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Abstract
Peer review is an established strategy for improving the quality of students’ writing. This study moves
beyond the focus on outcomes to assess the peer-review process. In particular, this study focuses on the
timing of the peer review, a highly structured feedback form, and student writers’ revisions after engaging
in peer review. This study draws from a peer-review assignment conducted over 3 years in upper-division,
discipline-specific courses. The data reveal these strategies force students to begin writing earlier in the
semester, help the students offer formative feedback to their peers, and encourage students to substantially
revise their drafts before submitting the final paper. This study reveals the importance of assessing the peerreview process.
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As instructors, we want to teach our students good writing habits. According to best practices, long
writing assignments should be broken down into smaller components and students should receive
feedback throughout the process (Bean, 2011; Gibbs and Simpson, 2004; Grauerholz, 1999; Kamali,
1991; Kolb et al., 2013). These strategies encourage students to begin writing earlier, to plan
thoughtfully, and to embrace revision. Providing feedback, however, can be laborious. Instructors
commit time to commenting on technical writing issues like sentence structure, word choice, and
organization, and this kind of detail work is time-consuming (Bean, 2011; Herrington and Cadman,
1991). Moreover, students do not consistently respond to feedback and often express a sense of
discouragement in receiving comments (Jonsson, 2013; Sommers, 1982). The mutual frustration
can leave even committed instructors to believe that providing feedback on multiple drafts is not
worth the effort. Student peer review can be an appealing alternative to instructor feedback, and
indeed, a substantial body of literature recommends peer review as part of the feedback process
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(Althauser and Darnall, 2001; Bostock, 2000; Herrington and Cadman, 1991; Jensen and Fischer,
2005; Liu and Carless, 2006; Raaheim, 2006; Topping, 1998).
Research consistently demonstrates that engaging students in the feedback process improves the
quality of students’ final submissions (Althauser and Darnall, 2001; Jensen and Fischer, 2005; Liu
and Carless, 2006; McGourty et al., 1998; Reiber, 2006; Sims, 1989; Topping et al., 2000). Some
of this effect comes from student writers integrating the feedback into their revisions (Cho and
Schunn, 2007). Additionally, student writers may put more effort into early drafts because they are
aware that others will view their work (Brindley and Scoffield, 1998; Cho and Schunn, 2007;
Gielen et al., 2010; Schriver, 1990). There is also substantial evidence that peer review provides
significant benefits to the student reviewers (Bostock, 2000; Brown et al., 1994; Dominick et al.,
1997; Li et al., 2010; Liu and Carless, 2006; Topping, 1998). Lundstrom and Baker (2009) compare the final papers of a group of student reviewers who give feedback with a group of student
writers who receive feedback and find that those who give feedback experience higher gains than
those who just receive it. Li et al. (2010) find that the quality of the feedback the student reviewers
provide to fellow student writers is associated with better performance on the reviewers’ final projects, while the quality of the feedback the student writers receive does not have an effect on their
final grades. Thus, student reviewers who give good feedback can benefit from the peer-review
process regardless of the quality of the feedback they receive.
Peer review appears to produce benefits for students beyond improvements in the quality of
writing on a particular assignment. Engaging in peer review helps students develop self-assessment skills (Boud, 1995; Bostock, 2000; Brown et al., 1994; DeGrez et al., 2012; Dochy et al.,
1999; Falchikov, 1986; Liu and Carless, 2006). As student writers begin to develop independence
and autonomy, it is important for students to learn to step outside of themselves and critically
view their own work. Peer review helps encourage this kind of self-regulation as students learn to
view their work from the perspectives of others (Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). In addition,
peer review can encourage students to become more sophisticated thinkers and writers. Through
peer review, students become actively involved in their own learning (Boud and Falchikov, 2006;
Li et al., 2010). Students as reviewers practice skills of identifying errors or problems in others’
writing while also practicing evaluation and justification of their own assessments (Bostock,
2000; Liu and Carless, 2006; Topping, 1998). Additionally, providing feedback requires that students engage with disciplinary content, logics, and interpretations (Cartney, 2010; Falchikov,
2001; Herrington and Cadman, 1991). Thus, engaging in peer review can promote learning and
critical-thinking skills (Boud, 1990).
In spite of the recognized value of peer review in improving students’ writing, self-assessment,
and learning, there is substantially less research available on the process of structuring the peer
review to maximize these benefits. The focus on outcomes has resulted in a limited exploration of
the process of peer review in its own terms. In particular, the available literature provides little
guidance on when to schedule the peer review, how to guide students in providing high-quality
feedback, and how students revise their papers after engaging in a peer-review exercise.

