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Highlights Abstract

e This study investigated the interactional

patterns EFL learners form in online
writing lessons.

Storch’s (2002) framework for interaction
patterns was used to analyze the data.

The most common pattern was found to be
expert/novice, which is seen when both
participants showed engagement in the
task, but only one of them had control over
it.

The second most common pattern was
found to be dominant/passive, which is
coded when one participant has control

Little is still known about interaction patterns learners form while
exchanging peer feedback particularly when working with different peers.
To address this gap, this study analyzes patterns of interaction while
exchanging feedback on academic paragraphs written by 16 English as a
foreign language (EFL) learners enrolled at a state university in Trkiye.
The participants were asked to write three academic paragraphs and submit
them online. They were paired with a different student for each paragraph
feedback session and exchanged their paragraphs. Then they held an online
meeting on Microsoft Teams with their partner and exchanged feedback.
The meetings were recorded. Next, the students revised their paragraphs
considering the peer feedback. They made the changes on their paragraphs
only if they found the peer feedback useful and necessary. Patterns of
interaction in the recordings were analyzed according to Storch’s (2002)

framework. According to it, there are four interaction patterns placed on
mutuality and equality axes and named as collaborative,
dominant/dominant, dominant/passive, and expert/novice. The results
showed that the most common pattern was expert/novice. That means in the
majority of the peer feedback sessions reviewers controlled the task, but
both participants showed engagement. Around half of the participants were
consistent in their patterns both as a reviewer and a writer. This study is
believed to shed light on EFL learners’ roles as writers and reviewers. It is
also believed that with a comprehensive peer feedback training, learners
could be encouraged to form more collaborative patterns, which is
associated with better learning outcomes.

over the task and there is low engagement.
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1. Introduction

One of the most cited definitions of peer feedback was suggested by Liu and Hansen (2002, p. 1) as “an
activity during which students work together to provide comments on one another’s writing in both written
and oral formats through active engagement with each other’s progress over multiple drafts”. Similarly, Yu
and Lee (2016, p. 461) defined peer feedback as “the activity during which learners provide and receive
feedback on their peers’ writing in the written and/or oral mode in pairs or small groups”. Peers give
qualitative comments on writers’ work so that they can do a better job (Zong et al. 2021).
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Peer feedback has been implemented both in L1 and EFL (English as a Foreign Language) classes since
the beginning of 1980s (Liu & Sadler, 2003). Although it is not a new practice in language teaching, peer
feedback has been more commonly implemented in language classes due to the positive outcomes it brings.
These are like a remedy to writing classes because peer feedback increases the interaction among students
(Liu & Carless, 2006). Especially in online education during COVID-19 Pandemic, teachers suffered from
lack of interaction and motivation among learners, which is why peer feedback practices were used as a
way to ensure more interaction and higher motivation in language classes. Furthermore, learners are more
likely to collaborate with their peers while exchanging feedback. They feel more motivated and less anxious
because they feel that they actively use their knowledge to help their friends (Hyland & Hyland, 2006).
They also get audience awareness which helps them understand how their drafts are perceived by their
readers (Mendonga & Johnson, 1994).

The reasons why peer feedback should be implemented in second language writing classrooms may also
be found in mainly four different theories which are Process Writing Theory, Sociocultural Theory (SCT),
Interactionist Theory, and Collaborative Learning Theory (Liu & Hansen, 2002). In the process writing
theory, students are expected to produce multiple drafts, and writing which is seen as a process may differ
from one learner to another (Liu & Hansen, 2002). Students brainstorm, outline, write their first drafts and
subsequent drafts, and edit their work. As is feedback, peer feedback is also a crucial part of this dynamic
process (Zamel, 1983) because learners recreate their work by negotiating meaning and conveying
knowledge to another learner (Yu & Lee, 2016). If learners engage in a writing process by providing and
receiving peer feedback, they are able to find the most efficient methods to express themselves, to practice
the knowledge they have got related to writing and the target language itself, and take up a more active role
(Hu, 2005).

Second theory which relates to peer feedback practices is Vygotsky’s SCT (1978), according to which
learning takes place only through social interaction. In other words, sociocultural theory builds learning on
social contexts, and claims that learning cannot be thought apart from the social contexts. This theory claims
that a learner can get assistance from a more knowledgeable learner. As a result of this, the learner becomes
more capable with the peer assistance. This help which is given by the more competent learner to the learner
in need is called as scaffolding. Although this theory was originally put forward for child development, it
is also used in second language learning (Liu & Hansen, 2002). The theory was also extended to second
language writing by claiming that a learner’s writing skills can be bettered with the help of the assistance
obtained from a peer (Liu & Hansen, 2002). In other words, peer feedback activities require learners to
scaffold one other so that they can get help for problematic areas and improve those areas through revisions
(De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000).

Another related theory is interactionist theory. According to this theory, the more meaningful input a learner
receives, the more learning is facilitated. When learners take part in peer feedback activities, they also
engage in group work activities, which also increases their chance to practice and understand the target
language more effectively (Liu & Hansen, 2002). Also, they are given more chance to realize their mistakes
and weaknesses (Gass, 2003). Collaborative learning theory is another theory which supports peer feedback
practices. The supporters of this theory claim that when learner collaborate and communicate with their
peers, their learning is facilitated (Bruffee, 1984). In peer feedback activities in writing classes, learners
‘pool off their resources’ to help one another and are able to produce better written products, which they
would not be able to do without a peer help (Hirvela, 1999).

Collaborative learning theory, interactionist theory, process writing theory and SCT are closely related to
each other in some respects. To begin with, process writing theory highlights the importance of
collaboration and interaction in the development of writing skills of a learner (Sala-Bubaré & Castelld,
2018). That is why process writing theory is found to have roots in SCT and collaborative learning theory
(Slavkov, 2015). In addition, all the theories are learner-centered because learners are encouraged to take
both an active role in writing process and responsibility for their learning. In all these theories, learners
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interact with each other, work mutually in the writing process and are involved in a dialogic context (Yager,
1991). As all these theories highlight, interaction among learners is of crucial importance in the writing
process. This study also centers on the interaction during peer feedback activities in a writing class. With
the increasing popularity of peer feedback practices in EFL writing classes, more and more studies have
been conducted on different aspects of peer feedback. One of the most researched areas is the effect of peer
feedback practices on writing performance. There are many studies which show that peer feedback practices
have a positive impact on learners’ writing performance and quality (Berggren, 2014; Birjandi & Tamjid,
2012; Ciftci & Kogoglu, 2012; Diab, 2011; Hu; 2005; Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Kamimura, 2006;
Lundstrom & Baker, 2009; Min, 2016; Vuogan & Li, 2022; Yang & Meng, 2013). Besides writing
performance, studies have been carried out to find out if peer feedback facilitates language learning and the
results showed that peer feedback fosters language learning (De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000; Diab, 2010;
Lee, 2015; Reichelt, 1999; Yu & Lee, 2016).

Apart from the studies which touch upon linguistic effects of peer feedback, there are also studies on the
impact of peer feedback on cognitive, social, and affective areas. One of the mentioned groups of studies
have been conducted to find out if peer feedback practices in L2 writing process foster autonomy, and the
results showed that they increased autonomy (Shen, 2020; Yang et al., 2006.). Some other studies also
showed that peer feedback boosts learners’ confidence and motivation (Cotterall & Cohen, 2003; Weng et
al., 2022; Yao et al., 2021; Yu et al., 2020). Many studies have also revealed that receiving feedback from
a peer rather than a teacher also offers a more relaxing and facilitative learning atmosphere (Hu & Lam,
2010; Kurt & Atay, 2007; Lee, 2015; Zhang et al., 2022; Zhao, 2014). Another area which has been the
subject to peer feedback studies is the interaction learners form during peer feedback activities. Although
there have been studies on this matter, more research is required to understand how EFL learners in Turkiye
interact with one another during peer feedback practices. That is why this study aims to fill this gap.

2. Literature review

To begin with, Storch’s (2002) work has been cited by many researchers studying peer feedback
interactions. Storch (2002) aimed at learning if different patterns in pair interactions lead to various learning
outcomes. 32 students from the researcher’s writing class participated in the study, and in-depth analysis
was carried out with 10 pairs. The students wrote three tasks, and they decided who to work with. The data
were collected through pair talk recordings, pre and posttests, a survey which was given at the beginning
to understand the participants’ perceptions, the researcher’s observations and the participants’ writing tasks.
Firstly, the recordings were transcribed, and the researcher found four interaction patterns in her analysis.
These are named as collaborative, dominant/dominant, dominant/passive, and expert/novice. She suggested
differentiating among these patterns in terms of two factors called equality, which is “the degree of control
or authority over the task”, and mutuality, which refers to how engaged learners are with each other’s
contribution (p. 127). Each of these interaction patterns are explained. If the dyads work on the task
together, put forward and discuss ideas willingly, that means they are engaged in a collaborative interaction.
They take on equal responsibility and mutual work. If the learners in a dyad contribute to the task, but
cannot easily negotiate, then the interaction is called dominant/dominant where equality may be moderate
to high, and mutuality is moderate to low. In dominant/passive pattern, one participant behaves in a more
authoritative way while the other is passive and does not contribute to the task much. In the last pattern,
expert/novice, one of the participants has more control of the task, yet unlike the dominant participant, the
expert encourages the novice to contribute to the task. Storch found that the collaborative interaction is the
most common type of pair interaction. In addition, learners tend to scaffold each other more when the
interaction is collaborative or in expert/novice pattern.

