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Abstract
The goal of this study is to determine whether Japanese university students believed asynchronous semi-anonymous
peer feedback helped them improve their presentation skills in an online English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
presentation class. Previous studies regarding peer evaluation in EFL contexts rarely focus on oral presentations, and,
to our knowledge, none focus specifically on students’ experiences in an online presentation course. In this study,
students of a lower-intermediate level presentation course at a Japanese university were regularly assigned peer
groups and guided to provide scaffolded feedback using an anonymous online peer-evaluation system. At the
conclusion of the course, opinions of the implemented feedback methods were collected via a survey that included
both Likert-type questions and open-ended questions. The results indicate that students had a generally favorable
perception of asynchronous semi-anonymous peer feedback in an online context. In conjunction with teacher and self-
evaluations, implementing such peer evaluations may motivate an improved awareness of presentation skills as well

as meaningful peer interactions. However, further studies should be conducted to refine best practices.
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Introduction

Peer review is an area of research that has gained traction in the field of L2 education, particularly
with regard to student writing. Tsui and Ng (2000) explored a wide range of benefits to peer feedback
such as an enhanced sense of audience, raised awareness through the reading of peers’ writing,
collaborative learning, and a fostered sense of ownership of students’ work—all of which may not be
achieved through the comments of one’s teacher. Despite numerous studies regarding the effects of
peer evaluations in L2 writing courses, far less research has been conducted on its potential benefits
in contexts related to oral communication.

While peer groups may be able to accurately assess one another’s writing with the aid of a well-
structured and level-appropriate checklist, there may be discrepancies with regard to feedback
quality when it comes to oral communication. In studies of the effectiveness of self-, peer-, and
teacher assessment on oral presentations, Nejad & Mahfoodh (2019) found a strong correlation
between peer- and teacher-ratings, whereas Saito (2000) reported a high level of consistency between
peer- and self-ratings. However, Shimura (2006) highlighted the role of L2 proficiency on peer
feedback, finding that assessments by upper-intermediate students most closely resembled the
instructor’s, while all proficiency levels correlated highly with regard to eye contact and gestures.
Despite variations found in different levels and contexts, research seems to indicate that students
respond positively to peer feedback on presentations (Nakamura, 2002; Nejad & Mahfoodh, 2019;
Saito, 2000).

When classes shifted online due the COVID-19 pandemic, not only was there a stronger need to
employ an online peer feedback system, but such a system could have some advantages over face-to-
face peer evaluation. Hosack (2003) posited that L2 learners found it difficult to suggest revisions
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that may appear critical of a peer’s work whereas anonymous feedback helped relieve anxiety about
the possibility of hurt feelings. In a related study at the same Japanese university, students took part
in both face-to-face and anonymous peer feedback but reported less concern about making critical
comments; however, female students overwhelmingly preferred anonymous feedback, suggesting
that even gender may affect the efficacy of peer evaluation (Coomber & Silver 2010). Furthermore,
the findings of Lu & Bol (2007) demonstrated that anonymous peers performed better on writing
performance tasks and provided more critical feedback than those participating in identifiable peer
review. Thus, the increased privacy of anonymous feedback may empower students who hesitate to
provide necessary constructive criticism. Furthermore, asynchronous feedback can be easily
collected, collated, and returned in a streamlined fashion, thus complementing teacher feedback and
students’ self-reflection.

After ensuring our asynchronous peer feedback system was as easy to understand and use as
possible, we considered our implementation in terms of anonymity, peer groupings, and improving
peer feedback quality. From the perspective of learning outcomes, the aims of this project were as
follows:

1. Increase awareness of target presentation skills.

2. Motivate students to improve target presentation skills.

3. Increase student engagement in peers’ performances.

4. Increase opportunities for meaningful presenter-audience interactions.

Method

This survey was conducted at a Japanese university on three freshman-level English Presentation
classes of lower intermediate proficiency (within the range of 280-479 combined TOEIC Listening &
Reading scores). These classes were conducted online via Zoom due to COVID-19 response policies.
Students met for one 100-minute lesson each week over the course of a 12-week semester. Roughly
every other week, students gave prepared presentations on various topics. The aim of this compulsory
course was to improve presentation skills such as organizing presentations, supporting arguments
with evidence, using visual aids, and improving both verbal and non-verbal skills such as intonation,
gestures, and eye contact.