Timing of the peer review
The question of when to schedule the peer review relative to the final due date of the assignment is
an issue that has not been systematically investigated. This lack of attention to timing is significant
because the scheduling of the peer-review activity has implications for both when student writers
will begin writing their papers and the kinds of revisions that they can make after receiving feedback. Procrastination is common, particularly on long writing assignments (Solomon and Rothblum,
1984). Students often begin writing these assignments close to the due date and engage in binge
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writing which can decrease both productivity and quality of writing (Boice, 1997; Fritzsche et al.,
2003). To counter this problem, scheduling the peer review earlier in the semester can require student writers to begin first drafts earlier in the semester. Additionally, the types of revisions that are
possible differ depending on how long student writers have to make changes. In studies where
multiple peer reviews are conducted, revisions early in the process tend to focus on substantial,
content-based changes, while revisions near the due date favor polishing edits focused on grammar, word substitution, and spelling (Cho and MacArthur, 2010). Practically, as the due date nears,
student writers have less time to focus on substantive issues like content, argument, and analysis.
In spite of the significance of timing, many reporting on an evaluation of a single peer-review
activity do not specify the time frame in their studies (Bauer et al., 2009; Jensen and Fischer, 2005;
Li et al., 2010; Marcoulides and Simkin, 1991; Reiber, 2006; Sims, 1989). Where a time frame is
provided, the majority of studies schedule the peer review only 1 week before the due date of the
assignment (Althauser and Darnall, 2001; Crossman and Kite, 2012; Covill, 2010; Min, 2006;
Raaheim, 2006; Ting and Qian, 2010). Many of these studies find that students’ revisions tend to
focus on cleaning up the final draft by editing grammar, spelling, and punctuation but not altering
the substantial meaning of the text (Covill, 2010; Min, 2006; Ting and Qian, 2010). One exception
to this pattern is Hagga’s (1993) use of peer review. Hagga schedules the peer review 5 weeks before
the final paper due date, reasoning that substantial revisions take time to complete. Additionally,
Hagga expects that the extended period of time allows student writers to step away from their papers
and carefully consider feedback before engaging in revisions. While Hagga’s course is designed for
graduate students, his findings suggest that undergraduates could also benefit from scheduling the
peer review early so that they begin writing earlier and have time to make substantial revisions.

Peer feedback
One of the most consistent concerns faculty raise about relying on peer review is whether students are
capable of providing high-quality feedback (Brown et al., 1994; Cheng and Warren, 1999; Cho and
Schunn, 2007). In addition, grading is emotionally fraught for students and can disrupt their abilities
to provide useful feedback (Liu and Carless, 2006; Nilson, 2003; Sluijsmans et al., 2002; Topping
et al., 2000). There are some basic strategies available to manage these problems such as blinding the
process (Cho and Cho, 2011; Hagga, 1993), not asking students to provide grades (Nilson, 2003), and
using a structured evaluation form (Marcoulides and Simkin, 1995). When the process is structured
in these ways, students do indeed provide reliable and useful feedback (Topping, 1998).
Formative feedback that focuses on meaning, disciplinary knowledge, and overall development
of the paper appears to be most helpful to student writers (Boud, 1990; Liu and Carless, 2006;
Topping, 1998). This kind of feedback encourages student writers to engage with the meaning of
the text in their revisions (McGarrell and Verbeem, 2007). In spite of the consensus that student
reviewers should be directed to provide formative feedback, there is little guidance available in
how to elicit formative feedback from student reviewers. Marcoulides and Simkin (1991, 1995),
for example, rely on a highly structured 10-point form in which students are able to select only
from pre-set ratings of “good,” “fair,” or “poor.” Similarly, Li et al. (2010) provided student reviewers with a 13-item rubric in which each reviewer rated performance on scale of “beginning,”
“developing,” or “accomplished.” This assessment went a step further than the previous example
by offering student reviewers space at the end of the form to provide formative comments. Guidance
in how to provide formative feedback, however, is limited to instructing reviewers “to provide
constructive forward-looking feedback” (p. 529). In these examples, the rubrics that student
reviewers received intend to direct reviewers to focus on the strengths and weaknesses of a draft
on issues like subject matter, organization, and depth. The feedback itself is nonspecific about

182

Active Learning in Higher Education 17(3)

where issues had occurred or how the student writer should approach revisions. Thus, even where
researchers are intentionally assessing the impact of formative feedback, the studies provide only
a limited vision of formative feedback.

Revisions after peer review
The research on peer review primarily focuses on evaluating the outcomes, assessing in some way
whether the final product is improved after revision (Althauser and Darnall, 2001; Jensen and Fischer,
2005; McGourty et al., 1998; Reiber, 2006; Sims, 1989). Less is available about how student writers
revise their papers after they receive feedback from peers. Sommers (1980) compares the revision
processes of freshmen college students and experienced adult writers. Sommers finds that student writers view revision as a process of “cleaning up” the original draft . They revise their drafts in a linear
manner, starting at the opening paragraph and working their way to the end. They make changes in
words or phrases but leave the original meaning intact. By contrast, Sommers finds that experienced
writers use revision as a way to find the form and shape of the argument as they revise. Experienced
writers begin with messy drafts, and they make substantial changes in the meaning of text as they add
and delete material and move material around. These differences suggest that undergraduate students
receiving feedback from peers may use that feedback to make primarily polishing changes.
Building on Sommers’ (1980) work, it is argued that revisions can be divided into two general
categories: surface-level and meaning-level changes (Faigley and Witte, 1981). Surface-level
changes are those that preserve the original meaning of the text but modify or clarify the writing,
including spelling and grammar corrections, additions and deletions of words and phrases, and
word substitutions. Meaning-level changes are those that alter the meaning of the text in substantial
ways. They include adding nuance or new direction to the analysis, adding new subpoints or elaborations to arguments, and revising subpoints or the overall argument of the paper. Both kinds of
changes are important to facilitating good writing. Surface-level changes constitute a kind of polishing of the final draft in order to develop technically better writing, while meaning-level changes
demonstrate a thoughtful engagement with the substance of the text in light of added research,
considerations of audience, and self-reflection on the author’s intentions. In regard to Sommers’
(1980) comparison, it appears that freshman college students made primarily surface-level changes,
while experienced writers focus on meaning-level changes.
Researchers using Faigley and Witte’s (1981) taxonomy generally conclude that college students
do make mostly surface-level changes (Coit, 2004; Min, 2006; Paulus, 1999; Ting and Qian, 2010;
Williams, 2004). Most of the literature, however, focuses on second-language learners. We know
little about how students in advanced, discipline-specific courses revise their papers after peer
review. It is possible that more advanced students make more sophisticated meaning-level changes
with their more advanced writing experience and disciplinary knowledge. While numerous studies
have investigated peer review, these studies have focused primarily on outcomes rather than process. As this discussion has demonstrated, we know little about the significance of timing, how to
guide students in giving formative feedback, and how these strategies affect student writers’ revision
processes in upper-division, discipline-specific courses. This study aims to answer three questions:
1.
2.
3.

