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Abstract 

Research studies have shown the benefits of employing written peer feedback (WPF) in classrooms around the 
world. However, implementing it appropriately in the classrooms is not consistent in the context of universities 
in Vietnam. The current paper explored the extent to which WPF had applied in the academic writing English 
classrooms at a university in Vietnam and the practical perceptions of the lecturers and students on this issue. 
338 out of 996 students and three lecturers were participated to respond to the survey questionnaire and 
interviews for analysis. The study revealed that though WPF was carried out in most academic writing 
classrooms, the implementation was not sufficient to take full benefits of this kind of activity. The students were 
not sufficiently trained to use this activity appropriately. However, the students obtained highly positive 
perceptions towards the use of WPF in the classrooms because it provided students opportunities to learn from 
each other and improve their writing outcomes. 
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1. Introduction 

It is undeniable that writing plays an important role in teaching and learning a language. ‘The pen is mightier 
than the sword’ is a famous quote that could perfectly capture the power of writing. ‘It is one of humankind’s 
most powerful tools’ (Macarthur, Graham, & Fitzgerald, 2006). It is an important means of self-expression. It 
helps us communicate with others, allowing us to maintain a personal link with family, friends, colleagues who 
are removed by distance or time. Besides, writing helps convey knowledge and ideas via facilitating the work of 
gathering, preserving, and transmitting information with great detail and accuracy (Macarthur, Graham, & 
Fitzgerald, 2006). In ‘Theory and Practice of Writing’, Grabe and Kaplan (1996) state that a true representation 
of the correct forms of language is the written language that should be valued and practiced. However, the 
acquisition of academic writing is a long-term matter, which requires teachers to search for proper methods to 
support students in developing their writing competence. 

In the teaching writing process, giving responses—feedback on students’ writing pieces has an important 
consequence for students as well as teachers, which can greatly influence students’ attitudes towards writing and 
their motivation for future learning. Students can be positively motivated to explore many areas of knowledge 
and personal creativity through constructive and supportive responses to their writing (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). 
Their impact on students is apparent to any person involved in academic teaching and learning context.  

There are two main types of feedback that learners can get on their writing. They are the teacher’s feedback and 
peer feedback. Teacher’s feedback on learners’ writing is an orthodox method which leaves teacher much 
paperwork to evaluate and often happens at the last stage. In the case of the latter, it might make learners neglect 
revisions because they have already got the grades from their teacher. Since the 1980s, as a result of many 
studies conducted to find effective responses to complement and support teacher ones, peer feedback has 
appeared. Its purpose is to generate and receive different points of view and thus raise learners’ awareness of the 
composting process. Besides providing learners with more options to consider in revising their writing papers, it 
helps them be more specific and helpful in their responses to a peer’s essay if they receive adequate training, 
guidance, and practice (Ekşi, 2012). It is a powerful tool for ESL/EFL learners to improve their writing (Min, 
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2006).  

Generally, EFL teaching in Vietnam has traditionally focused on form and has been considered a difficult skill to 
handle. English writing, in particular, has been quite product-oriented. First, based on the language knowledge 
following a set of conventions derived from a sample or model of a certain writing genre, the written product is 
evaluated (Pham & Usaha, 2016; Tran, 2007; Pham & Pham, 2015). Second, most EFL teachers in Vietnam hold 
the belief that writing is a complicated skill to teach, which, more or less affects students’ learning outcomes 
(Nguyen, 2009). Learners, in turn, often feel anxious and unconfident when dealing with it (Le, 2008). 

Teaching and learning writing is important and demanding which requires teachers and learners great effort. To 
help learners and teachers in this process, peer feedback is proposed. The use of student peer feedback dispels 
the traditional notion that feedback is solely the teacher’s role and responsibility (Fallows & Chandramohan, 
2001). It allows learners to negotiate the meaning and comment on their peers’ work, its implementation can 
create and facilitate communication in classroom society. The practice of which gives the learner a role of a 
communicator—a member of class society, which encourages them to be active in managing their learning and 
gives them opportunities to have meaningful inputs from others (Pearce, Mulder, & Biak, 2009). In this 
cooperative learning environment, the roles of learners are shifted from passive receivers of information into 
active participants (McGourty, Mominick, & Reilly, 1998).  

With changes in writing pedagogy from a product-oriented approach to a process-oriented approach, summative 
feedback, focusing on writing as a product, has been supplemented or replaced by formative feedback, pointing 
forward to the students’ future writing and the development of their writing process. To efficiently perform the 
process writing, teacher-written comments are usually combined with peer feedback. The use of peer feedback is 
highly valued by many researchers. When becoming a critical reader of other’s writing, learners can be critical 
readers and reviser for their writing (Rollinson, 2005). Also, Caulk (1994) finds that teacher’s feedback was 
rather general, whereas students’ responses are more specific. It, in sum, gives more control and autonomy to 
students for it involves students actively in the feedback process instead of passive reliance on teachers’ feedback 
to adjust their writing.  

Nevertheless, peer feedback was originally employed to develop L1 learners’ writing skills in the 1970s (Hyland 
& Hyland, 2006), its effectiveness is still a controversial issue, especially in EFL academic context. In Japan, for 
example, although group work is employed in teaching oral classes, teachers have not paid enough attention to 
peer feedback activities (Hirose, 2007). Examining the use of peer feedback, the researcher finds some main 
arguments about (1) students’ attitudes towards it, (2) quality of peers’ comments, and (3) the impacts of peer 
feedback on revisions and writing performance.  

