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<Abstract>

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of peer review of oral
presentations based on students’ perceptions of both receiving and giving peer
review. The participants are sixty freshmen in a freshman mandatory English
course. Data collection included students’ reflective paragraphs about the peer
review activities. The collected data were analyzed based on content analysis
according to appropriate categories and response units. The findings reveal that
the social interactions supported by peer review facilitate the reciprocal
development of critical awareness of both the self and the others as well as the
improvement of several important academic and social skills. It is concluded that
the benefits of peer review in both receiving and giving peer review lead students
to experience collective learning in a real academic society. Most of all, this study
suggests that teachers can incorporate peer review as a way of giving students
practice in speaking skills and creating a student-centered classroom with
students who become capable of critical evaluation of spoken work of their own
and others.
« Key words: peer review, oral presentations, sociocultural theory

Ⅰ

. INTRODUCTION

This study is conceptualized on the basis of sociocultural theory (Vygotsky,
1978, 1986; Wertsch, 1991) grounded in human learning and development through
social interactions mediated by language use. Sociocultural approaches are based
on the concept that human activities take place in cultural contexts and are
mediated by language and other symbolic systems. Communicative events and
* This work was supported by the research fund of Hanyang University (HY-2013-G).
4)
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situations as part of cultural practices which take place between people motivate
people to socially interact with others. According to sociocultural theory, learning
takes place in a collective process of interaction with others by using mediational
tools such as language and technological devices for communication in
sociocultural contexts. Learning involves changes in patterns of participation
through social and cultural practices appropriate for sociocultural contexts.
According to Vygotsky (1986), language is a highly developed cultural artifact
that mediates human minds and activities. In this sense, language is a
socioculturally constructed symbolic medium that is deeply related to human
thoughts and behaviors. When human thoughts and behaviors mediated by
language are repeatedly routinized and shared by a group of people, they become
part of a culture (Vygotsky, 1986).
As for constructing knowledge, sociocultural approaches place great emphases
on the interdependence of social and individual interactions. The essential aspect
of the Vygotskian framework is the essential roles that culture and language play
in human learning and development. Sociocultural research that attempts to apply
the Vygotskian framework pays special attention to the role of collaboration.
Sociocultural approaches claim that language is learned while participating in
social activities and interacting with others such as receiving guidance and
feedback from experts or peers. In particular, interaction not only facilitates
language learning but is a causative force because learners are given opportunities
for heightening self-awareness of their own abilities and more control over their
thoughts through social interactions mediated by language (Wertsch, 1991).
There has been a growing need for developing appropriate social and cultural
contextualization of speaking activities incorporated into the social and cultural life
of learners (Hughes, 2002). Two important notions in the Vygotskian perspective
on speaking involve scaffolding and the zone of proximal development (ZPD).
Scaffolding means the cognitive support provided by a more experienced person to
guide a less experienced person, which is realized through language use so that
the less experienced person can complete difficult tasks. The ZPD means the
cognitive distance between the current level of a learner’s ability when working
alone and the potential level of a learner’s ability which can be achieved through
interactions with the help of more experienced or capable people (Vygotsky, 1978).
Several scholars attempted to examine how these two important notions
function in real classrooms. For example, Machado (2000) and Ko, Schallert, and
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Walters (2003) examined how peers provide scaffolding for other peers in the
phases of spoken classroom tasks involving interpretation of the tasks as well as
meaning negotiation during the tasks. They suggest that peer-to-peer scaffolding
is just as important as expert-novice scaffolding. Likewise, during a peer review
exercise in writing, even when two novice learners are paired together, they still
provide scaffold for each other’s learning (De Guerrer & Villamil, 2000).
Most studies in the context of the effects of peer review examined the effects
of receiving feedback rather than the ones of giving feedback. As to modes of
tasks, most studies about peer review have been conducted in the context of
teaching and learning writing skills rather than speaking skills. More investigation
is required to examine the effects of both receiving and giving feedback as well
as the student reactions of peer review to speaking tasks. Thus, the purpose of
this study in the application of Vygotskian framework into classrooms is to
examine the effects of peer review of oral presentations in a freshman English
course by investigating the following research questions: 1) How did the students
perceive receiving peer feedback of oral presentation activities? 2) How did they
perceive giving peer feedback?