Do student writers submit substantial drafts when the peer review is scheduled 4 weeks
before the final submission deadline?
When students are given a structured feedback form requiring comments, are student
reviewers able to offer formative feedback?
What kinds of revisions do student writers make after engaging in this peer-review process
in which they were allowed 4 weeks to revise and receive formative feedback?
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The final paper must include each of the following sections in the proscribed order:
1. Introduction to the Policy: A detailed discussion of the policy
2. Social History of the Policy: Describe the context of the policy. What policies preceded this one?
What problem was the policy designed to solve?
3. Supporters of the policy: Who supports the policy (identify key figures and organizations)? What
are their 2-3 most compelling arguments and supporting evidence?
4. Opponents to the policy: Who opposes the policy (identify key figures and organizations)? What
are their 2-3 most compelling arguments and supporting evidence?
5. Implementation and Impact of the policy: How has the policy been carried out? Is it working as
expected? Are there any unintended consequences? Who was targeted by the policy? Are there any
clear patterns regarding the impact on marginal or dominant groups?
6. Your position: Based on your analysis of the policy, where do you stand and why? NOTE: The
best discussions will address both the strengths and weaknesses of your own position.
Figure 1. Paper requirement for Drugs and Society.

Methods
Participants
This study was conducted at a small, private comprehensive college in the Northeastern United
States. The data for this study were collected between fall 2009 and fall 2012 from junior-level
Sociology courses designed primarily for majors and minors. The courses included three offerings of
Drugs & Society, two offerings of Sociology of Violence, and one offering of Research Methods I. In
all of these courses, students were required to write a final term paper based on a set of course-specific guidelines. While the course topics and term paper instructions were distinct, the basic peerreview assignment was similar across all six courses. In all of these courses, the final paper was
broken into multiple stages, including a topic selection essay, a draft of the paper, a peer review of
another student’s paper, and the final paper. In addition, the final paper instructions specified a set of
sections that were required (see Figure 1 for an example from Drugs and Society). Finally, all papers
had to be at least eight double-spaced pages in length (with no specified maximum), and papers had
to cite at least eight scholarly sources. Full instructions for the term paper assignment were handed
out at the start of the semester and final papers were due sometime in the last 2 weeks of the course.
Course enrollment ranged from 15 to 25 students. All students who completed the peer review
and a final paper in these six courses were included in the study (n = 91). The student-level data
comprised their own submitted drafts, the peer-review feedback forms completed for other students, and their final graded papers.

Design and procedures
The peer-review assignment in these courses was designed to include three distinct practices. First,
students were required to submit a complete draft of their papers 4 weeks before the final paper due
date. Although students were instructed to submit complete drafts, incomplete drafts were accepted
so that all students could participate in this process. This decision was made because “high procrastinators,” those who procrastinate across many tasks, benefit the most from receiving feedback on
their work (Klassen et al., 2008). Accepting incomplete drafts ensured that even students who
began writing late could participate in and benefit from the peer-review process.
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In the rubric, select the evaluation level that is appropriate based on your reading of each section. Then
offer specific feedback that (1) explains the grade that you believe is appropriate and (2) tells the author
how they can go about improving their score and the quality of their work.
Helpful comments can include statements like:
- There is some good information here, but I have trouble following your argument. I think that you
need to work on developing a stronger organizational structure that will give your paper more flow.
- There were numerous editing problems. In particular, I noticed a problem with comma usage and
excessively long sentences. The author needs work on basic grammar and style.
- On some occasions, the author uses awkward language. It seems like the author is trying to
“sound” academic, but is not necessarily using words appropriately. I think that the author should
seek help in refining her/his language.
- The author makes claims about how common smoking marijuana is, but does not provide any
evidence. The author needs to work to demonstrate that claims are true with evidence from
research.
Comments that are not helpful:
- Good.
- I don’t understand what the author is saying.
- This paper needs work.
Notice, that helpful comments are specific and give some indication of how the paper can be improved.
Unhelpful comments are vague and give no clear sense of direction.
Figure 2. Instructions to student reviewers on writing helpful comments.