Before each presentation, students were assigned three peers and were instructed to pay close
attention to their presentations, with the intention of giving asynchronous feedback at the end of the
round of presentations. After the presentations concluded, students engaged in selfreflection
activities in addition to providing feedback to their peers via Google Forms. The peer feedback was
divided into two components: guided questions for their assigned peers and awards voting for all of
their classmates.

The guided questions, which were called “T'A.G. Feedback” (Tell, Ask, and Give), instructed
students to respond to each of their three peers individually—to tell their peers something positive
about their presentations, ask a question about their peers’ presentations, and give advice on how to
improve their next presentation. In each category, the students were provided with sentence stems
to assist them in providing specific feedback to their peers (see Appendix A).

The voting component asked students to select the “smoothest” presentation, the “most
interesting” presentation, and the presentation with the “most effective” slides. These categories

” «

roughly correlate to the rubric’s categories of “physical elements,” “content,” and “visuals.” The

winners of each category were announced in the following class, along with a brief explanation from
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the teacher about what made each presentation successful in its respective category. After students
submitted their peer feedback, the data was collated and returned anonumously via individualized
documents for presenters to review (see Appendix B).

The authors’ feedback systems were nearly the same, but there were some notable variations.
Regarding peer grouping, both assigned three peers. However, teacher B included a mid-semester
group presentation and asked students to provide T.A.G. feedback for each of the five groups. The
“Ask” feedback questions were then used to practice Q&A skills. In addition, in the second half of the
course, teacher B required students to directly ask at least two questions, which negated the need for
“Ask” feedback. Therefore, students were required to provide “Tell” and “Give” feedback to all
classmates on days they had not been assigned to present.

Following the final lesson, students were asked to complete a survey via Google Forms about
the feedback they received throughout the course. The first ten questions (see Table 1) asked the
extent to which students agreed or disagreed with the statements using a four-point Likert-type scale.
The survey concluded with the following two open-ended questions: (1) What did you like about the
peer feedback system? (E7 7 4 — FXw 7 « AT LDUFE 7 & 2 A1 T35 ?) and (2) How
could the peer feedback system be improved? (£ 9 TUIE T 7 4 —FNXv 7 « AT LDBEDR
WHDIZ B EEWETN?).

Results & Discussion

Student responses to Likert-type survey items are presented in Table 1 below.

Table 1
Student responses to Likert-type items on the survey (N=38)
No. Item M SD
The peer feedback system was easy to understand. €7 7 4 — F Ny 7 « Y A7 L3030 D
1 3.63  0.67
LTl
The peer feedback system was easy to use. E7 7 4 —F2Ny 7 « ¥ 25 LI T H5
2 " 3.53 0.76
3 When I gave my classmates feedback, I tried my best to give them helpful advice. 7 7 A X — 347 056
FDT7 4 =Ny 7ERTIRIE, BEICRDLEI BT ENAL 22T 5 LI ILdNT 7, ' '
4 I always read the feedback from my classmates. #1227 7 A XA 6D 7 4 — KX 7% 305 08
oA THER L T e, ' '
5 The feedback from my classmates helped me improve my presentation skills. 7 7 A X — k 2> 337 079

5D7 4 =Ky 73, 7VLEYT =Y a v AXLzRLEIEEDIHLoT,

The awards (for smoothest presentation, most interesting presentation, and best slides)
6 motivated me to try my best. %7 7 — R AL —A LT LX¥ v F—va v, mbEEE 342 083
WL Y T—vay, RAL AL F)BHLHT, HESI L0IKFFb Ik T,

7 lliked the peer feedback system. €7 7 4 — FXy 7 « ¥ AT AR Ao Tz, 324 0.75
I improved my presentation skills this semester. & ##iT., 7Ly T — a3 v AF L)

8 . 3.74 0.6
ELZZEES,
I always read the feedback from my teacher. #IZZHI2 5 D 7 4 — F Ny 7 25 A CTHEZR L

g A 366 075

The feedback from my teacher helped me improve my presentation skills. &#fifiz» & @D 7 4 —
RNy 713, 7Ly T—ya vy A¥LER LI ERo7,

Note: 1= strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree

10 3.71 0.61
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Students reported having positive feelings about the presentation course overall, indicating
strong agreement (M= 3.74[0.6]) with the statement that they improved their presentation skills in
the course. Regarding the peer feedback system, students indicated strong agreement that the
system was easy to understand (M= 3.63[0.67]) and easy to use (M= 3.53[0.76]).