Ⅱ

. LITERATURE REVIEW

1. Peer Review

There has been much attention recently paid to peer review compared with
teacher evaluation in the context of learner-centered pedagogy due to increasing
emphasis on learner autonomy. Peer review as an umbrella term involves peer
editing, peer assessment, peer feedback, or peer response, all of which are
interchangeably used to refer to the evaluative of work by peers of similar status
(Lundstrom & Baker, 2009; Topping, 1998). Peer review can be considered one of
the important communicative events and situations in academia. Most of all, it
provides learners with opportunities to offer the authentic use of English for
evaluating others and thus real-life purposes (Lundstrom & Baker, 2009).
According to Le Blanc and Painchaud (1985), in order for learners to maximize
their learning and achievement, learners should get involved in evaluation which
is an essential part of curriculum development. In other words, if learners have a
chance to evaluate their pedagogical performance, learner evaluation can contribute
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to educating learners to be independent and responsible for their own learning,
which is one of the important purposes of learner-centered pedagogy (Le Blanc &
Painchaud, 1985). Furthermore, with respect to rethinking assessment from a
critical perspective, alternatives in assessment which emphasize learner own
evaluation rather than teacher evaluation make it possible for students to fully
take part in evaluation procedures as part of practical learning tasks, develop their
problem solving skills, have a full ownership of their learning, and result in
protecting their rights of own learning (Lynch, 2001).
Many studies indicate the positive effects of peer feedback (e.g., Ferris, 2003;
Lundstrom & Baker, 2009; Rollinson, 2005). Peer feedback brings many advantages
to students: increasing confidence and critical thinking, receiving various and a
large amount of feedback, understanding others’ ideas and different perspectives,
improving language skills, and building an academic community (Ferris, 2003).
The positive effects of peer feedback on contents also involve feedback helpful for
learners to clarify ideas, give different views on the topic, develop ideas and
improve organization and style (Rollinson, 2005). Contrastingly, other studies point
out some negative effects of peer feedback (e.g., Carson & Nelson, 1996; Yu &
Choe, 2011; Zhang, 1995). Students tend to prefer teacher’s feedback to peer
feedback because they believe that students are not experts like their teacher
(Carson & Nelson, 1996; Paulus, 1999; Yu & Choe, 2011; Zhang, 1995). If students
are not well-trained, a great deal of subjectivity may come into play and result in
inconsistencies. Thus, Freeman (1995) suggests that adequate training and practice
in peer-assessment must be given to students in order to minimize the potential
inconsistencies in peer-assessment. He recommends that students may assess
adequately if they are guided about how to interpret criteria and are given
examples of best and worst presentations shown in videos while discussing the
reasons.
Several factors that affect peer feedback include learning contexts, learners’
language proficiency, and relationships. In relation to learning contexts, peer
feedback is more effective to ESL learners of English as a second language than
EFL learners of English as a foreign language (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1996).
As to learners’ proficiency, although peer feedback can be beneficial to high
proficient learners, peer feedback may not be effective to low proficient learners
(Leki, 1990; Rollinson, 2005). Other issues related to intimacy among peer
reviewers, in that some studies claimed that rapport building and familiarity
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among them are the relevant factors (Yu & Choe, 2011). In Leki’s (1990) study,
students are likely to pay more attention to language related issues than content
issues during peer feedback; however, students exchanged their opinions about
content issues more than language issues when they create strong rapport in the
peer group (Yu & Choe, 2011). If learners build rapport among peer group
members, peer feedback becomes more effective for the receivers to respond to
peer feedback and lower their anxiety of receiving feedback not from expert
teachers but from their peers by co-constructing supportive feedback (Yu & Choe,
2011).
2. Effects of Giving Feedback vs. Receiving Feedback

Although most studies examined the effects of receiving feedback, there are
some studies that examined the effects of giving feedback and claimed that giving
peer feedback helps learners in many ways (Cho, 2011, Jacobs, Curtis, Braine &
Huang, 1998; Leki, 1990; Lundstrom & Baker, 2009). The benefits of providing
feedback involve increasing learners’ awareness about others’ strengths and
weaknesses and thus providing learners with an opportunity to learn from the
strengths of others (Jacobs et al., 1998). The findings of Leki’s (1990) research
suggest that although we should be cautious of potential problems with peer
responding in ESL writing classes in terms that novice writers’ abilities to give
feedback to others may be limited to their English proficiency, even low proficient
students in the study had several positive effects. Even low proficient students
were able to have an experience of reading others’ papers, understand academic
writing patterns, and revise their papers according to readers’ needs as a result of
giving feedback to other students.
In Lundstrom and Baker’s study (2009), the group that only gave peer feedback
performed better in their writing tasks than the other group that only received
peer feedback. Furthermore, less proficient students made more gains than high
proficient ones and there were slightly more gains on global (i.e., content and
organization) than local (i.e., grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics) aspects of
writing (Lundstrom & Baker, 2009). They concluded that giving peer feedback is
more beneficial to improving student writing than receiving peer feedback. Cho’s
(2011) findings about three Korean learners of English are also in line with the
findings of other scholars about the effects of giving peer feedback, in that the
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act of giving peer feedback empowered students to develop critical and analytical
skills of reviewing others’ papers and in turn apply those skills into their own
papers.
3. Peer Review of Oral Presentations

