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Abstract

This study examines the interactional practices of senior-year preservice teachers who are tasked with designing and
constructing language tests as part of their coursework in the Language Testing and Assessment course, an essential
component of the English language teaching curriculum. Building on the task of test construction, preservice teachers engage
in group-based, reciprocal peer feedback sessions to identify potential issues in their test items and improve their overall
quality, validity, and reliability. To closely examine the interactional dynamics unfolding during these item-review sessions,
the study adopts a micro-analytic approach, conversation analysis, exposing the emotionally laden nature of peer feedback.
The findings reveal that emotionally charged moments often gave rise to heightened resistance, rejection, and disagreement
among peer feedback groups as a response to detailed peer reviews. Accordingly, the emergence of resistance and
interactional misalignment among peers led to sequence expansion, involving repeated cycles of evaluation, justification,
and recommendation until a joint consensus is achieved. Despite extensive research on resistance encounters in medical
interviews, couples counseling, and service exchanges, the field remains notably deficient in studies examining peer
feedback practices in the higher education context. Therefore, this study aims to fill this gap by exploring the dynamics of
peer feedback interactions among preservice teachers, shedding light on how resistance unfolds and is managed through the
emergent phenomenon, reference to testing principles.

Keywords: peer feedback, pre-service teacher education, resistance, language testing and assessment, conversation
analysis.

Ogretmen Adaylarina Yonelik Olcme ve Degerlendirme Dersinde Akran
Geribildirimine Kars1 Direncin Yonetimi

Oz

Bu calisma, Ingilizce 6gretmenligi miifredatimin temel bir bileseni olan ve son sif dgretmen adaylarmin dersin
geeme kriterlerden biri olarak yabanci dil sinavlari olusturduklar1 yabanci dilde 6l¢gme ve degerlendirme dersi i¢inde yer
almaktadir. Buna dayanarak, 6gretmen adaylar1 ayrica test maddelerinin kalitesini, gegerliligini ve giivenilirligini artirmak
amactyla hazirlanan yabanci dil smavlarindaki olas: sorunlari belirlemek i¢in gruplar halinde karsilikli akran geri bildirimi
etkilesimlerine dahil olurlar. Diyalojik 6grenme ortamlarinda anlamli etkilesimin merkezi rolii g6z oniine alindiginda, bu
¢alisma, test maddelerini inceleme ve degerlendirme oturumlar: sirasinda 6gretmen adaylarmin etkilesimlerini yakindan
incelemek i¢in mikro-analitik bir yaklasim olan sdylem ¢6ziimlemesinden faydalanmaktadir. Bu oturumlar yansitici diyalog
ve katilimi tesvik etmeyi amaglasa da yapilan analiz, 6gretmen adaylarinin detayli akran degerlendirmelerine yiiksek direng
ve savunmacilikla karsilik vermesi nedeniyle akran geribildiriminin duygusal yiiklii dogasini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Buna gore,
akranlar arasinda direng ve etkilesimsel uyumsuzlugun ortaya ¢ikmasi, ortak bir fikir birligine varilana kadar degerlendirme,
gerekgelendirme ve tavsiyeden olusan bir dizi genislemesine yol agmistir. Tibbi goriismelerde, ¢ift danigmanliginda, geri
bildirim sonrasi oturumlarda ve hizmet karsilagsmalarinda direng¢ karsilagmalar1 {izerine yapilan kapsamli arastirmalara
ragmen, yiiksekdgretim baglaminda akran geri bildirimi etkilesimlerini inceleyen calismalar alanda hala yeterince yer
edinmemistir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismanin, 6gretmen adaylar1 arasindaki akran geri bildirimi etkilesimlerinin dinamiklerini
inceleyerek bu boslugu doldurmaktir. Caligma, akranlar arasinda geri bildirime kars1 direncin nasil ortaya ¢iktigini ve bu
direncin, bir etkilesimsel kaynak olan sinav ilkelerine yapilan atiflar araciligryla nasil yonetildigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Anahtar kelimeler: akran geribildirimi, direng gosterme, yabanci dilde 6lgme ve degerlendirme, hizmet 6ncesi
Ogretmen egitimi, sdylem ¢oziimlemesi.
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INTRODUCTION