Survey results also indicated strong agreement that they tried to give each other helpful
feedback (M= 3.47[0.56]) and received helpful feedback (M= 3.37[0.79]), suggesting that students
were engaged and took their social responsibility to provide feedback seriously. However, students
indicated only moderate agreement that they always read the feedback from their classmates (M=
3.05[0.8]), suggesting that presenter-audience interactions could be improved, perhaps by
incorporating the reading of peer feedback into in-class assignments or self-reflection activities. In
contrast, students indicated strong agreement that they always read the feedback from their teacher
(M= 3.66[0.75]). Likewise, participants indicated that teacher feedback was more helpful (M=
3.71[0.61]) than peer feedback (M= 3.37[0.79]), which would seem to support Tsui and Ng’s (2002)
assertion that L2 students favor the feedback of instructors over peers. Despite this, one respondent
wrote, “I understand that other people concentrate [on] my presentation,” emphasizing the impact of
what Tsui and Ng (2000) described as an enhanced sense of audience. Students know that those who
lack the motivation to pay attention will now be tasked with listening carefully to their ideas, which in
turn compels speakers to improve their performance. However, it remains unclear whether this
sentiment is applicable to the student-selected awards as participants did not elaborate on this aspect
of peer-feedback despite strong agreement indicating such awards had increased motivation (M=
3.42[0.83]).

Semi-Anonymous Feedback

Although students knew who their peers were, our system made it difficult to identify which
member of their peer group made a particular comment. In addition to the constraints of online
classes, our decision to partially anonymize peer feedback was motivated by research indicating 1.2
students tend to feel less hesitant about providing critical feedback anonymously (Hosack, 2003; Lu
& Bol, 2007). Overall, our survey results support this notion. One student wrote:

I'm happy to know what I did well in my presentation, but more importantly, because it’s

anonymous, I can ask people to point out exactly what I'm lacking and what I need to improve

on, and conversely, I can honestly tell them what other people did well and give them advice. (H

TDTVEYDRDPO TR EDHE L WTTY, ZnPL ki, BEATHLZELH-

T, HOORY 2w RiPBCE B E L m 2 NHEICHER L TH 569 23 TE. KNICHAD 5

DT DR -7 E TAHRT FNA AEREILA DL TEET, )

Two more students echoed this preference for anonymity, noting that they were happy to receive
“candid” or “objective” opinions. In addition, another student wrote, “I think it would be better if I
could use chat, etc.” (F+* v bR EPHEZLS LD X725 L), Although less anonymous
than our system, using a chat function would still provide increased privacy over direct face-to-face or
video communication, as students wouldn’t see each others’ faces or reactions. Thus, some anonymity
appears to increase students’ comfort with giving and receiving peer feedback.

Peer-group Size

In attempting to strike a balance between over- and under-utilizing students’ attentive resources,
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we decided to use peer groups typically of four students in our peer-feedback process, with three
peers for each presenter. Student reaction to peer-group size was mixed. Many expressed that they
were happy to receive the attention of their peers, but a student in Teacher A’s class seemed to prefer
larger peer groups: “I would prefer that the number of people giving feedback be more than three”
(74 —=FXNv 7 2BTANDANEE ZADSHPT).

However, as teacher B’s final presentations required students to provide feedback for up to ten
peers, students had differing opinions about peer-group size, with one student saying, “Reduce the
number of people who write” (F { A¥t%Z K S 77). Conversely, another student acknowledged the
challenge but seemed to find it worthwhile:

It may increase the workload for both of us, but I felt that I could develop my skills better if I

could get feedback from as many people as possible. (A \ICEHIIZTL EFI» D LN

A, TELRETFHLSDADPSG 74—y 208366258, X hzafidds k)il

FL%)

In future iterations of this feedback system, it may be worth reconsidering the size of peer groups, as
some prefer feedback from more peers while others might find it too taxing or unnecessary.

