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 Abstract 

The present study aimed at investigating the effect of peer feedback (PF) on 

EFL learners’ writing performance and writing anxiety. To this end, two 

intact classes including 48 intermediate EFL learners were selected and 

assigned into two groups of experimental and control (24 learners in each). 

This study had a quasi-experimental design including pre-test, treatment, and 

post-test to assess the students’ overall writing performance before and after 

the PF sessions. For data collection, the researchers used pre-test, post-test, 

7 writing topics, and Cheng’s (2004) Second Language Writing Anxiety 

Inventory (SLWAI). The results of paired sample t-test and Mann-Whitney 

U Test revealed that the experimental group outperformed the control group 

due to the implementation of PF. Moreover, the researchers conducted 

Cheng’s SLWAI questionnaire at the end of the study. The findings indicated 

that the anxiety level of the experimental group receiving PF decreased to a 

significant extent. The implications are discussed in terms of writing 

instructors’ use of PF into writing classes to make the environment safer and 

more comfortable for the language learners to flourish their ideas. 

Keywords: feedback, peer feedback, writing anxiety, writing performance, 

EFL learners 
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1. Introduction   

In the context of learning English as a second language (ESL) or as a foreign language (EFL), learners write to their 

teachers or peers, their target audience, with the purpose of developing their writing skills in English. Writing can be 

defined from various perspectives. In process approach, writing is defined as “a multiple-draft process which consists 

of generating ideas, writing a first draft with an emphasis on content; second and third drafts to revise ideas, and the 

communication of those ideas” (Keh, 1990, p. 294). In this definition, students’ learning to write proceeds through 

multiple processes that involve planning, drafting, revising, and editing (Hyland, 2003; Keh, 1990). From a different 

perspective, writing is approached as a social process (Faigley, 1986). In this perspective, writing is defined as an 

interactive and a social activity, where the writer communicates with his/her target audience (Widdowson, 1984). As 

an interactive and social process, writing activities should provide an opportunity for the learners to communicate 

with their audience (Cinar, 2014; Soleimani & Modirkhamene, 2020). Therefore, learners should develop awareness 

on their writing and have an idea of the strengths and weaknesses of their writing (Tsui & Ng, 2000).  

While acquiring productive skills such as speaking and writing, learners may need regular and sufficient practice by 

producing speeches or texts in English language. In the case of writing, learners write multiple drafts and revise them 

constantly to develop their writing skills. Thus, the process of developing writing skill requires lots of practice and 

adequate feedback from multiple sources, either by teachers or peers, or both (Keh, 1990).  Feedback is essential for 

writing process to be successful (Chaudron, 1984). EFL or ESL learners usually seek feedback provided by teachers 

to develop their writing in English. Writing instructors can provide both surface level feedback, aimed to focus on 

editing vocabulary, grammar, and punctuation errors, and global level feedback on the development of ideas, audience, 

purpose, and organization features (Hendrickson, 1978). Taking this into account, the feedback process may require 

more patience, effort, and time for writing process to lead development in learners’ writings (Rollinson, 2005).  

For this reason, peer feedback (PF) can be used as a second source of feedback for learners. By this way, learners can 

get feedback on their writing from different sources, which is their peer. PF that learners get while developing their 

writing skills has been proven to have numerous benefits (Hansen & Liu, 2005; Mendonca & Johnson, 1994). One of 

the benefits of PF is that it could reduce writing anxiety levels of the learners (Jahin, 2012; Kurt & Atay, 2007). Based 

on the previous studies conducted on the effect of PF on learners’ writing anxiety, it can be said that learners might 

generate more motivation and positive attitudes towards writing thanks to PF application (Min, 2005) because PF 

builds a sense of audience and provides the opportunity of writing to a real audience (Tsui & Ng, 2000). Regarding 

these issues, this study aimed at investigating the impact of PF on EFL learners’ overall writing performance and 

writing anxiety. 