The first debate about the application of peer feedback relates to students’ perceptions and attitudes. Mangelsdorf 
(1992) finds that students have positive perceptions of and pay good attention to peer-reviewing. They spend a 
large amount of time reading and making comments. On the contrary, Leki (1990) reports that some students 
resent having to review and comment on other students’ work. They hold the belief that it is their teacher’s 
responsibility. Also, Cheng and Warren (1997) adds that they feel doubtful about the competence of their peers’ 
comments. They believe the feedback they receive is invalid, thus they refuse to take negative feedback (Topping, 
1998). 

Second, the quality of comments in applying peer feedback is still questionable. Participating in reviewing peers’ 
writing and receiving feedback from many peers, students have chances to expose to a greater diversity of 
perspectives than just those of their teacher. They could receive in-depth and detailed feedback (Pearce, Mulder, 
& Baik, 2009). On the other hand, reviewers in peer feedback are usually unprepared for such a challenging task. 
They lack confidence in their ability to evaluate their peers’ work. Thus, they may provide vague or unhelpful 
feedback (Cheng & Warren, 1997; Min, 2008). 

In Vietnam, English writing is quite product-oriented (Pham & Usaha, 2011; Pham, 2013) and conducted as 
individual activities with a solo audience—teacher in accompany with rather quiet and passive students (Tran, 
2001). In writing classes, little cooperative learning among students is found. Students get feedback on their 
written product mainly from their teacher, rarely from their peers, Tran (2001) adds. The implementation of peer 
feedback is, therefore, questionable. In an attempt to put peer feedback into practice, Pham (2010), in his 
research on blog-based peer response for L2 writing revisions, finds that students expressed their positive 
attitudes towards peer response, and the total revisions made by peer response gradually increased from the first 
drafts to the third drafts. Nguyen (2010) also claims that most of the students in her research (78%) found peer 
feedback helpful in improving their writing. Nguyen (2012), in her case study at Ho Chi Minh City University of 
Education, points out that her students took positive attitudes to peer feedback, made constructive comments on 
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their peers’ drafts, and used their peers’ comments to revise their writing. On the contrary, Nguyen (2008) argues 
that students faced a lot of difficulties in generating feedback on their peers’ writing. Moreover, when giving 
feedback, they paid very little attention to the organization of their peers’ writing pieces. Bui (2000) adds that 
students frequently gave general comments on their peers’ drafts and found it difficult to make suggestions to 
improve the content of their peers’ writing.  

Studies carried out in this field have yielded both positive and negative results, especially in EFL teaching and 
learning context. Although many scholars assert the validity of such an interactive approach in writing classroom 
(Fujida, 2007), and that it is possible to say that peer feedback has useful effects on students’ writing quality 
(Pham, 2019). Pham, Huyen, & Nguyen (2020) found that peer feedback had great impacts on the students’ 
writing quality and that most of the revisions were triggered by peer feedback. In a research on teaching and 
learning English writing at Foreign Language Faculty at a University in Ho Chi Minh City, Pham (2013) 
concludes that students were given few opportunities to work in writing groups and practice peer feedback, and 
most of the comments on writing were from the teachers in charge for they held the belief that students were not 
competent enough to generate comments on their peers’ product. His descriptive research, however, was limited 
on Writing-1 and Writing-3, which calls for a broader study on all of the Academic Writing Courses designed for 
English-majored students: Writing-1, Writing-2, and Writing-3. The gap of previous research and literature led 
the researcher to conduct the present study to examine to what extent it is applied in the Faculty of Foreign 
Languages at a University in Ho Chi Minh City with participants from all courses. The present study is to 
explore how English-majored students in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at a University in Ho Chi Minh City 
perceive peer feedback based on their regular experiences in writing courses, and examine whether it is feasible 
and beneficial to apply written peer feedback and if it has effects on their English writing quality. 

1.1 Research Questions  

To fulfill the purpose of the study, the survey was seeking to answer the following research questions:  

1) To what extent is written peer feedback applied in English Academic Writing classes in the Faculty of Foreign 
Languages at a university in Ho Chi Minh City? 

2) What are English-majored students’ attitudes towards written peer feedback applied in Academic Writing 
classes? 

2. Methods 

2.1 Pedagogical Setting 

In the second semester of the school years, there were 16 English writing classes in the Faculty of Foreign 
Language including Writing-1 (WRT1) and Writing-3 (WRT3). There was a total of 726 students and 6 teachers 
in charge of those classes. In the third semester of the academic years, there were 6 Writing-2 (WRT2) classes 
with 135 students. During the first two years, the students were required to take three compulsory English 
writing courses such as Writing-1: The Paragraphs; Writing-2: The Short Essays; Writing-3: The Essays.  

The coursebook used for Writing-1 is Effective Academic Writing by Savage and Shafiel (2007). “Effective 
Academic Writing 1” is designed according to the unit and emphasizing that writing is a process that consists of 
several steps: (1) Stimulating Ideas, (2) Brainstorming and Outlining, (3) Developing ideas, (4) Editing your 
writing, and (5) Putting it all together. “Effective Academic Writing 2” by Savage and Mayer (2005) is used for 
Writing-2. This book is also designed according to the unit to help students develop short essays. Students are 
trained on how to organize essays. There are four genres that students learn in this course: (1) Descriptive essays, 
(2) Narrative essays, (3) Opinion essays, and (4) Comparison and Contrast essays. In the last course of English 
Writing, students study the course book “Effective Academic Writing-3” by Davis and Liss (2006). They have 
trained more advanced essays: (1) The Five-paragraph essays, (2) Process Analysis essays, (3) Cause and Effect 
essays, (4) Argumentative essays, (5) Classification essays, and (6) Reaction essays. Similarly, the book is 
divided into separate units.  