There could be a greater degree of subjectivity in spoken tests than written
tests because raters in spoken tests place a great emphasis in the oral message
that is spontaneously conveyed by a speaker (Underhill, 1987). One of the
problems with current speaking assessment is that English speaking assessment
should evaluate more pragmatic language competence and provide test users and
test takers with detailed information about speaking tasks, rating criteria, and
ways of interpreting scores (Jeon, Kim, Kim, Shin, & Lee, 2010; McNamara,
1996). In this regard, oral presentations can be an important task to evaluate
learner’s communicative competence in a speaking mode because it is a frequently
used communicative event in both academia and business areas. Furthermore, if
presenters are given peer feedback about their oral presentations, both receivers
and givers may be beneficial to participate in the presentation activity and learn
collaboratively in the process of giving, receiving, and evaluating a presentation.
Peer feedback in the context of oral presentation skills of Chinese freshmen
provides opportunities for interaction among students and as a result, objectivity
in assessment increases (Patri, 2002). Moreover, if students are well-trained about
how to assess oral presentation skills and assessment criteria are clearly set and
explained, peer feedback makes it possible for students to evaluate the
performance of their peers in a way comparable to teachers (Patri, 2002). Students
in Kang’s study (2004) feel it meaningful to engage in both self-assessment and
peer assessment of their presentation as part of their portfolio assessment. They
could develop self-awareness of their presentation skills and gain confidence in
speaking English. In particular, the presentation activity involving peer assessment
resulted in increasing the proportion of class time that students spent ‘on-task’
which enabled the students to interact more with their peers and thus to enhance
their speaking skills during their performance.

The Effects of Peer Review of Oral Presentations in a Freshman English Course 153

Ⅲ

. METHODOLOGY

1. Participants and Research Context

The participants are sixty freshmen majoring in Chinese language and
literature, who were enrolled in a three-credit hour mandatory freshman English
course titled English Proficiency Test and Practice in the college of humanities at
a university in Seoul. The students were divided into two classes taught by the
same instructor, the author of this study and thus each class had thirty students.
The English proficiency levels of the students varied. One third of the students
(20 out of 60) reported their official English test scores as presented in table 1.
According to the scale of each official English test, the students who reported
their scores ranged from intermediate high to advanced high levels. Meanwhile,
their self-assessed English proficiency levels that all students reported, as
presented in table 2, show that most of the students think their English
proficiency levels belong to intermediate levels. Compared to the scores of the
official English tests, some students seemed to underestimate their English
proficiency levels. Considering the grade of the students as freshmen, students
who reported their English test scores have high English proficiency levels, which
may reflect the current zeal of English language learning in Korea even to
students who start to major in Chinese language and literature.
<Table 1> Official English Test Scores of Students
No. of students
Score Ranges
Median
Average

TOEFL
5
80∼103
85
90

TOEIC
5
750∼915
873
847

TEPS
7
750∼882
816
818

Suneung
3
90∼100
91
94

* The scores of Suneung mean English test scores in the Korean college
scholastic ability test. The maximum score is 100.
<Table 2> Self-Assessed English Proficiency Levels

Beginner
No. of Students 7

Intermediate
Low
8
Mid
29
High
10

Advanced
Low
Mid
High

3
3
0
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The general goal of the course was to help students to develop communicative
competence for all four skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) required
for academic English. The specific goal of the course was to help students to
understand and practice spoken English and thus prepare speaking sections in
English proficiency tests for their career developments in the near future. Spoken
skills which are the weaker areas of students’ proficiency were emphasized more
than written skills in the course. The students were strongly encouraged to
conduct all course work in English, meaning all official aspects of the course
including all assignments, presentations and in-class discussion were conducted in
English. They were supposed to enhance their abilities of how to respond to
questions, participate in academic discussions with other students, synthesize and
summarize what they had heard in class, and express their views on topics under
discussion in academic settings. Selected eight topics from Contemporary Topics
published by Pearson Longman were covered in the course, including happiness,
second language learning, sleep, negotiation for success, modern art, video games,
genetically modified food, and ethics, as presented in table 3. The students were
assigned to give an individual presentation between the 8th week and the 12th
week, based on the topics covered in the class. Approximately four students each
class gave individual presentations during the period for the presentations. The
assigned individual presentation activity was designed for the students to extend
the topics discussed in the previous classes, by doing online research. Table 3
presents how the students were supposed to prepare for their presentations.
<Table 3> Individual Presentation Guidelines