1.1 Statement of the Problem 

Although the previous studies enriched the understanding of the impact of PF on learners’ writing performance, there 

is still a need for research exploring whether PF can be used to improve writing performance and to reduce writing 

anxiety levels of language learners in the EFL context of Iran. The major novelty of this study lies in its attempt which 

has been carried out to identify, analyze, and observe the impacts that PF may have on students’ written production 

as well as its effect on anxiety level. To the best of the researchers’ knowledge, clarifying these issues is an under-

investigated research area in the realm of feedback in general, and PF in particular. Considering the important role of 

PF in EFL classrooms and regarding the few numbers of comparative studies containing PF, anxiety, and writing 

performance, it is hoped that through this study contributions are made to a better understanding of PF and its 

effectiveness in teaching and learning in an EFL context. Thus, this study attempted to explore the impact of PF on 

EFL learners’ writing performance and writing anxiety. To this end, the researchers formulated the following research 

questions. 

1.2 Research Questions 

The questions of this study are as follows: 

1) Does PF have any significant effect on EFL learners’ writing performance?  

2) Does PF have any significant effect on EFL learners’ writing anxiety level? 

1.3 Research Hypotheses 

Based on the above research questions, the hypotheses of the study are as follows: 
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1) PF has no significant effect on EFL learners’ writing performance.  

2) PF has no significant effect on EFL learners’ writing anxiety level. 

2. Literature Review 

Writing is not a newly taught skill. It is learned and taught because it is a social necessity and a way of communicating 

and learning (Lindemann, 1982). However, writing did not get attention until the 1960s, as it was a priority neither 

for teachers nor for students (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). Writing can be simply defined as words on paper that 

students write based on what they have learned. Onozawa (2010) also states that writing has several stages; namely, 

pre-writing, drafting, and revising. Moreover, this process may also include thinking, planning, and evaluating as well. 

Rahimi (2009) states that changing the approach from product to process writing necessitates underlining multiple 

drafting of students’ writing and requires teachers’ giving feedback to multiple pages. It can be notified that with this 

shift, the importance of feedback increased significantly and become one of the most important components in writing. 

Huang (2004, 2012) states that the students are expected to cooperate, collaborate, and assist each other through 

discussion. It can be said that feedback might be given by the teachers or peers as well. If the feedback is given by 

peers, students may have chance to have a collaborative environment in this process.  

Keh (1990) states that feedback is a basic element in process approach. She explains feedback in the field of writing 

as an input that provides information from a reader to a writer for revision. To explain the importance of giving 

feedback in language teaching, Richards and Lockhart (1994) state that “providing feedback to learners on their 

performance is an important aspect of teaching. Feedback may serve not only to let learners know how well they have 

performed but also to increase motivation and build a supportive classroom climate” (p. 188). With the approach of 

writing process, PF has become a more increasingly vital component in a writing class owing to advocating student-

centered learning (Lei, 2017). PF has an important role in process writing. The literature has also highlighted that the 

use of PF is increasingly seen as an assistive and attractive method in teaching writing (Nicol, 2010). Bartels (2003) 

pointed out that PF creates an atmosphere in which learners have the opportunity for communicative writing. Liu and 

Hansen (2002) and Koka and Hein (2006) stated that in PF interactions, students have the roles and responsibilities 

that are normally performed by teachers to comment on or criticize their peers’ drafts in oral and written forms.  

Although PF is strongly supported by the literature, like any technique, it is faced with some criticism. For example, 

Leki (1990) stated that students have a tendency to give advice that does not help revision, and the student may not 

find their peers’ comments valid. Similarly, Nelson and Murphy (1993) pointed out that the students may not trust 

their peers’ comments as they are not native speakers. Since ESL students are not native speakers, they need to be 

taught, guided, and controlled to make PF sessions more effective (Celce-Murcia, 1991). If they aren’t trained, the 

students may pay more attention to surface matters rather than content and organization of ideas, and they may act 

authoritatively rather than work in collaboration (Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992). 