2.2 Participants 

In terms of selecting a sample for the survey to explore the implementation of written peer feedback, the 
participants were drawn out from the population of 996 students who were in the first and second year of study 
and 6 teachers in charge of English Academic Writing of the Faculty of Foreign Language. The population 
included students who were studying Writing-1 (WRT1), 360 students, and Writing-3 (WRT3), 366 students, in 
the second semester of 2011−2012 school year, and Writing-2 (WRT2), 270 students, in the third semester of this 
academic year. There were 8 classes of Writing-1, 6 classes of Writing-2, and 8 classes of Writing-3 in total.  
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Regarding the questionnaire survey, cluster sampling was conducted to select the participants of the study. The 
students of 4 WRT1 classes, 3 WRT2 classes, and 4 WRT3 classes were randomly chosen from the population 
for questionnaire delivery. According to the student lists, 495 students were expected to be participants of the 
present study. However, after delivering the questionnaire, 338 out of 360 were the number of responses 
collected. The reason for this was that some students skipped the class and some did not complete and return 
their responses. Concerning the interview survey, in the second and the third semester, 6 teachers were teaching 
WRT1 and WRT3. Three of them were randomly interviewed to get in-depth information on written peer 
feedback implementation. Two of them were full-time teachers and the other was a part-time teacher.  

 

Table 1. Samples of the study 

  WRT 1 WRT 2 WRT 3 Total 

Classes 8 6 8 22 
Students 360 270 366 996 
Administered questionnaires 120 120 120 360 
Collected Questionnaires    336 
Teachers for interviews       6 

 

2.3 Design of the Study 

The present research was both qualitative and quantitative. A descriptive survey was designed to explore the 
extent to which written peer feedback was implemented, students’ attitudes towards its application at the Faculty 
of Foreign Languages at a university in Ho Chi Minh City. The descriptive survey with the means of 
questionnaire and interviews was conducted to investigate whether written peer feedback was applied and, if any, 
the extent to which written peer feedback activities were carried out, and English-majored students’ attitudes 
towards the practice of written peer feedback.  

Questionnaires were instruments that provided respondents with a series of questions or statements and their 
responses to the questions would be carried out by either writing their answers or selecting choices among 
existing answers (Brown, 2011). Questionnaires were economical, fast, practical, and useful for a large-scale 
survey. They could help the researcher elicit longitudinal information from participants in a short period 
(Mackey & Gass, 2005). They were regarded as an efficient instrument for gathering data. In this research, one 
set of questionnaires was designed to gather data from students. 

Interviews were employed to gather quality data for the research to work out the extent to which written peer 
feedback was applied in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at a university in Ho Chi Minh City. Interviews were 
the most effective method to enlist respondents’ cooperation in a survey (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996). A core 
advantage of the interview was the adaptability which allowed the interviewer to follow up ideas, probes 
responses. Responses in the interviews could be developed and clarified to search for in-depth information on the 
topics (Bell, 1993). In the descriptive survey, one set of semi-structured interview questionnaire was designed to 
take data from teachers.  

2.4 The Procedure of the Study 

The descriptive survey of the present research was conducted in the second and third semesters of the academic 
year. During the second semester, the questionnaire was delivered to the students in WRT1 and WRT3 classes. 
Also, teacher interviews were held to explore in-depth information for data analysis. To acquire the whole view 
of peer feedback implementation, the questionnaire was distributed to the students in WRT2 classes in the third 
semester of the academic year.  

As an important instrument in gathering information, the questionnaire was administered to participants in two 
different periods to collect data from various groups of participants. The 20-item questionnaire was handed out 
to the students of WRT1 and WRT3 in the second semester and the students of WRT2 in the third semester of the 
academic year. Direct administration to different groups of participants was applied so that research could get a 
high rate of response and had the opportunity to explain the study and answer any questions from the 
respondents before they complete the questions (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996). The copies of the questionnaire were 
directly delivered to 240 English-majored students selected as the samples of the study in the two final weeks of 
the second semester of the academic year. All the participants, especially those from Writing-1 classes, were able 
to have general opinions on what they had experienced during the course. Second, in the third semester of the 
year, the questionnaire was similarly directly delivered to the 120 participants in Writing-2 classes. They were 



ijel.ccsenet.

asked to c
to respond
successful
results wer
current sit
appliance. 

Semi-struc
second sem
teacher we
the questio
interviews
transcribed

3. Finding

3.1 The De

Concernin
(WRT2), a
Writing cl
WRT1 and
academic y

 

 

To the que
females. T
males. Re
juniors, an
covering W
taken from
classes). I
questionna
teachers w

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

.org 

omplete the qu
d to the ques
ly conducted t
re then collect
tuation of usin

 

ctured intervie
mester of the 
ere made. Each
ons face to fa

s so that they h
d, which were 

gs 

emographic D

ng the survey p
and 4 Writing
asses of the Fa
d WRT3 were
year, the stude

estionnaire, the
This number is
egarding years
nd seniors resp
WRT2, and 35
m sampling wi
It could be e
aire but some 

were females.  

