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ABSTRACT 

 

In an attempt to explore effective instruction in the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) setting, 

this study investigated language errors identified by students and teachers in three different 

revision stages: self-revision, peer revision, and teacher revision. It gave the focus to the effects of 

the three different methods on learners’ writing quality, revision behavior, and perception of 

revisions. The subjects were 10 students in Bangkok University who shared the similar English 

learning experiences. The data were collected from a writing task, a peer response sheet, and a 

semi-structured interview. Error numbers and error types identified in the revision stages were 

compared to show the differences among the three methods. This study was an attempt to analyze 

learners’ revision behavior, and the results showed that they focused more on surface errors 

instead of semantic or textual ones. The study also showed that teacher revision was indispensable 

in learners’ language output modification. It did a great help to the learners’ acquisition of 

linguistic forms which were hard-recognized errors by themselves. Also, teacher comments were 

perceived as significantly more effective than peer comments. However, the students showed that 

peer revision had roles to play that couldn’t be filled by teacher revision. The post-task interview 

results revealed learners’ positive perceptions toward peer revision, indicating its usefulness in 

the EFL context.  
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INTRODUCTION AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 

evision is an important final step in polishing your work. The process includes proofreading and 

editing. It is a chance for you to look critically at what you have written to see if it is understandable 

and effective. It can also leads to improvement in writing. Learners profit from mistakes by 

obtaining feedback to make new attempts to improve their writing. However, Huang (2002: 20) argues that 

“sometimes the feedback from an error can be so strongly negative that the learner would give up making new 

attempts and the learning would end up in failure” as shown in the following diagram. 
 

 

                                                         give up  failure 

 

try  error  feedback  new attempt  desired goal 

 

 

 

Figure 1 The effects of feedback on language learning (Huang, 2002: 20) 

 

 

Revision has been widely acknowledged as a crucial component in the writing process in both L1 (a first 

language) and L2 (a second language). In L1 writing, some found that peer comments were as effective as teacher 

comments (Pfeiffer, 1981; Putz, 1970). On the other hand, in L2 writing, some researchers consider peer revision 

ineffective and claim that students are not able to spot weaknesses in their colleagues‟ essays as they are weak 

themselves (Allaei and Connor, 1990). L2 students may not trust their peers' responses to their writings because they 

are not native speakers of English. In Lockhart and Ng's (1993) survey of 56 L2 students' perception of peer 
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comments, while students agreed that peer feedback enabled them to gain an awareness of the audience and improve 

their writing, they were unsure of their strength as competent readers. L2 students have general preference for 

teachers‟ feedback over peer-editing. Nelson and Carson's (1998) interview of four L2 university students showed 

that students preferred teacher comments to peer comments and that they incorporated teacher comments in their 

revisions more frequently than peer comments. Similarly, Zhang (1995) found out that students preferred teacher 

feedback to peer or self-feedback. Teacher feedback was significantly more preferred than peer or self-feedback 

whereas there was no significant difference between the latter two. 

 

While the above findings show that teacher revision was more effective than peer revision, the beneficial 

effects of peer revision have been outlined by a number of researchers in L2 writing. Rollinson (2005) studied 

college level students of EFL in Spain and found that peer feedback was effective with 80% of peer feedback 

comments considered valid and 65% acted on. Saito and Fujita (2004) investigated feedback provided to EFL 

students in a Japanese university and found that teachers and peers rated students‟ writing in broadly similar ways. 

Cault (1994), in a comparison of L2 written peer responses, teacher comments, and students' self-analysis of their 

own papers, found that 89 percent of students were able to give advice considered valid by the teacher and 60 

percent made appropriate suggestions not mentioned by the teacher. They also made more specific and localized 

comments than the teacher.  Other researchers have recommended the use of peer revision in the ESL writing 

classroom and argued that it may well complement the role that teacher revision plays in revision. For example, it 

helps students experience less writing anxiety (Stanley, 1992), gain confidence and language skills (Min, 2006), and 

become more supportive of each other (Schmid, 1999). 

 

The above review of language studies highlights two issues: students‟ ability to edit and reduce specific 

language errors and their attitudes toward revision methods. Basically, it seems that teacher revision is more valued 

than student revision, including peer revision and self-revision. However, in some cases, students believe that peer 

revision can be effective and their attitudes are variable. Therefore, this study examined students‟ ability to edit their 

own essays and their partners‟ essays. It also analyzed students‟ errors because they can “provide to the researcher 

evidence of how language is learned or acquired, what strategies or procedures the learner is employing in the 

discovery of the language.” (Corder, 1967: 167) In addition, it studied students‟ perception of three different 

revisions: self-revision, peer revision, and teacher revision. Despite the limitations in terms of a small number of 

subjects, the study has certain implications for the teaching of writing. This research will provide useful insights as 

to how to implement revision methods, particularly the use of feedback sheets. 
 