Individual Presentation: Preparation and Schedule
Steps:

1.2. DoPrepare
onlineapproximately
research abouta aTHREE-MINUTE-long
topic assigned to you inpresentation,
your presentation
schedule.
including
PPT slides
(no
more
than
FIVE
slides
and
a
written
paragraph).
3.points
Organize
your presentation
and your
paragraph: an introductory part (outline), main
and
details,
and
a
concluding
part
(summary).
4.minutes.
At the end of your presentation, have a Q & A session for about a couple of
5.separately
Post your
PPTat EzHub
(MS PPT
file) THREE
and yourDAYS
written
paragraph
(MS Word date
file)
online
at
least
BEFORE
your
presentation
(this requirement will be a part of your presentation grade).
Patterns: Classification,

comparison and contrast, or persuasion
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Topics:

Happiness
XXX
happy. than single
Marriedmakes
peoplepeople
are happier
people.
It is hard to be happy in today’s world.
Sleep
There are several effects of sleep
deprivation
on disorders.
college students.
Classify
sleep
Compare
and contrast two examples of
sleeping problems.
Modern
art similarities and differences
Talk
about
ofNY.two famous paintings at MOMA in
Compare
and contrast
modern art and
contemporary
art.
Classify contemporary art.

Second
language
learningthan monolinguals.
Bilinguals
are
smarter
There is a critical period for SLA.
XXX
SLA. is the most important factor for
Negotiation
for success
Good negotiators
are not born but taught.
Compare
and
contrast
two cross-cultural
negotiation
styles.
There
skills. are several effective negotiation
Video
Games
Video
games
can have some definite
benefits
(or
problems).
S.internet
Koreancurfew
government
should
enforce
an
law
for
young
people
under
thecomputer
age of 18.games.
Classify
Compare
games. and contrast two computer
GM
food
Ethics
GM
food
will
decrease
starvation
in
Itheagree
(orapproach
disagree)to euthanasia.
that utilitarianism is
less
economically
developed
countries.
best
GM
food canbodyhaveandharmful
effects on Abortion
is always wrongin which
(or thereabortion
is a
the
human
the
environment.
range
of
circumstances
Compare
morally(oracceptable).
GM food. and contrast two examples of isImarriage.
support
don’t support) same-sex

Presentation Schedule

e.g. Week 9 Tue. 4/30 Happiness (Junhee, Seongmin, Wookchan, Minji)
2. Data Collection and Analysis

The students went through five stages to prepare and implement their own
presentations as well as evaluate others’ presentations: 1) preparation for
presentation, 2) training for peer review, 3) presentation performance, 4) time for
evaluation, and 5) final reflection. Things to be considered in the preparation
stage are illustrated in table 3, presentation guidelines and schedule. During the
training stage, the instructor explained evaluating components and descriptions
based on the oral presentation rubric that the instructor developed. The oral
presentation rubric included five evaluating areas including 1) idea development
(main points and supporting details) and organization (introduction, body, and
conclusion); 2) delivery styles (tone, voice, pace, gestures, eye contact, and
confidence); 3) language (intelligibility, fluency, accuracy); 4) time management;
and 5) PPT slides. The rubric also presents descriptions of each area as well as
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provides example sentences of both strong and weak points in each area. The
third stage included individual student’s presentation performance as an extended
activity of previous topic covered during the first half of the semester through
lectures and group discussions. The fourth stage involved evaluation through peer
review, teacher review, and self-review (presenter’s debriefing time based on peer
and teacher reviews). All students other than an assigned presenter and the
instructor had to fill out a peer review form that the instructor developed during
individual presentations and then voluntarily give verbal review right after all
presentations were done. The peer review form included directions: 1) use the
following grading symbols: Good (+), Okay (0), and Poor (-) for each evaluative
area and 2) grade each presentation (the number of plus symbols-the number of
minus symbols).
The final stage at the end of semester required individual student’s reflection
about the peer review activity with the focus on self-review, peer review, teacher
review, rubric, and overall evaluation in which the students went through
metacognitive processes (i.e. rethinking about their thoughts during the previous
four stages). The outcome of the final stage was the basis of the data for this
study. The students were asked to submit a reflective and evaluative paragraph
about peer review activities at the end of semester. The instruction for the
paragraph writing activity was given as presented in table 4. The collection of
the paragraph was used as the data for this research; however, students’
descriptions relating to the first point, their perceptions of the experience of
giving an English presentation were excluded from the data collection because
they were irrelevant to the research questions of the current study.
The collected data were analyzed based on content analysis according to
appropriate categories and response units. First, each reflective and evaluative
paragraph collected from the whole sixty students was categorized into different
types of comments as indicated in the reference points in the writing instruction.
Second, when labeling the relevant part from each student’s paragraph, first ten
samples of paragraphs were pilot-tested and member-checked with ten students
to check consistencies in labeling. During the break after the semester, ten
students who got an A plus from the class were asked through email to classify
their paragraphs and label each part of the paragraph based upon the given
reference points. Their categories and labels were compared with the author’s
ones. When there were discrepancies, they were asked to clarify the meanings of
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the part and the author made some changes in the classifications and labels.
Third, the paragraphs of six students who only wrote their experience of giving
an English presentation irrelevant to the current research questions were
discarded from the collected data. Fourth, after the initial coding through the
pilot-test, responses in the same category were collected from the 54 students
and re-read thoroughly to find out specific themes for the types of comments and
descriptions of response units.
<Table 4> Reflecting and Evaluating Peer Assessment Activities