Guided Feedback (Tell, Ask, and Give)

When responding to peers, students were given guidelines in terms of the kind of feedback to
provide, along with sentence stems (see Appendix A). The aim of this guided feedback was to
simplify the process by providing points of focus for students while also enhancing the overall quality
of comments. Many students agreed that the prompts were helpful. One student wrote that “I can get
specific advice on how to improve my presentation skills” (H 7D 7L XY 7= a v DAF L% |
3 BRI T FNA ZAZ2HBZ ENTE S EZA). Two others commented on the structured
nature of the T.A.G. system by saying, “topics were still set, so I can advice classmate easily” and “the
questions were clear, and I was able to write my impressions more smoothly compared to tasks that
just ask for a reaction” (ERI2SHME T, BAHZ 2 HUVE L D A L — X1 TE 7). However, other
students were more critical, saying, “I would like to get more specific advices” and “let me write more
freely” (b-o L HHICES ZEZEDOS5NS X 9129 3). This would indicate that perhaps it
needed to be explicitly stated that the sentence stems were a guideline rather than a requirement,
which might provide guard rails for students with less confidence while liberating some students able
to express themselves more freely.

Conclusion

In face-to-face classes as well as online classes, peer review can be a valuable tool for helping
students reflect on their achievement of course objectives. As L2 students often lack confidence in
their own ability and may therefore hesitate to provide direct criticism, asynchronous peer feedback
may be preferable—even in face-to-face contexts, as students have time to independently reflect on
their peers’ performances. In addition, curriculum-oriented sentence stems can support students in
giving meaningful and specific feedback, though some students may prefer to write more freely. Yet
on the whole, participants in this survey generally reported both providing and receiving helpful peer
feedback, suggesting overall approval of the system.

One downside of asynchronous feedback is that it needs to be read and applied after it is
received. Although most students reported that they read their peers’ feedback, some reported that
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they did not. In addition, although students’ perceptions are that the feedback helped them improve,
whether the peer feedback actually impacted future performances is a question for further research.
In a relevant study discussing Japanese university students enrolled in a similar presentation course,
Shimura (2006) suggested that the proficiency of learners may impact their ability to provide accurate
and meaningful peer feedback. Indeed, variations among groups of learners may occur for any
number of reasons, so it may be difficult to draw broad conclusions about the efficacy of peer
feedback in terms of improving language or presentation skills.

While the survey would seem to indicate marked support for the system of feedback used in this
study, it cannot be overstated that peer feedback in isolation is not a silver bullet for increasing
students’ motivation to improve. Peer feedback can be valuable for obtaining a direct response from
one’s audience. However, teacher feedback, peer feedback, and student self-reflection should be seen
as complementary, as each yields a different perspective of the presentation and has the capacity to
assist students in improving different aspects of their presentation abilities.

However, while most literature about peer review focuses on writing, it is important to do more
research on peer feedback as it relates to oral tasks such as presentation. Another needed direction
of research is to further explore the relative values, strengths, and weaknesses of peer, self, and
teacher evaluations and how they can better complement each other.
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Appendix A

Question items on the peer feedback form completed by students via Google Forms after
presentations.

Section 1 — TAG (tell/ask/give) feedback:

1. TELL something you like about your classmate’s presentation (i.e. The best part of your
presentation was...because... / One thing you did really well was...because... / I'm really impressed
with...because...)

2. ASK something about your classmate’s presentation (i.e. Wh-...? / I wanted to know more about...
/ One thing that was not clear to me was... / What did you mean by...?)

3. GIVE a suggestion for improvement (i.e. To make your presentation better, I would suggest... /
You need more/less...because... / Your presentations will be higher quality if you...)

Section 2 — Awards:
1. Whose presentation was the smoothest? (i.e. appeared confident, good delivery, natural intonation,
etc.)

2. Whose presentation was the most interesting? (i.e. you learned something new or surprising)

3. Whose slides were the most effective? (i.e. made the presentation more enjoyable or easier to
follow)
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Appendix B

Example of peer feedback as received by a presenter via Google Drive document.

TELL
The best part of your presentation was explaining because it is simple and clear to understand.

The best part of your presentation was speaking speed because it was easy to understand.
It’s a place I want to go, so it was fun to listen to.

ASK
I wanted to know more about attractions.

I wanted to know more about character.
Do you live in Osaka?

GIVE
To make your presentation better, I would suggest emphasizing.

You need more inflection of words.

I want you to speak a little more slowly.
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