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

80.00%

90.00%

1

In

uestionnaire in
stionnaire in 
thanks to the h
ted and record
ng peer feedb

ews were the s
academic yea
h interview ap
ace. At the be
had a clear und
used for the q

Data of the Part

participants, e
g-3 (WRT3) cl
aculty of Forei
e studying in 
ents in 3 WRT2

Figure 1

e demographic
s because in l
s of study, 37
pectively. Also
5.2% were exp
ith 3 classes ex
explained that
of the particip

15.70%

84.30%

37

nternational Jou

n the two last 
15 minutes. T

help and coope
ded into a data
back in the Fa

econd research
ar. Appointmen
pproximately l
eginning of th
derstanding of 

qualitative anal

ticipants 

eleven classes 
lasses were clu
ign Languages
the second se

2 classes partic

. Demographic

cs of the studen
anguage class
.3%, 34%, 28
o, the data dis
periencing WR
xceeded the nu
t most of the
pants from WR

7.30%
34%

28

urnal of English 

351 

final weeks of
Then, the que
eration of the te
asheet of SPSS
aculty of Fore

h tool to colle
nts with three 
asted for 25 m
he interview, 
f what they we
lysis of the res

including 4 W
uster-randomly
s at a Universi
emester of the
cipated in the s

c data of the su

nts revealed th
ses the number
8.1%, and 0.6%
closed that 28
RT3. Interestin
umber of part
e students in 
RT1 and WRT

8.10%

0.60%

28.

Linguistics

f the course. A
estionnaires w
eacher in charg

S version 18 fo
eign Language

ct data. They w
teachers: 2 fu

minutes. The p
the researcher

ere doing. All t
earch.  

Writing-1 (WR
y selected out
ity in Ho Chi M
e academic ye
study. 

urvey participa

hat 15.7% of th
r of females a
% were the f

8.4% of them 
ngly, the least 
icipants from 
WRT2 class

T3 classes did 

40%
36.40% 35

All of the parti
were collected
ge of writing c
or further analy
es and studen

were conducte
ull-time teache
participants we
r explained th
the interviews 

RT1) classes, 3
t of twenty-tw
Minh City. Th
ear. In the thi

ants 

hem were mal
always outwei
figure of fresh
were taking W
number of pa
WRT1 (4 clas
es completed 
not. To the in

5.20%

W
Cl
Ye
St

Vol. 10, No. 6;

cipants were a
d. The survey 
classes chosen
ysis to find ou

nts’ attitudes o

ed at the end o
ers and 1 part-
ere asked to an
he purposes o
were recorded

3 Writing-2 cl
wo English-maj
he participants 
rd semester o

es and 84.3% 
ighs the numb
hmen, sophom
WRT1, 36.4% 
articipants (W
sses) and WRT

and returned
terviews, all o

Writing
lass
ear of
tudy

2020 

asked 
was 

. The 
ut the 
on its 

of the 
-time 

nswer 
f the 
d and 

asses 
jored 
from 
f the 

were 
er of 

mores, 
were 
RT2) 
T3 (4 
d the 
of the 



ijel.ccsenet.

 

Concernin
participate
respectivel
There wer
(15 studen

3.2 Resear
in the Facu

Quantitativ
examined 
teachers in
writing to 
(questions
conducted
feedback. 

3.2.1 Quan

Concernin
calculated 
the six-poi
and the hig
2. 

 

 

.org 

ng the case stu
ed in the study
ly. At the end 
e 10 students f

nts) of the parti

rch Question 1
ulty of Foreign

ve and qualita
through questi

n the Faculty o
English-major
 2 to 7). Interv

d to explore in

ntitative Analy

ng the quantit
to determine 

int Likert scale
gh level is from

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

80.00%

In

Figure 2. D

udy which wa
y. 45 and 47 w
of the course, 
from the WRT
icipants were f

: To What Ext
n Languages a

ative analyses 
ions number 1
of Foreign Lan
r students (que
views were th
n-depth inform

ysis  

ative data, SP
the Number (N
e is applied as 
m 4.34 to 6 (P

 

Males

25.00%

nternational Jou

Demographic d

as carried out 
were the numbe

20 students w
T1 class and 10
females and 25

tent Is Written 
at HCMC OU?

were conduct
1 to number 7 
nguages at HC
estion 1) and i
e research too

mation for the

PSS 18.0 was
N), the Mean 
follows: low l

Pham, 2010). T

Females W

%

75.00%

urnal of English 

352 

data of the case

in the second
er of participa

with 40 drafts w
0 students from
5% (5 students

Peer Feedbac
? 

ted to answer 
of the question

CMC OU appli
if the training w
ol applied to ob
e research que

s employed to
(M), and the S
level is less th

The extent to w

WRT1 W

50%

Linguistics

e study particip

d semester of 
ants who came
were cluster-ran
m WRT3. The d
s) of them were

ck Applied in E

r this research 
nnaire, which 
ied written pee
was carried ou
btain qualitativ
estion on the 

o analyze dat
Standard Devi
an 2.66, the m

which WPF wa

WRT3

50%

pants 

f the academic
e from WRT1 
ndomly selecte
demographic d
e males. 

English Academ

question. Qu
was designed 

er feedback in 
ut during the p
ve data. Teach
implementatio

ta. The descri
iation (SD). Th

medium level is
as applied was

Writing Cl

Gender

Vol. 10, No. 6;

 

c year, 92 stud
and WRT3 cl

ed for data ana
data showed th

mic Writing Cla

uantitatively, it
to explore wh
teaching acad

process of feed
her interviews 
on of written 

iptive statistic 
he range mean
s from 2.67 to 
 displayed in T

lass

2020 

dents 
asses 
alysis. 
hat 75% 

asses 

t was 
ether 

demic 
dback 
were 
peer 

was 
ns for 
4.33, 
Table 



ijel.ccsenet.org International Journal of English Linguistics Vol. 10, No. 6; 2020 

353 

Table 2. The extent to which WPF was applied 

Item No. Content N Mean SD 

1 Before handing your writing to your teacher, you have the chance to work with your friend to 
improve the quality of your writing. 

