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Abstract: Peer feedback has recently become the most popular technique in
teaching writing since a large number of research have been conducted to
investigate the advantages of it. In contrast, there are numerous studies
investigating the drawbacks of peer feedback in EFL students. As debatable
concept, peer feedback will always be controversial since various findings are
found by the researchers. Therefore, this paper firstly introduces the peer
feedback, then, attempts to elaborate the challenges of peer feedback viewed
from EFL students’ perspectives in learning writing, and finally proposes some
recommendations of the effective implementation of peer feedback. To overcome
the challenges, there are some things that must be considered such as conducting
training for students before the implementation, creating a comfortable
environment, and grading the peer reviewer draft.
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L. INTRODUCTION
Writing is a skill area in which teachers and students usually find difficulties.
Regarding its difficulties, there have been many views of the best approaches to teach
writing. In recent years, process writing approach becomes recommended approach in
teaching writing. It has shifted from focusing on students’ final products to the process of
writing. Dealing with the process of writing, there was a large number of studies strongly
recommended peer feedback as a beneficial technique. Peer feedback (also known as “peer
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review”, “peer response”, “peer revision”, “peer assessment”, “peer correction”) is process
in which students respond to and provide feedback on their peers' writing. Bartels (2003, p.
34) says: “... peer response, in which students read each other’s papers and provide feedback
to the writer, usually answering specific questions the teacher has provided”. In addition,
many studies about peer feedback had reported that it could improve students’ ability in
writing, gave more motivation for students to write, and gave behavioral changes which is
more in meaning changes than surface changes (Kustati, & Yuhardi, 2014; Shokrpour,

Keshavarz, & Jafari, 2015; Wakabayashi, 2008).
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Although a lot of research supported peer feedback technique in teaching writing,
there still some challenges for students and teachers in applying the technique. As found in
her article, Kangni (2015), mentioned that there are some problems of peer feedback in
teaching such as less confidence, lack of trust, and lack of positive comments. Furthermore,
the writer had also experience in involving through peer feedback. She was assigned by her
lecturer to providefeedback for at least 2 peers. This implementation, however, did not give
much better improvement to my peers as receivers and me as a provider because of some
obstacles.

This paper, therefore, attempts to find out this query: 1) what are the challenges of
peer feedback implementation in EFL writing classroom? This paper also provides some
recommendations of an effective way to implement peer feedback in EFL writing

classroom.

II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

As a debatable concept, peer feedback has been mostly investigated to evidence
either the effectiveness or the defectiveness of its implementation on students’ writing. In
this section, the writer reviews three studies which analyzed the problems involving peer
feedback.

Kangni (2015) investigated problems and tactics in peer feedback in EFL writing
teaching. In his article, he drew up three problems and tactics in peer feedback in EFL
writing teaching such as “students lack confidence in whether theycan provide specific and
qualified feedback”, “students don’t quite trust peer feedback™, and “positive feedback is
absent in peer feedback” (p. 480).

In their study, Deni & Zainal (2011) investigated the benefits and drawbacks of pre-
editing practice in writing classroom. Fifteen students majoring at Tourism were involved.
The instruments used in their study were students’ writing and questionnaires. Both
instruments are employed to “analyze the revision and comments” and to “identify the
students’ perceptions of peer editing practice” (p. 92).

Those two studies have similar purpose with what the writer is proposing. However,
in Kangi study (2015), he only listed three problems related the peerfeedback. Yet, in
this study, the writer draws five challenges which will reveal theobstacles mostly found

by the student involving in peer feedback activities. Whilein Deni & Zainal (2011), they
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investigated the pre-editing practice not theimplementation. The studies described above
give support to the writer that thereactually challenges in the implementation of peer

feedback itself which is focusedon the process.

I11. DISCUSSION
The Challenges of Peer Feedback in EFL Writing Classroom

Implementing peer feedback in EFL writing classroom seems to be a challenge. It
contradicts with the culture of EFL students which are not accustomedto giving and
receiving comments. Although, a great number of studies have reported the advantages of
peer feedback, the writer believes that it is more suitable in the native speaker leaner while
in EFL learners, it might be more complicated. Dealing with the challenges, furthermore,
various studies have already discussed the drawbacks of peer feedback implementation. The
writer, then, attempted to elaborate the challenges based on the combination of her
experiences involving in peer feedback and her independent analysis of some literatures: (1)
students always feel less confidence in providing feedback; (2) receivers are doubtful when
the providers have less knowledge; (3) feedback is unhelpful; (4) students tend to be more
focus on sentences’ errors than contents orideas; (5) peer feedback consumes much time and
is just as time-wasting.