Some other researchers employed Storch’s (2002) framework in their studies on peer feedback. One of
them was carried out by Zheng (2012) with 28 students in a writing class in at a Chinese university with
the purpose of understanding the nature of peer feedback activities. The data collected throughout the study
comprised of the researcher’s observation notes during the interactions, discourse analysis, in-class
discussion, interviews, and the participants’ written tasks. In addition to the four interaction patterns
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suggested by Storch (2002), a fifth interaction pattern, passive/passive, appeared in Zheng’s study. Such a
pattern shows that the participants are not knowledgeable enough about the target language, which suggests
that they need assistance from their teacher. According to the results, learners who show collaborative or
expert/novice interaction patterns tend to incorporate their partner’s suggestions into their revisions more,
and they are more likely to get more learning outcomes, which was in consistent with Storch’s (2002) study.
Roberson (2014) also investigated interaction patterns during peer feedback practice using Storch’s (2002)
framework. The researcher compared five pairs’ feedback session recordings and the students’ drafts. The
results were similar to Zheng’s (2012) study in that collaborative and expert/novice interactions result in
better revisions. Finally, Tajabadi et al. (2020) carried out their study combining Vygotsky’s sociocultural
theory and Storch’s framework with 32 participants of similar language levels. The participants gave
feedback to one another on the six paragraphs they had written, and these were recorded. The participants’
proficiency level was similar, yet their interaction patterns varied. The most common one was collaborative,
which was also stated by Storch (2002). These pairs were also the ones who gave the highest amount of
feedback. Their focus was more on content and organization than the others. In addition, these learners
integrated most of the feedback they had received into their second drafts accurately and showed the highest
short-term writing improvement. On the other hand, the participants engaged least in dominant/passive
patterns. Such an interaction also resulted in the least amount of feedback exchange between partners.
Unlike the ones who showed the collaborative interaction, these learners were unsuccessful in correct
uptake of the feedback and improving their writing.

3. Research Questions

The goal of the current study is to investigate interaction patterns EFL learners formed while exchanging
peer feedback. We extend previous research on peer feedback in several important ways. As already
mentioned, pedagogical suggestions from recent studies (Tajabadi et al., 2020) have mostly centered on the
change of pairs in every peer feedback session instead of keeping the pairs the same. Therefore, the present
paper seeks to fill this research gap by expanding the scope of peer feedback research on patterns of
interaction and pairing of EFL learners. The present study thus aims to address the following research
questions:

1. What patterns of interactions are observed during peer feedback practices?
2. Do students change their interaction pattern when they change their partners?

4. Methodology

In this section, research design, data collecting tools, sampling, data analysis and the results of the study
will be explained.

4.1. Research Model/Design

The purpose of the study is to examine the participants’ patterns of interaction in online writing lessons.
The patterns of interaction learners formed during peer feedback activities were categorized using Storch’s
(2002) framework. This study adopted a quantitative research design. Descriptive data were analyzed by
using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) (version 27).

4.2. Research Procedures

The study was conducted during hybrid education, and it lasted six weeks. Prior to the study, the students
had learnt the basics of writing an academic paragraph and had received detailed written feedback from
their teacher on other writing assignments (writing a personal profile, writing a formal e-mail, describing a
place, and writing a biography etc.) and two academic paragraphs. They revised their assignments after
receiving teacher feedback. Therefore, the participants were familiar with how to write an academic
paragraph and the steps of process writing. Firstly, the participants were informed about the study. They
were informed that their names would be kept confidential, and the recordings would be used only for the
purposes of the study. They were also told that their participation or assignments submitted throughout the
study would not be graded. Later, considering the studies showing the positive outcomes of the training
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(Min, 2006), they were given a mini training, which lasted two class hours. In this training session, the
participants were informed about how to give feedback and practiced giving feedback on a sample
paragraph (Appendix A) and real student paragraphs.

Each participant wrote three academic paragraphs for the study (Appendix B). After writing each one, they
submitted their draft on Microsoft Teams. Then they were randomly paired with another participant for
each draft. The reason for changing their partners for each peer feedback session lies in Tajabadi et al.’s
(2020) study. The researchers called for a new study in which participants’ individual roles would be
examined when matched with different people. Allen and Katayama (2016), and Villamil and De Guerrera
(2006) also suggested changing pairs for better learning outcomes, more variety feedback, and more
interaction. They first sent their first draft to their partner. The participants read their partner’s assignment.
Following it, they held an online meeting on Microsoft Teams to share feedback with their partner. In each
session, the participants took turns to be the feedback receiver and provider. The participants recorded these
online meetings and shared them with the researchers. After the online feedback session, the participants
made changes in their drafts considering the peer feedback they had received if they found the feedback
useful. The same procedure was repeated for the other two drafts. Therefore, each pair had three recordings
in total. The process can also be seen below:

1. Mini 2. Writing 3. Peer 4. Writing

training —I\ the first feedback the second
session & / drafts meetings drafts
practice

The same 6. Writing 5. Teacher
procedure for the third feedback
the 22¢ and 3« drafts (if

assignments necessary)

Fig. 1. Summary of the data collection procedure

4.3. Data Collecting Tools

Three assignments were collected from each participant. The second drafts were written after the
participants received feedback from their partners. As Liu and Sadler (2003) highlighted in their study,
teacher feedback was not given on the first drafts to make sure that students revised their first drafts only
considering peer feedback. The recordings for each assignment in which the students had exchanged
feedback with their partners were collected. There were 24 recordings in total, which lasted 370 minutes
48 seconds. The average length of the recordings was 15 minutes 45 seconds.

4.4. Sampling or Study Group

The participants were students in the researcher’s class at the time of the study. They were chosen since
they showed willingness and were available to take part in the study. The participants were selected through
purposeful sampling in which “researchers intentionally select individuals and sites to lean and understand
the central phenomenon” (Creswell, 2012, p. 206). The necessary ethics clearance was taken from the Izmir
Democracy University Board of Ethics (1D:416599 202212-03) (See Appendix C).
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The study began with 28 students. However, the ones who did not take part in every step of the study and
provide all the necessary data were excluded from the data set, so the number of participants was 16 (10
females, 6 males). They came from different parts of Tiirkiye. All of the participants’ native language is
Turkish and were studying English as a second language. Their ages ranged from 18 to 23, with an average
of 19,13 (SD: 1,204). One of them was a graduate student. All the others were undergraduate students who
were enrolled in various departments in faculty of science, architecture, and engineering. The participants
were placed in Level 2 according to their placement test results, which meant that their starting level was
A2+ according to CEFR. They were supposed to study Pre-Intermediate, Intermediate, and Intermediate
Plus level coursebooks throughout the academic year.

On the 91" week of the fall term, the students from all the levels started learning how to write academic
paragraphs at the same time. They were taught different paragraph types (i.e., process, cause/effect,
compare/contrast etc.) throughout the Fall term and until the ninth week of the spring term. Later, they
learnt how to write a fully-fledged academic essay.

4.5. Data Analysis

Each pair discussed two drafts in each recording. In one of them they had the role of the writer, and in the
other one they had the role of the reviewer. That means the patterns may have changed depending on their
role. Therefore, two patterns were assigned to each recording. In other words, the peer feedback session for
each draft was taken as a separate dialogue. As a result, although there are 24 audio recordings (eight pairs
X three sessions), 48 (16 students X three sessions) patterns were analyzed in total (Appendix D).

Although the data were coded based on Storch’s (2002) framework, the initial steps were taken following
Zheng (2012) and Roberson (2014), who also used Storch’s framework. The transcripts were separated into
episodes each of which represents a topic in a dialogue. These episodes tend to present a problem, solution,
and sometimes agreement on how to revise the work (Roberson, 2014). Below is an example taken from
peer feedback session three where Student 16 is giving feedback on Student 13’s first draft:

Student 16: This ‘so’ is informal.
Student 13: But I always use.
Student 16: I don’t know. I think ‘therefore’ is better. ‘that’s why’ gibi ¢linkii. ‘so’ bu

sekilde sadece konusmada kullanilir. Yani So’yu bdyle kullanacaksan,
noktayi silmen gerekiyor. [eng: It is like ‘that’s why’ because ‘so’ is used
in this way only in speaking. I mean if you want to use ‘so’, you need to
delete the full stop.]

(Peer Feedback Session 3)

As seen in the above excerpt, the students discuss about using ‘so’, which is the topic of this part. That is
why this part was coded as an episode. After this, the students start discussing another topic, which creates
another episode. Below is the next episode from the same feedback session:

Student 16: | want to say one more thing. Gerekli degil bence ama soyle ‘second
difference is when they start and finish a school year’ diyorsun ya. Buraya
belki bir ‘for example’ yazsan daha hos olur gibi geliyor bana. Sen bilirsin
[eng: It is not necessary, I suppose, but you wrote ‘second difference is
when they start and finish a school year’. It will be better if you add ‘for
example’ here. You know.]

Student 13: Burasi eksik gibi oluyor. Ben de farkindayim. [eng: That part seems
incomplete. | am aware of that, t00.]
Student 16: Ya Student 1nda 6nemli degil ama bir sistematigi var bu tiir yazilari

yazmanin. Yani ikinci sey ne zaman baslayip bittigiyle alakali. ‘For
example’ yazip devam etmelisin sadece. Supporting sentence’la
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desteklemelisin bu fikri. [eng: Well, it is not that important, but there is a
systematic way to write this type of writing. | mean the second difference
is about when it starts and ends. You should write ‘for example’ and just
continue. You support this idea with a supporting sentence.]

(Peer Feedback Session 3)

After this, the same students start talking about a new topic, which is adding ‘for example’ to Student 13’s
draft. As this is a new topic, it is considered as a separate episode in the analysis.

In some cases, instead of forming dialogues and taking turns in peer feedback sessions, the reviewers
formed monologues. That means the reviewer make comments on different aspects or list one comment
after another and moving from one topic to another. In that case, the writer does not speak or respond.
Below is an example taken from peer feedback session two where Student 1 is reviewing Student 3’s
paragraph:

Student 1. You have one paragraph, and it should be like that. You have simple,
complex, and compound sentences. | mean you have all the types of
sentences. And you used a variety of transition signals. Your vocabulary
choice is good also. I think it is enough for this topic. And also, your paper
format is good, too. | saw some mistakes. | am not sure if these are
mistakes, but I will say it. First of all, I will start with your topic sentence.

I checked it on Cambridge. When you write ‘dropout’, it is a noun.

Student 3: Yes, it is noun.

(Peer Feedback Session 2)

In this case, a different method was applied to form episodes because there would be too many episodes,
which would not give a correct analysis of interaction patterns. As Roberson (2014) suggested, the
reviewer’s turn is accepted as one episode. To illustrate, Student 1 mentions paragraphing, sentence
structures, transition signals, vocabulary choice, paper format in the same turn. As the last topic, she
mentions a mistake in a word. Student 3 takes part in the dialogue only in that part. In this case, instead of
counting the different topics as different episodes, they were taken as one episode.