In the dynamic landscape of language education, effective assessment is indispensable for guiding
instructional practices and shaping learning outcomes (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Hatipoglu, 2015). However,
traditional perspectives often oversimplify assessment by reducing it to a one-dimensional framework that focuses
on mere grading and standardized testing (Pastore & Andrede, 2019). Liu and Carless (2006) contrast this
conventional notion of assessment as solely a certification tool (summative) with its broader, multidimensional
role in promoting learning (formative), emphasizing its more nuanced nature. This substantive paradigm shift
directs educators towards embracing a holistic approach, equipping them with both comprehensive skills and
modern practices in designing and implementing sound assessment activities, scoring, and interpreting the results
tailored to the specific type and purpose of the assessment. (Looney et al., 2017). Central to this transformation is
the growing recognition of peer feedback as a key factor in enhancing learning outcomes in higher education
(Hatipoglu, 2017, 2023), a role that closely aligns with the objectives of formative assessment. This process is
often characterized by critically reviewing the performance of a product, such as a project, presentation, or task,
based on predetermined criteria (Falchikov & Goldfinch, 2000; Tseng & Tsai, 2010) through reflective dialogue
and explanatory talk. A typical peer feedback session consists of producing an initial draft receiving feedback and
making revisions to the same work accordingly (Nicol et al., 2014). Throughout these stages, learners familiarize
themselves with the criteria and standards while engaging in a two-way feedback interaction, which cultivates
their understanding of the subject matter (Orsmond, 2002). Unlike traditional teacher-centered feedback, which is
often criticized for being untimely and vague (Topping, 2010), peer feedback provides rich, informative comments
and diverse perspectives as learners actively engage with one another’s work. This dynamic process requires
learners to apply established standards to identify problems and offer solutions to their peers’ work, thereby
engaging in higher-order thinking skills and enhancing their overall learning experience. In this sense, peer
feedback embodies a process of collaborative interaction and mutual negotiation within social constructivist
approach (Nicol et al., 2014). Consequently, considerable research has extensively explored peer feedback as a
prevalent assessment method in higher education, emphasizing its efficiency in learning (Hattie & Timperley,
2007; McConglugue, 2020), principles in designing and implementation (Evans, 2013; Nilson, 2003; Pekrun,
2005), benefits for students (Falchikov & Boud, 2006; Topping, 2010), and its impact on perceptions and attitudes
of both students and educators (Metin, 2010; Sierra, 2015). In light of this perspective, Liu and Carless (2006)
highlight the importance of cultivating a positive and supportive atmosphere in the classroom, with respect to the
‘relational’ aspect of teacher feedback literacy. It is essential to recognize that while the practice prepares learners
for delivering and receiving constructive feedback, its delicate nature may elicit different emotional reactions that
influence both their engagement with the feedback and learners’ long-term academic performance (Bell & Arthur,
2018; Hyland, 2000; Richardson, 2005), especially during the transition to higher education (Beaumont et al.,
2011; Robinson et al., 2011). The emotional weight of it might stir tensions by confronting interlocutors with
challenges to their perceived self-perception and self-esteem, potentially damaging their ideal image of being
‘good’ (Bleakney et al., 2019). This could easily result in defensive behavior and disagreements between the
parties, which eventually yields resistance that halts the progressivity of the talk (Huma et al., 2023). When coupled
with harsh and extensive criticism, this resistance might lead to what Pitt and Norton (2017) described as emotional
backwash, a sense of failure, demotivation, and disappointment toward academic studies. Therefore, a substantial
body of literature has been published on triggered emotional reactions across different professional settings,
including academic writing centers (Park, 2014, 2017; Waring, 2005), counseling sessions (Muntigl, 2013;
Vehvilainen, 2001), healthcare meetings (Heritage & Sefi, 1992; Perakyla, 2010), and post-feedback sessions
between teacher mentors and trainees (Copland, 2010; Waring, 2017). In this respect, the researchers aimed to
gain deep insights into why and how resistance emerges in these institutional contexts and how it is managed
among different parties involved. Jennifer et al. (2012) discovered that undergraduate students often seek
acceptance and approval from their peers and educators, which makes them especially sensitive to critical feedback
and susceptible to erosion of their confidence, experiencing high levels of stress and discouragement. Pekrun et
al. (2002) also highlighted that adverse reactions such as disagreements, rejections, and resistance may arise as a
means of protecting the face and perceived sense of competence and reputation. Additionally, factors such as
context, power dynamics, cultural factors, and individual characteristics were identified as contributors to the
emergence of resistance (Liu & Carless, 2007). On the other hand, a significant number of researchers (Heritage
& Sefi, 1992; Kinnel & Maynard, 1999; Leyland, 2018; Park, 2014; Pudlinksi, 2012; Vehvilainen, 2001) explored
interactional dynamics of resistance from a conversation analytic perspective, focusing on how resistance unfolds
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sequentially, and the practices employed by students. Their findings indicate that the emergence of resistance often
results in sequence expansions and longer negotiations of meaning between interlocutors as it is usually perceived
as a dispreferred response (Pomerantz, 2010; Schegloff, 2007; Vehvilainen, 2009), disrupting the progressivity of
the talk with delays and mitigations (Heritage, 1984). In this regard, Park (2014) illustrated a typical formulation
of resistance, where yeah initially acknowledges the negative feedback, and followed by a contrastive marker, but,
which further extends the negotiation process. Subsequently, the epistemic marker, I think, often signals an account
and anticipates an upcoming disagreement. Heritage and Sefi, (1992) also identified a direct and overt formulation
of resistance in similar contexts. This formulation typically begins with an explicit rejection (no), followed by
assertions of knowledge and competence (I know) and includes the articulation of specific conditions (it doesn’t
work for me) during feedback interactions. Clayman (2013) also distinguishes between the two types of resistance:
overt and covert. While overt resistance openly leads to misalignment, covert resistance manifests more subtly,
often through passive behaviors such as withholding a response or diverting the topic. In her influential study on
advice giving in academic writing centers, Waring (2005) also identified several practices students use to express
their resistance, including invoking authority, asserting personal agendas, making irrational refusals, and
minimizing the importance of feedback. In terms of managing resistance, she discovered that L2 writing mentors
(2007a, 2007b) formulated their feedback using account-giving sequences and proposed suggestions by going
general, invoking larger pedagogical principles, and occasionally creating hypothetical situations to mitigate
resistance and potential disputes. Additionally, Waring (2007b) highlighted that account-giving is a prevalent
strategy for enhancing the validity of feedback and preempting resistance from feedback receivers. Similarly, Chiu
(2008) and Coleman (1998) examined the use of accounts, justifications, and explanations in feedback
formulations, underlining their informative role and identifying them as natural ‘problem solvers’. From another
perspective, Vehvilainen (2001) uses disagreements as a step-wise approach to introducing advice. This method
involves initially questioning students’ ideas to ensure that the advice is delivered pedagogically and is less likely
to encounter further resistance.

Several studies (Leung, 2002; Stokoe et al., 2020) also investigated conflict talks and disputes in everyday
conversations, shedding light on how resistance emerges and is managed by interlocutors during mundane talk.
Strategies such as submission, dominant party intervention, compromise, and withdrawal have been identified as
common practices that bring resistance to a resolution and consensus between parties. Because of its substantial
consequences for communication processes, organizational behavior, and interpersonal dynamics, the subject of
resistance has attracted a great deal of academic study. The majority of research has traditionally focused on the
types and effectiveness of feedback practices (Evans, 2013; Nilson, 2003; Pekrun, 2005), with limited attention
given to the interactional dynamics of peer feedback, such as the variables influencing its acceptance or rejection.
Only recently have studies begun to dive into the various facets of resistance and negotiation among interlocutors,
especially in the context of advice formulations. (Leyland, 2018; Park, 2014a; Vehvilainen, 2009; Waring, 2007a;
Waring, 2007b). Therefore, this study aims to contribute to the limited yet significant collection of interaction-
based studies on peer feedback resistance and the following consensus-building process. Copland, Ma, and Mann
(2009) redefine feedback as a multi-unit turn unfolding in combination with assessment, evaluation, counter
statements, suggestions, and advice. Therefore, the study focuses on exploring the emergence of resistance among
pre-service teachers by particularly examining instances of it within the multi-layered nature of peer feedback
exchanges in an undergraduate language assessment and evaluation course. Addressing peer feedback resistance
is crucial, as cultivating a supportive environment where students feel safe and comfortable delivering and
receiving constructive feedback is essential for continuous improvement and collaboration in academic and
professional settings. In this regard, the above review reveals two current research gaps and aims to answer the
following research questions:

1.How do pre-service teachers deliver feedback to their peers, and how does it lead to resistance?

2.What interactional practices and strategies are employed by pre-service language teachers to cope with
resistance during peer feedback exchanges?

3.Do pre-service teachers display any uptake of feedback following the resolution of resistance and
reaching a consensus?
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METHOD
Research Design

This study adopts an inductive, micro-analytic methodology, namely Conversation Analysis (CA), to
examine human social interactions. The primary data source comes from weekly video recordings taken in a
classroom setting over a six-week period. These recordings aim to capture and document both verbal & nonverbal
interactions of pre-service language teachers. The feedback provided by pre-service teachers is analyzed from an
emic perspective, revealing “reference to the testing principles” (RTP) as a recurring phenomenon. Within the CA
framework, the phenomenon manifests in three distinct sequential contexts in peer feedback sessions:
problematization, resistance, and suggestion. However, the current study specifically examines the emergence of
peer feedback resistance sequences, which unfold immediately after the initial problematization stage, and
investigates how arising resistance is resolved through the employment of RTP among pre-service teachers.

