student said that it was possible to help each other with inspiration at the 

early stages of a text (appendix 1, pp. 26-27) and they returned to that opinion in the second 

interview where they agreed on that peer revision could have different purposes depending on 

when in the writing process they take place (appendix 2, p. 37). It was suggested that peer 

review at the beginning of the process could help develop the content while later sessions 

could be a last check for structural errors such as grammar mistakes before turning the text in 

for grading by the teacher (appendix 2, p. 32). Although they were all positive about using the 

                                                 
2 All translations from Swedish are done by me. 
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same peer more than once to feel safer, one student said she had liked swapping partners and 

referred to my instruction before the lesson where I had said that everyone has different skills 

and said she thought different reviewers could cover different areas (appendix 2, p.37). One 

of the other members of the focus group added this statement to that discussion:  

 

But I feel like if you do like a bigger project or a big text it might be better to do it 

with the same person because you do it like the first week and then you discuss a bit, 

and then when you come back a few weeks later they kind of know what you have in 

mind in the beginning and could more discuss like the development and when we are 

doing like this kind of small text I think it was good to change.  

(appendix 2, p. 37) 

 

There were some mixed opinions on how much the teacher should control the session. During 

the first interview, all students expressed appreciation towards the review guide (appendix 1, 

p. 29). However, during the second interview there were some different opinions expressed. 

One student voiced the preference to just look at the guide for inspiration but not to follow it 

closely through the review process (appendix 2, p. 36). Another student responded: “Yeah 

maybe if we could too have a paper like the ones we got but then you know you don’t have to 

follow at like really strictly like you can like oh maybe I’ll think about grammar bla bla bla, 

but you can like look” (appendix 2, p. 35). One student expressed that guidelines can become 

too strict and that the feedback could become forced by that (appendix 2, p. 35). They agreed 

that it was positive to have a guide for support, but that they think that the student should be 

allowed more freedom after practicing peer review and getting more familiar with the method 

(appendix 2, p. 35). Since the adjustment to add a color scheme for highlighting was one of 

the major differences between the first and second review guide, the question about the 

review guide was followed by some probing questions regarding the color scheme. Since I 

had offered reasons for the change during the lesson and reminded them during the interview, 

the question, regarding that change, should be considered somewhat close ended. One student 

answered that she liked using different colors to be able to distinguish what type of marking 

had been done (appendix 2, p. 37), but the optimistic answer should be considered in the 

context of the students being informed about the purpose of the adjustment.  
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Discussion and Conclusion 
 

The students in the focus group clearly expressed that they had found the peer review sessions 

successful. They saw that had been able to help each other with both content and form, and 

that they were able to reflect on what they had done and why. A positive learning aspect 

brought up by the students was that the peer review gave them practice in close reading in a 

more obvious way than when they practice reading finished texts. The success can be 

contributed to several aspects. The learners of this group were very motivated and aware of 

how they could benefit from working with texts. When reflecting on the task they were able 

to formulate issues of the exercise and strategies to deal with them. The positive experience of 

the focus group is not surprising since the group consisted of involved members, who were 

aware of the goals of the assignment, and who had a vocabulary to discuss writing, all of them 

criteria recommended for a successful peer review by Bishop (1997, p. 313). Keeping in mind 

that this group's experience is not a guaranteed representation for all groups, they did express 

a positive attitude towards peer review as a method and were keen on giving examples on 

how to work through any issues with it. Thus, confirming that they found the method worth it 

even when it caused discomfort.  

 

Although this group had been given instructions to bring drafts to use, I was aware of that the 

deadline for the text was a few weeks away, and I worried that not enough students had 

started their texts. Luckily a few were able to produce enough text participate and luckily 

most of them volunteered to be interviewed in the focus group. My recommendation, for 

those who plan on using peer review in their classroom, is to give the students time to create a 

text to work with before the peer review and to have small deadlines regarding how much text 

they are expected to bring to each peer review session. Hopefully, when having incorporated 

it in the writing process several times, the students can see the positive effects of the peer 

review and become motivated to bring a draft that they are excited to develop. 

 

As previously mentioned, the group that performed the peer review and volunteered to take 

part in the focus group, can be considered high level performers in both skill and ambition. 