Second, the peer-review process was carefully structured in several ways. To begin, students
were required to submit the draft online 24 hours before the in-class peer review was scheduled.
This requirement allowed the instructor to blind each student’s drafts and also to match writers
with reviewers based on relative completion of their papers. As a result, students with full drafts
would offer comments on drafts that were also complete while students who submitted very brief
or incomplete papers commented on papers that were similarly developed.
On the day of the in-class peer review, blinded drafts were given to the assigned reviewer. In
addition to their assigned drafts, students also received an instruction packet and a rubric. According
to the instruction packet, the purpose of the peer-review process was to offer formative feedback to
fellow student writers (Figure 2). In addition, the instructor conducted a 20-minute lesson on the
day of the peer review in how to give formative feedback.
Student reviewers were given a rubric to complete based on their reading of the draft. According
the assignment, student reviewers were instructed to organize their paper around a set of required
sections (Figure 1), and therefore, the rubric was similarly divided so that reviewers made comments on each of the required sections. For each required section, student reviewers were first
instructed to select from a set of qualitative statements (Figure 3). These qualitative statements
were designed to help students assess writing quality while minimizing the feeling that students
were grading each other. In addition to selecting a qualitative assessment statement, students were
instructed to write detailed formative comments for each section. At minimum, students were
instructed to write formative comments that identified a weakness in the section and offered a suggestion on how to address the problem.
Student reviewers typed their comments into the rubric provided by the instructor. Student
reviewers were required to submit the completed form through the college’s online course
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1. Introduction to the Policy (Author should provide a detailed discussion of the policy at the
beginning of the paper.)
______Well done! All of the required elements are here. Now you just need to work on refining your
writing.
______You have most of the required elements included, but some points need more development.
______I find some of this discussion confusing or hard to follow.
______This section is underdeveloped and needs quite a bit more work.
______This section of the paper is not included in this draft.
______Other
Additional Comments:
_________________________________________________________________________________

Figure 3. Rubric section from Drugs and Society.a
aEach

of the six sections of the paper was evaluated separately. The qualitative statements were the same for each section.

management system within 48 hours. Student reviewers were told that they could write on the draft
all they wanted but that they would not hand the original draft back to the original writer. Instead,
only the rubric would be given to the original author. As a result, students were encouraged to think
about identifying general writing issues in the paper (e.g. frequent misuse of commas) rather than
focusing on specific errors like spelling and punctuation in a particular sentence.
Third, students were graded based on their performance on the peer review rather than on the
quality of their submitted draft. This decision was based on the finding that feedback quality
improved when student reviewers were held accountable for the quality of their feedback (Li et al.,
2010). The instructor told students that if they tried to offer formative comments and were successful for the majority of sections, they would receive full credit for the assignment. If, however, they
did not offer comments, offered only vague comments like “good” or “unclear,” or did not otherwise meet the criteria of identifying a problem and suggesting a revision, the student reviewer
would receive significant grade reductions.
After the peer-review rubrics were graded, the rubrics were returned to student writers. This
process typically occurred within about 1 day of the completion of the peer review. In total, the
peer-review exercise took about 4 days from the time student writers submitted their drafts until
they received the feedback form from their reviewer. The final papers were then submitted about
3½ half weeks later.

Data analysis
The data for this study were drawn from a content analysis of the peer-review comments and of the
revisions students made in their final papers. Elaborating on Faigley and Witte’s (1981) taxonomy
of revisions, Paulus (1999) created an extensive list of the kinds of changes that qualify as surfacelevel and meaning-level changes, and this list was used as the coding guide for these data.
The written peer-review comments for each section were coded based on whether the comment
as a whole suggested surface-level changes or meaning-level changes. A third category for comments was created for comments that were unhelpful because they did not follow the instructions
outlined in the peer-review packet (e.g. the student did not identify a problem or the student did not
suggest a way to address the problem). Occasionally, a student suggested both kinds of changes,
and in those cases, the whole comment was coded based on the dominant theme of the comment.
The following comment is an example of one that suggested both types of revisions:
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The author in this section uses a lot of contractions, such as the words “don’t” and “can’t.” The author also
talks about how the findings with marijuana are different than findings with hard drugs. I was just curious
as to how the findings are different. What did they base this information off of?

This comment included both a suggestion of a surface-level change (eliminate contractions) and
a meaning-level change (provide evidence to support the author’s claim). The reviewer’s discussion of the meaning-level revision was more elaborate and addressed a central issue raised in the
author’s paper, while the surface-level suggestion was a fairly minor point. Therefore, this comment as a whole was coded as a meaning-level suggestion for revision. All but eight comments that
included both surface-level and meaning-level changes were coded as meaning-level changes
because the surface-level suggestions were usually small add-ons and less substantive than the
meaning-level changes.
The “Compare Documents” feature in Microsoft Word was used to produce a single comparison
document for each student writer. The comparison document explicitly identified each change
made between the draft and final paper. This document showed what pieces of the original draft
stayed in the final paper and what pieces were altered or deleted. The comparison document distinctly noted minor changes (e.g. spelling, capitalization, and punctuation), text moves (i.e. pieces
of text that are moved to another place in the document), and added or deleted text ranging from
individual words to entire paragraphs.
All revisions were coded at the sentence level following the observation that novice writers tend
to substitute words, while experienced writers tend to revise the sentence as a whole (Sommers,
1980). At this level, it was possible to distinguish between instances where students made surfacelevel changes that attempted to improve the quality of the sentence but left the initial meaning
intact and instances where students made changes to a sentence that altered the meaning of that
sentence, the paragraph, or the paper as a whole. The following passage from a student’s paper
illustrates the coding process for revised sentences. The changes to the original text have been
italicized:
It is important to again look at the demographics of the mothers and children in Chasnoff’s research [on
cocaine-using mothers]—they were all poor and black. Therefore, not only were the effects of poverty
mistaken for those of drug use, but also the most extreme cases were represented as the “typical,” and as a
result in the mind of the public the image of a crack-addicted mother was automatically a poor woman of
color.