Participants and Research Context

The current study involves 23 senior-year pre-service language teachers enrolled in the foreign language
education department at a state university in Tiirkiye. As a crucial component of their undergraduate curriculum,
pre-service teachers took an intensive English language testing and evaluation course (ELTE) implemented in a
flipped classroom model for six consecutive weeks during the summer school of 2020. Throughout the course,
pre-service teachers met with their professors twice a week for sessions lasting four to five hours, during which
theoretical concepts were well integrated with practical application in foreign language testing and assessment.
The primary purpose of the ELTE course was to furnish pre-service teachers with a sound knowledge of language
assessment while cultivating their assessment literacy, which is essential for their future role as assessors in their
careers. Therefore, the first two weeks of the course were devoted to establishing a solid theoretical basis for
language assessment. During this phase, the class covered a wide range of topics, including the fundamentals of
testing and assessment, various national and international language exams, the intricacies of test construction,
techniques of item writing, and the critical concepts of validity and reliability and as well as commonly practiced
standards and criteria to evaluate test quality. As of the third week, pre-service teachers begin the practical
component of the course, arriving in the classroom having completed the assigned readings and working on the
first drafts of their language exams in groups for elementary-level students covering grammar, vocabulary, reading,
listening, speaking, and writing sections. In the final three weeks, pre-service teachers are divided into five groups,
and each is tasked with providing in-depth feedback on their peers’ language exams, focusing on fundamental
concepts such as e.g. practicality, validity, reliability, authenticity, and washback.

Table 1. Duration of Video Recordings and Main Focus of Feedback Sessions

Sessions Session Type Duration

Session 4 Feedback on the grammar 186 minutes
section

Session 5. Feedback on the vocabulary 128 minutes
section

Session 6. Feedback on the reading 125 minutes
section

Session 7. Feedback on the writing 122 minutes
sections

Total 12 hours

Each pre-service teacher submitted written feedback on their peers’ first drafts on the university’s online
system and then provided comprehensive verbal feedback during the peer feedback sessions held in class, as Table
1 illustrates. During these peer feedback sessions, pre-service language teachers are expected to validate their
feedback through assigned course materials, such as books and articles covering foreign language testing and
assessment, as required by the course professor. As Liu & Carless (2006) suggest, involving students in
determining assessment criteria and quality enhances students’ awareness of standards and facilitates active
engagement during peer feedback interactions. Boud (2000) also highlights the importance of embedding peer
feedback practices within the regular course hours to cultivate a culture where giving and receiving feedback
becomes a natural learning process, promoting the successful implementation of peer feedback among learners.

609



Data Collection

Throughout these six consecutive weeks, a total of 16 hours of peer feedback sessions were video recorded.
However, the study particularly concentrates on these sessions within the course; therefore, twelve hours of data
are orthographically transcribed using Transana, a computer-assisted transcription tool, and then adhered to
Jefferson's (2004) transcription system conventions to guarantee the standardization and authenticity of naturally
occurring conversations. From the emic perspective of CA, a close examination is carried out through repetitive
watching, prolonged engagement, and persistent observation (Davis, 1992) by the researcher since transcriptions
offer detailed representations of the data for analysis (Perakyla, 2004). For a potential discovery of a phenomenon
-a recurring pattern employed by pre-service teachers during their peer feedback interactions- the data is presented
and analyzed in a data session, drawing on the observations and expertise of the researchers in the field. While the
granularity of the transcriptions and video recordings provides the researcher with a comprehensive understanding
of the conversational dynamics and nuances, the data session and contributions of experts, through unmotivated
examination, further address the validity and reliability issues surrounding the adopted methodology (Antaki et
al., 2008).

Conversation
Analysis

Unmotivated
Examination

Data
collection

Building a
collection

Orthographic
Transcription

Discovery of a
phenomenon

Figure 1. Methodological Steps in Conversation Analysis

Data Analysis

Conversation Analysis (CA), an approach for examining social interactions through talk and bodily
behavior, was adopted as this study's analytic method of inquiry. With an emphasis on the social actions attained
through conversation, CA first surfaced in the mid-1960s and deviated from popular cognitive and empirical
approaches by employing actual talk as its central analytical unit. To analyze participants’ utterances, linguistic
forms, and bodily actions, CA utilizes audio and video recordings of naturally occurring conversations and
demonstrates a revolutionary perspective on understanding social behavior. The emergence of CA brought
attention to the significance of researching not only conversation but also the underlying motivations behind
linguistic decisions, famously encapsulated in the question: ‘Why this, in this way, right now?’ highlighting the
dynamic interplay between social action and its construction through talk-in-interaction. In CA, exchanges of talk
are regarded as a medium through which actions are performed (Hoey & Kendrick, 2018), and basic organizational
features within these exchanges are identified as turn-taking, turn-construction, sequence, and repair by the early
work of conversation analytic studies (Goffman, 1964; Sidnell, 2013; ten Have 2007). A simple exchange between
a toddler and the parent is provided below, where we see a child’s simple response by simply uttering, ‘no,” as
children are fascinated with the word itself to convey their refusal or resistance.

Parent: it's bedtime, sweetheart. Let’s go.
Child: NOT, no, no, no.

Parent: uh huh yes, yes we are going to bed (.) no:w

What we mean by these two utterances is that they make up an adjacency pair (AP), a basic structural unit in a
conversation. While the parent issues a directive to the toddler as a first-pair part of the AP, the child’s response,
rejection, makes a second-pair part relevant. This is how we will analyze the structural organization of longer
instances of resistance among pre-service language teachers during their peer feedback interactions by employing
CA.

Discovered phenomenon: Reference to Testing Principles

Nonetheless, managing resistance isn’t always this straightforward, like the one between a parent and a
toddler. On the contrary, it manifests itself in longer stretches of talk and negotiations, where finding common
ground might be a potentially challenging endeavor. As Waring (2007a, 2007b) put forward in her research on the
resistance between writing mentors and students, different types of accounts are formulated within the feedback
to counter and forestall resistance between the parties involved in the feedback session. Our study reveals a similar
phenomenon practiced by pre-service teachers in the face of resistance during peer feedback interactions. It has
been observed that peer feedback groups strategically employ a comprehensive set of twenty-one principles as a
guideline to justify their claims when they problematize a test item and provide an account as evidence. These
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principles fulfill various functions in the study as a criterion and an account and originate from various sources
covered in the classroom. First, these principles guiding the critical review of language exams come from assigned
course readings focused on language testing and evaluation, such as Language Assessment: Principles and
Classroom Practices by D. Brown, Writing English Language Tests by J.B. Hughes, Testing for Language
Teachers by A. Heaton, etc. These readings, including textbooks and articles, aim to equip pre-service teachers
with a comprehensive understanding of established theories, principles, and sound practices in language
assessment. Moreover, these principles are reinforced, clarified, and repeatedly resorted to by the professor during
the theoretical stage of the flipped lesson, where foundational concepts are introduced and discussed over two
weeks. Besides, the professors requested pre-service teachers to base their feedback on solid grounds at the
beginning of the course, which resulted in continuous and ongoing integration of these principles during the peer
feedback sessions. Below is an example from a pre-service teacher in the second feedback session, where feedback
is provided to the stem of a problematic reading question and supported by a principle to validate the comment
and provide evidence from a reliable source in the field.