334 4.64 1.40 

2 The teacher lets you correct your peer’s writing pieces without his/her instructions.  335 4.36 1.31 
3 The teacher instructs you how to read and written give feedback on your peers’ writing 

pieces.  
337 4.12 1.53 

4 The teacher usually checks your written comments and shows you how to make comments 
effectively. 

337 3.84 1.58 

5 The teacher provides you with specific guidelines that guide you on how to comment on your 
peers’ product. 

337 4.35 1.30 

6 The teacher helps you revise the content and organization of your peers’ products. 336 4.30 1.26 
7 The teacher shows you ways to explain your peers’ mistakes and give suggestion when 

reading and commenting on their products 
337 4.25 1.36 

 

Table 2 showed the implementation of WPF (written peer feedback) and trained WPF. As indicated in the 
questionnaire, whether or not there was an implementation of WPF was examined in research question 1. The 
majority of the respondents agreed that they were provided chances to work with their peers to revise and 
improve the writing quality before handing into their teacher (M = 4.64; SD = 1.40). It meant that peer feedback 
which was praised for bringing enormous benefits to students’ development of writing skills was applied in 
writing classes in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at HCMC OU.  

Medium level of agreement (M = 4.12; SD = 1.53) found in question 3 on the instruction given by teachers on 
ways to read and generate comments showed that trained peer feedback was not sufficiently practiced by all 
teachers. They did not regularly check students’ comments to help them make comments effectively, which was 
found out in question 4 (M = 3.84; SD = 1.58), but (question 2) let students self-correct their peer’s writing drafts 
(M = 4.36; SD = 1.31). An average number of students (M = 4.25; SD = 1.36) admitted that teachers showed 
them ways to explain their peer’s mistakes and give suggestions for their peers’ improvement (question 7). 

Fortunately, students were provided with guidelines on how to comment on their peers’ products (M = 4.35; SD 
= 1.30). The provided guidelines were to avoid students to give vaguely positive comments. Also, they were 
instructed to revise the content and organization of their peers’ product (M = 4.30; SD = 1.26), the purpose of 
which was to help students enrich their writing instead of solo focusing on mechanical mistakes. These results 
were respectively shown in questions 5 and 6 of the questionnaire.  

In sum, the quantitative data from question 1 to number 7 indicated that peer feedback was employed in teaching 
academic writing classes in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at a university in Ho Chi Minh city though the 
implementation was not completely achieved. Teachers provided students with guidelines on giving comments 
on several aspects of writing including content and organization. However, they did not pay enough attention to 
students’ responses to their peers’ writing pieces when practicing to better their comments and suggestions.  

3.2.2 Qualitative Analysis 

Qualitative data from the interviews were taken into account in answering the first research question on the 
implementation of WPF. Face-to-face interviews with 3 teachers of academic English writing were conducted to 
get in-depth information according to the research question. Their teachers participating in the interviews were 
coded T1, T2, and T3.  

Indeed, though the method of teaching/learning writing is not the focus of the current study, both 
process-oriented and product-oriented writing teaching approaches were employed to supplement each other and 
bring the utmost benefits to student’s development of writing skills. All of the teachers who participated in the 
present study went on the same teaching process: brainstorming, freewriting, outlining, drafting, and editing. 
Students were supposed to compose several drafts before coming to the final one which was handed in. In which 
process, most of them were provided models of the writing genres and guidelines and instructed to work in 
groups to correct each other’s writing products. However, in some cases, the group works in teaching writing 
were not carried out. According to teacher 1 (T1), only if students had considerable knowledge of writing, they 
would be designated for doing peer editing; but, if the students’ level were low, they would not be assigned to 
work in a group but individually. T1 claimed that ‘depending on students’ English competence […] if their level 
is low, I will ask them to write independently. Otherwise, I let them work in n group, making outline and writing 
essays.’  
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Consequently, majority of the teacher participants, although, put peer feedback into practice, to some extent, its 
implementation was not sufficient. One teacher merely employed ‘group-peer’ feedback acts as the sample 
conducted by the teacher. Feedback was practiced with the whole class as a sample in each class meeting which 
was conducted by the teacher due to the belief that the students’ proficiency was too low to practice peer 
feedback in groups. Therefore, the main source of comments students received was from the teacher in charge. 

Because of the students’ poor competence, I did not carry out peer feedback as a group activity. For 
example, with the outline, I simply asked one group to write out their product on the board, encouraged 
other groups to find out mistakes. Which groups could point out the mistake, they got bonus marks. That 
was what I did. I knew that if I required them to comment on their group member’s products, they would 
not do.  

(Teacher 1) 

Although the majority of the teacher (2 of them) encouraged students to participate in group work and practice 
peer feedback, they did not properly employ this activity. First, they provided students with a checklist to work 
on the process of evaluating their peers’ products; however, the problem was that according to teacher 3 (T3) 
students were required to tick ‘yes’ or ‘no’ on the checklist instead of writing out their comments, which helps 
reviewers develop their writing for clarification. 

I gave them a checklist on which they simply ticked ‘yes’ or ‘no’ […] I understood my students, they would 
vaguely comment some words in general if they were asked to write out their comments. Therefore, the 
checklist was provided so that they figured out whether there was a thesis statement, including topic and 
controlling ideas, and topic sentences. […] They were not required to write out their comments for they 
would pen silly pieces of stuff, which consumed our time to check, causing a headache.  

 (Teacher 3) 

Second, peer feedback was conducted in-class hours without providing guidelines. Teacher 2 (T2) revealed that 
after the first draft, students did the peer editing in-class hours. This led students to mainly feedback on the 
mechanical mistakes instead of content and organization though they were verbally reminded by the teacher. 

I merely let them feedback on their peers’ products without guidelines. However, I instructed them how to 
do the editing, what steps they need to follow […] most of the students correct their peer’s mistakes on 
grammar and vocabulary but not content. As a result, when they submitted their writing, I could see that 
they had revised their text full of red and black ink; however, the content was kept unchanging.  