Another important thing to note here is not coded parts. The parts which were not related to the drafts were
ignored and labelled as ‘no code’ (NC) as suggested by Roberson (2014). Below is an example from peer
feedback session one:

Student 8: Okay, the recording has been started. Can you hear me?
Student 7: Yes, | can.

Student 8: Who will go on first?

Student 7: Okay, | can start.

(Peer Feedback Session 1)
Such examples were generally found at the beginning and at the end of the recording.

For the analyses, Storch’s (2002) framework was used. It is important to understand the nature of these
interaction patterns before understanding how the data were coded and analyzed. Considering the roles of
the participants, four interaction patterns are given in Storch’s (2002) framework, which are placed around
two axes named as mutuality and equality. Figure 2 shows Storch’s (2002, p. 128) illustration of the model
of dyadic interaction.
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High mutuality

4 1

Expert/Novice Collaborative
Low equality High equality
3 2
Dominant/Passive Dominant/Dominant

Low mutuality

Fig 2. Storch’s (2002, p. 128) model of dyadic interaction

As seen in Figure 2, the four interaction patterns are distinguished by equality and mutuality. Equality is
related to how much control or authority someone has on the task. If both parties contribute equally to the
task and have similar control over the task direction, equality is high in their interaction. The other index is
mutuality which is related to how engaged someone is in the partner’s comment. These two terms, equality
and mutuality, are not stable. That means equality and/or mutuality may be high or low depending on the
type of interaction pattern. Each quadrant is given a number from 1 to 4 and explained in detail by Storch
(2002). The quadrants are named as collaborative, dominant/dominant, dominant/passive, and
expert/novice respectively.

Table 1 shows the summary of the nature of each pattern prepared by Roberson (2014, p. 68) considering
the features found in Storch’s (2002) and Zheng’s (2012) study.

Table 1.
Roberson’s (2014, p. 68) summary of the features of the interaction patterns

Pattern Features

Collaborative reader and writer discuss optional revisions together*
students discuss alternative views, and reach resolution
students request and provide information

Dominant / students engage in disputes

Dominant each student insists on own opinion; no consensus reached*
teasing/hostility

Dominant / dominants do not try to involve passives to help them learn *

Passive little negotiation because passives give few contributions/challenges
dominants take authoritative stance, while passives are subservient

Expert / experts are authoritative and provide scaffolding/direct instruction*

Novice novices admit failure or error*

experts do not impose view but provide suggestions

A more detailed explanation and examples of each pattern from the current data set are presented below.
4.5.1. Collaborative Pattern

Quadrant 1 is named “collaborative”. As the name suggests, both participants work on every part of the
task together. They show willingness and engagement while their partner presents their ideas. They put
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forward alternative ideas which are found acceptable. Both parties come up with new ideas, which is a sign
of shared control over the task. In such an interaction, both equality and mutuality are high because both
parties contribute to and engage in the task equally and to a great extent. A sample episode taken from peer
feedback session two showing a collaborative pattern is below:

Student 9: I did not know how I write the last sentence. Actually, we can change it.

Student 13: Yes, we can write something different. In fact, your sentence is true, but
we can generalize it like ‘bence bu 6zelliklere sahip biri iyi 6gretmendir’
[eng: I think a teacher who has these qualities is a good one’]. I mean it
will be more general and instead of writing ‘like this’, your readers will
see that the qualities in your paragraph. How can we translate that
sentence?

Student 9: How we say ‘ozellik’ [eng: quality]?

Student 13: One second. And I think we should use ‘if’.

Student 9: If a teacher has these ... 6zellik? [eng: quality]

Student 13: Simdi bakiyorum [eng: I am looking it up now.]

Student 9: Characteristics?

Student 13: What about ‘qualities’? Boyle olabilir [eng: I might be so]. One second. I
can write for you if you want.

Student 9: It will be great.

Student 13: I am writing it plural. Now | remember that we use this word in this
meaning. ‘If a teacher has ...’

Student 9: ‘these qualities’

Student 13: Yes, ‘qualities’, ‘he or she is a good teacher’.

Student 9: Can we use ‘is’ here?

Student 13: I think you can use ‘is’ or ‘can be’.

Student 9: Okay, I wrote ‘is’. ‘He or she is a good teacher’.

Student 13: I cannot find anything else. Now it all seems right.

Student 9: Thank you.

(Peer Feedback Session 2)

In the excerpt above, Student 13 reviews Student 9’s paragraph. Instead of waiting for Student 13 to make
comments, Student 9 asks for Student 13’s help to write a better concluding sentence. In almost every step
of forming that sentence, the students ask for each other’s opinion. They brainstorm ideas in a way and
collaborate with each other to better Student 9°s last sentence. Considering the two dimensions of Storch’s
quadrant, the pair shows high mutuality and equality since they are engaged in the other’s contributions
and equally control the task.

4.5.2. Dominant/Dominant Pattern

Dominant/dominant pattern is placed in quadrant two. Similar to the collaborative pattern, equality is high
because both students make contributions to the task. However, unlike collaborative pattern, the students
are not willing to get the other’s opinion or suggestion, which shows that mutuality is low. The participants
tend to disagree with each other a lot, and they cannot reach a consensus since both aim at taking control
of the task. A sample dominant/dominant pattern found in one of the extracts taken from peer feedback
session one is presented below:

Student 3: Sana dair aldigim ilk not sayfa diizenin hakkindaydi. Hemen ilk basta
¢linkli o gbéziime carpti. ‘sample word document’ diye donemin baginda
yaymlanan bir belge vardi. Onu gérmedin mi? [eng: The first comment
that | wrote about your assignment was about your paper format because

it drew my attention just at the beginning. There is a document titled
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‘sample word document’ which was shared with us at the beginning of the
semester. Haven’t you seen it? ]

Student 4: Evet. Gordum. [eng: Yes, | have.]

Student 3: O belgede kullanilan stiller bizim normalde resmi 6devlerde kullanmamiz
gereken O6dev stillerini gosteriyor. Bu da santyorum ki kurulun vermis
oldugu genel alinan karar dogrultusunda verilen bir 6dev. Bu ylizden resmi
bir nitelik tasidigini diistiniiyorum. O ylizden Times New Roman 12 punto
kullanman gerekiyordu. [eng: The format used on that document shows
the format we are supposed to use in our assignments. | suppose the school
council decided on that format, so I believe it is a formal document. That
is why you have to use Times New Roman size 12.]

Student 4: Ben 13 diye biliyorum. Neyse tamam. [eng: | think it is 13. Okay,
whatever.]
Student 3: Times New Roman 12 Punto. Onun haricinde bir de orada gdrmiis

olmalisin en iiste isim soy isim 0dev adini yaziyorsun. Sonra da ddevi
yaptigin tarihi atiyorsun. Yani suraya en {ist kisma bence eklemeliydin.
[eng: Times New Roman 12. Apart from that, you must have seen that you
are supposed to write your name, surname, and assignment name. Then
you need to write the assignment date. | mean you should have added this
information in this part.]

Student 4: Bundan bahsedecegini biliyordum ama 6gretmen bana gonderdiginiz
O0devlerde bu denli sey yapmaniza gerek yok demisti. Kullanici
hesaplarimiz goriindiigii i¢in gonderdigimiz zaman belli oluyor. Yani ben
o kismin gerekli oldugunu diisinmiiyorum. Hocamizin da ayni
diisiindiigiine eminim. Ama devam et. [eng: I knew you would mention
this, but our teacher told me that we do not have to take it too seriously.
Our user accounts are already seen, and the date is seen. So I don’t think
it is necessary. | am sure our teacher thinks like me. But go on.]

(Peer Feedback Session 1)

The episode above is considered as an example of dominant/dominant pattern. Student 3 gives feedback on
Student 4’s paragraph. He starts the conversation by giving information about paper format in a bossy
manner and questions his partner’s knowledge by asking ‘Haven’t you seen it?’. Student 4 does not accept
the accuracy of the given information, and he shows hostile manner by saying ‘whatever’. At that point it
is obvious that Student 4 shows no engagement in the information his partner provides, which shows low
mutuality. Student 3 insists on giving the same piece of information and includes other comments related
to the paper format in an authoritative manner which is also reflected in his intonation. Student 3 states that
his comments are based on a ‘formal document’, which shows that he wants to be in control of the dialogue.
However, Student 4 disagrees with his partner and wants to strengthen his claim by stating that his teacher
is on his side. As can be seen, equality is high in this pattern because both parties want to take control of
the dialogue.

4.5.3. Dominant/Passive Pattern

Quadrant three hosts dominant/passive pattern. The dominant participant tries to lead the task and have
authority throughout the dialogue. Unlike his/her partner’s authoritative stance, the other person remains
passive and makes (almost) no contributions to the dialogue. Such a dialogue may seem to be a monologue
where the dominant person conveys his/her comments without paying attention to the passive one’s
comprehension. Such an interaction demonstrates both low equality and low mutuality because one person
dominates the task, neither of the participants seems engaged and in collaboration with the other. Below is
an extract taken from peer feedback session two, which shows dominant/passive:
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Student 14: I think there must be an end to this sentence. | mean you need to put a full
stop here and start a new sentence with ‘my mother’ because there are too
many commas and that sentence is too long. So | think after the full stop,
there must be a new sentence. This is what | believe because otherwise the
sentence is too long. And ‘my mother encouraged and taught me paint’. It
seems incomplete. It seems better when you say ‘how to paint’.

Student 7: Okay.

Student 14: Write ‘how to paint’ comma ‘and’ comma ‘the best things’. And go on your
sentence. I mean there is a comma before and after ‘now.

Student 7: Uh-huh.

(Peer Feedback Session 2)

In the episode above, Student 14 makes comments about one of the sentences in Student 7°s paragraph. He
confidently corrects the grammar and punctuation mistakes. He does not try to take part in a collaborative
work with his partner. Instead, his suggestions are solid, and he prefers giving instructions. This shows that
there is low equality in this episode as Student 14 is in control. In addition, Student 7 produces almost no
utterances and making no contributions to the dialogue, which shows that mutuality is also low.