(1) The position of teacher as the person who has power to give more valuable
feedback has caused students lack of confidence and doubtful in giving feedback to their
peers. The students are skeptical whether they are able to substitute their teachers’ position
since the peers always perceive that teachers’ feedback is the one that can be counted on.
Similarly, in his brief study, Sultana (2009) stated that one of the problems of peer correction
is:

“Students might feel reluctant about giving their work to their peers for
correction because they do not want their classmates to know about their
errors. To such students’, peer correction exposes them to their community
and therefore, it affects their self-esteem” (p. 13).

Furthermore, Biggs and Tang (2007) as cited in Pearce, et. al (2009) note that students dislike
to be asked to correct their peers’ writing as they believe that giving feedback is the
responsibility of the teacher. Consequently, either the providers or the receivers do not feel
comfortable in involving in the peer feedback since they are not confident to provide the

feedback or give their writing to otherstudents because of lack of skills, motivation, and
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knowledge.

(2) When students receive feedback from their peers, the question alwaysarises is
whether the feedback is valid or not. Each student has different languageproficiency that
will affect the quality of feedback. The students, then, may bedoubtful with the
competence of their feedback providers. They do not believe in their peers’ feedback
because they tend to rely on the teachers’ feedback (Kangni,2015; Saito and Fujita, 2004
in Binjami, 2013; Yang, Badger & Yu, 2006; Zhang,1995 in Shzh & Lee, 2007) and
because teacher is “the expert whereas their peersmight not be knowledgeable enough to
diagnose their problems” (Sengupta, 1998in Hyland & Hyland, 2006, p. 85). In addition,
Leki (1990) further posits that students who lack communication and pragmatic skills may
not be able toconvey quality peer responses. In situations where students are from different
cultures, cultural misunderstanding may occur. Some cultures may refuse toaccept
student-centred activities. This happens because they have known theircompetence each
other. In result, “sometimes students do not value their peers’knowledge, and therefore
they do not revise their written works based on theirfriends’ feedback. But the same
comments coming from their teachers are takeninto consideration while revising”
(Macdonca & Johnson, 1992 as cited in Sultana,2009, p. 13).

(3) In some cases, feedback is unhelpful. Students may produce “rubber stamp
advice”, imitating their own teachers’ feedback to their writing (Leki, 1990; Min, 2005).
This happens when the teachers randomly paired the ‘strong’ students with the ‘weak’ ones.
Students who are low in language proficiency may derive useful feedback from their strong
peers. Despite they can receive helpful comments, some students may be disoriented with
such feedback because it is too critical for them and they do not know how to revise it. In
contrast, strong studentstend to receive unhelpful feedbacks since the peers’ competence is
low. Those feedbacks will not be taken into consideration. In such cases, students will see
teachers for confirmation or prefer to be corrected by the teachers.

Similar to this, Rollinson (2005) stated that students sometimes feel that only a writer
better than themselves could possibly assess their own writing, making peer response
difficult to implement as students in the same class often aremore or less on the same level
of language proficiency. Besides, when students with low language proficiency read their
friends — which they know have higher English proficiency — writing, they are reluctant to

provide any negative feedbacks but only give short comments such as “good” or “I like your
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story” instead. Apart from the different competence of each student, peer feedback still
becomes useless if the feedback provided by the peers is few. The expectation of conducting
peer feedback is there must be an improvement on the final draft of the students being
corrected. Thus, providing inappropriate feedback surely cannot give any useful changes on
their works and it is just considered as a time-wasting activity.

(4) When involving in peer feedback, the students tend to correct their friends’
mistakes in surface level not in-depth one. They may find difficulties in giving comment
regarding the contents and ideas or they “might not be able to go beyond surface level
problems” (Eksi, 2013, p. 35), and they may often fail to respond to problems in meaning
(Stanley, 1992). Surface level revision focuses more on sentence-level revision; changing
words so that a sentence is clearer, it includes “spelling, punctuation, format and problems
of verb tense, agreement, run-on sentences, sentence fragments, wrong use of collocations,
parts that need rewording for better expression, omission of unnecessary parts and so on”.
While deep level revision involves the big picture of your essay. It relates to ideas, purpose,
evidence, and organization. “These were minor revisions in meaning and macro-structural
changes such as deletion of irrelevant sentences, joining sentences for better expression,
pointing out incomplete ideas needing more support, reordering sentences or longer text
segments” (Eksi, 2013, p. 37-38).