UZE: hocam, correct me if I am wrong once I read Heaton page one hundred four or
five, I don’t remember but he say:s if you have scanning questions, the questions
should come first then the text should come later. Because they are going to lead the
students to find the correct answer without you know mhm spending too much time.
Therefore, we should change the place of this mm I mean it should be placed above I
think

Throughout the data, principles are brought forward in peer feedback group comments and formulated with the
modal ‘should’ as they clearly indicate how test items should be constructed according to established norms and
standards in foreign language testing and assessment. In another example, the teacher also invokes another
principal by going general (Waring, 2017) during the discussion while advising a group of pre-service teachers in
session five.

Remember Hughes hm (0.2) what does he tell us hm (0.2) he tells us that we shouldn’t
eliminate the options by looking at the questions (0.3) right¢

Suffice it to say that these principles guide the pre-service teachers while aligning the theoretical insights of
language assessment with hands-on applications, constructing valid and reliable test items. Pre-service teachers
are provided a framework for critically reviewing and evaluating the language exams, ensuring that evidence-
based practices and pedagogical expertise inform their feedback.

Research Ethics

Given the significance of ethical considerations in research on human participants, ensuring participants’
anonymity and consent before their involvement is particularly crucial for CA-based studies as they rely on
naturally occurring conversations. Throughout the research, ethical issues were considered by informing
participants about the procedures and purpose of the conversation analytic study, and consent forms were obtained
from voluntary participants. Participants’ anonymity and privacy were ensured by allocating pseudonyms, and the
study refrained from including visual elements.

FINDINGS

Extract 1 is from peer feedback session four, devoted to the grammar sections of the language tests. The
extract below shows how RTP emerges during the problematization stage of peer feedback sessions, which
receives direct resistance from the item-writer group one. On the first question, peer feedback group four (CAN,
SEL, ZEK, GUL) delivered their feedback and initiated a problematization on a test item, the first question,
intended for sixth-grade pupils, testing simple present tense in multiple-choice format and received resistance from
the item writer group one (SAL, YAS, BAR, and OZG).

Extract 1.
1 PROF: %first &question%é&

%$1looks around the classroom%
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question

10

11

CAN:

PROF:

PROF:

CAN:

PROF:

CAN:

PROF:

CAN:

question(.) 12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

PROF:

SEL:

YAS:

CAN:

delete

YAS:

you

1:CAN looks at

21

22

23

24

CAN:

YAS:

CAN:

&CAN raises his handé&
it has a clue
hmm hmm
Ali likes riding a bicycle but The: (.) of course er its an -s=
=*hm hm*
*nods her head*

we can er estimate it because by- by looking a-at the first

o::ka:y?
°its not a clear (.) question (.)because of that’
goo::d (.) so >you say that we have too many likes<

in the question(.)

yeah also (.) but (.) Ali likes (.) has the answer of the

[actually
[#but he does not#
#reads the stem of the question and fills the blank space#

[unintelligible
[Tbut if you are (unintelligible) Istudents

[Tyou—you can get the s be- because of Ali ee:r then you can

some eer options (.) by looking at (.) this looking=

=if you know simple present of course °will be better ° but if

do not you can (0.2) er you can just select Xd also

the exam paper in front of him

it is just simple Xpresent tense=

X-—=>

=but if the students ~d-don’t~ know the students don’t know

they [can’t (0.2)

[they should kno:w=]
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25 YAS: =of course they should kno:wT [but-]

26 SS: [UH HUH]

Extract 1 begins with the professor’s focalization of the first question in the grammar section of item writer group
one and sustaining her gaze on the classroom, looking for a preservice teacher among the peer feedback groups to
start the feedback session. CAN from the peer feedback group four raises his hand and bids for a turn (Sahlstrom,
2002), which immediately receives an embodied acknowledgment from the teacher (hmm hmm) in the next turn.
In line 2, CAN starts his feedback by directly problematizing the item under discussion with the statement (it
has a clue) . His contribution not only highlights a potential issue in the focal item but also indicates a violation
of a fundamental principle. According to Haladyna (2004), one key principle of test item construction is that items
should not contain or be designed in a way that provides clues to the correct answer for students. CAN continues
his problemaziton of the test item by reading aloud the first part of the sentence (A1i likes riding a bicycle
but HE: (0.2)) and stops at the blank space, which aims to test simple present tense negative form (does
not) . He produces the certainty marker (of course)and provides the correct answer (it's an s)to the
question. The violation of this principle in the question stem offers a clue that makes it easier for sixth-grade
students to find the correct answer, doesn’t among the four distractors of the multiple-choice question, and
comprises the validity of the item. Upon CAN’s elaboration, the professor issues an embodied acknowledgment
token (hmm hmm) in coordination with a head nod. Using inclusive language (we) to refer to his group members
or the entire class, CAN proceeds to problematize the focal item in his next turn and brings an account to his
problematization. He problematizes the item's design and stem (Ali likes), which facilitates the estimation
of the correct answer by making it easier to solve by eliminating the other options (we can estimate it by
looking at the first question). Inhis contribution, CAN invokes his group members, or other preservice
teachers as well, as potential task-takers with inclusive (we) , and immediately receives another acknowledgment
token from the teacher (okay)and produces a negative assessment by labeling the question as (it’s not a
clear question because of that) .Inline 10, the professor nods and issues (good) as an explicit positive
assessment (Waring, 2008), indicating that CAN’s comment was a preferred contribution. She later demonstrates
her candidate understanding by reformulating CAN’s previous comment (so you say) regarding the question
stem, and she brings clarification to the aforementioned clue (we have too many likes in the
question)mentioned at the beginning of CAN’s turn in line 2. In the next turn, CAN acknowledges and signals
his continuation (also)to specify the clue he mentioned in the question stem as (ali likes)that yields the
correct answer in the question, which the professor takes up and completes the blank space (but he does not)in
a terminal overlap. In line 16, SEL overlaps with YAS, another member of peer feedback four, in the turn-initial
position and hence withdraws her utterance. YAS takes the turn and continues with the contrastive marker (but) to
signal an upcoming resistance (Park, 2014) to the problematization previously made by CAN. In line 15, YAS
invokes non-present actors (students)to formulate her resistance (Leyland, 2021), yet her utterance cuts off
when she overlaps with CAN’s upcoming turn in line 16. CAN elaborates on his initial claim about the problematic
question design, where the first part of the sentence (ali likes) is connected by the marker (but) which signals
a clear contrast and strongly suggests that the second part of the question must be in the negative form (does
not). This serves as a clue that leads test takers towards the correct answer easily, even if they are not fully
confident or knowledgeable in their understanding of simple present tense (you can get the -s because
of ali then you can delete some options). The use of the contrastive marker ‘but’ simplifies the
question by limiting the possible options and making the negative form the obvious choice while offering a less
challenging task for students.