Thus, the group that participated in the focus group is, in this context, to be considered 

homogenous. When having more than one focus group, Dörnyei recommend that the groups 

are heterogenous in comparison to each other, to get a result that is more representative, but 

that the participants within a group is homogenous, stating that a homogenous group help 
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conversation (2007, pp. 144-145). Without the time limitation and the limited number of 

volunteers, the ambition would have been to have several focus groups, possibly with learners 

that would cover a broader spectrum of language skills and motivation. With more time and 

access, a more developed study to get a more general result could have been conducted with 

the lesson study done out in various groups of learners. Including those who are not 

considered high performing. Thus, the fact that the group consisted of a limited number of 

participants, and that their similarity in motivation and academic skills makes the result not 

generalizable, should be considered before making any general assumptions based on the data 

collected in the interviews of this study. However, much of what was brought up in the 

interviews aligns with previous research and several aspects that can affect the learners’ 

experience of peer review were brought up. For example, if those who are considered high 

performing are afraid of letting others read their texts, which supports how Lundstrom and 

Baker (2009) as cited in Liu and Hansen Edwards (2018, p. 27-28) contribute negative 

feelings in students towards peer review exercises as a result of the fear of being ridiculed, the 

fear is probably not limited to that group. This should also be a concern for the teacher who 

works with students who struggle with their writing or language skills since the fear of 

ridicule is among the negative feelings Lundstrom and Baker (2009) as cited in Liu and 

Hansen Edwards (2018) attribute to not having enough L2 skills. In that aspect, this group’s 

thoughts on how to deal with the issue of having a peer, especially one that they might not 

know very well, read and give feedback on their text is relevant to consider even in a broader 

perspective.  

 

Anxiety and discomfort connected to giving peer review was the subject that was most 

discussed in the focus group. The participants expressed in different ways that they felt 

uncomfortable, and even mean, when reviewing the text of a peer. This was not surprising 

since that is brought up as one of the main issues expressed by learners in evaluations of peer 

review (Lundstrom and Baker, 2009, as cited in Liu and Hansen Edwards, 2018, pp. 27-28). 

When the concept of peer review first was presented to them, before they tried doing it 

themselves, I was keen on repeating that peer review is a way to help each other improve and 

that it is important to remember that it is a positive thing when doing it. It was clear that 

students in the focus group had listened since they referred back to that outlook a few times 

during the interviews. Still, it seemed like it was not enough that they knew that they were 

doing something positive for them to let go of the feeling of criticizing each other. One of the 

participants in the focus group said that even though it is stated that you do the peer review to 
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help, you feel mean doing it. She expressed that she knew that she was doing it to help, but 

still could not fight the feeling of doing something mean (appendix 1, p. 30). The idea of 

doing the peer review with a peer you know and feel comfortable with, suggested by one of 

the participants in the focus group could have benefits. However, I do not think that it can be 

expected that the whole group will be friends. Nevertheless, the sense of comfort could 

hopefully be achieved to some extent by working with creating a positive feeling in the group. 

Based on the perspective of the focus group, my recommendation is to try and create a 

comfortable feeling within the group by working with the other issues that were brought up. It 

was also agreed in the focus group that practicing peer review more often could be a strategy 

to get more comfortable with it.  

 

The suggestion, made by one of the students, of anonymizing the texts before doing the peer 

review could be considered when planning the peer review exercises. That would mean that 

they could only perform the peer review in writing. The benefit of having someone point out 

what is well put and what needs development is still there. However, the positive aspects of 

giving the peer review face to face, negotiating about meaning and the possibility to practice 

the oral communication skills, are lost. Perhaps it could be helpful to do the anonymous peer 

review as a start so that the students get to practice the skill of close reading and reviewing a 

text, and later develop the exercise to include the conversation part. That way the learners 

could practice the skills with focus on the text, and not the person who wrote it. In addition, 

the students could send in their texts without worrying that those who read their texts judge 

them for the content or their writing skills. Later on, when the students have practiced 

reviewing each other’s texts and worked up some confidence in doing it the exercise can be 

extended to include the face to face conversation about the text. Since the students expressed 

that they found the exercise valuable for developing both critical reading and their own 

writing, those benefits encourage putting time and effort into planning and conducting peer 

review sessions regularly.  