4.5.4. Expert/Novice Pattern

The last quadrant represents expert-novice pattern. Just like the dominant/dominant pattern, one participant
seems to adopt a more authoritative role, yet this time the participant does not ignore the other person. As
the name suggests, he/she is like an expert who tries to include the novice in the task and makes sure that
the points he/she makes are clear to the novice. In this pattern, mutuality is high as both parties show mutual
engagement, yet equality is low because one party, expert, has more control of the dialogue. The excerpt
below taken from peer feedback session one exemplifies expert/novice pattern:

Student 13: I want to ask you this part. Burada iki ayr1 climle olarak m1 yazmak istedin
yoksa hepsini bir ciimle olarak m1 yasmak istedin? [eng: Did you intend to
write this part as two separate sentences or one sentence as a whole?]

Student 14: Soyle demek istemistim ‘erken uyandiktan sonra plan yaptigimi ikinci
olarak da alarm kurdugumu’ sdylemistim. Ama biraz karisik olmus galiba.
[eng: Actually, I wanted to say ‘after I wake up early, I make a plan.
Secondly, I set an alarm’ But I guess it looks confusing.]

Student 13: Ne demek istedigini anladim. Buraya virgiil koysan ya da nokta koyup
secondly desen daha m1 iyi olur acaba? [eng: I understand what you mean.
Do you think it will be better if you put a comma or full stop, then write
‘secondly’?]

Student 14: Secondly’i baglag olarak kullanmak istemistim ama yapamadim galiba.
[eng: I wanted to use ‘secondly’ as a conjunction, but I guess I failed.]
Student 13: Aynen, dedigim gibi firstly gibi basliyorduk. Firstly yazdip virgiil

koyuyoruz. Bu da ayni1. [eng: As I said, it is just like ‘firstly’. We write
“firstly’ and put a comma. They are the same. ]

Student 14: Evet, secondly’den sonra virgiil kullanmaliyim. [eng: Yes, I need to use a
comma after ‘secondly’. ]
Student 13: Evet umarim yardimci olur. [eng: Yes, I hope that helps. ]

(Peer Feedback Session 1)

Student 13 reviews Student 14’s paragraph in this episode. First, she directs a question to include Student
14 in the dialogue and gives him a chance to express himself. While Student 14 is answering the question,
he immediately admits his failure. Then Student 13 offers a solution in the form of a question, and she
expects Student 14 to share his idea again on the suggestion. Student 14 again expresses his failure. Next,
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Student 13 gives an example to clarify how to correct the sentence, and Student 14 confirms that he
understands. This episode can be said to show expert/novice pattern where mutuality is high as both the
students are engaged in the task. However, equality is low because Student 13, or the expert, controls the
dialogue.

As stated by Roberson (2014) and Tajabadi et al. (2020), dyads may not adopt the same pattern throughout
a dialogue. Therefore, a pattern is assigned to each episode, and overall pattern is specified depending on
the pattern which exists in at least 66% of the dialogue as specified by Tajabadi et al. (2020).

4.6. Validity and Reliability

Two coders coded the data for inter-coder reliability. Both coders were English instructors and had PhD in
English Language Teaching. They were trained about Storch’s (2002) framework. Then two recordings and
four student drafts were analyzed separately and then compared as part of the training. The codes which
had not matched were discussed, and each of the episodes in the transcripts were examined together. The
framework, the explanations, examples of each pattern were reread, and consensus was reached in the end.
The two raters analyzed the rest of the data independently. There was agreement on 91,6% of the data set,
in other words on 44 of the 48 interaction patterns. Discrepancies were discussed, and an agreement was
reached by referring to the framework and previous examples.

4.7. Findings and Discussions

In each peer feedback session, the students adopted two roles as they both provided and received feedback.
That means they became both the reviewer and the writer in the same recording. The sessions were
separated as a and b to show the change in student roles. To illustrate, Pair 1 recorded their first peer
feedback session as one whole recording. However, in the first part of the recording, Student 1 was the
reviewer, and Student 2 was the writer. This part of the session was coded as Session 1a, while the second
part was coded as Session 1b in which Student 2 was the reviewer, and Student 1 was the writer.

4.7.1. Research Question 1

Although the students may have shown a variety of patterns in their episodes throughout the dialogue, Table
1 below only shows the dominant pattern of each session adopted by each pair. As there are eight pairs in
each turn and three paragraphs submitted by each student, one can find 48 patterns in total. As Tajabadi et
al. (2022) did in their study, the pattern which was found in at least 66% of all the episodes in a dialogue
was assigned to that pair. For instance, Student 16 and Student 10 produced eight episodes when Student
10 was the reviewer. Six of these episodes were coded as expert/novice, one was found to be
dominant/passive, and the other one was coded as collaborative. In total, expert/novice pattern was assigned
to this pair as it appeared in 75% of all the episodes.

The patterns of pairs matter rather than the individual students to answer the first research question. That is
why Table 1 below does not show the students individually, but as a pair. The students in each pair change
in each peer feedback session, so the pair numbers refer to different students. For example, Student 1 and
Student 2 formed Pair 1 in the first peer feedback session (Sessions 1a, 1b), and Student 9 and Student 13
formed Pair 1 in the second peer feedback session (Sessions 2a, 2b). In other words, the students in each
pair changed in each peer feedback session. Table 2 below shows the dominant pattern of each session
adopted by each pair. As there are eight pairs in each turn and three paragraphs submitted by each student,
one can find 48 patterns in total.
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Table 2.

The interaction patterns in all sessions

Session la Session 1b Session 2a Session 2b Session 3a Session 3b
Pair 1 E/N E/N E/N C D/P E/N
Pair 2 D/D D/P E/N D/N E/N D/P
Pair 3 E/N E/N D/P D/P D/P D/P
Pair 4 E/N D/P E/N C D/P D/P
Pair 5 E/N E/N E/N E/N E/N C
Pair 6 E/N C E/N E/N E/N C
Pair 7 E/N E/N D/P E/N E/N C
Pair 8 E/N E/N C E/N E/N E/N

E/N: Expert/Novice D/P: Dominant/Passive D/D: Dominant/Dominant C: Collaborative D/N: Dominant/Novice

As can be seen in Table 2, all four patterns suggested by Storch (2002) were found in the students’
dialogues. Dominant/novice was the only one pattern found in this study, which was different from the
previously suggested ones.

As Table 3 shows, the participants in this study formed expert/novice pattern the most, more specifically
in more than a half of the whole interactions. According to Storch’s (2002) framework, when students form
expert/novice pattern, one student (expert) leads the task, so there is low equality, yet both students are
engaged in the task, which means the mutuality is high. The second most common pattern was
dominant/passive, which was found in nearly a quarter of the data set. In such an interaction, both the
equality and mutuality are low since one student (dominant) directs the task, and the other one shows almost
no engagement in the task. Collaborative pattern was seen in almost 15% of the data set, which makes it
the third most common pattern. In such a pattern, both parties make equal contribution to the task and show
engagement in each other’s comments. That means the peer dialogues had both high equality and high
mutuality seven times in the data set. Only one pair formed dominant/dominant pattern in one task. In this
pattern, while one student directs the task, the other shows no engagement. That is why there is low equality
and low mutuality. One other pair formed dominant/novice in one task. The dominant/novice pattern was
not found in the previous studies. In that dialogue, the reviewer tried to direct the dialogue and did not
attach importance to the writer’s engagement and comprehension just as a dominant reviewer. The writer,
on the other hand, did not show the features of a passive or a dominant writer. Instead, the writer showcased
the features of a novice one by admitting the failure, asking for confirmation. Further details and examples
are presented in the following part.

Table 3.

The total number and percentage of instances of interaction patterns

Pattern N of instances %

E/N 28 58.3
D/P 11 22.9
C 7 145
D/N 1 2.08
D/D 1 2.08
Total 48 100

These results differ from the previous studies which used Storch’s (2002) coding scheme in terms of the
most common patterns in the data set. The participants showcased collaborative pattern the most in previous
studies (Ahmadian & Tajabadi, 2017, Chen, 2018; Roberson, 2014; Storch 2002; Tajabadi et al., 2020;
Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Watanabe, 2008). In Zheng (2012), however, the participants formed
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dominant/dominant pattern the most in their dialogues. Expert/novice pattern was the second most common
pattern in some studies (Roberson, 2014; Tajabadi et al., 2020), while others found dominant/dominant as
the second most adopted pattern (Ahmadian & Tajabadi, 2017; Storch, 2002). In the present study, the
reason for adopting novice and passive pattern so commonly might be related to the proficiency level or
the perceived proficiency of the participants as Kim and McDonough explained (as cited in Roberson,
2014). According to this, low proficiency of the students or their feeling that they are less proficient than
their partner might lead to the adoption of passive and novice roles as writers. Considering the current level
of the students, this might explain the interaction patterns the writers preferred. In addition, Sato and
Balinger (2012) suggested that training could increase the collaboration among learners. The training
session in the current study may not have been detailed enough to guide learners to form more collaborative
patterns. Another reason why the most common interaction patterns have low equality might be hidden in
students’ perceptions of the roles of feedback provider and receiver. Students receive feedback mostly from
their teachers. During peer feedback activity, the students might be positioning themselves as a student
during a dialogue in which they receive feedback from his/her teacher. Similarly, the student may have the
role of a teacher while giving feedback. Such a perception may have caused the task to have low equality
just as a perceived dialogue between a teacher and a student. The extract from the dialogue between Student
11 and Student 12 shows that the feedback provider is seen as a ‘teacher’, which naturally makes the
feedback receiver ‘student’.

Student 12: You know it better because you are the teacher now. Criticize me
<laughing>.

Student 11: | am criticizing you. You are doing what I tell you.

Student 12: Criticize me more.

4.7.2. Research Question 2

The second research question was related to the interaction patterns the participants formed when they
changed partners. The students’ roles as writers and reviewers were separately analyzed to answer this
research question. Table 4 shows the interaction patterns reviewers adopted in each peer feedback session.

