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Abstract

Prior research on peer review has focused on the benefit of receiving feedback, while the merits of
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providing feedback remain untested. This study probes into the features of reviews and the im-
pact of providing feedback on reviewers’ writing performance. 34 undergraduates of non-English
majors in a university of China have been studied, two drafts of their course papers and 876 peer
comments being analyzed with quantitative methods. As the result indicates, reviewers tend to pro-
vide positive feedback that cannot improve their own writing skills, while the less preferred nega-
tive feedback, particularly, the number of comments which identify problems has a positive rela-
tionship with reviewer’s writing performance. Thus in peer review, teachers should provide learn-
ers with rational rubrics and encourage them to provide more negative comments of high quality.
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Table 1. Classification of peer comments
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Table 2. Statistical description of types of peer comments on first draft
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