 

The students also expressed that they saw the peer review as an opportunity to practice close 

reading, which could be linked to what Lundstrom and Baker (2009), as cited in Liu and 

Hansen Edwards (2018, p.27) wrote, claiming that students, when reviewing the text of a 

peer, practice skills they can use when reading and revising their own text. However, it was 

surprising to me that the learners expressed that they found reading each other’s text as a 

more efficient practice in close reading than reading what they called “a perfect text” which 
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they claim to usually do. The students expressing that they feel like they are learning more 

from each other’s and their own errors and the process of revising than from reading correct 

texts is a great argument for using peer review when the objective is to develop the students’ 

close reading in addition to their writing.  

 

When designing the lesson study, I was working with the thesis that a clear and structured 

peer review guide was important to give the learners a positive experience of the method. 

Bishop’s (1997, p. 313) claim regarding peer review needing carefully coaching and 

structured instructions from the teachers to success opposes Hyland’s (2000) claim that 

students were less satisfied with a heavily teacher-controlled exercise (as cited by Liu and 

Hansen Edwards 2018, p. 34-35). In this case, the focus group agreed to wanting very 

structured and precise instructions from the teacher after the first session. However, after the 

second lesson, a few of them changed their mind expressing that they preferred only having 

the peer review guide as optional support. They did acknowledge that it could be connected to 

personal preference and came up with a suggestion that could benefit them as well as others. 

The discussion in the focus group led to most participants agreeing that support from the 

teacher should be available, but that students that have made reviews previously and who felt 

comfortable doing so should have the option not to use it. Considering the recommended 

guidelines in the handbooks (Glenn and Goldthwaite, 2014 and Ramage, Bean and Johnson, 

2009), Bishop’s claim and the focus group’s opinions expressed during the first interview, my 

suggestion is that peer review sessions should start out controlled by the teacher. However, 

scaffolding can be wise since some students in the focus group felt restricted by the peer 

review guide when they felt confident in being able to perform a sufficient peer review 

without it. Since it is important that the learners’ motivation is stimulated I think that it is 

important for the teacher to be careful with holding the students back. One type of light 

control, that would not constrict the students’ freedom much, is to decide the colors they use 

when highlighting to make sure that the feedback is visually as positive as possible. Another 

type could be the amount of comments allowed and requested. In this way you avoid the issue 

expressed by the focus group where the risk of an unstructured assignment might mean that 

one student writes twenty comments while another writes almost nothing. Which was 

something that a student worried about. Considering that these students, who were part of the 

focus group, are motivated and see the use in carrying out the exercise on their own, I fear 

that constricting them with a strict guide could cause a loss in motivation and lead to them 

having a negative feeling towards the exercise, as that presented by Hyland (2000), as cited 
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by Liu and Hansen Edwards (2018, pp. 34-35). Therefore, I agree with the suggestion from 

the focus group regarding starting with a controlled exercise while giving them more freedom 

when they gain confidence and experience.  

 

In conclusion, peer review can be a positive experience for learners but having someone read 

your text, especially if it is unfinished, is a challenge and so is having to tell a peer what they 

should improve with their text. Therefore, it is important that teachers work on creating a 

positive and safe outlook on the exercise. This can be done by conducting peer review 

sessions regularly to normalize the process and help modelling the type of exercise that can 

help the students develop without being anxious about the task. One suggestion is starting 

with anonymous feedback in written form and then having scaffolded conversation added to 

the process. By working with the same text several times, the reviewee gets to know the text, 

and possibly making it easier to give a helpful review. Furthermore, it might not be as 

stressful to have the same person reading a later draft of a text as having someone new read it 

each time. In the L2 classroom, peer review exercises encourage practicing the four categories 

of skills that are building the syllabus for English in upper secondary school: writing, reading, 

speaking, and listening. For example, reading and having conversations about each other’s 

texts in the process of writing seem to help shape the participants technical and cognitive 

writing skills, develop their close reading abilities and help them acquiring skills that they can 

use in their own revision work. Therefore, my conclusion is that peer review is a valuable 

exercise in the classroom if it is conducted in a way that stimulates the learners’ motivation 

and help them overcome the anxiety that seems to be an issue for learners’ regardless of their 

level of academic success.  

 

Further Research 
In a bigger study, the lesson study can be expanded to the suggested three lessons and involve 

several classes to give a more nuanced and generalizable insight to the learners’ perspectives 

on peer review. Since anxiety connected to both sharing one’s text with a peer, and to give 

feedback to a peer, was brought up as a big issue by the participants in the focus group, my 

suggestion is that extra focus should be given that issue in further research. Further research 

into the types of anxieties connected to the peer review exercises could also help with 

suggestions on how to overcome them.   
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Appendix 1 - Interview 1, English Version3 
 

The students are called S1, S2, S3, S4, S5 and S6, the interviewer is called I.  