Peer Assessment of Oral Presentations
Write in English a reflective and evaluative paragraph about peer assessment activities.
You may refer to the following guided points.
1. How was the experience of giving an English presentation to you?
2. How did you like receiving peer feedback?
A. What did you improve, if any?
B. Did you find it difficult to receive your classmates’ comments on your talks?
3. How did you like giving peer feedback?
A. What did you improve, if any?
B. Did you find it difficult to assess your classmates’ talks?
4. What do you think of the oral presentation rubric as to the components and
descriptions of criteria for evaluating an individual English presentation?
5. How would you compare and contrast students’ comments with teacher’s comments?
6. Do you have any suggestions?
Format: 150-225 words
Suggested writing time: 30 minutes to plan and complete your paragraph

As a result, the relevant descriptions of the two umbrella categories were
selected, labeled, and coded as follows: perceptions about 1) receiving peer
feedback and 2) giving peer feedback. Then, subcategories of the two umbrella
categories were classified into and labeled as 1) benefits, 2) difficulties and/or
problems, 3) oral presentation rubric, and 4) comparison and contrast of comments
between the instructor and the students. Third, responses under each main
category and subcategory were tallied by checking the frequency of each response
unit to help us to understand how many students used those concepts. Therefore,
the discussion section will focus more on the representative categories than the
analysis of less frequently told ones. Finally, distinct descriptions that best explain
each theme were selected to highlight important perceptions.
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Ⅳ

. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

The first findings relate to the two umbrella categories, students’ perceptions
about 1) receiving peer feedback and 2) giving peer feedback. These main
categories were further classified into four subcategories, 1) benefits, 2) difficulties
and/or problems, 3) oral presentation rubric, and 4) comparison and contrast of
comments between the instructor and the students. The results with the number
of students who described the relevant points are presented in table 5.
<Table 5> The Number of Students Describing the Effects of Peer Feedback
Response Units
Benefits
Difficulties / Problems
Rubric
Teacher vs. Peer Comments

No. of students
Receiving Peer Feedback
36
0
4
3

No. of students
Giving Peer Feedback
37
22
18
5

Almost equal numbers of students described the benefits of either receiving or
giving peer feedback (36 vs. 37 students). Compared to other response units, the
number of students who explained the benefits outweighed the number of
students responding to other categories. This result can mean that the peer
review activity may have more advantages than disadvantages of both receiving
and giving peer feedback. However, whereas no one mentioned about the
difficulties and/or problems of receiving peer feedback, 22 students identified those
of giving peer feedback (0 vs. 22). The result can be interpreted that most of all,
there are a lot more difficulties/problems of giving peer feedback than receiving
peer feedback. The act of receiving itself involves some passive reaction if
receivers do not have any strong objections of accepting feedback. But giving
peer feedback requires reviewers to take a lot more actions such as making
several judgments while grading as well as giving voluntary verbal feedback
including their justification. Similarly, the perceptions of the students about oral
presentation rubric in receiving peer feedback were a lot fewer than the ones in
giving peer feedback (4 vs. 18). In addition, the number of the students who
included their perceptions about the similarities or differences between teacher and
peer comments in either receiving or giving feedback was the smallest (3 vs. 5)
among the four subcategories. What these numbers of the students mean can be
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better revealed when looking at the meanings of each category more in detail in
the following sections.
1. Receiving Peer Feedback

Students’ perceptions about receiving peer feedback are presented in table 6,
including descriptions and the number of response units in each category. First,
all the benefits of receiving peer feedback the students pointed out relate to
finding ways of improving their weaknesses (15 responses), increasing
self-awareness about own strengths/weaknesses (12) and English proficiency (7),
and enhancing self-confidence about English (6). Most of the positive effects of
the activity involve that students become aware of their weak points and attempt
to find ways of improving their weaknesses. Their weaknesses encompass most
of the evaluative areas illustrated in the oral presentation rubric such as
organization, delivery style, PPT slides, and time control. Most students perceived
that most of the benefits of peer review helpful to find ways to improve their
weak points are relating to presentation skills. In contrast, according to the
response units, no one included their weaknesses about language use such as
fluency, accuracy, vocabulary, and grammar although there was a lot of peer
feedback about language relating comments in the classroom.
<Table 6> Students’ Perceptions about Receiving Peer Feedback