Table 4.

The individual roles of students as reviewers across all the sessions

Reviewer Session 1 Session 2 Session 3
1 Student 1 Expert Expert Expert
2 Student 2 Expert Dominant Expert
3 Student 3 Dominant Expert Dominant
4 Student 4 Dominant Dominant Dominant
5 Student 5 Expert Collaborative Expert
6 Student 6 Expert Expert Dominant
7 Student 7 Expert Expert Dominant
8 Student 8 Dominant Dominant Dominant
9 Student 9 Expert Expert Expert
10 Student 10 Expert Expert Expert
11 Student 11 Expert Collaborative Collaborative
12 Student 12 Collaborative Expert Collaborative
13 Student 13 Expert Collaborative Collaborative
14 Student 14 Expert Dominant Dominant
15 Student 15 Expert Expert Expert
16 Student 16 Expert Expert Expert
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In 28 out of 48 sessions, the reviewers were coded as experts. Seven out of 16 students, which makes
43,75% of the data, did not change their interaction pattern no matter who their partner was. The individual
interaction patterns the students adopted as writers are shown in Table 5 below.

Table 5.

The individual roles of students as writers across all the sessions

Writer Session 1 Session 2 Session 3
1 Student 1 Novice Novice Passive
2 Student 2 Novice Passive Passive
3 Student 3 Passive Novice Passive
4 Student 4 Dominant Passive Passive
5 Student 5 Novice Novice Novice
6 Student 6 Novice Novice Novice
7 Student 7 Passive Passive Passive
8 Student 8 Novice Novice Passive
9 Student 9 Novice Collaborative Collaborative
10 Student 10 Novice Novice Novice
11 Student 11 Collaborative Novice Novice
12 Student 12 Novice Novice Novice
13 Student 13 Novice Novice Novice
14 Student 14 Novice Novice Novice
15 Student 15 Novice Collaborative Collaborative
16 Student 16 Novice Collaborative Collaborative

As seen in the table above, the most common interaction pattern adopted by the writers was novice followed
by passive. Nine writers moved between two patterns, while the other seven maintained their interaction
pattern in three sessions. In short, as for the individual roles the reviewers adopted, less than a half of the
participants were consistent in their interaction pattern. None of the participants maintained a collaborative
role across the three sessions. Therefore, it can be assumed that forming a collaborative pattern depends on
the peer a student works with. Similar to the reviewer roles, seven participants were consistent in their roles
as writers. Although how these students would have formed their patterns if their partners had been the
same cannot be known, it can be said that there were not dramatic changes in the individual roles. In other
words, despite the changes in their roles, none of the students changed their roles three times. That means
they made changes in their individual roles when they were paired with a different student, but this change
was not observed more than twice.

4.7.3. The Features and Examples of Interaction Patterns

In this part, the features of interaction patterns found in this study will be presented along with examples
from the students’ dialogues.

4.7.3.1. The Features of Expert/Novice Pattern

As in the previous studies, all the experts in this study were the reviewers, and the novices were the writers
(Roberson, 2014). The participants who were coded as expert and novice showed some characteristics
which are similar to the previous studies which used Storch’s scheme (Ahmadian & Tajabadi, 2017; Chen,
2018; Kim & McDonough, 2008; Roberson, 2014; Storch & Aldosari, 2012; Tajabadi et al., 2020; Zheng,
2012). To begin with, experts tend to ask clarification questions before stating their suggestions or
comments. Novices admit that they have made a mistake or failed. For example, in the excerpt from Student
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6 and Student 5’s recording, Student 6 reviews Student 5’s paragraph. In his draft, Student 5 uses ‘even
though’ and ‘but’ in the same sentence, which confuses Student 6, so Student 6 wants to start this episode
by asking Student 5 to clarify what he meant. In this way, he gives his partner a chance to express himself.
After Student 5 explains the intended meaning, Student 6 makes sure that there is a grammatical problem
with the sentence and makes his suggestion to correct the sentence. Student 5 immediately admits his failure
and accepts the suggestion proposed by his partner. Hence, Student 6 was coded as the expert, and Student
5 was coded as the novice in the episode, which is shown below.

Student 6: What did you mean in this sentence? | was confused.

Student 5: Aslinda soyle demek istedim “evren skalasinda diisiinecek olursak insan
omrii kisa ama buna ragmen yine de uzun. Bundan Otiirli insanlar
hedefleriyle ilgili sabirli olmali.” [eng: Actually I meant ‘If we think on
the scale of the universe, human life is short but still long. Therefore,
people should be patient with their goals’.]

Student 6: Anladim, ama biraz karigiklik olmus burada. [eng: I get it, but there is
some confusion here.] You should start a new sentence. There is no need
to use ‘but’.

Student 5: You are right, I need revise it. O kismi {istiinkdérii yazmistim. Evet

ustiinden gecsem iyi olur. [eng:. | wrote that part cursorily. Yes, | had
better revise it.]

Student 6: Grammarly’den de control ettim. O da ‘but’ atilmali diyordu. [eng: I
checked it on Grammarly, too. It also said ‘but’ should be omitted.]
Student 5: I understand. I will correct.

(Peer Feedback Session 1)

Also, experts try to help their partner in every possible way to ensure that he/she learns the subject. Experts
also clarify that their partner is the one to decide whether to include their suggestion or not. The excerpt
below is taken from Student 13 and Student 14’s first peer feedback session. Student 13 is giving feedback
on Student 14’s paragraph. She starts with a clarifying question similar to the previous reviewer, Student
6. Then she spots a grammatical problem related to Passive Voice. The novice writer, Student 14, admits
that he always has trouble with this subject. At that point, Student 13 gives her partner further advice which
will help him understand the subject better instead of moving on to another comment. Besides, she ends the
episode by saying that her partner is free to apply her suggestion or not, which means she respects her
partner’s autonomy.

Student 13: I am not sure what did you want to say because | did not see this part.
Student 14: Actually, I tried to say ‘bence’ [eng: in my opinion] different.
Student 13: I checked it on translate because I don’t know it, and it is correct. But

there is a grammatical problem in this sentence. You used passive voice,
but the second verb has to be verb3. | am not sure, but I checked it, too |
think it should be ‘the time should be used” <writing on Student 14’s
draft>

Student 14: Thank you. Ya aslinda ben zorlantyorum bu passivede. Yani yanlis bir
sey oldugunu biliyordum ama ne oldugunu bulamamistim. [eng:
Actually, I have difficulty with Passive Voice. | mean | knew there was
something wrong but couldn’t figure out what the problem was.]

Student 13: Kitabin yanindaysa sayfa 7ldeki Grammar box var. her kafam
karistiginda baktigim i¢in yerini ezberledim. [eng: If you have your
coursebook with you, there is a grammar box on page 71. | memorized
the page number because | checked it whenever I got confused.]

Student 14: Okay, I will study this grammar part <laughing>. Thank you.
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Student 13: Good for you <laughing>. It is just an idea. Maybe you can check and
write it again. You don’t have to write like me.
(Peer Feedback Session 1)

Finally, unlike the passive ones, the novice writers show their engagement in their partner’s suggestions in
different ways. For example, in the extract taken from feedback session 2, Student 12 thinks there is a
problem with Student 8’s topic sentence and explains this. Student 8 shows her engagement in Student 12°s
suggestion by asking for repetition and saying that she will note it down. Later, she goes on by asking for
further suggestions, which also signals that she will include Student 12’s feedback in his revision. Showing
engagement is a typical feature of the novice writers according to the previous studies, which helps this
pattern to have high mutuality.

Student 12: ... Sunu ilk basta anlayamadim. Yani anladim da sanirim bu ciimle
demek istedigin seyi tam yansitmiyor. ‘causes of anger’la
baslayabilirsin. Daha kisa ve daha anlamli. Yani bence ‘causes of anger
are not easily understandable’ yazabilirsin. Sence? [eng: 1 could not
understand this sentence at first. | mean I understand what you mean, but
I don’t think this sentence exactly reflects what you want to say. You can
start with ‘causes of anger’. It is shorter and more meaningful. I mean
you can write ‘causes of anger are not easily understandable’. What do

you think?]
Student 8: Bir dakika. Onerin neydi? Ben not alayim. [eng: One minute. What was
your suggestion? | will note it down.]
Student 12: Bak ekrani goriiyor musun? [eng: Look, can you see my screen?]
Student 8: Evet goriiyorum. Tamam simdi anladim. [eng: Yes, I see. I now get it.]
Student 12: Yani bence boyle kulaga daha hos geliyor. [eng: I think it sounds better
this way.]
Student 8: Ama orada ‘the’ kullanabilirim di mi? yani heniiz ‘cause’lar1 agmadim,

yani okuyucular bilmiyorlar su an. [eng: But I can use ‘the’ there, right?
I mean I haven’t mentioned ‘causes’ yet, my readers don’t know about
them now.]
Student 12: Evet bence Oyle. Sonucta metinde anlatiyorsun. [eng: Yes, I think so.
You mention those causes in your paragraph after all.]
(Peer Feedback Session 2)

These features highlight that expert/novice pattern has high mutuality as both participants show engagement
in the task but low equality since only experts direct the dialogue.

4.7.3.2. The Features of Dominant/Passive Pattern

Dominant/passive pattern was the second most adopted pattern among the participants in the current study.
All the dominants were the reviewers, and all the passives were the writers. Dominant reviewers and passive
writers demonstrated some features which were in line with the previous studies. Initially, the dominant
students do not try to involve their partners in the task. They generally deliver a monologue and a self-
directed speech. This monologue may even be about different topics. Passive participants, on the other
hand, makes no or little contribution to the task. They generally give one-word responses. An example can
be found in Student 3 and Student 4’s peer feedback session, in which Student 4 is the reviewer. In this
episode, Student 4 delivers a very long monologue in L1 in which he mentions several subjects. He makes
comments on paper layout, wording, the title, and introduction one after the other without giving any break.
He does not make any effort to check if his partner can follow his comments, so obviously he does not care
if his partner can follow his comments or not. Even though his partner says nothing, he keeps his monologue
by saying ‘I don’t know’ as if his partner directed him a question. In the same dialogue, as a passive writer,
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Student 3 hardly ever says a word. The shortened version of their dialogue given below is a direct translation
of their dialogue into L2.