Upon this, YAS immediately takes the turn and starts formulating her resistance argument by questioning the
assumptions underlying the feedback delivered. She acknowledges CAN’S perspective about the advantages of
grasping the grammatical structure in answering the question correctly (if the students know simple
present, of course, it will be better), yetshe still defends the appropriacy of item one’s design in
terms of its difficulty and assumes that the item is still functional. She rejects the item’s perceived easiness and
makes the statement (if they do not know, they can also select option d)to counter the argument
made by CAN. Here, YAS questions the assumption made by CAN that all students will have a thorough
understanding of simple present tense well enough to answer the question easily. She overtly resists CAN’s
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feedback by implying that the question is a fair measurement of students’ understanding of the target subject. In
her formulation, she constructs her resistance from the student's perspective and invokes non-present actors
(students) to describe a possible student behavior while taking the test (Leyland, 2021; Yoney, 2021). YAS’s
resistance aims to diminish and minimize CAN’s negative feedback and creates counter arguments while
defending the overall appropriacy and validity of the question. In the previous lines, the problematization co-
constructed by CAN and the professor is still met with overt resistance from one of the item writers, YAS, leading
to a sequence expansion and ongoing misalignment between preservice teachers. In lines 21 and 22, they both
discuss the complexity of the structure being tested and its appropriacy for test-takers. CAN reinforces that the
grammar structure being tested is straightforward -the simple present tense, one of the concepts taught at an early
stage for students as it is the fundamental building block of the grammar. So, he implies that the test item is
relatively easy if the students understand the basic rules of the simple present. In the next line, we can understand
YAS’s possible frustration from her incomplete utterances and repetitions and ongoing persistence on the item’s
complexity and difficulty appropriate for students (if the students don’t know they can’t). She
suggests that the concept might be simple, yet the question still functions and can be challenging for students
lacking enough knowledge and grasp of the grammar rules. In line 23, CAN acknowledges her resistance and
further responds to her claim from the perspective of test specifications. He reminds her that the question only
tests simple present tense structure, which must be already in the student's epistemic domain (they should
know) since it is the only grammar structure covered in class according to the test specifications written by the
item-writer group. Doing this, CAN receives a shared laughter token from his peers, and in the upcoming turn,
YAS issues a proforma agreement by employing a full modified repeat of CAN’s previous comment (of
course, they should know) yet issues a contrastive marker (but)to pursue further acceptance for her
resistance which extract 2 displays below.

Extract 2.
27 YAS: [e:r bisey sorabilir miyim]
may I ask something
28 S2: [ (unintelligible)]
29 YAS: [outline says that] the only topic is e:r simple present tense (.) how
long
30 (.) do you prefer (0.2) er to ask °this question® how do you: how would
31 you ask this question
32 CAN: er I am just suggesting that Ali likes should be removed because of
(0.3)
33 err: it’s a clue=
34 PROF: =*hm hm*
*nods her head*
34 SEL: you measured but (.) sentence you don’t measure simple present tense
35 CAN: yeah
36 SEL: you just measured (.) but
37 CAN: yeap this is (unintelligible) [positive or negative
38 SEL: [do the students- Tdo the students know the meaning of but
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39 YAS: the-this is not- this is just not the meaning of but

40 PROF: bu:t also after HE:: (.) eer (.) they also measured simple present
tense

41 [anyway right]

42 YAS: yes it is

43 PROF: w:hyT (0.3)

What follows is a preface with the question (may I ask something) pausing the ongoing dispute and preceding
a challenge formulated to CAN by inviting him to articulate his perspective as an item writer on testing the same
structure and opening the floor for a specific suggestion (Park, 2017). During resistance encounters, the party
resisting the negative evaluation or advice of his/her interlocutor might issue a question to challenge the other
party or seek alignment in solving the problem collectively. YAS formulates her question (the outline says
the only topic is simple present er, how would you ask this question)with great difficulty
as the micro pauses, hesitation markers, and multiple self-repairs reveal between lines 30-32. Here, YAS brings
test specifications and outlines as the guideline for constructing the items and draws attention to the alignment
between this guideline and the question under review. While a suggestion is relevant to YAS’s question as a second
pair part, the focus shifts from defending the design of the current item to articulating a specific alternative, a
suggestion still indicating some form of implicit resistance by the item writer. Instead of taking responsibility for
constructing an item to test the simple present tense and providing a suggestion as requested by YAS, CAN begins
his formulation with mitigation (I am just suggesting that) He steers the conversation back to the core
issue: whether to keep the stem (A1i likes) as the stem of the question or delete it. In this regard, CAN offers
to remove the first part of the question (A1i likes)as it functions as a clue to the correct answer. Although his
response does not entirely address YAS’s question about the test item, he reformulates his initial assertion as a
suggestion, underscoring his stance on the matter, which might cause YAS to reconsider her own stance. In the
following line, YAS sustains her gaze on CAN yet does not provide an acknowledgment or rejection of his
suggestion. Clayman (2013) asserts that being silent and withdrawing a response can also be marked as resistance.
We also don’t see any reaction from the other item writers in the same group with YAS; they remain silent
throughout this negotiation. In the next turn, CAN receives an embodied acknowledgment token from the
professor, and in line 34, SEL, another peer feedback provider sitting next to CAN, takes the turn by directly
addressing YAS with the second-person singular pronoun (you) and starts her own problematization on the same
item and seeks further acceptance from YAS. Wang (2007b) suggests resistance can result in reformulations and
taking the matter from different perspectives during the negotiation process in the ongoing interaction until it
resolves. At the same time, YAS and SAL, another member of the item-writer group, turn and sustain their gaze
at SEL. In her turn, SEL shows her alignment with her group member CAN by bringing additional support for the
initial problematization of the item by reformulating the initial comment. She states that the question tests
(but) structure, not the present tense, which adds another layer to the problematization. This time, SEL challenges
the validity of the same item by asserting that something is measured, but it wasn’t the grammatical construct
intended to be measured. Following that, CAN confirms SEL in an overlap and shows his agreement by explaining
that the question tests positive or negative forms of aux forms do and does with the connector (but)in the
middle of the stem. In line 43, SEL retakes her turn and requests information by issuing a question if the students,
hypothetical sixth graders as test-takers (Leyland, 2021), know the meaning and function of (but). As a common
practice in resistance encounters, SEL’s question reinforces her initial comment in line 34 and challenges YAS
by putting her in a position to either confirm or disconfirm. In the next turn, YAS performs a disconfirming
response and directly rejects SEL’s initial claim with a counter statement, stating that the question does not aim to
test whether the students know the meaning of (but) or not. The discussion between groups evolved around the
initial problematic connector (but) in the question stem, which initially served as a clue and made the answer
predictable for students but, at the same time, revealed another issue: the item doesn’t test what it aimed to test, or
does not measure what is taught in the classroom, simple present tense. In line 40, the professor, as the third party,
intervenes and reminds peer feedback groups that the item-writers also measured the same structure, simple present
tense after the connector (but), which receives an immediate confirmation from YAS (yes, it is). Upon
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this, the teacher issues a wh-interrogative (why) . In her question, the teacher might signal the problem in the
question stem and ask for further clarification or justification from the item writer groups. Extract 3 illustrates the
teacher’s alignment and opening the floor for suggestions to eradicate the problem in the item.