Categories
Benefits (40)

Descriptions of Response Units
1) find ways to improve weak points
2) identify own strengths and weaknesses
3) evaluate own English levels (skills) objectively
4) increase self-confidence about English
Difficulties/Problems None
Rubric (4)
1) understand peer review better
Teacher vs.
1) self vs. peer/teacher
Peer Comments (4) 2) peer vs. teacher

No.
15
12
7
6
0
4
3
1

Regarding identifying own strengths as a benefit of receiving peer feedback, a
few students considered their language skills (e.g., intelligibility, speaking skills,
and communication skills) as their strengths based upon peer review while most
students identified other evaluative components such as idea development,
creativity, and delivery styles as their strengths. Furthermore, peer review enabled
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students to find out about their English proficiency levels objectively because they
had a chance to listen to what peer reviewers pointed out about their strengths
and weaknesses. Additionally, receiving peer review made it possible for the
students to increase self-confidence about English as peer reviewers let presenters
know about their strengths.
As previously mentioned, no one included the difficulties/problems of receiving
peer feedback. Compared to 40 responses relating to the benefits, it is likely that
the students did not have many difficulties or problems of receiving peer
feedback. Regarding the rubric, three students described that the rubric was
useful to understand what peers meant based upon evaluative points in the rubric.
They also perceived that the descriptions of both strong and weak points
presented in the rubric were helpful for them not only to understand the
meanings of each component but also to use as an exemplar to give peer review.
As to the comparison and contrast among the reviewers, two students pointed out
the similarities between self-evaluation and peer/teacher evaluations about their
weaknesses while one student mentioned that peer/teacher evaluations were
different from self-evaluation. In that case, self-evaluation was focused on the
presenter’s nervous feeling but peer/teacher evaluation included problems with
presentation styles and materials. Meanwhile, one student disagreed on what peers
mentioned but agreed on what the teacher reviewed.
2. Giving Peer Feedback

Students’ perceptions about giving peer feedback are presented in table 7,
including descriptions and the number of response units in each category arranged
in descending order. First, the benefits of giving peer feedback (48 responses) that
the students indicated the most among the whole categories are classified into: 1)
improving several skills, 2) learning from presenters’ strengths and weaknesses,
and 3) having a chance to evaluate others. Second, several difficulties and/or
problems of giving peer feedback (26 responses) were revealed and the top two
were considered as: 1) being concerned about presenters’ feelings due to their
criticism and 2) changing grading after other reviewers’ comments. The other
three aspects were equally brought up through two responses in each category,
including a big gap of English proficiency, changes in rating as time passes, and
using the same criteria to all different types of learners who have different strong
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and weak points. Two other responses identified problems with different topics
given to presenters and their low English proficiency to assess others. Third, the
perceptions of using the oral presentation rubric (18 responses) were specified into
1) subjective interpretation of each value of components and 2) some problems
with the rubric. Finally, seven responses revealed differences and similarities
between teacher and peer comments in that six responses related to more
differences than similarities while one response was about similarities.
<Table 7> Students’ Perceptions about Giving Peer Feedback

Categories
Benefits
(48)

Descriptions of Response Units
No.
1) improve several skills:
30:
rating skills
9
attention skills
8
critical thinking skills
8
presentation skills
3
speaking skills
2
2) learn from presenters’ strengths and weaknesses
15
3) have a chance to evaluate others
3
Difficulties / 1) concerned about presenters’ feelings due to their criticism 11
Problems 2) changing grading after other students’ comments
8
(26)
3) big English proficiency gap between students
2
4) gradual changes in rating on different presentation dates
2
5) not fair to use the same criteria
2
6) differences in topic
1
7) low English proficiency to assess others
1
Rubric
1) subjective interpretation of each component
6
(18)
2) problems with the rubric
5
Teacher vs. 1) more differences than similarities
6
Peer (7)
2) similarities in comments from teacher and peers
1
* The number in parentheses in each category means the total number of students.