Student 4: Let's move on to the assessment of your homework. First, about the
layout of the paper... You already said that yourself. You wrote the title
well. Since you don't care about the line spacing, it is tiring to read your
paragraph. ...Secondly, I think the title makes perfect sense. I like simple
titles. ... <Reading> I think this is an effective introduction. The reader
says 'l wonder where this will lead’, ...

Student 3: Uh-huh.

Student 4: I don't know, | think you should use it, but | don't know, it can be very
personal. In other words, the conditions of the age may vary according
to the people. .... Anyway...

(Peer Feedback Session 1)

Moreover, dominants are authoritative, and passives are subservient as stated by Storch (2002). Student 14
and Student 1 adopted a dominant/passive pattern when Student 14 was the reviewer. He just states that he
has made a change in Student 1’s draft instead of asking her to do it. Student 1, on the other hand, just
complies with what Student 14 says.

Student 14: Here ‘thus’ is use at the beginning of a sentence, so I used ‘therefore’ not
‘thus’ as you see because a comma is use after ‘thus’.
Student 1: Okay.

(Peer Feedback Session 3)

Another important feature of the passive writers in this pattern is that although their partner does not provide
specific or clear feedback, they do not challenge or oppose feedback. In one of the episodes taken from
peer feedback session 3, Student 4 says that there is a lot of unnecessary information, yet he does not state
which parts should be omitted. Student 8 does not ask for further explanations or oppose the feedback
despite the vagueness.

Student 4: Then I think you gave lots of unnecessary information, and they are very
long I think. And maybe you can give shorter.
Student 8: Uh-huh.

(Peer Feedback Session 3)

The features found in the current study and previous ones (Ahmadian & Tajabadi, 2017; Chen, 2018; Kim
& McDonough, 2008; Roberson, 2014; Storch & Aldosari, 2012; Tajabadi et al., 2020; Zheng, 2012)
remind the position of dominant/passive pattern on Storch’s (2002) grid. According to this, dominants have
a full control of the task, and passives show almost no engagement in the task. That is why this pattern has
a low equality and mutuality.

4.7.3.3. The Features of Collaborative Pattern

Although collaborative pattern was the most adopted pattern in previous studies, it was one of the least
adopted ones in the current study. However, the features presented previously in literature were observed
in the data set, as well. For example, the participants exchange their opinions to revise their work. While
doing this, they pool off their knowledge. Both partners ask for information, and information can be
obtained from both parties, not necessarily from the reviewer. They may sometimes find themselves in an
overlapping talk. The episode from the dialogue between Student 11 and Student 12 illustrate such features
when Student 12 is the reviewer. Student 11 does not wait for the reviewer to make a comment on her draft.
Instead, she initiates that part in the dialogue to revise her paragraph. Student 11 relies on her partner’s
knowledge and keeps requesting information throughout the episode. She cannot decide how to revise one
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part and comes up with different alternatives. At that point, Student 12 provides a suggestion, and they
reach a resolution together.

Student 11: I think I did not say the name of ‘this app’.

Student 12: Yes, | was just going to talk about this.

Student 11: Because relam yapmak istemedim [eng: | did not want to advertise it.]
<laughing>

Student 12: <laughing> but you said ‘some app’, you need to add ‘s because some is
not singular, it is plural.

Student 11: So do I need to write ‘those apps’ here? But wait a minute. It is better

not to say some apps because there is only one app I know. Ya da ‘some
apps’ diyeyim, sonra ‘for example’ yazayim. [eng: Or let me say ‘some
apps’, then write ‘for example’] <typing>

Student 12: I think you can say ‘one of those apps’ because you mentioned one of
them when you wrote ‘this app’.

Student 11: Yes, I will do it. Direct adin1 yazacagim. [eng: I will name it directly.]

Student 12: ‘discord’u 6rnek vermeye ne dersin? [eng: What about writing ‘discord’
as an example?]

Student 11: Oh, yes.

(Peer Feedback Session 1)

A collaborative pair makes a mutual contribution to the task by exchanging their knowledge and completing
utterances together. For example, while Student 12 is reviewing Student 15°s paragraph, she feels the lack
of transitional words but cannot find out how to express this. Student 15 helps the reviewer, so they make
a joint contribution to the provision of feedback.

Student 12: And also you are writing about the similarities, you should use some
things more. Let me tell you what. One minute.

Student 15: Like, Likewise gibi kelimeler mi? [eng: Do you mean words such as
‘like, likewise’?]

Student 12: Yes, exactly. | saw one of them here. And there was one more, ‘also’
muydu? [eng: ‘Also’ muydu?]

Student 15: I guess ‘both’.

Student 12: You used at the beginning, but you should write more. Boyle

paragraflarda 6nemliler. [eng: They are important in such paragraphs.]

(Peer Feedback Session 3)

As highlighted in the previous studies (Ahmadian & Tajabadi, 2017; Chen, 2018; Kim & McDonough,
2008; Roberson, 2014; Storch & Aldosari, 2012; Tajabadi et al., 2020; Zheng, 2012), such pairs show high
equality and high mutuality in their dialogues because they are equally responsible for the task and work
jointly on it.

4.7.3.4. The Features of Dominant/Dominant Pattern

Only one pair was coded as dominant/dominant although this pattern was observed in some episodes
throughout the dialogues. The pair who adopted this pattern reflected the features mentioned by Roberson
(2014), Tajabadi et al. (2020), and Zheng (2012). For example, dominant writers are reported to reject
offers, and both insist on the accuracy of their own opinion. They cannot reach a consensus in the end. As
can be seen in the extract below, Student 3 and Student 4 do not give up on their idea, and they are not able
to reach an agreement in the end.
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Student 3: Bakalim bagka neyi ¢izmisim. Bu ciimlenin altin1 ¢izmigim.
GoOrmiissiindiir. Burada relative clause kullanmak istedin ama unuttun
sanirim. Ciinkii burada ne virgiil var ne bagka bir sey. Bir climlenin
ortasinda baska ciimleye geciyorsun. Tam olarak ne yapmak istedigin
anlagilmiyor. [eng: Let’s see what else I highlighted. I underlined this
sentence. You may have seen it. | thought you wanted to use a relative
pronoun but forgot it because there is no comma or something else. You
start a new sentence in the middle of the other. ... It is not clear what you
intended to do here.]

Student 4: ‘yanlig yaptigin sorular’ diyordum. [eng: I was saying the questions you
got wrong.]
Student 3: Oyle demek istiyorsan relative clause kullanman daha dogru olacak.

[eng: If you want to say so, it will be more appropriate to use a relative
clause here. ]

Student 4: Ama 6zne degilse omit edebiliyorduk. [eng: But we can omit it if it is
not a subject.]

Student 3: Bence burada olmaz. [eng: | think it cannot be omitted here.]

Student 4: Bu climlenin yanlis oldugunu diistinmiiyorum. [eng: I don’t think this

sentence is incorrect.]
(Peer Feedback Session 1)

Dominant peers also show that they are not interested in each other’s comment. For instance, while Student
3 is giving feedback, Student 4 tries to end the dialogue by saying that the teacher will also give feedback
on the draft. In a way, he shows that his peer’s idea is not important, so he does not need to listen to it.
Student 3 says ‘okay’, but he goes on giving his comments, which also shows that he is not interested in
what his partner wants.

Student 3: ...buraya 0zne gerekiyor. ‘you should take’ diyebilirsin. Baska ne
dicektim bakayim. [eng: You need to use a subject here. You can say
‘you should take’. And let me see what else I want to say.]

Student 4: Hoca da bakacak paragraflarimiza. O yilizden ¢ok asir1 ayrintili sey
yapmaya gerek yok. Bir de dinleyecegi ¢cok fazla kayit olacak. [eng: The
teacher will also review our paragraphs, so there is no need to give
detailed comments. and there will be too many recordings she will listen
to.]

Student 3: Tamam. [eng: Okay.]

(Peer Feedback Session 1)

Such peers show low mutuality but high equality because they both direct the task, but do not show interest
in each other’s utterances. Besides the sentences, his indifference to his partner can also be observed from
their intonation and the way he talks.

4.7.3.5. The Features of Dominant/Novice Pattern

This only pattern which is unique to this study is dominant/novice pattern. One pair was found to adopt
such a pattern as they individually showcased the features of a dominant reviewer and a novice writer. This
pair produced six episodes in total while Student 8 was reviewing Student 12’s paragraph. In five of these
episodes, they demonstrated the same pattern. As seen in the extracts below, Student 8 does not make any
attempts to involve Student 12 in the dialogue. She does not ask a question. She does not try to ensure that
Student 12 understands and follows the task, either. That is why she shows the features of a dominant
reviewer. Normally, one would expect Student 12 to position herself as a passive or dominant writer.
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Instead, she asks clarification questions, admits failure, and shows engagement. She refuses to position
herself as passive writer. As a result, she was coded as a novice writer.

Student 8: You made a mistake here. There is a spelling mistake here. It is
‘threatening’.
Student 12: Oh did I write wrong?
Student 8: Uh-huh.
Student 12: Oh, you are right. I made a mistake. | wrote wrong. | will correct it.
(Peer Feedback Session 2)
Student 8: You need a linker here.
Student 12: Yes, it does not seem good here. What can | use?
Student 8: I wrote ‘also’ here.
Student 12: Ben de dyle derdim. [eng: | would use it, too.] The paragraph will be

better. Should | add more linkers?

(Peer Feedback Session 2)

Considering the equality and mutuality axes in Storch’s (2002) framework, such a pattern could be assumed
to have low equality and low mutuality as dominant reviewer controls the direction of the task, and only
the writer shows engagement in it.