Research studies also revealed that ESL writing anxiety might have profound effects on ESL writing performance 

(Hussein, 2013; Liu & Ni, 2015; Xiu Yan & Wang, 2012). Anxiety is a factor that impacts the writing performance 

of EFL/ESL learners, especially with low English writing proficiency (Abdel Latif, 2012; Susoy & Tanyer, 2013). In 

other words, writing anxiety negatively affects ESL/EFL learners’ writing quality. Second language writing anxiety 

can be defined as “a general avoidance of writing and of situations perceived by the individuals to potentially require 

some amount of writing accompanied by the potential for evaluation of that writing” (Hassan, 2001, p. 4). In literature, 

this phenomenon has been scrutinized under various concepts such as “apprehension, block, or fear but anxiety and 

apprehension are likely to be the most interchangeable used terms to describe that writing psychological construct” 

(Hussein, 2013, p.36). 

In several studies, researchers have demonstrated a correlation with writing anxiety and writing performance (DeDeyn, 

2011; Erkan & Saban, 2011; Malec, 2011). Research on the relationship between anxiety and PF has shown that 

training learners on how to give and receive PF is of vital importance to enhance the positive impacts of PF on reducing 

writing anxiety (Kurt & Atay, 2007; Susoy & Tanyer 2013). There are recent studies revealing the strengths of PF in 

developing EFL/ESL writing skills (Austria, 2017; Brusa & Harutyunyan, 2019; Khalil, 2018; Min, 2016). Kuyyogsuy 

(2019) investigated the influence of PF on students’ writing ability. The findings showed that the students’ writings 

had improved significantly. Moreover, students stated that PF was a valuable and exciting experience for them and 

helped them get familiar with the writing process and developed their critical thinking skills, collaboration, and 

autonomy. In the same vein, Yastibas and Yastibas (2015) conducted a study on the effectiveness of PF on reducing 
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anxiety level of the language learners while writing. They investigated 16 students in eight weeks. The results indicated 

that the language learners experienced less anxiety and they were more confident after getting some feedback from 

their peers rather than their teachers.  

Moreover, Cinar’s (2014) study supported the view that PF training and practice can reduce anxiety levels of EFL 

learners by creating a more informal and collaborative learning atmosphere. Another result of the study based on the 

interviews was that PF practices created a more supportive, collaborative, interactive, educational, and less threatening 

learning environment. In addition, Farrah (2012) studied the impact of peer reviewing on students’ attitudes towards 

PF and their writing performances. The study concluded that the writing performances of the participants who received 

PF increased and they developed positive attitudes towards PF. Besides, the study revealed that there was an increase 

in students’ motivation to write due to peer-reviewing practices. Furthermore, Kurt and Atay (2007) conducted a 

research on whether PF practices had any impacts on foreign language writing anxiety. The findings indicated that the 

participants who had training on PF and gave PF for a period of time experienced decrease in their anxiety levels. The 

interviews revealed that the majority of the participants found PF helpful and enjoyed the PF discussions.  

3. Methodology 

3.1 Design of the Study 

This study had a quasi-experimental design including pre-test, treatment, and post-test to assess the students’ overall 

writing performance before and after the PF sessions. The variables of the study were peer feedback as an independent 

variable and writing performance and writing anxiety as dependent variables. Additionally, it included a questionnaire 

to be filled out before and after the treatment sessions to check out the language learners’ anxiety level. These tests 

and questionnaire provide numerical results of the students’ performance and anxiety level. 

3.2 Participants 

The participants of the current study were chosen through Iran Language Institute (ILI) Placement Test. Two intact 

classes including 48 female EFL learners learning English at intermediate level at the ILI in Urmia, Iran were selected. 

One of the classes was selected as the experimental and the other one as the control group (24 in each group). The 

ages of the participants ranged from 15 to 20 and the participants were talking Turkish, Farsi, and Kurdish as their 

native languages. 