PURPOSES OF THE STUDY 
 

The objectives of this study were to identify errors made by the students in their writings, compare the 

mean scores of the identified errors in the three revision stages, and study students‟ perception of revisions 
 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 

Participants  
 

The participants in this study were 10 students enrolled in Advanced English course at Bangkok University. 

These 10 students were randomly chosen from two parallel classes of the same year of study. They consisted of 5 

girls and 5 boys with the average age of 19. They all shared the similar educational backgrounds of studying English 

as their EFL. These students had passed three English courses in Bangkok University. When this study was carried 

out, they had learned how to write a five-paragraph essay and give feedback.  
 

Research Instruments 
 

1. Writing task: The students were asked to write an essay named “My Three Main Goals for the Next Five 

Years.” The reason for choosing this topic was that the students were familiar with this topic in their 

reading class.  

2. Peer response sheet: A peer response sheet was a set of questions about the given text for use by the 

reviewers to write down their comments during the peer revision session. It served as a peer feedback 

guide. 
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3. Post-task interview: The students were asked about their opinions on the three revision methods.  

 

Procedures 

 

Stage1: Draft Writing  

 

The students were called together to study about the task they would be demanded to do. The students were 

given the topic “My Three Main Goals for the Next Five Years” to write a five-paragraph essay of not less than 250 

words. Time allowed for the writing task was 60 minutes.  

 

Stage2: Revising 

 

After collecting all the papers, the author typed them out with double space between each line. In this way, 

the author hoped that enough space can be left for students‟ revision. A week after the writing activity, the author 

handed out the typed essays to the students. Then the students were asked to mark the errors in the essays with 

different signs as follows: 

 

∧ for adding words 

/ for deleting words 

﹏  (the curved underline) for wrongly-spelt words 

__ (the straight underline) for grammatically wrong words, phrases, clauses or sentences 

 

After showed the correction signs, the students began to revise their own essays. After they have finished 

their revision, the essays were collected. The students were given the original essays again. This time the essay they 

got was any of the participants‟ essays randomly. When they finished the revision, the peer response sheets were 

collected. They were given their own original essays again with the teacher revision on it. The post-task interview 

was then conducted after class. The whole procedure of the study can be indicated by the following scheme. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 The process of doing this study 

 

Stage 3: Data Collection 

 

After the whole research has been done, the author gathered 10 drafts, 30 revised essays. The data was 

collected by the author and the reading teacher. After that, the data obtained from the essays was analyzed 

quantitatively. The data from the post-task interview was presented in table form. 

 

 

1. Writing task 

2. Revision 

Stage 1: Self-revision 

Stage 2: Peer Revision 

Stage 3: Teacher Revision 

3.  Post-task interview 



Journal of College Teaching & Learning – September 2011 Volume 8, Number 9 

4 © 2011 The Clute Institute 

Results 

 

Research Question 1: What kind of errors did the students make in their writings?  

 

To be able to produce a piece of writing, students should be able to write a connected series of words and 

sentences which are grammatically and logically linked so that the purpose they have in their mind will suit the 

intended readers. However, the errors in the students‟ papers revealed that they encountered difficulties in producing 

the target language. There was a gap between what they wanted to say and what they could say.  

 

Misspellings were one of the most frequent errors made by the students. During the revisions, misspellings 

were the problems that could be noticed and corrected most easily by the students. They could confirm the spelling 

of words through looking it up in a dictionary. Unfortunately, unlike misspellings which could be easily corrected, 

errors in grammar and coherence were often more difficult for them to handle, especially the use of tenses and 

sentence structures. They also paid no attention to avoid errors in article, capitalization, punctuation, and so on. The 

main types of students‟ errors in writing can be seen in the following examples. 

 

 

  1. Spelling  

Incorrect: I want to know about culcure. 

Correct: I want to know about culture. 
 

  2. Capitalization 

Incorrect: My three main goals (Title) 

Correct: My Three Main Goals (Title) 
 

  3. Lexical choice 

Incorrect: I can successful. 

Correct: I can succeed.  
 

  4. Preposition 

Incorrect: I need finish my three main goals to the five years. 

Correct: I need to finish my three main goals in the next five years. 
 