Extract 3.
44 CAN: #you told us that e:r (0.2) we shouldn’t eliminate er the options by
looking

45 at the question Tright

#sustains his gaze at teacher--->55
46 PROF: correct
47 CAN: thi-this helps students to eliminate% [(...)

G————= points to the exam paper----- %

48 PROF: [hmm hmm hmm hmm I knew (.) eer that and we should rephrase in a different
49 manner (.) good and specific for you I was just listening to you for a-
50 for now o:kay
52 YAS:  {+oka:yi+

#item writer GUL take notes#

+YAS looks at the paper in front of her+
53 PROF: so what do you suggest feedback groups

After the professor issues a (why) interrogative to groups and invites elaboration on the design of the question,
upon a micro (0.3) delay, CAN, who is the first to problematize the item, sustains his gaze on the professor. He
starts his multi-unit turn by referring to a past learning event (Can Dagkin, 2017) (you told us), which directly
takes the teacher as the primary source for his upcoming comment. While formulating his statement, he makes a
direct reference to the violated testing principle (we should not eliminate the options by looking
at the question right)and asks for confirmation. CAN references previous instructions given by the
professor, which indicates his attempt to validate the feedback he provided and ensure its alignment with those
instructions to construct valid and reliable test items. He highlights these principles as guidelines to be followed
while constructing valid test items and also reaffirms his stance through the professor. CAN emphasizes the
problematic question design, which helps elimination of the options once again and shows how this contradicts
the professor’s earlier instructions during the lecturing weeks of the course. While he displays his knowledge of
assessment built upon the professors' in-class teachings, he also substantiates his initial claim by referencing the
testing principle and bringing evidence to the consistency and validity of his feedback. While doing this, he
positions the professor as an epistemic authority, leveraging her for validation and credibility. In this case,
resorting to authority as a third-party intervention during disputes is a common strategy for conflict resolution
(Leung, 2002); while peer feedback groups are all in equal positions, the professor is superior in her epistemic
knowledge domain, and therefore, the interaction dynamics change easily and becomes a matter of adhering to the
authoritative guidelines. While CAN employs RTP + and a direct reference to the professor as a resolution to the
ongoing conflict, he demonstrates that the violated testing principle is within his domain of knowledge on testing
and assessment, acquired through the ELTE course taught by the professor (you told us) during the initial
weeks of the summer school, before pre-service teachers start drafting their achievement exams. This also directly
brings the professor into the ongoing discussion and encourages her direct involvement in resolving the
disagreements between the peer feedback groups and providing further clarifications on the matter as an expert on
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language testing and assessment. In line 48, the professor confirms peer feedback group members CAN and SEL
and shows her alignment with their feedback with a positive assessment marker (good). In the same turn, she
states that they should rephrase the question in a different form with inclusive language (we should rephrase
it in a different manner), which might signal her going general as a strategy used in advice formulations
(Waring, 2007b). Later, she turns to the item-writer group and explains that she was listening to them. Her
statement might indicate that she deliberately created an interactional space for both groups to deliver their
feedback, discuss the test items with one another, and share their insights. At the end of the interaction, YAS
produces an acknowledgment token (okay) to the teacher’s contribution in the previous line while her group
members take notes. She remains silent, which indicates her recognition of the professor’s authority and
accordingly withdrawal of her participation. Yet this necessarily does not reveal the item writers’ viewpoint or
their acceptance of the feedback (Vehvilainen, 2009), which requires analysis in the last week of the course
dedicated to self-feedback sessions for item writer groups to reveal the changes they made to their language tests
in light of the feedback they received. The final closure is issued by the professor by inviting preservice teachers
to present their suggestions to eradicate the problem in the item, which indicates her acceptance and alignment
with Can’s and his group members’ feedback on the problematic test items (so what do you suggest)once
again.

DISCUSSION

Extract one displays a detailed examination of how pre-service language teachers engage in peer feedback
sessions to review and provide feedback on the validity and reliability of test items constructed by their peers. The
focal point is around CAN’s problematizing the first question on the grammar section of the exam, prepared by
group one, which triggers a series of interactions and longer stretches of talk among peer feedback groups and the
professor. CAN formulates his feedback on his identification of a violated testing principle: eliminating the options
by looking at the question stem itself. Nonetheless, initially, CAN assumes the role of a test taker, solves the
question, and problematizes the design of the item constructed for sixth graders. He asserts that the stem of the
question serves as a clue that facilitates the selection of the correct answer easily. Upon his negative feedback on
the item, he elaborates on the problem by providing an account (Waring, 2017) of the nature of the issue and the
construction of the test item. His questioning of the validity of the test prompts a critical examination of the focal
item among preservice teachers, leading to a long process of meaning negotiation, which is inherent in the nature
of peer feedback interactions. However, in his initial attempt, CAN failed to establish a mutual agreement between
the peer feedback and the item-writer group. This demonstrates that even though pre-service teachers employ a
common practice in feedback sessions, taking the role of a test taker/student and account-giving to justify their
claims and provide solid explanations, the analysis shows that “not every explanation is equally acceptable”
(Verkuyten, 2000). CAN’s initial negative feedback sparks a debate between CAN and YAS, the item writer,
leading to the emergence of resistance. Resistance can take many forms and is only natural in influencing the
dynamics of the feedback process differently. In his feedback, CAN focuses on whether the question effectively
measures the intended grammatical structure, simple present and argues for the necessity of following and adhering
to the testing principles while constructing test items. On the other hand, YAS as the item writer displays overt
resistance from the perspective of non-present actors, students (Leyland, 2021) with hypothetical conditional, to
emphasize the knowledge students require to answer the question. Here, YAS questions the assumption made by
CAN on the easiness of the item and defends the appropriacy of the item design in terms of its difficulty, which
she perceives as suitable for the target level. While she directly resists the feedback provided by group four, she
tries to minimize it by implying that the question is a fair measurement of the target structure. Not surprisingly,
YAS’s overt resistance resulted in the delay of the agreement, leading to sequence expansion and a more extended
negotiation process among pre-service teachers. Upon receiving CAN’s feedback, YAS maintained her role and
position as the item writer, responding defensively by formulating counterarguments grounded in her
understanding of students’ knowledge domain and the exam’s intended coverage, thereby asserting the test’s
content validity. While group four upholds their roles as item writers, the peer feedback group undertakes different
positions as test takers or feedback providers according to the nature of the ongoing conversation, where both
parties pursue acceptance of their arguments. During this process, unfolding resistance delays the acceptance of
the feedback and common consensus between the parties, yet it also becomes constructive because it facilitates a
deeper analysis of the feedback and the focal question. Besides, the unfolding resistance prompted the peer
feedback group four to revise their arguments and justify their claims with solid grounds to address the challenges
made by the item-writer group to minimize the efficiency and validity of their feedback. As a consequence of this,
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CAN reformulates his initial feedback and invokes the violated testing principle (RTP) with reference to the
teacher, a third party in the interaction (you taught us that) as a shared epistemic source and knowledge
authority (Heritage, 2013; Sidnell, 2015) which brings the resistance into a resolution. CAN strategically invokes
the violated testing principle as an interactional resource (we shouldn’t eliminate the options by
looking at the question)and as a valid account that aligns his arguments with established pedagogical
norms. His employment of RTP displays his situated understanding of language testing and assessment (Can,
2020), and he successfully manages the ongoing resistance from the item writer group.