3.3 Instruments 

In the current study, the following instruments were employed in data collection process. 

3.3.1 English Language Institute Placement Test 

The reliable ILI Placement test is used at the beginning of each term and includes items on grammar (60) and 

vocabulary (60) followed by an interview. It is used  to homogenise the participants’ proficiency level in the beginning 

of the study.  

3.3.2 Pre-test and Post-test 

Language learners’ writings in pre-test and post-test were assessed in terms of content, organization, and language 

through IELTS scoring module. The scale is a score between one and nine. Within the treatment, the raters also rated 

the writings produced by both experimental and control groups to make the students aware of their performance (it 

should be mentioned that these scores were not the focus of the present study). Inter-rater reliability among these raters 

was found out through the Pearson correlation coefficient considering overall writing performance.  

3.3.3 Cheng’s (2004) Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory 

In order to measure participants’ writing anxiety, the researchers used Cheng’s (2004) Second Language Writing 

Anxiety Inventory which includes 22 items on a Five-point Likert scale ranging from “1” (strongly disagree) to “5” 

(strongly agree). A higher score indicates a higher level of ESL writing anxiety. The researchers piloted the 

questionnaire to calculate its reliability which was high (0.91). 

3.4 Procedure 

In the beginning of the study, two intact intermediate classes were selected through the ILI Placement Test and 

assigned into experimental and control groups including 24 students in each class. Before the treatment, all the 
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participants in both groups filled out the writing anxiety questionnaire, which had been piloted to ensure its reliability, 

in the first session. However, the researchers informed the experimental group about PF, the types of PF, and how 

they could give PF before the main study. The researchers then checked the understanding of the participants about 

PF practice to be sure that all the participants clearly understood what PF was, how important it was, and how it could 

be implemented in an effective way. 

To this end, two sample writing papers were given to the participants in the experimental group. They were required 

to write feedback to these sample papers individually in English. A 45-minute class-hour for each paper was given to 

the students as the time-limit. The sections of the sample writing papers consisted of writing task instructions, task 

requirements, the checklists for the feedback writers, and boxes to write comments in English. The checklists were 

parallel to the task requirements. In the second class hour, the researchers checked the papers and communicated with 

participants one by one to point out errors in corrections and missing parts in their feedback. This procedure continued 

for two sessions. 

Then, the participants were asked to complete a writing task in the first class hour. In the second part of the class hour, 

they were asked to give feedback to their classmates’ papers, read, and complete the checklist on the paper which was 

related to the task, and write comments and feedback in the comment box in English. Next session, the writer of the 

original paper, the PF provider, and the researchers came together and the peer explained his feedback orally. The 

researchers listened to each pair carefully and showed the errors if there were any. The reason why the researchers 

themselves checked the papers and listened to all the students was to see if participants could provide PF effectively 

and make sure that participants could focus on both global and local level errors. During that practice, both English 

and Persian were used for communication between students, and between the researchers and students. The 

participants were allowed to use Persian throughout the process so that they could feel relax and work in a positive 

and collaborative atmosphere where interaction was constituted. 

During the treatment sessions, in the beginning of each class hour, the participants completed a writing task. In the 

second section of the class hour, they gave feedback to their peers’ papers and communicated the written feedback. 

The researchers just walked around and listened to their feedback communication without any comments or 

interference. The participants in the experimental group completed seven tasks, gave, and received PF. While the 

researchers helped, commented, and provided feedback to the experimental group on how to provide feedback during 

PF trainings, they did not interfere or help them during PF practices. 

During the study, the participants in both control and experimental groups completed the same seven tasks. The 

difference between these two groups was that while the control group received only teacher feedback, the experimental 

group gave and received PF. Another difference between the two groups was that the experimental group wrote one 

more task than the control group, which was in the training sessions. All the tasks used in the training sessions for the 

experimental group and practice sessions for both control and experimental groups were the same. In the last session, 

anxiety questionnaire was administered again to both groups to see if foreign language writing anxiety levels of the 

participants changed and if PF had an impact on the foreign language writing anxiety. Finally, all the participants took 

part in a post-test to be checked out their writing after treatment. 