The most noticeable perceptions about the benefits of giving peer review
involved that the students were able to develop and improve several skills. The
top three skills that they identified are rating, attention, and critical thinking
skills. Most of all, the students had not had much experience of evaluating others;
rather they were usually evaluated by others through various tests. That is why
they considered improving their rating skills the most compared with other skills
as well as three students also indicated having a chance to evaluate others as
one of the benefits. If students are well trained about how to rate others in this
type of a speaking task, they can better understand evaluative points and raters’
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viewpoints and therefore improve how to respond to a given task, in the case of
this study, presentation skills. The improvement of rating skills also relates to
critical thinking skills which require them to look at some phenomenon from
various viewpoints by identifying, analyzing, and synthesizing skills. Furthermore,
giving peer review is a demanding activity and thus students get busy while
grading presentations and preparing for their verbal review, which resulted in
improving their attention skills. The students as raters had to pay close attention
to individual presentations to get their evaluation done, which was one of the
greatest benefits of giving peer review. Meanwhile, as a result of giving peer
review, some students mentioned that they were able to improve their speaking
skills as well. The question and answer sessions right after each presentation
made it possible for them to interact with each other and communicate for a real
life purpose by asking and answering each other. In addition, learning from
others’ strong/weak points was another outcome of giving peer review similar to
the benefits of receiving peer review. This is an important aspect of learning
because the students had many opportunities to think of their own skills in
comparison with others skills and learn from others while listening and talking.
In contrast with the numerous benefits, the students also indicated several
difficulties and/or problems of giving peer review. Most of all, they were
concerned that they did not want to hurt others’ feelings because of their critical
evaluation or criticism. Although it is not easy to evaluate others critically even
to professional reviewers, time for giving peer review can provide students with
opportunities to learn how to get involved in thinking and talking critically
beyond their personal relationships, which is a must-have skill for people in both
academia and business. In addition, several other students revealed that they had
made some changes in their grading after listening to other reviewers’ verbal
evaluation. As the students are not professional raters, it should not be interpreted
negatively; rather, they could go through several thinking processes for making
better decisions based upon better ideas from others. Some other difficulties
mentioned raise further concerns about ways of minimizing the big English
proficiency gap among them and the matter of fairness of using the same criteria
to all students who have different proficiency levels or skills. Another two
difficulties involve the settings of the presentation activity in that there were
gradual changes in rating from different presentation dates and topics given to
individual presenters. It is natural in this context that the more practice about
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rating they have, the better they rate, and thus there is a great possibility of
changes in their rating as time passes.
As to using the rubric, six students pointed out their subjective interpretation
of each component while five students mentioned problems with the rubric. First,
two students indicated that they valued comprehensibility of a presentation the
most. Other four students valued different components the most such as
confidence and effort, delivery styles, language, or their intimacy with presenters.
Referring to the given peer review form, contents, organization, slides, delivery,
language, time, and Q &A sections were all equally weighed. Individual
relationships were not part of the evaluative points. These results mean that there
was subjective interpretation while applying the rubric into each presentation.
Second, in relation to the subjectivity coming into play, one response revealed that
the rubric was too complicated. The other response also identified that some
concepts were a bit vague to be understood. Furthermore, the weight system
including the grading symbols such as good (+), okay (0), and poor (-) was
difficult for them to objectively measure. As a result, one response included that
there was a need for more training about the meanings and applications of the
rubric.
To compare and contrast the comments between the teacher and peers, while
one student perceived that they were similar, six students thought that they were
similar but different. Among the six students, three contrasted the differences in
that 1) peers focused more on personal relationships and thus the comments from
them were more personal and subjective whereas the teacher gave more objective
and detailed comments, 2) peer comments were more general, not including their
justification of evaluation in detail whereas teacher comments were more specific
and helpful to understand various aspects not mentioned from students, and 3)
peers emphasized delivery styles and slides more; however, the teacher did
language relating components more. In Leki’s (1990) study, students were likely to
pay more attention to language related issues than content issues during peer
feedback. As Leki’s study was conducted in the context of peer review for
writing skills, students valued local aspects more than global aspects of writing.
It is possible for students to look at language issues more carefully when giving
peer review about writing skills than speaking skills due to many differences in
writing and speaking. For example, because writing is usually permanent but
speaking is usually transient, it might be difficult for students to capture and

164 학습자중심교과교육연구 14(3)

evaluate immediate aspects of language issues during presentation time. Other
reflections illustrated that teacher comments were more professional and precise
than peer comments as well as the teacher summarized the main points from
student comments and then added own opinions which were different from
student comments.