Therefore, deep level feedback must be expected to be revised by the students so
that the feedback is more valuable. Yet, surface level is also needed since many EFL students
tend to make mistakes regarding in the surface level errors. Nevertheless, giving feedback
only in surface level is not recommended if it is not added by in-depth level revision. This
surface level feedback, unfortunately, always appears in students’ revision.

(5) One of the challenges involving the students in peer feedback is that such
activity is not more than a time-wasting activity. This is as the result of students who are
still dependent on the teacher. Moreover, if that activity is new for the students. When conducting
peer feedback activity, teachers assume that it can help them minimize the time-consuming which
they do not need to check the students’ works for whole classes. Even though, teachers need to check
for last assessment, but they expect a high result from the activity. However, students who are not
familiar with this activity are confused and end up with useless feedbacks which do not contribute
to the improvement of students’ works. Thus, teachers work twice because they need to recheck
students’ works whichpractically have been reviewed by the peers.

In addition, for un-trained students, peer feedback is such a burden. They might feel
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that it is a demand from their teacher and must be completed in such way. However, they
have already known that at the end of the lesson, teachers do the revision. Consequently, the
students might feel that this activity is neithereffective nor efficient. In addition, “there is
the mismatch between the time taken to write comprehensive feedback and the time
allocated by the payment system” (Muir, et. al., 2013, p. 15). Therefore, there must be an
additional time to let students provide useful feedback which this consumes much time. Yet,
the result of feedback might be unworthy. Nevertheless, peer feedback might be effective in

certain situation with specific treatment.

Recommendations

As have been discussed so far in this paper, there are a lot of advantages of peer
feedback in EFL writing classroom as well as the drawbacks. To ascertain thatthe students
could take the benefits, there must be ways on how this peer feedback technique is
implemented appropriately. In this section, therefore, the writer will briefly list the
recommendation encountering the challenges that have alreadybeen mentioned above.

First and the foremost, since most EFL students are not familiar with the peer
feedback, it is suggested to train them. As had been agreed by some researchers that training
students to give feedback before the real implementation could develop their sense of
awareness and confident either for peer feedback givers or receivers (Cheng & Warren,
2005; Hu, 2005; Min, 2005; Rollinson, 2005; Zhao, 2014). In addition, teachers should
make students understand that they do not give feedback to their peer as a teacher but as a
reader. Thus, they will feel more relax in commenting their peers’ works and are able to
provide useful feedbacks.

Secondly, teacher must be able to create a comfortable environment for thestudents.
Students must not feel that such activity is a burden because of the responsibility they hold.
Teacher must ensure the students that the feedbacks from their peers are valuable and should
be considered. Thus, they have belief in their peers’ feedbacks and can contribute to the
development of the peers’ works.

Lastly, dealing with the implementation of peer feedback, the providers must be
graded / valued so that the students are encouraged to do the feedback. Moreover, feedback
providers will be appreciated and can give useful contribution to their friends’ drafts.
Besides grading the feedback providers, the group division must also be considered. Since

the students work collaboratively, the number of group members should be paid attention.
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Formally, each student will have more than one peer to comment on their work which is
selected randomly or based on the students’ competencies. This might be a good way, but it
just needs to vary the member of the group. If one student gets two peers to give feedback,
then the peers must be various in term of competency. There must be consisted of stronger
and weaker students. Therefore, the student will get advantages from both reviewers since

the peer reviewers are balance.

IV. CONCLUSION

As a collaborative technique, peer feedback is believed by many researchersas the
appropriate technique in teaching writing process. However, it cannot be denied that during
the implementation, there have been many challenges faced by the students that might cause
the ineffectiveness of the technique itself. This is caused by the experiences of students
involving in peer feedback. Therefore, to overcome the challenges, teacher must conduct
training to introduce the purpose of the feedback clearly so that the students have good
understanding on why they should involve in such activity; try to create a comfortable
environment in order to make students feel less anxious about their peer feedbacks; then,
grading the peer reviewer can be a fair assessment that can contribute to development
of the draft. Additionally, group division must also be balanced interm of competency

so that the students can share each other.
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