3.5 Data Analysis 

For the analysis of the quantitative data of the present study, and in order to report the inferential statistics, the 

researchers analyzed the results of the writing anxiety questionnaire given in the first and last session to the participants 

using paired sample t-test to see what had changed in terms of anxiety levels. In order to measure the changes in the 

writing anxiety levels of the participants, standard deviation and mean scores were calculated both for pre- and post-

questionnaire, and for the inferential statistics, Paired samples t-test was utilized. On the other hand, to compare the 

pre- and post-application results of the control and experimental groups, and to check the language learners’ progress 

in writing, an independent sample t-test and Mann-Whitney U Test were used. Moreover, the researchers used Pearson 

correlation coefficients to ensure the inter-rater reliability of the scores. 

4. Results 

4.1 Quantitative Analysis for Inter-rater Reliability of the Scores 
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In all phases of scoring in the current study, the researchers tried to ensure the inter-rater reliability of the scores. To 

this end, Pearson correlation coefficients were run. The correlation coefficient in pre-test and post-test are illustrated 

in the following Tables.  

 

Table 1. The inter-rater reliability for control group pre-test scores 

Pre Control Rater2 

Pre Control Rater1 Pearson Correlation .860 

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

 N 24 

 

As it is evident from Table 1, the result of Pearson Correlation Coefficient is significant; therefore, it can be concluded 

that the correlation (0.86) between the two raters was significant. 

 

Table 2. The inter-rater reliability for experimental group pre-test scores 

Pre Experimental Rater2 

Pre Experimental Rater1 Pearson Correlation .891** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

 N 24 

 

Table 2 shows that the result of Pearson Correlation Coefficient is significant (0.89) between the two raters. 

 

Table 3. The Inter-rater reliability for control group post-test scores 

Post Control Rater2 

Post Control Rater1 Pearson Correlation .839 

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

 N 26 

 

As for the pre-test raters, Table 3 indicates that the correlation between the two raters for the control group post-test 

scores (0.83) is significant. 

 

Table 4. The Inter-rater reliability for experimental group post-test scores 

Post Experimental Rater2 

Post Experimental Rater1 Pearson Correlation .909 

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

 N 24 
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Table 4 showing the correlation coefficient for the experimental group post-test scores manifested that the two raters 

were in a complete agreement regarding scoring. 

4.2 Quantitative Analysis for Pre-test 

To begin with, the researchers checked the normality of data distribution for the test scores by running Kolmogorov-

Smirnov test. Table 5 below indicates the descriptive statistics for the pre-test scores, and Table 6 illustrates the test 

of normality results. 

 

Table 5. Descriptive statistics for the scores on pre-test 

 Groups   Statistic Std. Error 

Pre 

test 

Control Mean  5.05 .07816 

  95% Confidence Interval 

for Mean 

Lower Bound 4.89  

 Upper Bound 5.21  

  Std. Deviation  .38  

  Minimum  4.25  

  Maximum  5.75  

 Experimental Mean  5.19 .10092 

  95% Confidence Interval 

for Mean 

Lower Bound 4.98  

  Upper Bound 5.40  

  Std. Deviation  .49  

  Minimum  4.25  

  Maximum  6.50  

 

Table 5 shows that the mean scores of the control and experimental groups for the pre-test scores are 5.05 and 5.19, 

respectively. At the same time, the standard deviations of both groups are 0.38 and 0.49, respectively.  