Ⅴ

. CONCLUSION

The present study has shown that the social interactions supported by peer
review of oral presentations facilitate the reciprocal development of critical
awareness of both the self and the others as well as the improvement of several
important academic and social skills. The students were able to experience the
social and communicative events and situations in which they had access to
information on the quality of performances of themselves and peers and had
chances of evaluating themselves and others and sharing their review with others.
The peer review activity enabled the students to deepen their understanding of
the required components for oral presentation skills. Therefore, it is concluded that
the benefits of peer review in both receiving and giving peer review lead students
to experience collective learning in a real academic society. As Vygotsky (1978,
1986) claimed that the directionality of learning always comes from interpersonal
interactions to intrapersonal interactions, this study contends that learning itself is
reciprocal between givers and receivers and later it is internalized in the mind of
each person.
This peer review activity has some limitations, especially, in differences in time
for giving an individual presentation as well as giving and receiving peer review.
However, students who first get involved in giving an individual presentation and
thus receiving peer review earlier than giving peer review do not have
disadvantages compared to students who do the same activity in a reverse way.
That is because learning is a continuing activity and students equally have a
chance to participate in these activities of giving presentations and giving and
receiving peer review in turn. Thus if learning processes are valued higher than
learning outcomes, all of the participating students in these circular activities can
get the benefits from giving and receiving peer review at the end. As a result,
they can enhance their self-awareness about their own and other peers’ strengths
and weaknesses and increase several important skills required for not only
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improving specific English language skills but also learning general academic
skills. The reciprocal and repetitive activities help students to internalize the skills
in their mind through interpersonal and intrapersonal interactions in the end.
This study suggests that first, teachers can incorporate peer review as a way
of giving students practice in speaking skills and creating a student-centered
classroom with students who become capable of critical evaluation of spoken
work of their own and others. Second, peer review of oral presentation activities
can provide students with chances to use language for real purposes to interact
with others and thus practice and improve their listening and speaking skills.
Third, peer review teaches freshman students critical evaluation skills, the ability
to look at a classmate’s presentation and provides them with effective feedback on
both global and local level of speaking. Finally, peer review activities in speaking
allow students to see perspectives of others and know how to give and receive
constructive feedback not to blame and criticize themselves or others but to let
them know in a helpful way how they are doing and how their performance is
being perceived. More training about the social meanings and ways of giving
constructive feedback is necessary to help students to mitigate their worries about
hurting others’ feelings due to their criticism.
This study does not strongly claim that peer assessment should be part of the
students’ grading system; however, considering the benefits of giving and receiving
peer review, the peer review activity itself can be a very meaningful pedagogic
activity to increase several practical skills of students. Instructors who teach
undergraduate speaking courses can refer to the current study to get ideas about
how to organize students’ oral presentations and use peer review activities. Students’
suggestions on the rubric provides the instructor with opportunities to revise it for
the future course. Students may also participate in the development of a rubric for
oral presentations. Furthermore, if students and instructors can firmly make an
agreement of ways of giving and receiving peer review, it might be feasible to
reflect the results of peer review as part of individual students’ grading. To do so,
more research should be conducted to examine ways of setting up evaluating
criteria. For example, it is not clear who should set the assessment criteria, students
themselves, or the teacher, or the collaboration between students and the teacher. It
is also worthwhile to conduct further research to find out about how to ensure
validity and reliability, control subjectivity, etc. in the context of peer review of oral
tasks to integrate the results of peer review into students’ actual grading.
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<국문초록>
대학 신입생 영어 프리젠테이션 활동에 대한 동료 평가의 효과

윤성원(한양대학교)

본 연구는 대학 신입생 영어 강의에서 프리젠테이션 활동에 대한 동료 평가에 참여한
학생의 인식을 바탕으로 동료 평가하기와 평가 받기의 효과를 탐구하였다. 연구 참여자
는 대학 기초 필수 신입생 영어 수강생 60명이다. 동료 평가 활동에 대한 학생들의 비판
적 성찰 한 문단 쓰기의 결과를 통해 자료 수집이 이루어졌다. 수집된 자료는 적합한 범
주와 의미 단위에 대한 내용 분석을 바탕으로 개념화, 범주화의 방법을 통해 분류되었
다. 연구 결과를 통해 동료 평가 과정의 핵심인 사회적 상호작용은 자신과 타자에 대한
비판적 인식 능력의 향상 및 학업과 사회에 필요한 중요한 역량 향상에도 도움이 됨을
알 수 있었다. 결론적으로 동료 평가하기와 평가 받기의 상호적 활동의 장점은 학생들에
게 실제 학문 공동체의 참여를 통한 집단 학습의 경험을 제공한다는 점에서 그 의의가
크다 할 수 있다. 무엇보다도 교수자가 학습자를 위한 말하기 연습 과업 개발과 학생 중
심의 교실 환경을 제공하기 위한 목적으로 동료 평가를 활용할 수 있고 그 결과 학생들
은 자신과 타자의 말하기 활동에 대한 비판적 평가 능력을 향상시킬 수 있다는 점에서
본 연구의 결과가 활용될 수 있다.
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