In this regard, Firth (1995) asserts that accounts can also function as problem-solving devices in such
environments open to disagreements. However, the extracts above clearly show that accounts are susceptible to
negotiation among pre-service teachers. Our analysis reveals that students do not readily accept every feedback,
even if it is presented with valid accounts/evidence, and it naturally yields resistance and disagreements in longer
stretches of talk. The acceptance of the problematization depends on the kind of evidence provided. In this case,
the professor’s presence and the testing principles serve both as guidelines during the item review process and
problem-solving devices in the face of ongoing resistance. At the same time, CAN’s feedback is validated by the
professor’s acceptance and subsequent agreement, which leads to a shift in focus towards problem-solving, and
hence, the suggestion phase as a common practice in feedback interactions becomes the next relevant action (so
what do you suggest). The suggestion phase aims to eradicate the problem in the test item and leads to the
next phase in the peer feedback discussion, the uptake. The present study has disproved the widespread belief that
the feedback receivers’ resistance signifies a conflict between the interlocutors and could lessen the effectiveness
of the feedback. (Rodby, 2002; Seckendorf, 1986). Instead, it has demonstrated how the resistance can encourage
further discussion and negotiation of the target issue, ultimately promoting critical engagement with pedagogical
practices and enhancing collaborative learning.

Uptake of the Feedback

A bulk of research investigates the problems inherent in feedback, especially concerning its delivery and
acceptance (Falchikov & Goldfinch, 2000; Orsmond, 2002; Tseng & Tsai, 2010). Nevertheless, the main issue lies
in the reception and understanding of the feedback. If feedback is not delivered in the most comprehensible and
clear manner, indicating the areas of weakness or opportunities for improvement in the subsequent work, it cannot
be utilized effectively (Cushing et al., 2011). Hence, its potential remains unexplored. As an essential component
of the learning process, feedback should bridge the gap between the current performance and the desired one
(Sadler, 1989). Topping (1999) illustrates the situation by stating that feedback should be effectively used to
produce an improved version of the same work, such as an assignment or project, fostering learning. Therefore,
the last session was dedicated to pre-service teachers’ presentation of the latest version of their language exams,
and it clearly exhibits how peer feedback groups made revisions to their language test in line with the feedback
they received to increase the quality and validity of their test items. Below, we present an extract from week six,
session eight, where all groups took fifteen minutes to present, and YAS elaborated on the problematic test item
criticized for violating testing principles and how the group has dealt with the problem.

YAS: First of all, we will start with our grammar questions because it was the first
session. err as you can see here on the previous err previous version err exam of the
exam. you told us that I mean our friends told us that our first grammar question was
problematic. because the err the stem, Alilikes was giving clues to students, and that’s’
why we changed it with something else as you said here er as you suggested. You can
see the new item here on the left side.

This last session provides us with the uptake of the feedback and withdrawal of the resistance as YAS presents.
As the extract displays, the resistance does not extend outside the classroom and YAS and other item writer groups
are provided with enough time to revise and make necessary changes to their work. Evans (2013) underlines the
importance of providing students with time and opportunities to make necessary revisions to their assignments and
incorporate feedback. Otherwise, students usually postpone necessary revisions, resulting in a lack of meaningful
feedback utilization (Vehvilainen, 2009). In this regard, YAS highlights that, as the item writer group, they have
made the necessary changes to the problematic test item according to the feedback they received from their peers.
This shows us that the item writer group has accepted and utilized the feedback by following general standards
and rules of language testing and assessment. A culture of assessment is cultivated through the professor and the
pre-service teachers working together towards a goal, preparing quality language exams in quality with standard
criteria. This kind of peer feedback is formative, constructive, and, hence, effective for learning because it is
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“formulated, delivered, and framed” in a format (Cushing et al., 2011) that invites pre-service teachers to display
active engagement and their situated understanding of the subject matter, language testing, and assessment.

CONCLUSION

This study delves into pre-service L2 teachers’ classroom interaction in an undergraduate language
assessment and testing course within the ELT program at a state university in Tiirkiye. While traditional teacher-
led feedback interactions typically center on the transmission of information and provision of comments on
students’ work (Chen & Yu, 2019; Vehvilainen, 2009), the current study presents a different dynamic; student-led
item review interactions within peer feedback groups for their work-in-progress. Based on the conversation
analytic approach applied to 12-hour classroom data, the study revealed a phenomenon termed “reference to testing
principles” (RTP) and its central role in three main phases of the peer feedback interaction: These stages follow a
pattern that begins with problematizing the test item, proceeds to resistance against the problematization and
concludes with suggesting a solution, addressing the first research question of the study. This process aligns with
the findings of earlier research on feedback interactions (Pudlinksi, 2012; Vehvilainen, 1999; Wang, 2007b),
which shows that feedback talk typically consists of multi-unit sequences combined with assessments, suggestions,
and counterstatements (Park, 2014a; Vehvilainen, 2009; Waring, 2007a; Waring, 2007b), each performing
different functions in the ongoing interaction. Additionally, our data revealed a further function of these multi-unit
feedback formulations, especially when combined with the discovered RTP phenomenon: managing and
mitigating resistance. When preservice teachers embrace their new role as item reviewers and deliver detailed
feedback to item writer groups, they naturally encounter defensive behaviors and resistance, which reflect an
epistemic asymmetry between the item writers and the feedback groups (Butler et al., 2010). Therefore, the second
research question investigates how resistance emerges and is managed between pre-service teachers, with the
findings revealing another pattern consisting of i. initial feedback provided by the peer feedback groups, ii. the
emergence of resistance from the item-writers iii. The reformulation of feedback through RTP, and iv. the
achievement of mutual consensus. Following the initial feedback sequence, our findings align with existing
research (Badem-Korkmaz et al.,2024; Pudlinski, 2012; Vehvilainen, 2009; Waring, 2007b) regarding the
practices employed by feedback recipients to signal their misalignment and resistance. In the beginning, pre-
service teachers who constructed the test items have explicitly defended their exams by maintaining their positions
as item writers and reported specific conditions of their language exam (but the outline says), questioning
the feedback and peer groups (how would you ask this question), minimizing the import of the feedback,
and making counterclaims. Building on previous research, item writer groups also invoked non-present actors and
stated congruence with L2 learners’ level (1f the students know, the only topic is) to challenge the
peer feedback groups and defend the appropriateness of their test item under review (Pudlinski, 2012). In response
to this resistance, peer feedback groups revised their initial feedback and reformulated it with explicit accounts
(Waring, 2005, 2007a) tailored to the understanding of the item writers through the use of RTP. In this regard, our
study illustrates that accounts, when combined with (RTP) serve not only as justifications (Waring, 2007b) but
also as problem-solving devices for resolving resistance. In cases of persistent misalignment, peer feedback groups
further integrated their accounts with third-party interventions (Leung, 2002; Waring, 2005), where the professor
who served as the knowledge authority was brought into the interaction to terminate the ongoing disagreement
between peer feedback groups.