 

Table 6. One-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for the pre-test scores 

  Control Pre Experimental Pre 

N  24 24 

Normal Parameters Mean 5.0521 5.1979 

 Std. Deviation .38292 .49442 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute .196 .291 

 Positive .137 .291 

 Negative -.196 -.136 

Test Statistic  .196 .291 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)  .018c .000c 
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As is seen in Table 6, the data are found to violate the conditions for normal distribution and hence non-parametric 

equivalent of t-test, that is, Mann-Whitney U Test was employed for further analysis of the mean scores; the results 

of which have been presented in Table 7. 

 

Table 7. Mann-Whitney U test for the pre-test scores 

Mann-Whitney U 244.000 

Wilcoxon W 544.000 

Z -.935 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .350 

 

The results of Table 7 show that the significance level for the pre-test scores is more than 0.05; therefore, it can be 

concluded that the difference between the two groups in the pre-test was not significant. 

 

4.3 Quantitative Analysis for Post-test 

After analyzing the scores of both experimental and control groups for the pre-test, the following sections took into 

account the analyses for the post-test scores, which begin with the descriptive statistics, proceed to the test of 

normality, and end with the results of independent samples t-test. 

 

Table 8. Descriptive statistics for the post-test scores 

 Groups   Statistic Std. Error 

Post-test Control Mean  6.17 .11005 

  95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 5.94  

 Upper Bound 6.40  

  Std. Deviation  .53  

  Minimum  5.25  

  Maximum  7.25  

 Experimental Mean  7.78 .10567 

  95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 7.56  

  Upper Bound 7.99  

  Std. Deviation  .51  

  Minimum  6.75  

  Maximum  9.00  

 

As it is shown in Table 8, the mean scores of the control and experimental groups for the post-test scores are 6.17 and 

7.78, respectively. At the same time, the standard deviations of both groups are 0.53 and 0.51, respectively. It can be 

concluded from the results of the post-test scores that the experimental group members had higher scores compared 

with the control group members.  
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Table 9. One-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for the post-test scores 

Control Post Experimental Post 

N  24 24 

Normal Parameters Mean 6.17 7.78 

 Std. Deviation .539 .517 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute .170 .170 

 Positive .170 .170 

 Negative -.142 -.143 

Test Statistic  .170 .170 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)  .070 .072 

 

As Table 9 shows, the data are found to be normally distributed and hence parametric data analysis procedures must 

be taken into consideration. In this study, based on the research questions, independent samples t-test was employed 

for further analysis of the mean scores; the results of which have been presented in the Table 10. 

 

Table 10. Independent samples T-test for the post-test 

Levene’s Test 

for Equality of Variances 

   

 

 

t-test for Equality of 

Means 

  

       

 

 

Sig. 

(2- 

tailed) 

 

 

 

Mean 

Differe

nce 

 

 

 

Std. 

Error 

Differenc

e 

95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference 

  F Sig. t Df Lower Upper 

Post-test Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.35 

 

.55 -10.5 46 .000 -1.60 .152 -1.911 -1.297 

 Equal 

variances 

not assumed 

  -10.5 45.9 .000 -1.60 .152 -1.911 -1.297 

 

As it is clear from Table 10, the obtained results from the independent samples t-test manifest that the significance 

level is 0.00, and hence, it can be concluded with 95 percent confidence level that the difference between the 

experimental group and the control group was significant, and the experimental group members outperformed the 

control group members. Therefore, the hypothesis stating that PF has no significant effect on EFL learners’ writing 

performance was rejected.  
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4.4 Quantitative Analysis for the Questionnaire in Experimental Group 

This section deals with the analysis procedures relevant to the second research question dealing with the experimental 

group members’ anxiety level before and after the treatment. As for the previous sections, the present section took 

into account the descriptive statistics, and after that the normality of the obtained data was obtained, and finally, the 

paired- samples t-test was run. 