 

I: First question… Do you think that the peer review assignment that you worked with today 

was successful? 

S2: Yes 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S1: Ehm… Yes, I think it worked well 

S3: But maybe some hadn’t come very far 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: No, but that was our own fault 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

[laughter] 

I: Do you think that if you had been better prepared, that you could have had even more use 

of it? 

S1: Yes 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S1: You still had use of it and we hadn’t really written much. But if you would have had the 

whole text, you could have really improved it 

S6: Now you more got, what to think about…  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S6: When you write the rest of the text and a little more of you can change this  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: But it can also be a relief to not have to go back and revise and eh... well, I can think 

about this  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: When I write the rest of the text 

I: Mm 

S4: That’s true 

[coughing] 

                                                 
3All translations from Swedish are done by me. 
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I: Did this exercise affect your work with your own text. If the answer is “yes”, how? 

Meaning, when you returned to your own text, did you feel like you had learned something? 

S2: I think so… Because when you write you have... how should I put it? Your own 

information and background and you think: but I understand everything…  

I: Mmm 

S2: … Because you bring different amounts of information, so when someone else read it and 

[pretend to be the reader] I don’t really understand this 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: Yeah… even though you think that you have a sort of broad perspective…  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: … On your own text you get an even broader perspective when you yourself… 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: Go like, okay you can think about this as well… 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: Have you thought about that, and so on. 

other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

I: If you work with a text for a long time, you sort of miss some things 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S1: Like spelling errors and such, you read it a hundred times and then you don’t really notice  

S4: You sort of skip them 

S1: Exactly, if someone else read it and can see it 

S4: Mm a… [Take a big breath and exhales, looks like she is about to say something, but 

hesitates] 

I: Go on 

S4: No, I just thought that eh, often when you write by yourself, at least I can feel like you 

know how you think inside of your head…  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S4: But everyone else might not understand it the same way when you write, because you 

might forget to explain something that is clear for you because you have it in your head, and 

then it can be good if someone from the outside read it and can say if they don’t understand or 

so. If you need to clarify, it can be easy to miss.  

I: Did you find it useful to work with the text of a peer, to work with the text and give 

feedback? 

S3: Yes, I think that it can give a lot of inspiration… 
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[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: For my own writing, like I can write a bit about this because it was like this. Like not 

copy but to be inspired. Ehm I was going to say something else, but I forgot. 

S6: Ehm yeah, well we exchanged texts… [signaling towards peer]  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S6: … and we had written very different… 

S5: For sure 

S6: So, you could sort of get a thought 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S6: How you could write in a different way 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S2: I also think that well, it is uncommon that we work with evaluating and reading other 

texts… 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S2: … And to analyze. Often it is like, here is a correct text read and learn 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S2: …and not, read and be critical 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S2: So, I think that was good as well 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S3: But then I think it really varies from person to person… 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: I think it depends on what level you aim for as well 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: How you are as a person also, because if I were to read or… if someone else were to read 

my text and they don’t really care much. Then I don’t think it would be very helpful for me 

and I might not give them as much either since they might not care 

S4: You mean that those who respond on each other’s texts must 

S3: Be on the same level of ambition sort of 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S1: Yeah but also, when you read a text to be critical then you often see a lot more than if I 

would read my own text and think: hm is it good enough? When you read someone else’s to 

find something to comment on, you think much more about what you are reading and then 

you can think about that when you read your own text, as well.  
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S4: Yeah, then it can also be a bit hard to say like: think about this. Because even if you do it 

to  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S4: make it better it feels like, who am I to sit here and poke around in your sentences and 

such  

S1: Mm 

S4: But it is good because it is helping them improve, of course. 

I: Do you think that your feelings about that can be affected because of how the assignment is 

presented? If it is presented as us helping each other or? Because it is one of the most 

common issues in the research… 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

I: That many students think that it is challenging and fear being mean. What do you think that 

a teacher can do to help? 