The first sentence is an example of a surface-level change with the addition of the words “and
children.” This addition made the student’s argument clearer but did not substantially change the
meaning of the text. By contrast, the second sentence included several additional pieces of text that
indicated a shift in the student’s analysis between the draft and the final paper. In her draft, the
student focused almost exclusively on issues of race, but in the final paper, the student used a more
complex analytic frame that included race and class. This second sentence was, therefore, coded as
a meaning-level change.
Similar to the coding process for comments, whenever a revised sentence contained multiple types of revision, the overall sentence was coded according to the highest level of
change in the sentence. If a student made a small edit (e.g. adding a comma) and also altered
the meaning of the sentence (e.g. adding a clarifying clause), the sentence as a whole was
coded as a meaning-level change. Additionally, all newly added sentences were coded as
meaning-level changes because they added new material to the paper and therefore added or
altered meaning.
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Findings
Finding 1: students began writing earlier
Scheduling peer review 4 weeks before the final paper was due achieved the goal of forcing students to begin writing earlier. Across the six courses, all but four students submitted a draft by the
due date. Additionally, only 16 students (16.6%) submitted a draft that was classified as incomplete, or less than 33% of the final paper length. The remaining 75 students submitted drafts that
were at least partially complete and contained writing in multiple sections of the final required
paper. Thus, setting the peer-review date 4 weeks before the final due date was an effective strategy
to require students to begin planning their papers at least a month before the paper was due.

Finding 2: peers offered formative feedback
On the whole, student reviewers consistently gave appropriate and substantive feedback by following the guidelines of the assignment. On only five occasions were student reviewers penalized
because their feedback was graded as inadequate. In only one of those cases was the feedback
inappropriate throughout (i.e. the student only gave comments such as “good” or “needs work”).
On the whole, student reviewers were able to offer formative feedback that identified a weakness
and suggested a solution.
A closer look at the comments revealed that student reviewers’ suggested revisions focused on
meaningful changes. The vast majority of student reviewers’ comments recommended meaninglevel changes (n = 402, 81.5%), while relatively few comments recommended only surface-level
changes (n = 50, 10.1%) or were coded as unhelpful (n = 41, 8.3%). Student reviewers followed the
instructions to focus on substantive, formative feedback rather than polishing edits and were thus
able to give meaningful feedback to their peers.

Finding 3: students’ revisions were predominantly meaning-level changes
Comparisons of the draft and final paper revealed that all student writers revised their papers after
the peer review. Across all semesters and courses, no final paper was identical to the submitted
draft. The extent of revisions varied widely. A small number of student writers added less than 25%
new material (n = 15, 16.5%), while the majority of student writers added more than 50% new
material and overhauled their final papers (n = 53, 58.2%). These findings were consistent with the
expectation that student writers submitted drafts that they expected to revise.
The coding of the comparison documents offered insight into the kinds of changes student
writers made. Overall, the final drafts contained substantial, meaning-level revisions (Table 1).
The majority of changes student writers made to their papers were coded as meaning-level
changes (78.9%). By contrast, only about one-fifth (21.1%) of changes were coded as surfacelevel revisions. On average, student writers made meaning-level revisions in 67 sentences
appearing in the final paper, and all student writers revised at least two sentences at the meaning
level.
It should be noted that most of the meaning-level changes were in the form of new material
rather than revisions of existing material. Moreover, most student writers added text to the end of
the paper rather than adding paragraphs in the introduction or the middle of the draft. On the one
hand, it appears that in this assignment, it did help student writers to approach their first versions
as drafts that still needed work. On the other hand, it appears that their revision process is linear
with their efforts to add new material occurring at the end of the paper.
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Table 1. Student writers’ sentence-level revisions by type.
Type of revision

Total number
of revised
sentences

Average number of
revised sentences
per paper

Range of
revised
sentences

Surface-level revisions
Meaning-level revisions

1629 (21.1%)
6103 (78.9%)