  5. Verb usage 

Incorrect: Next, I will good job. 

Correct: Next, I will get a good job. 
 

  6. Tense 

Incorrect: When I graduated, I will open an accounting company.  

Correct: When I graduate, I will open an accounting company. 
 

  7. Sentence structures 

Incorrect: And a successful businessman in the end. 

Correct: I want to be a successful businessman in the future. 
 

  8. Article  

Incorrect: I will begin to travel around the Thailand in the next five years. 

Correct: I will begin to travel around Thailand in the next five years. 
 

  9. Number of nouns 

Incorrect: I will look forward to achieving all these goal in the next five year. 

Correct: I will look forward to achieving all these goals in the next five years. 
 

10. Punctuation 

Incorrect: When I graduate. I will get a job. 

Correct: When I graduate, I will get a job. 
 

 

Research Question 2: How many errors could the students identify in their revisions?  

 

The effects of the three different revision methods on revision quality were evaluated for comparison. 

According to the quantification study of errors in the revision part, the errors identified by the teachers were much 

more than those identified by the students themselves and their classmates. It indicated that teachers‟ language 

proficiency and revising skills were higher than students‟. The number of errors identified showed that the students 
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could find out the problems in their own writings at a certain low degree. However, the errors identified in the stage 

of peer revision were comparatively more than the stage of self-revision. The results were presented in Table 1. 
 
 

Table 1:  Percentage and Number of Errors in Three Different Revision Stages 

Error Type 

Revision Method 

Stage 1: Revised  

by themselves 

Stage 2: Revised  

by their classmates 

Stage 3: Revised  

by teachers 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

  1. Spelling  12 63% 10 24% 23 13% 

  2. Capitalization 1 5% 4 10% 11 6% 

  3. Lexical choice 0 0% 0 0% 8 5% 

  4. Preposition 0 0% 1 2% 12 7% 

  5. Verb usage 3 16% 8 19% 22 13% 

  6. Tense 0 0% 0 0% 14 8% 

  7. Sentence structures 2 11% 6 14% 40 24% 

  8. Article  0 0% 1 2% 6 4% 

  9. Number of nouns 0 0% 4 10% 5 3% 

10. Punctuation 1 5% 8 19% 29 17% 

Total 19 100% 42 100% 170 100% 
 

 

Table 1 shows the total number of language errors in the essays identified by the students themselves, their 

companions and the teachers respectively. It also shows the percentage of different error types in the three revision 

stages. Spelling mistakes were easily to be recognized by the students themselves; they identified 12 misspellings 

(63%) in the self-revision process and 10 misspellings (24%) in the peer revision stage. They also focused on the 

errors of verb usage (16%) and sentence structures (11%) in the self-revision process. When they corrected their 

partners‟ writings, they also paid attention to the errors of verb usage (19%), punctuation (19%), and sentence 

structures (14%). However, the numbers of errors they found in the two stages were much fewer than those of the 

teachers. For example, the teachers found 23 misspellings while the students could find only 12 misspellings in the 

first stage and 10 misspellings in the second stage. The students‟ most frequent type of error found by the teachers 

was a sentence structure error (40 errors, 24%). The students could find only 2 errors (11%) in the first stage and 6 

errors (14%) in the second stage.  

 

 The total number of errors in student revision was very different from teacher revision: self-revision (19 

errors), peer revision (42 errors), and teacher revision (170 errors). This showed that the students had linguistic 

problems, especially problems in dealing with sentence structures (24%), punctuation (17%), verb usage (13%), and 

spelling (13%) respectively. They did not even identify half of the errors in these aspects. Moreover, the teachers 

found some errors that the students could not notice in both stages such as the errors in lexical choice and tense. 

They couldn‟t find the errors in preposition, article, and number of nouns when they corrected their own papers, but 

they could find some of these errors when they corrected their partners‟ papers: preposition (1 error), article (1 

error), and number of nouns (4 errors). Still, the numbers of errors they found were much fewer than those of the 

teachers: preposition (12 errors), article (6 errors), and number of nouns (5 errors).  

 

 The students were asked to look at the content of their own papers and their partners‟ papers using a fresh, 

critical perspective and give comments and suggestions to improve them. When they read their own papers again, 

they knew that there were some mistakes in their papers because they didn‟t make sense. However, most of them 

couldn‟t think about a possible alternative to make their own works better. When they revised their partners‟ papers, 

they could give some suggestions. However, not many comments in their peer response sheets were considered 

effective to help improve their writing skills. Their comments were about something in general: 
 

 The title should be moved to the center of the page. 