S2: Well, I don’t know if it would. I haven’t really thought this through yet [laughter] but you 

could, sort of, do it anonymously. I don’t know but then it’s… 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S2: Not really the same. Because you don’t want to personally offend… 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S2: You’re bad because… It’s more like if I turn in a text and it is randomly decided who 

assess but everyone do it the same way... 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S2: Or not assess, but yeah what we did now 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S2: But in the same way 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S1: If you don’t know who assess 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S2: Exactly 

S4: And the teacher send it out to different people  

S2: Yeah. But then it is also. You could find out anyway. Like I know that you were writing 

about this 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S2: Yada yada but… and also if it would work out well then perhaps you could avoid that... 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  
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S1: It becomes... 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S1: Mm and I also think that if the teacher presents it like [snaps fingers] sort of like, you 

have to find three things that should be improved instead of like read the text and see if there 

is something that needs improvement and share that. If you have to find something it is more 

like 

S2: Yeah then you yeah 

S1: You sort of can see it like... 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S1: Maybe it’s not because I am bad, but because they have to find something 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S1: And then just see it as… 

S6: Yeah but we have done that before in school sort of, two stars and a wish…  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S6: And you have to find things that were good and one thing that was bad and it is sort of oh 

well. You almost make something up. 

other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: Yeah and it can also lead to unserious feedback, and you only go for the simple  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S3: Like check the grammar or spelling 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S3: Because it is like this is all I got because you don’t always have the energy to invest in 

other people’s texts 

S1: It do however feel a bit mean if you were free to give as much feedback as you want, and 

someone found like twenty things or something 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

I: Yeah that sort of leads us to the next question. What do you think about the material you 

were given? It was quite extensive given the time you had, but did it help to have some 

guidelines? 

S1: Yes 

S2: Mm 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S5: It was probably quite important to have as many guidelines as possible, or yeah, I don’t 

know  
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[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S5: So that you have decided what to look for because otherwise it gets… Even though you 

say that it so to help each other you feel kind of mean 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

I: It sort of become something to lean against, that you look at these aspects of the texts 

because you were told to do it 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S5: It could be good to be with people you know as well  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S5: So that they don’t just pair you up because then… if you don’t know each other that well 

S1: You won’t dare to say anything 

S3: Right 

S4: No and it could also make it easier for yourself if you give your text to someone who you 

do know it might feel better than with someone you don’t know because it’s like… will you 

judge me?  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S5: Yeah, I think that people get a bit anxious when facing these types of exercises when you 

are expected to give away your firs  

S1: Yeah, I never send in my first  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S5: And in addition, you are supposed to review someone else’s text, but then perhaps it 

might be less hard  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

I: One last question...We are running out of time but perhaps we can have one more minute… 

S2: No problem 

S1: Absolutely 

I: Thank you, if you have worked with peer review before, I’m guessing that two stars and a 

wish was used in a similar situation since it is a common way to introduce it. Can you tell me 

about your experiences? I picked up some things before, but do you have any more 

experiences of working with peer review, good or bad, from before? 

S3: Yeah, I don’t think that it has worked very well before…  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S4: We haven’t really done it before, in upper secondary school… 
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S2: No, I haven’t really done it before, so I don’t have much to say. This was like the first 

time 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: It is so much source criticism and such all the time, but this peer review thing is not really 

something you do… 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S5: It haven’t worked well  

S1: No, in the lower grades…   

S6: Nobody did it in a serious way  

S5: It was just something you had to do and sort of just struggled through  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S1: Like with just caring more about your own text and then when you are asked to put time 

into reviewing someone else’s it’s like you just try to finish it 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S1: … Instead of really putting time into making it good 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S3: But it probably works better the older you get  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S3: Because I know my [family member4], she is studying, and they give each other this like. 

what do you call it? 

[other speaker]: Feedback 

S3: Yeah peer review like and then they get a lot of good, constructive, criticism and 

feedback and then you can really improve and work with that but 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S4: But perhaps many take more responsibility  

S3: But we are probably moving towards that as we get older  

I: Another upside could be having someone else look at the text before handing it in to the 

teacher for grading. You get the opportunity to try the text and return to it. 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S4: Yes exactly, that is an advantage 

S2: Yeah that is good 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]   

                                                 
4 Changed from specific to general to protect privacy 
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Appendix 2 - Interview 2 
 

The students are called S1, S2, S3, S4, S5 and S6, the interviewer is called I.  

 

I: Eh alright!  So, we did the peer review a second time and as you noticed there were some 

slight changes to the guide you got so I will ask you about that, but I will also ask a couple of 

the same eh the same questions as we did Tuesday eh so...  first question: Do you think that 

the peer review assignment you worked with today was successful? 