17.0
67.1

0–82
2–186

Discussion and conclusion
Studies have established that peer review can help improve students’ writing and that students are
capable of offering high-quality feedback. Less research has been conducted on the peer-review
process and how specific strategies affect the peer-review process. This study aimed to contribute
to this knowledge gap in three ways. First, this study examined the drafts student writers submitted
when the peer-review date was scheduled 4 weeks before the final paper was due. Second this
study evaluated the kinds of feedback student reviewers offered when the structured feedback form
required reviewers to write formative comments. Finally, this study analyzed the kinds of changes
student writers made in their papers after engaging in this peer-review process.
The first finding from this study was that when the peer-review session was scheduled 4 weeks
before the final paper due date, most student writers did submit substantially developed drafts.
Only a small number of student writers submitted drafts deemed incomplete or failed to submit a
draft at all. Thus, setting the peer-review date 4 weeks before the final due date appeared to be an
effective strategy to require most students to begin planning their papers at least a month before the
paper was due. Considering the tendency of many students to procrastinate on long writing assignments (Solomon and Rothblum, 1984), it was encouraging that an earlier peer-review date forced
student writers to begin work on their papers earlier in the semester.
Second, with a structured feedback form and brief training on how to give formative feedback,
the majority of student reviewers were able to offer comments that identified a problem and suggested how this problem could be addressed. The fact that the quality of student feedback was
generally quite high and focused on issues of meaning and argument was significant because
research has indicated that students benefit as much, if not more, from offering feedback as compared to receiving feedback (Bostock, 2000; Brown et al., 1994; Li et al., 2010; Liu and Carless,
2006; Topping, 1998). Moreover, the quality of feedback given was associated with student performance on the assignment, while the quality of the feedback received was not associated with performance (Li et al., 2010). Thus, students appeared to develop self-assessment skills through giving
feedback to others (Bostock, 2000; Brown et al., 1994; Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). By
structuring the feedback process and evaluating the quality of their feedback, this approach helped
student reviewers to offer formative feedback to their peers and may have helped student reviewers
to better self-assess their own writing.
Third, this study revealed that students who engaged in this peer-review process made more
meaning-level changes to their drafts than surface-level changes. This pattern of revisions showed
that students did indeed view their first submission as a draft that they expected to revise. In addition, in contrast to some studies showing that students tended to focus on polishing edits after peer
review (Coit, 2004; Flower et al., 1986; Hyland, 2003; McGarrell and Verbeem, 2007; Paulus,
1999; Pope, 2001), student writers in this study made significantly more meaning-level revisions.
However, most of these meaning-level changes were in the form of text added at the end of the
draft. This pattern signified that while advanced undergraduates may have developed meaning
through the revision process, they were still writing and revising in a linear manner. In contrast to
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the experienced writers studied by Sommers (1980) who moved text around and redeveloped sections within the bodies of their drafts, undergraduates appeared to construct their papers from the
start to the end. This approach meant that many of these students were framing their papers in the
early paragraphs before they knew how the end would develop.
There are important limitations to the data presented here. First, this study did not compare
specific comments from student reviewers to changes made in the writers’ final drafts. Since student writers had 3½ weeks to revise their drafts after receiving their comments, it was not possible
to establish a direct relationship between the specific comments received and the final changes in
a paper. In the interim period, students may have visited the writing center, received feedback from
other peers, or met with the instructor as part of their revision process. In some cases, students may
have already planned to make the revision suggested. For example, a student may have already
known that they needed to do more research or provide more detail and the peer comments only
confirmed that plan. Perhaps more importantly, it was not possible to verify whether students had
actually read the comments they received. Some students do not read instructors’ comments (Lynch
and Klemans, 1978), and therefore, it is possible that some students did not read their feedback
from the student reviewer. Fortunately, because students learn from engaging in peer review as
reviewers more than they benefit from the comments they receive (Brown et al., 1994; Li et al.,
2010; McGourty et al., 1998; Sims, 1989), ensuring that students follow specific comments is not
necessarily the most important path for revision.
Second, this study has not focused on paper quality. Certainly, it was hoped that the peer-review
process improved final products, and there is ample research available demonstrating that peer
review improves the quality of writing across disciplines (Althauser and Darnall, 2001; Jensen and
Fischer, 2005; Liu and Carless, 2006; Pope, 2001; Reiber, 2006; Stefani, 1994; Topping, 1998).
This project, however, was process-oriented rather than outcome-oriented. Overall final versions
were better than drafts, but this direct comparison was exaggerated by the fact that most drafts were
incomplete and unpolished and therefore would have earned lower scores than the final version
even without peer review. This study, therefore, focused on how peer review could improve students’ writing processes. While specific outcomes were not evaluated here, final papers on the
whole were successful and indicative of good writing process. Only one student in this 3-year
period engaged in peer review and submitted a final paper that earned a failing grade. In addition,
all but two students who completed the peer review submitted final papers. While it was likely that
peer review helped improve the final product, this study did not specifically evaluate outcomes.
Future research should continue to evaluate both process and outcomes to further elucidate
effective peer-review process. It would be useful to better understand whether and how student
writers engage with the feedback they receive from their peers. Perhaps one alternative would be
to require students to write a statement in which they describe how they used the feedback they
received in revising their papers. This letter would be much like the one scholars write to a journal
editor after revising a manuscript. Not only would this approach make students’ reactions to their
comments more visible, it would actually require students to engage with the feedback they
received. Additionally, it would also be useful to better understand how specific peer-review strategies affect the final paper quality. Study designs that employ experimental conditions with control
and comparison groups could be used to determine which peer-review strategies are most impactful. These kinds of studies would help guide the development of best practices for peer reviews.
At a basic level, peer review helps to improve students’ performance on particular assignments.
As a strategy that actively engages students, peer review has the capacity to improve students’
learning in a course, to help them develop self-assessment skills, and ultimately to move them
toward becoming independent thinkers and writers. These potentials can only be captured, however, by establishing best practices. It is important then for researchers to move beyond outcomes
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to examine the specific ways that peer review can be implemented. Insight into process requires
that researchers evaluate particular strategies to determine how students engage in and utilize peer
review. By understanding how students engage in peer review and revise their papers afterwards,
we can begin to identify the strategies that will produce the kinds of students we hope to create.
Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding
The author(s) received no financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