5. Conclusion and Suggestions

This study was carried out to examine the interaction patterns EFL students form in online writing lessons
and the change in their patterns when their partners change. First, the results showed that the participants
tended to form the expert/novice pattern most. The dominant/passive pattern was the second most common
pattern found in the current study. What these two patterns have in common is the equality ax. According
to Storch (2002), both of these patterns show low equality, which means one person has the control over
the task. That may be a sign of learners’ belief that feedback receiver and provider are not equal in their
task share, which may be also a reflection of their perceived teacher and student roles. Secondly, the
investigation of their individual roles revealed that the partner they are working with might have a slight
effect on what pattern they adopt as a reviewer or writer. Except for one student, none of the students kept
their patterns both as a reviewer and writer. However, none of them changed their roles more than once.
That means they maintained their role as a reviewer or writer at least once in this process. That stabilization,
however, was not always observed just after the first session, which partially contrasted with what Storch
(2002) suggested. According to her, learners tend to decide what pattern to adopt in the first session.

This study showed the importance of the patterns students adopt in dyadic activities. Looking closer at the
student recordings, expert/novice and collaborative patterns were found to scaffold each other more than
the other patterns, which can be linked to better outcomes of the process. Besides, the learners who took
part in this study chose which peer comment would be useful for them and improve their paragraphs. At
that point, they were believed to increase their critical thinking skills. That is why this study also showed
that peer feedback practices can be a great tool to increase student autonomy. Most importantly, the study
supported the theories mentioned in the study, which are process writing theory, sociocultural theory,
interactionist theory, and collaborative learning theory. One of the supported theories was sociocultural
theory as the students scaffolded each other especially when they formed expert/novice and collaborative
patterns. For example, there were instances where one of the learners explained how to write a topic
sentence properly. Another example was observed when one of the writers expressed how she struggled
while organizing her ideas. At that point, the reviewer started explaining how to brainstorm and outline
ideas by giving an example from her own paper. As Donato (1994) stated scaffolding did not always come
from the high achiever. In some cases, the lower proficiency learner was found to scaffold his/her partner
in peer feedback recordings. In addition, according to process writing theory, learners receive a variety of
feedback both from their peers and teachers, just as the participants did in the current study. As a result,
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they improve their audience awareness, linguistic, and writing skills. Third, this study backed collaborative
learning theory, which claims that when learners collaborate with their peers, they are able to achieve the
things they would not achieve alone. In this study, during peer feedback sessions, they “pooled off their
resources”. After that, they revised and improved their paragraphs. That means they achieved better
learning outcomes with their peers by sharing their knowledge. Fourth, interaction theory was also backed
considering the pairs who spoke L2 in their peer feedback meeting. However, as this was a monolingual
context, the participants used their L1 or did code-switching in their peer feedback meetings. That is why
this theory was only slightly supported by this study.

The study has some limitations. The first limitation was related to the students’ participation in the study.
At the beginning of the study, there were 28 students, yet not all of them consistently submitted all their
drafts. There were also cases when the students forgot to record their sessions. Besides, some of the students
wrote the first draft and recorded their peer feedback session but did not submit their second draft. As a
result, the number of the participants decreased to 16. Second, the study was conducted in a monolingual
context. That is why the participants mostly used their L1 during peer feedback sessions, which decreased
the students’ exposure to L2. In addition, due to the institutional policies, teacher feedback could not be
excluded in the data collection process, so it needs to be acknowledged as a confounding factor. In addition,
this study did not include stimulated recall interviews which would shed light on the participants’
motivation to adopt an interaction pattern. Furthermore, the participants had not been given a personality
questionnaire, so the personality types are to be noted as a confounding factor in this study. With the help
of such a questionnaire, the patterns the participants form would be teased apart from the role of personality
types. Finally, the training session was not long and comprehensive enough. In this study, the pairs were
randomly selected. In further studies to be carried out in Turkish EFL context, the pairing could be done
based on gender, which would provide a chance to see if learners in this context tend to change their patterns
when they were paired with the same and opposite gender. Another way of pairing could be based on the
proficiency levels of the students. To our knowledge, the studies carried out in Turkish EFL context have
not examined the patterns of interaction EFL learners adopt when they are matched with another learner
who is less or more proficient than them. Also, similar studies could be carried out with more proficient
learners or in multicultural contexts. In that case, there would be less instances of code-switching.

Some pedagogical implications can be made based on the results of this study. First, integrating peer
feedback practices into writing curricula could offer benefits both for learners and educators. For instance,
learners could be given more autonomy when they are asked to choose which comments to implement. For
educators, such a practice might be a tool to create better rapport among students. Secondly, observing peer
feedback sessions could be a chance to see the weaknesses and strengths of learners. Next, peer feedback
sessions give learners a chance to scaffold each other, which could result in better learning outcomes in
writing classes. In case of such an integration, training would maximize the positive effect of peer feedback
practices. Ongoing training might bring about even better results in cases when learners form
dominant/dominant patterns, as suggested by Min (2008). Guiding them to form collaborative patterns
could help them benefit more from this process. In these ongoing training sessions, learners could also be
motivated and encouraged in terms of the feedback they have provided or used in their revisions. This may
help them become more open to provide or implement peer feedback, which could result in forming more
collaborative pattern. Finally, the mode and provider of the feedback could be varied in writing classes. As
learners receive feedback only from their teachers and in the same mode throughout the semester, they may
feel demotivated. However, if they have a combination of traditional and computer-mediated feedback, oral
and written feedback, peer and teacher feedback as done in the current study, they may feel more motivated
in writing lessons. Computer-mediated feedback was found to be motivating, practical and accessible for
learners (Acarol, 2024), so it could boost the efficacy of writing lessons.

405



JETOL 2024, Volume 7, Issue 4, 384-412 Titlinciioglu, O. C. & Koban Kog, D.

Acknowledgments

This study is part of a master’s thesis completed under the supervision of Assoc. Prof. Didem Koban Kog
in the English Language Teaching program at [zmir Democracy University.

References

Acarol, K. (2024). The effect of web-based peer feedback on students’ writing achievement. Journal of
Educational Technology & Online Learning, 7(1), 52-70.
https://doi.org/10.31681/jetol.1314382

Ahmadian, M., & Tajabadi, A. (2017). Patterns of interaction in young EFL learners’ pair work: The
relationship between pair dynamics and vocabulary acquisition. 3L: The Southeast Asian Journal
of English Language Studies, 22(3), 98-114.
https://doi.org/10.17576/3L.-2017-2301-08

Allen, D., & Katayama, A. (2016). Relative second language proficiency and the giving and receiving of
written peer feedback. System, 56, 96-106.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2015.12.002

Berggren, J. (2014). Learning from giving feedback: a study of secondary-level students. ELT Journal,
69(1), 58-70.
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccu036

Birjandi, P., & Tamjid, N. H. (2012). The role of self-, peer and teacher assessment in promoting Iranian
EFL learners’ writing performance. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 37(5), 513-533.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2010.549204

Bruffee, K. A. (1984). Collaborative learning and the “conversation of mankind”. College English, 46(7),
635-652.

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating quantitative and
qualitative research (4th ed.). Boston: Pearson.

De Guerrero, M. C. M., & Villamil, O. S. (2000). Activating the ZPD: Mutual scaffolding in L2 peer
revision. Modern Language Journal, 84, 51-68.
https://doi.org/10.1111/0026-7902.00052

Gass, S. (2003). Input and interaction. In C. Doughty, & M. Long (Eds.), The handbook of second language
acquisition (pp. 224-255). Oxford: Blackwell.

Hirvela, A. (1999). Collaborative writing instruction and communities of readers and writers. TESOL
Journal, 8(2), 7-12.
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1949-3533.1999.th00169.x

Hu, G., & Lam, S. T. E. (2010). Issues of cultural appropriateness and pedagogical efficacy: Exploring peer
review in a second language writing class. Instructional Science, 38(4), 371-394.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-008-9086-1

Huisman, B., Saab N., Van Driel, J., & Van Den Broek, P. (2017). Peer feedback on college students’
writing: exploring the relation between students’ ability match, feedback quality and essay
performance. Higher Education Research & Development, 36(7), 1433-1447.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2017.1325854

406


https://doi.org/10.31681/jetol.1314382
http://dx.doi.org/10.17576/3L-2017-2301-08
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2015.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccu036
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2010.549204
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0026-7902.00052
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1949-3533.1999.tb00169.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11251-008-9086-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2017.1325854

JETOL 2024, Volume 7, Issue 4, 384-412 Titlinciioglu, O. C. & Koban Kog, D.

Hyland, K., & Hyland, F. (2006). Feedback on second language students’ writing. Language Teaching,
39(2), 83-101.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444806003399

Liu, J., & Hansen, J. G. (2002). Peer response in second language writing classrooms. Ann Arbor: The
University of Michigan Press.

Liu, J., & Sadler, R. S. (2003). The effect and affect of peer review in electronic versus traditional modes
on L2 writing. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 2(3), 193-227.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1475-1585(03)00025-0

Min, H. T. (2006). The effects of trained peer review on EFL students’ revision types and writing quality.
Journal of Second Language Writing, 15. 118-141.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2006.01.003

Roberson, A. P. (2014). Patterns of interaction in peer response: The relationship between pair dynamics
and revision outcomes. Unpublished doctoral thesis, Georgia State University, Atlanta, GA, USA.

Sala-Bubaré, A., & Castelld, M. (2018). writing regulation processes in higher education: A review of two
decades of empirical research. Reading and Writing, 31(4), 757-777.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-017-9808-3

Slavkov, N. (2015). Sociocultural Theory, the L2 writing process, and Google Drive: Strange bedfellows?.
TESL Canada Journal, 32(2), 80-94.
https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v32i2.1209

Storch, N. (2002). Patterns of interaction in ESL pair work. Language Learning, 52(1), 119-158.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9922.00179

Tajabadi, A., Ahmadian, M., Dowlatabadi, H., & Yazdani, H. (2020). EFL learners’ peer negotiated
feedback, revision outcomes, and short-term writing development: The effect of patterns of
interaction. Language Teaching Research, 27(3), 689-717.
https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688209512

Villamil, O., & De Guerrero, M. (2006). Sociocultural theory: A framework for understanding the social-
cognitive dimensions of peer feedback. In K. Hyland & F. Hyland (Authors), Feedback in Second
Language Writing: Contexts and Issues (Cambridge Applied Linguistics, pp. 23-41). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Vuogan, A. & Li, S. (2022). Examining the effectiveness of peer feedback in second language writing: A
meta-analysis. TESOL Quarterly, 57(4), 1-24.
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.3178

Wang, W. (2014). Students’ perceptions of rubric-referenced peer feedback on EFL writing: A longitudinal
inquiry. Assessing Writing, 19, 80-96.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2013.11.008

Watanabe, Y., & Swain, M. (2007). Effects of proficiency differences and patterns of pair interaction on
second language learning: Collaborative dialogue between adult ESL learners. Language Teaching
Research, 11(2), 121-142,
https://doi.org/10.1177/136216880607074599

407


http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0261444806003399
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1475-1585(03)00025-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2006.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-017-9808-3
https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v32i2.1209
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9922.00179
https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688209512
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.3178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2013.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/136216880607074599

JETOL 2024, Volume 7, Issue 4, 384-412 Titlinciioglu, O. C. & Koban Kog, D.