Considering the face issues among peers and the perception of feedback as merely critical rather than
constructive, the emergence of resistance provided ample opportunities for preservice teachers to engage in
explanatory, dialogic feedback talk and negotiate their current understanding of language testing and assessment.
In this respect, the current study aligns with previous research (Cowan & Créme, 2005; Topping & Ehyl, 1998;
Yang, 2015), which states that peer-to-peer feedback interactions are multi-faceted processes that evolve through
negotiations, discussions, and co-construction of rules.

Through these dialogic discussions centered on pre-service teachers’ language tests, the study emphasizes
the formative nature of peer feedback. In preparing language exams and providing feedback, they collaborate by
sharing insights and strategies and display agency by actively engaging in the review process and making decisions
about the test items. This approach enriches pedagogy by fostering autonomy, agency, and collaboration among
preservice teachers. They are surrounded with ample opportunities to improve their feedback-giving skills and
assessment abilities by pinpointing and addressing potential issues in the test items, thereby enhancing the overall
quality and efficiency of assessment practices. This process also contributes to their feedback literacy which
involves appreciating the feedback, making judgments, managing emotions and taking action based on the
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feedback (Boud & Carless, 2018). Building on these improvements, the study further investigates how preservice
teachers’ refined feedback-giving skills and assessment abilities contribute to effective use of feedback. To
address the third research question on the uptake of the feedback, we have discovered that pre-service teachers
reached mutual consensus through this reflective practice, and the resistance did not extend outside the classroom
but was withdrawn, as illustrated in the last week of the course dedicated to the presentation session. The study
also addressed the traditional criticism of feedback as nonspecific, vague, and untimely for further utilization
(Crook et al., 2012; McConlugue, 2020). This critique is addressed in our findings, where the item writers
presented the final versions of their language exams and explained how they utilized the feedback they received
by making necessary revisions to the problematic test items. This reflective process guided by foundamental
principles in language testing and assessment illustrates their emerging feedback literacy, particularly their ability
to justify how feedback is used, (including which comments are accepted, adapted or rejected) and to exercise self-
evaluative judgment when making informed decisions. This was made possible through their engagement with the
assessment criteria and standards, which they had been explicitly trained to interpret and internalize during the
initial weeks of the course dedicated to the theoretical foundations of language testing and assessment. Students’
familiarization with these standards enabled them to translate abstract criteria into guiding principles for revising
their work, an essential condition for fostering their proactive agency in engaging with the feedback. To
summarize, through a close examination of pre-service teachers’ peer feedback interactions, we have presented a
case where an interactional resource, reference to testing principles, is used strategically by learners to inform their
feedback practices, showing their situated understanding of effective test design and reformulate their feedback to
manage any arising disputes and resistance. By collectively establishing guidelines based on shared epistemic
resources, pre-service teachers cement the understanding of the nature and severity of the problems on language
exams (Can, 2020), resolve any rising conflicts and disagreements, and ultimately foster mutual comprehension
and agreement on the potential issues threatening the validity and reliability of language tests. Contrary to the
prevailing skepticism towards peer-to-peer feedback in higher education, the emergence of resistance and extended
negotiation of meaning led pre-service teachers to understand the issues surrounding their test items more deeply
and formulate suggestions to eradicate the problems effectively. Therefore, understanding and addressing the
nature of resistance effectively is essential for educators at all levels. By identifying barriers to effective feedback,
educators can adopt strategies to improve the quality of feedback exchanges. Addressing resistance not only
enhances learning experiences by fostering a supportive and inclusive environment but also promotes student
agency and ensures that all students feel valued and comfortable in showing engagement in the ongoing feedback
process. Suffice it to say that this study highlights the necessity of creating authentic classroom environments
where pre-service teachers can engage in reflective practices such as explanatory talk, negotiation, and
constructive criticism to practice item construction and review, an essential phase in their future career as language
teachers and assessors. The study also suggests implementing a flipped-classroom framework in ELTE courses,
providing various learning opportunities for pre-service teachers to improve their assessment literacy and
disciplinary content knowledge through feedback interactions, an often-overlooked aspect in language assessment
and testing research and L2 teacher education.

Implications

Understanding the dynamics of preservice interactions and the emergence of resistance offers valuable
implications for successfully implementing peer feedback in higher education contexts. Analyzing the sequential
pattern of peer feedback interactions can help educators improve the effectiveness of feedback delivery and the
reception process while enabling them to develop necessary strategies to address, mitigate, and manage resistance
for a more collaborative learning atmosphere. Two benefits of peer feedback interaction are enhancing students’
comprehension and improving test item quality. Additionally, the study highlights how crucial reflective teaching
practices and peer feedback are to bettering language test design, item writing, and reviewing skills. This strategy
prepares future educators for the demands of their profession, where tasks connected to assessment play a
prominent role by encouraging dialogic reflections and peer review. According to this study, teacher education
programs should be modified, and ELTE courses should be better adapted to suit the changing needs of educators
in the 21st century.

Recommendations

This study initially recommends increasing the course hours devoted to foreign language testing,
assessment, and evaluation courses for pre-service language teachers in the curriculum of foreign language
education departments. Besides, designing the course in a flipped classroom format enhances pre-service teachers’
chances to implement the theoretical concepts with real practice, prepare language exams, and write valid test
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items. As practice is often a neglected aspect of this course due to time constraints and overcrowded classrooms,
the implementation of peer feedback might serve as a solution to the aforementioned problems while also
providing learners a chance to receive guidance, evaluation, and instruction on their language exams through item
review and feedback interactions.

Limitations

The focus of the study has been the focal phenomenon of RTP in the four weeks of consecutive peer
feedback sessions. However, the scope of the sessions included in the analysis chapter illustrates certain limits in
the study. It should be noted that the presentations of the final versions of the language exam take place during the
final week of summer school, session 8. Thus, more research on the phenomena of RTP and its efficiency against
resistance practices might be explored deeply.

Statements of Publication Ethics
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