[five of the participants express vocal signs of agreement]  

I: Good 

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

[joint laughter] 

I: Eh do you think there was any difference from the last peer review exercise? 

S2: Eh… Actually, I really did not notice or because maybe I didn’t read the last paper that 

like ehrm yeah, I didn’t read through like eh yeah so maybe that’s why [laugh] 

I: It was quite similar... 

S2: Yeah  

I: There were just some changes…  Because I listened to what you said eh the last time and I 

made some adjustments so that it would be easier for you to follow. So, eh Eh… Some slight 

changes…So it’s not that weird if you didn’t notice it 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

I: Eh but I also wonder because since this was the second time ehm there was some slight 

changes in the material, but also you did a second time eh quite close to the first one, and you 

worked with the same text can you tell me a bit about that? 

S4: Ehm I think this time since I already read [first name’s5] text before I could like go into 

more depth ... ehm... this time than the first time because now I knew the text from before 

ehm so I guess that was good  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

[laughter] 

S1: Well at least in our group people had written a bit more on their text which also like made 

it easier to like comment on things then maybe comment on small like specific or more like 

yeah not so like general things because people were kind of ready with their texts  

                                                 
5 The participant’s name was edited out to protect privacy 
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[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S5: I think like it worked out better this time ehm you know when you ehm because you ‘ve 

ehm already done it one time before and you like what you were supposed to do then so  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

[laughter] 

S4: Ehm and you read ehm the first time you read like the first paragraph of mine and know 

this time like the second and third so to... that made you [laugh] come up with new things that 

I could eh... that I could improve ehm and so that was good as well  

I: Good… eh…  ehm let’s go ahead and jump one question for now… eh… since we talked a 

bit about doing it eh…  eh a few times do you think that one peer revision is enough for one 

text or do you think that it can be useful to do it to the text a couple of times at different stages 

in the writing… now it was quite close between the sessions eh. so, I want you to think about 

the possibility of doing it and to like to have a week or two to work with the text and go back 

to it. So, think both about to do it close...  With a close proximity, or and also to do it with 

more time between. Do you feel like it could be useful to work with the same text on more 

ehm occasion? 

S3: Eh yeah, I think so, but I think I have to wait a bit…  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S3: ... otherwise you might just get the same response every time and that might not help you 

as much as if you get time… you get time to write and develop your text  

S5: Yeah because it can be quite a difference between your first draft and like the eh…  

finished product so it is good if it’s you read it through like two times because it can be 

quite… 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S5: ... big differences between them  

S4: So then like perhaps the first time with you as you said if you had a draft and then the 

second time when you’re almost finished so ehm... well…  because it can be good if someone 

looks at it and sees some small bits that are a bit confusing or so  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S1: Yeah, I feel like it can be good because like if you do it in the beginning you could kind 

of get like the other persons thoughts on what to put in or maybe or yeah maybe think about…  

S4: Some inspiration  

S1: … and these aspects yeah and yeah, some inspiration whereas if you do it later you could 

like grammar and eh and maybe ah fix this sentence and yeah like that  
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[other participants express signs of agreement]  

I: Good Ehm the last time you talked about anxiety eh and discomfort in giving feedback and 

having someone read a text. Do you think that doing it more often can help with that? To get 

more comfortable with eh with this type of exercise. 

S2: Yeah, I think so  

S5: Yeah you get used to it then it wouldn’t be eh that much of a thing  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S4: And if it would be something that you did like eh … to every assignment ehm it would be 

something that’s like natural …  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S4: so that wouldn’t make it as uncomfortable  

S1: I think if you start like earlier when we’re young like when we’re ten and if you do it like 

all the time then you, you eh you won’t be weird to do it now … because now we haven’t 

done so much when we were younger so it’s yeah  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S4: But maybe it would also be … ehh…  eh like something you just have to do like “source 

criticism”6 …  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

[laughter] 

S4: so then perhaps you wouldn’t do it like ehm 

S6: Yeah if you did it every time then you wouldn’t … 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S4: Would perhaps not be so good 

S3: Yeah but during Gymnasiet [laughter] maybe you should take it more seriously and start a 

with peer review ehm. Yeah but earlier is maybe too soon  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

I: Yeah so perhaps like a few times a year not all the time, at all text but to keep it fresh and 

to have it a as a natural part of the writing process perhaps  

[in unison]: Yeah  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

I: Ehm…  today and last time you had… we talked about it in the ehm last interview as well.  