 (Teacher 2) 

In sum, the answer to research question 1 on the extent to which WPF was implemented in the Faculty of 
Foreign Languages at HCMC OU was that WPF was applied at the University but the appliance was not 
effective due to some reasons. First, trained peer feedback was not carried out on the learning process, which led 
students not to acknowledge the importance and the role of peer feedback on their language writing development. 
Second, regarding guidelines on the peer feedback process, in one case, the teacher did not offer students 
guidelines on what criteria need focusing. As a result, students paid attention to only grammar and vocabulary 
aspects. In other cases, although guidelines were provided to help students when commenting on their peers’ 
products, they failed to create a chance for students to expose to writing for clarification, suggestion, etc. due to 
ticking ‘yes’ or ‘no’ option. Third, because of the belief that students were not qualified enough to generate 
comments on their peer’s products, peer feedback was merely employed as a sample conducted by the teacher.  

3.3 Research Question 2: What Are English-Majored Students’ Attitudes Towards Written Peer Feedback Applied 
in Academic Writing Classes? 

From the findings in research question 1 that written peer feedback (WPF) was implemented in the Faculty of 
Foreign Languages at HCMC OU; however, training on WPF was not sufficiently carried out. Research question 
2 was to explore the students’ attitudes towards WPF currently applied by the teachers. Instruments employed to 
work out the answer for this research question n was a questionnaire to students. Quantitative analysis was 
conducted to analyze the data. Quantitatively, it was examined the questions number 8 to number 20 of the 
questionnaire. Question 8 was to work out whether the students preferred using WPF on learning English 
academic writing. Questions 9 to 15 were designed to elicit the students’ attitudes towards the uses of WPF. 
Questions 16 to 20 were for the exploration of the opinions on the effects of WPF on their writing revisions.  

SPSS 18.0 was employed to analyze data. The descriptive statistic was calculated to determine the Number (N), 
the Mean (M), and the Standard Deviation (SD). The range means for the six-point Likert scale is applied as 
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follows: low level is less than 2.66, the medium level is from 2.67 to 4.33, and the high level is from 4.34 to 6 
(Pham, 2010).  

The questionnaire from the descriptive survey has analyzed the find out students’ attitudes towards the practice 
of peer feedback in terms of its usefulness to their writing quality and its effects on their revisions were 
displayed in Table 3. 

 

Table 3. Students’ attitudes towards the implementation of WPF 

Item No. Content N Mean SD 

The usefulness of written peer feedback activities for writing quality 

8 I like my friends in my group to read and comment on my writing.  336 4.95 1.10 
9 I find it useful to write an essay, revise my drafts, and comment on my peers’ writing in 

learning English writing. 
337 4.99 1.04 

10 Thanks to my peers’ comments, I can realize that my writing has many mistakes which I 
cannot point out by myself.  

336 5.14 0.95 

11 Thanks to my peers’ feedback, I understand more about the method of writing an 
academic essay.  

334 4.98 2.41 

12 Thanks to reading my peers’ writing in the commenting process, I learn different writing 
styles and ideas from my friend. 

335 5.02 0.92 

13 Learning writing via written peer feedback, reading and commenting on my peers’ 
writing and vice versa, helps me come up with new ideas to revise my writing.  

334 5.04 0.95 

14 Written peer feedback is very effective for me since it helps not only me but also my 
friends to improve our writing.  

336 5.02 0.91 

15 Thanks to written peer feedback, I realize that learning activities are not only based on 
the teacher but also my friends so that every member of the class can help each other to 
improve our writing quality.  

336 5.08 0.95 

16 Sharing my writing for my friends to read and comment makes me pay more attention to 
my writing quality. 

334 4.99 0.98 

 

Table 3 indicated that most of the respondents expressed highly favorable and positive attitudes towards the 
practice of written peer feedback with the mean value ranging from 4.84 to 5.14. Concerning the usefulness of 
peer feedback, as could be seen from the table, the majority of the students showed their preference in using 
written peer feedback in learning writing with the mean value varying from 4.95 to 5.14. (9) They enjoyed 
receiving feedback from their peers (M = 4.95; SD = 1.10). (10) They found that it was helpful to write an essay, 
revise their drafts, and comment on their peers’ writing in the learning L2 writing (M = 4.99; SD = 1.04). (11) 
They strongly agreed that thanks to their peer feedback, they could realize the mistakes that were difficult to be 
pointed out by themselves (M = 5.14; SD = 0.95). (12) Also, they confirmed that thanks to the practice of peer 
feedback, they understood more about the method of writing an academic essay (M = 4.98; SD = 2.41). (13) 
They asserted that they gained new ideas and learned different writing styles from reading their peers’ essays (M 
= 5.02; SD = 0.92). (14) Thanks to the commenting process, the student writers could come up with new ideas to 
revise their writing (M = 5.04; SD = 0.95). (15) Besides, they believed that peer feedback helped not only them 
but also their friends to improve their writing (M = 5.02; SD = 0.91); therefore, (16) they highly agreed that their 
learning could come from two sources—the teacher and friends (M = 5.08; SD = 0.95).  

 

Table 4. The effects of written peer feedback on writing revisions 

17 I found that my peers’ comments are very useful for my writing revision. 334 4.90 1.00 
18 Thanks to my written peers’ comments, I can reorganize the ideas in my writing more 

logically.  
334 4.98 0.98 

19 After each revision based on my peers’ comments, the content of my writing is much more 
abundant.  

334 4.87 1.04 

20 After each revision based on my peers’ comments, my writing greatly improved in terms of 
vocabulary, grammar, and spellings.  