References
Althauser R and Darnall K (2001) Enhancing critical reading and writing through peer reviews: An exploration of assisted performance. Teaching Sociology 29(1): 23–35.
Bauer C, Figl K, Derntl M, et al. (2009) The student view on online peer review. SIGCSE Bulletin 41(3):
26–30.
Bean JC (2011) Engaging Ideas: The Professor’s Guide to Integrating Writing, Critical Thinking, and Active
Learning in the Classroom, 2nd edn. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Boice B (1997) Which is more productive, writing in binge patterns of creative illness or in moderation.
Written Communication 14(4): 435–59.
Bostock S (2000) Student peer assessment learning technology. Available at: http://www.reading.ac.uk/web/
FILES/engageinassessment/Student_peer_assessment_-_Stephen_Bostock.pdf (accessed 30 May 2012).
Boud D (1990) Assessment and the promotion of academic values. Studies in Higher Education 15(1):
101–11.
Boud D (1995) Assessment and learning: Contradictory or complementary? In: Knight P (ed.) Assessment for
Higher Learning in Education. London: Kogan Page, pp. 35–48.
Boud D and Falchikov N (2006) Aligning assessment with long-term learning. Assessment & Evaluation in
Higher Education 31(4): 399–413.
Brindley C and Scoffield S (1998) Peer assessment in undergraduate programmes. Teaching in Higher
Education 3(1): 79–90.
Brown S, Rust C and Gibbs G (1994) Strategies for Diversifying Assessment in Higher Education. Oxford:
Oxford Centre for Staff Development.
Cartney P (2010) Exploring the use of peer assessment as a vehicle for closing the gap between feedback
given and feedback used. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Educaation 35(5): 551–64.
Cheng W and Warren M (1999) Peer and teacher assessment of the oral and written tasks of a group project.
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 24(3): 301–14.
Cho K and MacArthur C (2010) Student revisions with peer and expert reviewing. Learning and Instruction
20(4): 238–338.
Cho K and Schunn CD (2007) Scaffolded writing and rewriting in the discipline: A web-based reciprocal peer
review system. Computers & Education 48(3): 409–26.
Cho YH and Cho K (2011) Peer reviewers learn from giving comments. Instructional Science 39(5):
629–43.
Coit C (2004) Peer review in an online college writing course. In: Proceedings of the IEEE international
conference on advanced learning technologies. Joensuu, 30 August–1 September.
Covill AE (2010) Comparing peer review and self-review as ways to improve students’ writing. Journal of
Literacy Research 42(2): 199–226.
Crossman JM and Kite SL (2012) Facilitating improved writing among students through directed peer review.
Active Learning in Higher Education 13(3): 219–29.
DeGrez L, Valcke M and Roozen I (2012) How effective are self- and peer assessment of oral presentation
skills with teachers’ assessments? Active Learning in Higher Education 13(2): 129–42.