Did you… some of you  talked about having  experienced that it  was really positive to have 

                                                 
6 All translations from Swedish are done by me. 
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eh a detailed guide on what to do  and the research is quite mixed on this  some people say  or 

some researchers say  that you should have  a clear  guide  on what to do and  some say that  

it’s better to  let the students  eh create their own  sheets or create their own review. How do 

you feel about that? 

S5: Eh I think it’s like different from person to person so that’s why it’s so ehehm “they don’t 

really know, the researchers… “7so like for me I think it would be better to have like to have a 

structured guide now 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S2: I think for me… I actually  prefer to like just read it through and just  like write my 

opinions and what I think of it like here is something like you need a comma here and  so on 

but I think it’s good to have like instructions  and a paper like this is how you ‘re supposed to  

do because then it doesn’t get like that different from other persons that read like the text and 

… it’s maybe easier to understand if everybody does it the same way ehm yeah so it’s good to 

have  

S1: Yeah Maybe if we could too have a paper like the ones we got but then you know you 

don’t have to follow at like really strictly like you can like oh maybe I’ll think about grammar 

blab la bla, but you can like look… eh 

I: Just have it as support 

… Yeah exactly  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S4: I also think it depends on if you have done it a lot of times or if you haven’t because in 

the beginning you might not know what to look for so then it can you can have something to 

do as help…  

[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S4: … But if you are used to it then perhaps you know what to do  

S3: Because sometimes I think that the guidelines can become too…  

[whispered by another participant]: Strict  

S3: structured and then you become “unimaginative”8 and everything is you give feedback on 

becomes a bit “contrived”9 [laughter]  

                                                 
7 All translations from Swedish are done by me. 
8 All translations from Swedish are done by me. 
9 All translations from Swedish are done by me. 
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I: So perhaps like a support or as a practice and the more used you get to it the freer you can 

get like designing your own guide or just skip the guide   all together 

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

S2: Just so yeah you make sure that the other person understands what you mean.  

[Teacher: May I just add? Krystat. you can say contrived in English. Contrived is basically 

what they use for framkrystat] 

[laughter] 

I: We have mentioned it before, but I want to ask you again are there... do you have any 

thoughts on the assessment sheets that you used today. Like it was a slightly different did you 

notice anything that was improved? Or did you think that it worked quite the same way? 

S5: Ehm I noticed differences, but I didn’t notice what the differences were…  

[laughter] 

S5: … I think the last thing you should find one or two things... that was a different  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  

I: Yeah because since you mentioned last time that a lot  of you liked the structure of 

knowing what to look for, I added some focus on that part and the more open part at the end I 

found  that perhaps there should be just two things to focus on when you are summing  up so 

instead you could look more closely at those things at the beginning. I also added, because I 

noticed eh, I don’t remember who asked me last time… during the last lesson. Someone said 

it’s hard to mark a question mark or a G in the text when I have it on my computer, which I 

had thought about before the lesson as well, but I didn’t really use it in the review guide. And 

then yesterday, it hit me because I answered the question with use colors and eh as you talked 

a lot about the anxiety of giving reviews I thought about the marking with colors and I feel 

like when someone mark my essay with colors it’s… I can be quite sensitive to what nuance 

of color it is so was quite keen on not using re. Because red is such a negative color and peer 

review is about helping each other improve and not about putting each other down. SO that’s 

why I encouraged you to use green positive. Green light this should be kept and yellow for we 

need to stop for a bit and consider this. Not to remove it because we are not editing out 

something in the text we are just putting attention to it. How did you feel… did you think 

about that? About the colors? 