334 4.84 1.03 

 

As can be seen from Table 4, the students highly rated the effects of written peer feedback on writing. The range 
of the means was from 4.84 to 4.99. (17) Most of the students claimed that sharing their writing for their peers to 
read and comment made them pay more attention to their writing pieces (M = 4.99; SD = 0.99). Also, they found 
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that their peers’ comments (18) were extremely useful for their revision (M = 4.90; SD = 1.00), and (19) thanks 
those comments, they reorganized the ideas in their writing more logically (M = 4.98; SD = 0.98). They asserted 
that after each revision based on their peers’ comments, their writing was much improved (20) not only in term 
of vocabulary, structure, grammar, and spelling (M = 4.84; SD = 1.04) (19) but also the content (M = 4.87; SD = 
1.04).  

In short, most of the students expressed their highly positive attitudes towards written peer feedback (M = 4.95) 
in terms of its usefulness for writing quality improvement and its effects on revisions. They believed that it 
helped not only the writers but also the reviewers improve their writing quality (M = 5.02). Also, they considered 
it a useful tool in learning writing (M = 4.99) which brought them better revision in both low level (M = 4.87) 
and high level (M = 4.84). Noticeably, the findings from this research question contradicted those based on 
qualitative data analysis in research question 1 that students were not qualified enough to generate effective 
comments for peer revision improvement. Therefore, an examination into the quality of peers’ written feedback 
and its effects on the students’ revisions was a need. 

3.4 Discussions of the Findings 

With regards to the extent to which peer feedback was implemented, the results of the present study revealed that 
written peer feedback was applied in English academic writing classes at a University in Ho Chi Minh City. This 
is consistent with the finding of previous research conducted by Pham (2013). However, trained peer feedback 
was not sufficiently practiced by all of the teachers. Previous research findings have sought out that without 
adequate training, students might discomfort with the practice of peer feedback for the lack of trust in their peers’ 
competence, experience anxiety when giving critical feedback, and consider this is time-consuming (Widiati, 
2002; Pearce, Mulder, & Bial, 2009). Therefore, the researcher in an agreement with Pham (2013) suggested that 
to utilize the advantages of peer feedback, training should be applied. 

The teachers provided students with some guidelines and asked students to self-correct their peers’ products 
without regular observation. They, even, did not show students how to explain their peers’ mistakes and give 
suggestions for improvement. Other previous research has proved that, to ensure the effects of written peer 
feedback, training on peer feedback, in which process students were instructed ways to explain the nature of 
problems, and give suggestion (Min, 2006; Pham & Usaha, 2016; Pham et al., 2020; Pham, 2019), should be 
carried out to empower students in learning and create a collaborative learning environment for writing classes 
(Hyland, 2000; Tsui & Ng, 2000; Hyland & Hyland, 2006).  

Semi-structured interviews with teachers revealed that most of the teachers practiced written peer feedback in 
teaching writing. However, its implementation was not adequately treated. First, they provided students with a 
checklist to evaluate their peers’ products. Students were required to put the tick on the ‘yes’ or ‘no’ option. They 
claimed that without specific guidelines students would provide vague feedback on their peers’ writing. Min 
(2008) argued that in the process of evaluating peers’ products, writing their comments would help reviewers 
develop their writing for clarification.  

Second, the teachers verbally instructed students on how to do the editing their peers’ products and what steps 
needed to follow and asked them to practice merely in-class hours. This made students commented on the 
mechanical mistakes instead of the content and organization. Berg (1999) stated that the peer-editing sheet 
should be provided to students now that they acknowledged particular writing aspects that needed focusing. 

Third, the teachers believed that students were not qualified enough to generate comments on their peers’ 
products; thus, peer feedback was merely employed as a sample conducted by the teacher. In contrast, Graves 
(1983) and Tangpermpoon (2008) claimed that the writing process is learner-center; thus, teachers should create 
an involved and motivated environment for writing classes by helping students develop critical thinking and 
learn not to depend only on teachers’ feedback. Supported the notion, Ting and Qian (2010) and Farrah (2012) 
asserted that peer feedback activities could stimulate self-correction among students and nurture students’ 
independent and critical reading and writing. Also, Min (2008) asserted that trained peer feedback helped 
students understand that the purpose of giving comments is to assist writers to express their intended ideas 
comprehensibly; hence, they would provide revision-oriented comments. Moreover, once understanding the 
purpose, the students were excited about giving comments and willing to spend time and effort on negotiating 
ideas and giving specific suggestions. Morra and Romano (2008) added that trained peer feedback helped 
prevent tension and fears; hence, it facilitated student involvement.  

Most of the teachers in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at this university applied written peer feedback on 
teaching academic writing—encouraging students to work in groups and comments on their peers’ writing 
products. However, the practice was not sufficiently adopted. (1) Trained peer feedback was not carried out 
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during the learning process. (2) Because of the belief that students were not qualified enough to generate 
comments on their peer product, (a) in some cases, simple guidelines with ‘yes’/‘no’ options which failed to 
encourage students to write for clarification and suggestion were delivered to the students, (b) peer feedback was 
merely employed as a sample conducted by the teacher. The researcher recommended trained written peer 
feedback to teachers in the Faculty of Foreign Languages at HCMC OU to utilize the practice of peer feedback 
(Berg, 1990; Widiati, 2002; Min, 2006, 2008; Morra & Romano, 2008; Pham, 2010). If students were properly 
trained for peer feedback, they could generate effective comments, which, in turn, eased teachers’ burden on 
large classes. Hence, learner-center in process writing approach was successfully practiced. The recommendation 
would be enforced with the findings from research questions 2, 3, and 4.  