 

Table 11. Descriptive statistics of the SLWAI 

   Statistic Std. Error 

Pre Questionnaire Mean  63.00 4.95 

 95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 52.74  

Upper Bound 73.25  

 Std. Deviation  24.29  

 Minimum  25.00  

 Maximum  100.00  

Post Questionnaire Mean  51.66 3.82 

 95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 43.76  

 Upper Bound 59.57  

 Std. Deviation  18.72  

 Minimum  22.00  

 Maximum  89.00  

 

Table 11 shows that the mean scores obtained from the questionnaires for the pre-test and the post-test are 63.00 and 

51.66, respectively. At the same time, the standard deviations of the scores are 24.29 and 18.79 for the both data sets. 

These results show that the experimental group before the treatment suffered from more writing anxiety level and 

implementing PF relieved their anxiety to some extent. However, inferential statistics must be run to ensure the 

significance level of the above mentioned result (see Table 12). 

 

Table 12. Paired samples T-test for the SLWAI 

 Paired Differences  

   

 

 

Std. 

Deviation 

 

 

Std. 

Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

   

 Mean Lower Upper t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

Pre Questionnaire 

Post 

Questionnaire 

11.33 31.519 6.433 -1.975 24.64 1.76 2 .041 
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The results manifested in Table 13 revealed that the difference between the data collected before and after the treatment 

was significant and it can be concluded with 95 percent confidence level that through PF procedures, the language 

learners’ writing anxiety decreased to a significant extent. Thus, the hypothesis stating that PF has no significant effect 

on EFL learners’ writing anxiety level was rejected. 

4.5 Quantitative Analysis for the Questionnaire in Control Group 

The results of the questionnaire in pre and post-tests in control group are presented below. 

 

Table 13. Descriptive statistics of the SLWAI 

   Statistic Std. Error 

Pre Questionnaire Mean  62.30 4.75 

 95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 51.44  

Upper Bound 59.40  

 Std. Deviation  22.48  

 Minimum  23.00  

 Maximum  100.00  

Post Questionnaire Mean  60.56 4.82 

 95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 51.14  

 Upper Bound 60.35  

 Std. Deviation  23.56  

 Minimum  22.00  

 Maximum  98.58  

 

Table 13 shows that the mean scores obtained from the questionnaires for the pre-test and the post-test are 62.30 and 

60.56, respectively. At the same time, the standard deviations of the scores are 22.48 and 23.56 for the both data sets. 

These results show that the control group’s writing anxiety level was the same before and after the treatment. However, 

inferential statistics must be run to confirm the above mentioned result (see Table 14). 

 

Table 14. Paired samples T-test for the SLWAI 

Paired Differences 

   

 

 

Std. 

Deviation 

 

 

Std. 

Error 

Mean 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

   

 Mean Lower Upper T df Sig. (2-tailed) 

Pre 

Questionnaire 

Post 

Questionnaire 

1.74 33.02 6.28 -1.975 24.64 1.76 2 .21 
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The results manifested in Table 14 revealed that the difference between the data collected before and after the treatment 

was not significant (0.21>0.05). 

5. Discussion 

This study investigated the impact of PF on EFL learners’ overall writing performance. It aimed to find out if there 

was a significant difference in the writing performance of the experiment group that underwent a PF process and the 

control group that only underwent teacher feedback process. Additionally, the students in the experiment group were 

investigated regarding the effect of PF on their writing anxiety. 

Regarding the first research question investigating the effect of PF on EFL learners’ writing performance, the results 

manifested that the language learners who were included within the experimental group had a statistically significant 

difference from those in the control group. These results are consistent with the findings obtained by other researchers 

(Liu, & Carless, 2006; McLoughlin & Luca, 2004). The findings support Kuyyogsuy’s (2019) study which revealed 

that thanks to PF, the students’ writing ability progressed. Moreover, in accordance with Brusa and Harutyunyan’s 

(2019) and Khalil’s (2018) studies, the findings support the advantageous use of PF in writing classes.  

However, the results are in contrast with Rollinson’s (2005) study indicating that the application of PF does not have 

a significant effect on the language learners’ writing performance. According to Tsui and Ng (2000), when students 

comment on the writings of their peers, they benefit more than the ones who read the comments and modify the texts. 