Yager, R. E. (1991). The constructivist learning model, towards real reform in science education. The
Science Teacher, 58(6), 52-57.

Yu, S., & Lee, I. (2016). Peer feedback in second language writing (2005-2014). Language Teaching,
49(4), 461-493.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444816000161

Zamel, V. (1983). The composing process of advanced ESL students: Six case studies. TESOL Quarterly,
17, 165-187.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3586647

Zheng, C. (2012). Understanding the learning process of peer feedback activity: An ethnographic study of
exploratory practice. Language Teaching Research, 16(1), 109-126.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168811426248

Zhu, W., & Mitchell, D. A. (2012). Participation in peer response as activity: An examination of peer
response stances from an activity theory perspective. TESOL Quarterly, 46(2), 362-386.
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.22

zZong, Z., Schunn, C. D., & Wang, Y. (2021). Learning to improve the quality peer feedback through
experience with peer feedback. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 46(6), 973-992.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2020.1833179

408


http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0261444816000161
https://doi.org/10.2307/3586647
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1362168811426248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/tesq.22
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/02602938.2020.1833179

JETOL 2024, Volume 7, Issue 4, 384-412 Titlinciioglu, O. C. & Koban Kog, D.

Appendices

Appendix A. Sample paragraph used in the mini training session
Disadvantages of Playing Online Games

Although many people enjoy them, online games bring three main disadvantages to
a person’s life. The first disadvantage is that playing online games cause some health
problems. People have eye-sight problems. Peoplk are looking at the screen for long hours.
And they may suffer from constant back pains. The second disadvantage is that online games
make people antisocial. People prefer stay inside and play games instead of going out and
socializing. So their communication and social skills weaken. But sometimes during an
online game, people make new friends and socialize. The third disadvantage is that online
games cause addiction. For example, people get addicted to them. In conclusion, bad

consequences are inevitable if a person plays online games too much.
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Appendix B. Sample Student Assignment

First Draft (Before peer feedback session)

WHY DO STUDENTS DROP OUT OF HIGH SCHOOL

Many students, who cannot see the future with a good perspective and have bad teachers,
drop out of high school, so the level of uneducation in the country increases. First, the bad
conditions of the country and the unemployment of university graduates make education
unnecessary in the eyes of students and thus students drop out of school. Secondly, some
smart students drop out at school because they cannot get along with their teachers. We
clearly see the negative effects of bad teachers here. As a result, the students that need to be
brought the world are wasted. We need teachers who don’t support cause smart students
dropping out of school. Teachers shouldn’t cause students drop out because teachers have a
lot of influence on students. Thus, students can make better decisions. If a student realizes
herself/himself and makes decisions accordingly, happy individuals will be brought up. All in

all, a good education system, good country conditions and teachers who do their profession

will ensure that this bad situation will alleviate.

Second Draft (After peer feedback session)

WHY DO STUDENTS DROP OUT OF HIGH SCHOOL

Many students who cannot see the future with a good perspective and have bad teachers drop
out of high school, so the lack of education in the country increases. First, the bad conditions
of the country and the unemployment of university graduates make education unnecessary in
the eves of students. Therefore, students drop out of school. For instance, students who see that
university graduates are unemployed ask themselves “Why should I go to school 2 , T am going
to be unemployed anyway™. As a result, students drop out of high school due to this situation.
Secondly, some smart students drop out of school because they cannot get along with their
students who might benefit the world are wasted. We need teachers who do not cause smart
students to drop out of school. Teachers should not cause students drop out because teachers
have a lot of influence on students. Thus, students can make better decisions. For example, if a
student realizes herself’himself and makes decisions accordingly, happy individuals will be
brought up. All 1n all, a good education system, good country conditions and teachers who do

their profession properly will ensure that this bad situation will alleviate.
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Appendix D. Codes of Interaction Patterns
Session 1

Reviewer |Author Session Pattern |Fract.|Percent. E1 | E2 | E3 | E4| E5 | E6| E7 | E8 | E9 |[E10/E11|E12
Student 1 |Student 2 1 E/N /6 83% |E/N|E/N |E/N|E/N|E/N|D/P
Student 2 |Student 1 E/N /9 67% E/N|D/P |D/PE/N|E/N|E/N|D/P | E/N|E/N
Student 3 |Student 4 D/D /9 67% D/D|E/N |D/D|D/P|D/D|D/P|D/D|D/D|D/D
Student 4 |Student 3 D/P 2 100% |D/P|D/P
Student 7 |Student 8 E/N 2/3 67% |E/N|P/P |E/N
Student 8 |Student 7 D/P /4 75% | D/P|E/N |D/P|D/P
Student 13 |Student 14 E/N 6/6 100% |E/N|E/N|E/N|E/N|E/N|E/N
Student 14 |Student 13 E/N /3 100% |E/N|E/N|E/N
Student 11 |Student 12 EN 8/12 67% EN|EN |D/DEN|EN|EN|EN| C C |E/N|E/N|D/P
Student 12 |Student 11 C /6 67% |E/N|D/P| C | C | C|C
|Srudent6 Student § E/N | 5/5 | 100% |EN|EN|EN|EN|IEN
Student 5 |Student 6 E/N /3 67% |E/N|E/N |D/P
Student 9 |Student 15 E/N 2/2 100% |E/N|E/N
Student 15|Student 9 E/N /6 67% |E/N|D/P|EN| C |E/N|EN
Student 16|Student 10 E/N 2/2 100% |E/N|E/N
Student 10 |Student 16 E/N /8 75% D/P|E/N |E/N|E/N|E/N|E/N|E/N| C
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Session 2

Reviewer | Author |Session Pattern Fract.|Percent.| E1 | E2 | E3 | E4 [E5 | E6 | E7 | E8 | E9 E10(E11 E12 E13 E14 | E15(E16 | E17|E18
Student 1 |Student 3 2 E/N | 812 | 67% |D/P|E/N|D/P|E/N|E/N|D/P|E/N|E/N|E/N|E/N|D/P|E/N

Student 3 |Student 1 2 E/N 3/4 75% |E/N|E/N| C |E/N

Student 12 |Student 8 2 E/N 6/9 67% |E/N|D/P|D/P|E/N|EN|EN|EN| C |E/N

Student 8 |Student 12| 2 D/N 5/6 83% |D/N|D/N|D/N|D/N|D/N|D/D

Student 6 |Student 10| 2 E/N 2/2 100% |E/N|E/N

Student 10 |Student 6 2 EN | 22 100% |E/N|E/N

Student 11 |Student 16| 2 C 4/4 100% | C | C|C|C

Student 16 |Student 11 2 E/N 4/5 80% |D/P|E/N|E/N|EN|E/N

Student 15 |Student 5 2 EN | 273 67% |D/P|E/N|E/N

Student 5 |Student 15| 2 C 2/3 67% C | C |EN

Student 9 |Student 13| 2 E/N 2/3 67% |E/N|P/P|E/N

Student 13 |Student 9 2 C 4/4 100% | C | C | C | C

Student 14 |Student 7 2 D/P |13/18| 72% |D/N|D/D|D/D|D/D|D/P|D/P|D/P|D/D|D/P|D/P|D/P|D/P|D/P|D/P|D/P|D/P|D/P|D/P
Student 7 |Student 14| 2 EN | 22 100% |E/N|E/N

Student 2 |Student 4 2 D/P 4/4 100% |D/P|D/P|D/P|D/P

Student 4 |Student 2 2 D/P 4/6 67% |E/N|/D/P|D/P|D/P[D/P EN

Session 3

Reviewer | Author |Session|Pattern|Fract.|Percent.| E1 | E2 | E3 | E4 | ES E6 |E7|E8| E9
Student 16 [Student 13 3 EN /9 67% EN|EN(DD|D/P|EN|EN| C |EN|EN
Student 13 [Student 16| 3 C /9 67% |EN|D/P| C | C|EN C|C|C|C
Student 7 |Student 3 3 D/P /5 80% | D/P |E/N|D/P|D/P|D/P

Student 3 [Student 7 3 D/P 5/7 T1% D/P |D/P|{D/P|EN|D/P|D/P|EN
Student 6 |Student 2 3 D/P /5 100% | D/P |D/P|D/P|D/P|D/P

Student 2 |Student 6 3 EN | 2/2 100% |E/N |E/N

Student 12 |Student 15| 3 T /7 71% |D/P| C | C | C |EN/C|C

Student 15 |Student 12| 3 E/N | 2/3 67% | D/P |E/N|E/N

Student 9 |Student 11 3 EN /9 67% EN C |EN|EN|EN|DD| C |[EN|E/N
Student 11 [Student 9 3 C 3/3 100% | C | C | C

Student 4 |Student 8 3 D/P /3 100% | D/P |D/P|D/P

Student 8 |Student 4 3 D/P 5/5 100% | D/P |D/P|D/P |D/P|D/P

Student 10 |Student 5 3 E/N /3 100% |E/N |E/N|E/N

Student 5 |Student 10| 3 EN | 4/5 80% |E/N|E/N|P/P|E/N|E/N

Student 1 |Student 14| 3 E/N /4 75% |E/N| C |E/N|E/N

Student 14 |Student 1 3 D/P 6/9 67% D/P |D/P|D/P |D/N|D/P|D/P |EN|E/N|D/P
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