Relating to the students’ attitudes towards the implementation, the research findings revealed that the students 
reported positive attitudes towards every aspect of peer feedback with the mean value ranging from 4.84 to 5.14. 
The study found that the students especially preferred having their writing product read and commented on by 
their peers. The findings lent support to Hirose’s (2008), Morra and Romano’s (2008), and Pham and Nguyen 
(2020) that students highly valued the significance of peer feedback. For example, Morra and Romano found that 
90% of their student participants considered the experience of giving feedback was beneficial.  

Although written peer feedback was not adequately implemented as revealed in research question 1, students 
expressed their preference for its practice. The finding, slightly different from Fujieda’s (2007), could be, at first, 
doubted; yet, should come as no surprise since it was fully supported by process writing and collaborative 
learning approach. These approaches emphasize on learner-centered. Lounis (2010) and Pham and Nguyen 
(2020) stated that feedback was provided to nurture students’ confidence as a writer; however, with time 
limitation teacher feedback was often for the small groups and class as a whole, peer feedback was the best 
choice for students writing development. Besides, Nunan (1992) claimed that collaborative learning 
environments offered learners an effective context for understanding and that they could feel free in expressing 
ideas in small groups.  

Regarding the usefulness of written peer feedback, the results of the present study verified a claim that peer 
feedback was useful as a source for revisions. First, as mentioned by Jacobs et al. (1998) and Pham and Nguyen 
(2020), learners were not, sometimes, aware of their writing mistakes because of their carelessness or knowledge 
gap; this research also revealed that thanks to peer feedback, students could realize the mistakes that were 
difficult to notice by themselves. Second, peer feedback helped improve not only the writer’s writing but also the 
reviewers’ since they learned different writing styles when reading their peers’ writing. The finding seemed to 
bolster Fujieda’s (2007), Pham and Nguyen (2020), Pham (2014), and Min’s (2008), that as a reviewer, peer 
feedback provided them with opportunities to read and learn from other texts, raised their awareness of their 
writing mistakes; as a writer, it helped them receive comments on what they had missed. Yet, it was inventible 
compared to the drawbacks of L2 peer feedback posted by Fallows and Chandramohan (2001) that students 
disliked commenting on their peers’ work since they believed that it was the teacher’s responsibility.  

Third, regarding learning sources, students strongly confirmed that they could learn from both their teacher and 
their peers. The finding was supported by Chaudron’s (1984) that neither teacher nor peer feedback was superior 
to each other. Yet, the research evidence was in opposition to what Widiati (2003) stated that students doubted 
the value of peer feedback and likely to look upon their teacher’s response because they lack trust in the 
competence of the reviewers.  

Concerning the effects of peer feedback on writing quality, the students highly evaluated the effectiveness of 
written peer feedback for their writing quality. Admittedly, the findings were not new. They compatible with 
Jacobs et al. (1989), Qian and Ting (2010), and Farrah (2012) that peer feedback significantly yielded a positive 
impact on revisions. First, confirmed by related literature (Zhu, 2001) on the benefits of peer feedback, the 
findings of the present research showed that sharing their writing with peers made them take more care of the 
writing. Second, they revealed that students believed peer feedback helped students reorganize the ideas in their 
writing more logically, enhanced the writing quality in terms of vocabulary, structure, grammar, vocabulary, and 
content. The findings bolstered Widiati’s (2003) that students found that their peers’ comments helped them not 
only enrich the content but also improve the organization and the language of their writing.  

In short, the findings of the present research revealed that the students highly expressed their favorable attitudes 
towards the practice of written peer feedback. It was found that the students highly rated its practice since (1) 
they believed that it was useful for the writing quality; and, it helped the students not only as a writer but also a 
reviewer, (2) and that the effects of peer feedback on their writing revision were positive—their writing 
performance was enhanced in every aspect such as vocabulary, grammar, structure, spelling, organization, and 
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content. Noticeably, the findings from this research and those from research question 1 seemed to be conflictive, 
which led to a need for a case study to examine the quality of the students’ feedback and its effects on writing 
revisions.  

4. Conclusion 

This present study explored the implementation of written peer feedback in teaching English writing at a 
University in Ho Chi Minh City. First, following the trend of the world language teaching and learning towards 
promoting a learner-centered and collaborative learning environment, written peer feedback was carried out in 
most of the academic writing classes in the Faculty of Foreign Languages; however, the implementation was not 
sufficiently. The teacher did create chances for students to work in groups and comment on peers’ products; yet, 
they assigned peer correction work to students without careful instructions or training. This was due to their 
belief that (1) the student would generate general and vague comments, (2) they were not qualified enough to 
make comments on their peer writing. The researcher recommended trained written peer feedback to the teachers 
in the Faculty of Foreign Languages to make the best use of the activity as confirmed by previous researchers 
(Min, 2006; Min, 2008; Pham, 2019; Pham & Nguyen, 2020) that trained peer feedback helped students improve 
their writing quality, and helped novice students generate effective comments on their peer’s product.  

Second, the present study disclosed the students’ positive attitudes towards the practice of written peer feedback 
through their confirmation of the usefulness of peers’ comments and the effects of peers’ feedback on their 
writing outcomes. The students' considered peer feedback a useful source for revisions since thanks to the 
feedback, they realized the mistakes that were difficult to notice by themselves. Peer feedback brought enormous 
benefits to both writers and reviewers; hence, they admitted that they could learn from not only their teacher but 
also their peers. Besides, they claimed that peer feedback helped them reorganize the ideas in their writing, and 
enhance their writing in terms of vocabulary, structure, grammar, and content. The contradict findings between 
research questions 1 and 2 led the researcher to carry out a case study in an attempt to work out the quality of 
trained peer feedback and its impacts on the students’ revisions.  
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