By being a critical reader of their classmates’ writing, students learn to examine and assess their own papers critically 

to identify the areas which need to be improved without being entirely dependent on their teacher’s feedback 

(Rollinson, 2005). 

Regarding the second question exploring the efficacy of PF on relieving anxiety of the language learners in writing 

classes, the present study came to the conclusion that the learners attended within the experimental group had less 

anxiety and PF can be suggested as a useful methodology for decreasing writing anxiety to a high extent. This is in 

line with the findings of Kurt and Atay (2007) who pointed out that peer feedback makes the learning environment 

less anxious and stressful because learners interact with each other, try to help their friends, find out with their 

mistakes, and help each other correct their mistakes in a non-judgmental environment. This results in an increase in 

their self-assessment and self-awareness skills. Furthermore, the findings are in line with Cinar’s (2014) and Kurt and 

Atay’s (2007) studies, indicating that writing anxiety levels decreased when compared to the levels in the beginning 

with the PF treatment.  

According to Cheng (2002), if students are anxious in writing, they do not want to use English to write. Consequently, 

peer feedback creates a classroom atmosphere in which students can feel less nervous and stressed out while writing. 

The classroom atmosphere requires students to cooperate and collaborate with each other in giving and receiving 

feedback, which enables them to learn from each other (Bartels, 2003; Rollinson, 2005). 

6. Conclusion and Implications 

This study was conducted to find out whether PF had an effect on students’ overall writing performance and to learn 

how their anxiety might be affected by PF. The findings indicated that PF enhanced students’ overall writing 

performance and reduced their writing anxiety level. In other words, interaction among the students helped them learn 

from each other and reduced their anxiety and stress. This study revealed some certain implications when teaching 

writing. First, writing teachers can incorporate PF into their classes because PF can be effective in increasing the 

performance of the students and can be used by the students to revise their writings. Therefore, it would be a good 

idea for teachers to make PF an indispensable element of their writing classes. Moreover, the teachers should 

acknowledge that the students are not solely the passive recipients of knowledge and feedback provided by their 

teachers, and they are thoroughly capable of accomplishing the tasks that lead to their educational success. In addition, 

this study also supported the advantages of using peer feedback of which many researchers had considered in L2 

writing classes (Yu & Lee, 2016; Zhu & Mitchell, 2012). 

Moreover, if teachers want PF to be successful, training the students is very crucial. If the students are familiar with 

what they need to do and how to do it, it will result in more success. Students should know the purpose of PF, and 

they should think of it as one aspect of the whole writing process. Therefore, the teachers should indicate that 

commenting on classmates’ writing is actually a learning process that helps them develop a better sense of being a 
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reader who can see from the perspective of an audience. Furthermore, this experience may help them in their future 

professional and academic lives because they had the chance to acquire a sense of audience. Also, if teacher feedback 

is used along with PF, it may contribute more to the performance of the students because PF can be considered as 

complementary to teacher feedback. Therefore, writing teachers should be encouraged to use PF in their classrooms 

because writing lessons are no longer under the absolute control of teachers. Instead, writing classes are “positive, 

encouraging, and collaborative workshop environments within which students can work through their composing 

processes” (Tsui & Ng, 2000, p.168). 

Regarding the limitations of this study, the size of the sample was small. In addition, while applying this study, students 

were supposed to develop other skills like listening, speaking, and reading. Therefore, besides writing, students were 

also exposed to other types of input. Moreover, the time given to teach writing was not enough. It was not enough to 

enable the students to be completely familiar with PF and have enough experience to use it effectively in writing 

classes. In addition, the students joining the research came from an educational background in which teachers were 

the center of education. They were not familiar with a learning environment in which they were more required to be 

more active and engage in their own learning. Also, the language learners who were chosen for the present study were 

only female language learners. 
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