 The author always forgets to put a period after a sentence. 

 More vivid examples and details should be added to support the main idea. 

 There are too unnecessary words. 

 There are many incomplete sentences. 
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Research Question 3: How did the students respond to the use of three different revision methods? 

 

When the students were asked to choose the most effective method, 7 students chose teacher revision. 

However, when they were asked to choose the method they would like to do in the future, the number of students 

who chose teacher revision and those who chose peer revision were quite similar: 5 students chose teacher revision, 

4 students chose peer revision, and only one student chose self-revision. The interview data showed that the students 

realized both advantages and disadvantages of the three different revision methods. The results were presented in 

Table 2. 
 

 

Table 2  Results of the Post-task Interview 

Revision Method Advantage Disadvantage 

Self-Revision 1. They don‟t feel stressed. 1. They can‟t notice their errors.  

2. They don‟t have confidence to edit  

     sentences because their grammatical  

     knowledge is not good. 

3. Only students whose English is good   

     can edit their own writing. 

Peer Revision 1.  They feel free to discuss with their  

     partners because this method seems  

     more informal than teacher revision.  

2. They have a chance to see new  

    ideas and compare their works with  

    their partners‟ papers. 

3. By comparing the quality of their  

    papers and their partners‟ papers,  

    they want to write better. 

1. They are not sure whether their   

     partners‟ editing is correct. 

2.  They can‟t correct all errors because  

     their grammatical knowledge is not  

     good. 

3. They are afraid of giving  

     inappropriate comments on their  

     partners‟ papers. 

 

Teacher Revision 1. They can trust teachers‟ comments.  

2. They get several ways to improve  

    their writing. 

3. They become more active to write  

    and edit their papers. 

1. Sometimes they feel a bit stressed  

    when they receive comments from  

    the teacher. 

 

 

The interview results indicate that the major disadvantages of self-revision and peer revision included lack 

of language knowledge and confidence in giving comments and suggestions. The students regarded teacher revision 

as the most successful revision method because they could gain more knowledge from the teacher to improve their 

writing. They also needed a teacher to help in their revision. Nevertheless, they felt threatened by this method 

because it looked formal; they felt more comfortable with self-revision and peer revision. In the peer revision stage, 

the students showed great interests in the contents of their companions‟ essays rather than the grammatical forms. 

Not many errors were identified in this stage, but they gained more idea and motivation from peer-reviewing. Their 

suggestions for future peer feedback use in a classroom highlighted the teacher‟s role of providing a proper 

classroom environment, task training exercises, and task materials. 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

 The findings stress the number of errors identified by students which revealed what they did not know or 

knew only partially. They had great difficulties in making grammatical appropriate sentences. The students also had 

difficulties in correcting errors during the revision stages.  They could correct few mistakes in spelling and 

capitalization even if these mistakes are easy to be identified. It might be concluded that they may not get sufficient 

insights into their errors. It may be partly caused by the students‟ deficiency of writing knowledge. They did not 

learn writing as a subject systematically, so they did not know how to use correct words and make correct sentences. 

Therefore, to enhance the ability of writing and noticing errors in revision processes, teachers should help them to 

think about language as they are producing it and correcting errors in revision stages.  

 

The teacher revision method plays an important role in EFL students‟ revision processes as it encourages 

them to write more carefully and correctly. The students value teacher revision more highly than the other methods. 
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The self-revision method seems the least useful for leading to successful revisions. In contrast to the findings of peer 

revision, it has less impact on the students‟ motivation and language skills. The students recognize the importance of 

peer revision. It gives students a chance to see new ideas and gain more motivation to improve their writing, 

indicating its usefulness in the EFL context. Such a finding echoes Tsui and Ng‟s (2000) result that learners see 

teacher comments as more authoritative but value peer comments. So, peer revision, regardless of its accuracy, can 

be seen as a useful adjunct to teacher revision. Villamil and De Guerrero (1998: 491) explicitly state that „„peer 

revision should be seen as an important complementary source of feedback in the ESL classroom.‟‟ Also, Silva 

(1990: 15) points out that the writing classroom is no longer one that gives absolute control to the teacher but rather 

is ``a positive, encouraging, and collaborative workshop environment within which students . . . can work through 

their composing processes.'' Peer revision can arouse students‟ interests in writing. So, it would be interesting to 

examine whether or not longer peer-editing time and more peer-editing sessions may result in student reduction of 

these errors in their revised essays.  
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