S4: Yes, well it’s easier if you just look at the text and it’s easier to see where the different 

ehm response things are so yeah like the overview is easier to see where all the… 

S1: Yeah if you just have a G it is hard to know where the things begin  

S4:… yeah you can like miss it or something and yeah 
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[other participant expresses signs of agreement]  

S4: But I… I didn’t  the first time I didn’t  do as you said  with the G and the question mark  

eh because  you can like  mark a bit  of the text and  then  make it into a  comment  and so I 

did  so so everything that I  marked was yellow  and then on the side I did a comment  where I 

wrote what I meant  I thought  eh so  I didn’t really  use your G and questionmark … 

I: Yeah but that works as well 

S4:…  Because I think it is a good a way of ehm… do it yeah  

S2: I think that like about the color thing and which color you use.  I think it’s important  that 

we use the yellow and green, because as you say I feel  like red is like  quite harsh  and yeah  

and I also think  it depends on eh the person that reads your text because  if someone that I  

really don’t know that well and if they use red I don’t know it feels like  I don’t know  but if 

it’s a person I know  and the use red  I quite understand  what they mean in another way even 

if it’s red  but it’s good to use  yellow and green ehm so I think that that was good  

I: Speaking of doing it with people you know eh a few of you asked me beforehand are we 

supposed to do it with the same people or should we swap, and I said it’s up to you to decide 

eh did you feel like… Ehm…  How… First of all, did you swap, or did you do it with the 

same persona and whatever way you did it did you think that there was any value to doing it 

with the same person or swapping?  

S3:Ehm well, we kind of swapped texts with each other and person so but I think that kind of 

helped there is another perspective on the text and ahh and had other things to think about 

ehm yeah as you said before everybody has different skills are good at different stuff, so you 

can help each other out  

S1:But I feel like if you eh do like a bigger eh  project or a big text eh… ehm… it might be 

better to do it with the same person because you do it like the first week and then you discuss 

a bit and then when you come back a few weeks later they kind of know what you have in 

mind in  the beginning and could more discuss like eh the development and eh when  we are 

doing like this kind of small text I think  it was good to change  

[other participants express signs of agreement]  
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Appendix 3 – Peer Review Guide, First Lesson 
 
 
Peer Review Guide 
 
When reviewing the text of a peer, it is beneficial to be able to mark in the text. Longer comments can 
be written on this sheet. You will be able to use your notes when giving the feedback but, you should 
also be prepared to hand them over to the reviewee since it will help them remember what you said. 
 
Basic overview: As you read the text of your peer for the first time  
 
Mark a “?” next to any passage that confuses you 
 
Mark a “G” next to any passage that you find extra interesting or well put 
 
 
Going into more depth; reread the text and consider: 
 
Does the draft carry out the assignment?  
If not, give suggestions on how the writer can develop the text towards that goal. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Who do you think is the intended audience of the text and why?  
For example: Is it suitable for someone’s grandma, to be published in a newspaper or just for close 
friends? What in the text makes you identify that, specific, audience?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mark out the words of interest.  
Circle the words that strengthen the text and help get the point across or help set the tone of the text. 
Underline words that cause confusion or don’t serve the text well.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 39 

Summing up 
 
What are the strengths of the draft? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Identify one or two problem areas 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Make one or two suggestions for revision 
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Appendix 4 – Peer Review Guide, Second Lesson 
 
Peer Review Guide 
 
When reviewing the text of a peer, it is beneficial to be able to mark in the text. Longer comments can 
be written on this sheet. You will be able to use your notes when giving the feedback, but you should 
also be prepared to hand them over to the reviewee since it will help them remember what you said. 
 
Remember to look at both the content and structure of the text. 
 
Basic overview: As you read the text of your peer for the first time  
 
If you mark by hand 
 
Mark a “?” next to any passage that confuses you 
 
Mark a “G” next to any passage that you find extra interesting or well put 
 
If you use a computer – think of a traffic light 
 
Use the colour yellow (in need of attention) for anything that confuses you  
 
Use green to give a green light to any passage that you find interesting or well put 
 
 
Going into more depth; reread the text and consider: 
 
Does the draft complete the assignment?  
If not, give suggestions on how the writer can develop the text towards that goal. 

 
 
 

 
 

Who do you think is the intended audience of the text and why?  
For example: Is it suitable for someone’s grandma, to be published in a newspaper or just for close 
friends? What in the text makes you identify that, specific, audience?  
 
 
 
 
 
Mark out interesting sentences  
Circle the sentences that strengthen the text and help get the point across or help set the tone of the 
text. Underline sentences that cause confusion or don’t serve the text well.  
 

- Remember to pay attention to content and structure. For example: is it long or short? Look 
closer at independent and dependent/subordinate clauses, do you find examples of both? Are 
they varied? Do they work with the genre? 
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Summing up 
 
 
 
What are the strengths of the draft? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Make one or two suggestions for revision 
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Appendix 5, First Lesson Lecture – Slides Used 
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