Baker

191

Dochy F, Segers M and Sluijsmans D (1999) The use of self-, peer, and co-assessment in higher education: A
review. Studies in Higher Education 24(3): 331–50.
Dominick P, Reilly RR and McGourty J (1997) The effects of peer feedback on team member behavior.
Group & Organization Management 22(4): 508–20.
Faigley L and Witte S (1981) Analyzing revision. College Composition and Communication 32(4): 400–14.
Falchikov N (1986) Product comparisons and process benefits of collaborative peer group and self assessments. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 11(2): 146–66.
Falchikov N (2001) Learning Together: Peer Tutoring in Higher Education. London: Routledge.
Flower L, Hayes JR, Carey L, et al. (1986) Detection, diagnosis, and the strategies of revision. College
Composition and Communication 37(1): 16–55.
Fritzsche BA, Young BR and Hickson KC (2003) Individual differences in academic procrastination tendency and writing success. Personality and Individual Differences 35(7): 1549–57.
Gibbs G and Simpson S (2004) Conditions under which assessment supports student learning. Learning and
Teaching in Higher Education 1(1): 3–31.
Gielen S, Tops L, Dochy F, et al. (2010) A comparative study of peer and teacher feedback and of various
peer feedback forms in a secondary school writing curriculum. British Educational Research Journal
36(1): 143–62.
Grauerholz L (1999) Creating and teaching writing-intensive courses. Teaching Sociology 27(4): 310–23.
Hagga DAF (1993) Peer review of term papers in graduate psychology courses. Teaching of Psychology
20(1): 28–32.
Herrington AJ and Cadman D (1991) Peer review and revising in an anthropology course: Lessons for learning. College Composition and Communication 42(2): 184–99.
Hyland F (2003) Focusing on form: Student engagement with teacher feedback. System 31(2): 217–30.
Jensen W and Fischer B (2005) Teaching technical writing through student peer evaluation. Journal of
Technical Writing and Communication 35(1): 95–100.
Jonsson A (2013) Facilitating productive use of feedback in higher education. Active Learning in Higher
Education 14(1): 63–76.
Kamali A (1991) Writing a sociological student term paper: Steps and scheduling. Teaching Sociology 19(4):
506–9.
Klassen RM, Krawchuk LL and Rajani S (2008) Academic procrastination of undergraduates: Low selfefficacy to self-regulate predicts higher levels of procrastination. Contemporary Educational Psychology
33(4): 915–31.
Kolb KH, Longest KC and Jensen MJ (2013) Assessing the writing process: Do writing-intensive first-year
seminars change how students write? Teaching Sociology 41(1): 20–31.
Li L, Liu X and Steckelberg AL (2010) Assessor or assessee: How student learning improves giving and
receiving feedback. British Journal of Educational Technology 41(3): 525–36.
Liu NF and Carless D (2006) Peer feedback: The learning element of peer assessment. Teaching in Higher
Education 11(3): 279–90.
Lundstrom K and Baker W (2009) To give is better than to receive: The benefits of peer review to the reviewer’s own writing. Journal of Second Language Writing 18(1): 30–43.
Lynch C and Klemans P (1978) Evaluating our evaluations. College English 40(2): 166–80.
McGarrell H and Verbeem J (2007) Motivating revision of drafts through formative feedback. ELT Journal
61(3): 228–36.
McGourty J, Dominick P and Reilly RR (1998) Incorporating student peer review and feedback into the assessment process. In: 2013 IEEE frontiers in education conference (FIE) (vol. 1), 4–7 November 1998. IEEE.
Available at: http://www.computer.org/csdl/proceedings/fie/1998/4762/01/00736790.pdf (accessed 30
August 2014).
Marcoulides GA and Simkin MG (1991) Evaluating student papers: The case for peer review. Journal of
Business Education 67(2): 80–3.
Marcoulides GA and Simkin MG (1995) The consistency of peer review in student writing projects. Journal
of Business Education 70(4): 220–3.

192

Active Learning in Higher Education 17(3)

Min HT (2006) The effects of trained peer review on EFL students’ revision types and writing quality. Journal
of Second Language Writing 15(2): 118–41.
Nicol DJ and Macfarlane-Dick D (2006) Formative assessment and self-regulated learning: A model and
seven principles of good feedback. Studies in Higher Education 31(2): 199–218.
Nilson LB (2003) Improving student feedback. College Teaching 51(1): 34–8.
Paulus TM (1999) The effect of peer and teacher feedback on student writing. Journal of Second Language
Writing 8(3): 265–89.
Pope N (2001) An examination of the use of peer rating for formative assessment in the context of the theory
of consumption values. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 26(3): 235–46.
Raaheim A (2006) Do students profit from feedback? Seminar.net—International Journal of Media,
Technology and Lifelong Learning 2(2). Available at: http://www.seminar.net/images/stories/vol2issue2/arild_raaheim.pdf (accessed 20 May 2012).
Reiber LJ (2006) Using peer review to improve student writing in business courses. The Journal of Education
for Business 81(6): 322–6.
Schriver KA (1990) Evaluating text quality: The continuum from text-focused to reader-focused methods.
IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication 32(4): 238–55.
Sims GK (1989) Student peer review in the classroom: A teaching and grading tool. Journal of Agronomic
Education 18(2): 105–8.
Sluijsmans DMA, Brand-Gruwel S and van Merriënboer JJG (2002) Peer assessment training in teacher education: Effects on performance and perceptions. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 27(5):
443–54.
Solomon LJ and Rothblum ED (1984) Academic procrastination: Frequency and cognitive-behavioral correlates. Journal of Counseling Psychology 31(4): 503–9.
Sommers N (1980) Revision strategies of student writers and experienced adult writers. College Composition
and Communication 31(4): 378–88.
Sommers N (1982) Responding to student writing. College Composition and Communication 33(2): 148–56.
Stefani LAJ (1994) Peer, self, and tutor assessment: Relative abilities. Studies in Higher Education 19(1):
69–75.
Ting M and Qian Y (2010) A case study of peer review feedback in a Chinese EFL writing classroom.
Chinese Journal of Applied Linguistics 33(4): 87–98.
Topping K (1998) Peer assessment between students in colleges and universities. Review of Educational
Research 68(3): 249–76.
Topping KJ, Smith EF, Swanson I, et al. (2000) Formative peer assessment of academic writing between
postgraduate students. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 25(2): 149–69.
Williams J (2004) Tutoring and revision: Second language writers in the writing center. Journal of Second
Language Writing 13(3): 173–201.

Author biography
Kimberly M Baker is an Assistant Professor who teaches courses on research methods, criminal courts, and
drugs. As an instructor, she focuses on undergraduate education where she utilizes a range of collaborative
and active learning techniques. Her research interests include both drug use and addiction treatment as well
as teaching and learning in higher education. Address: Department of Sociology, Anthropology and
Criminology, University of Northern Iowa, Cedar Falls, IA 50613, USA. [email: kimberly.baker@uni.edu]

