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Abstract 
While there are many benefits of using oral presentations in the EFL (English as a 
Foreign Language) classroom, learner difficulties with making an effective 
presentation are often addressed in the Japanese EFL context (Brooks & Wilson, 
2014).  In order to explore an effective way to help improve learners’ oral 
presentations, this study implemented peer feedback in the Japanese EFL classroom.  
The aim of this study is to investigate how Japanese EFL learners perceive the 
effectiveness of this activity in improving their oral presentations and discuss how 
peer feedback can be used in an oral presentation task.  A questionnaire, consisting of 
a five-point Likert scale and open-ended questions, was used to investigate Japanese 
EFL learners’ perceptions of peer feedback in oral presentations.  Both quantitative 
and qualitative approaches were used to examine the data.  Participants were 69 
Japanese university students who were taking a project-based English class.  One 
week before their final presentations, participants rehearsed their presentations 
multiple times and, after each rehearsal, they gave feedback on their performance to 
each other.  Results revealed that nearly 90% of participants found that this peer 
feedback activity was beneficial in improving their final presentations. In particular, 
the results indicated that not only receiving comments from their peers but also giving 
comments to their peers plays an important role in helping students gain objectivity, 
discover their weaknesses, and improve their presentations.  Based on these findings, 
this study discussed how teachers can implement peer feedback in the EFL classroom 
to help improve students’ oral presentations.  
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Introduction 
 
Though past research has shown many benefits of using oral presentations in the EFL 
(English as a Foreign Language) classroom, learner difficulties with making an 
effective presentation are often addressed in many Asian countries where the teacher-
centered approach has been traditionally adopted (King, 2002).  With relatively few 
opportunities to practice public speaking in school, many university students in Japan 
also feel nervous and uncomfortable when asked to speak English in front of their 
peers; and they tend to have limited presentation skills (Brooks & Wilson, 2014; 
Kawachi, 2012).  As some past studies claimed the importance of interaction between 
learners and obtaining feedback and support from peers in communicative language 
learning situations like oral presentations (Nguyen, 2013; Otoshi & Heffernan, 2008), 
implementing a classroom activity which involves learner interaction and dialogue 
seems crucial in helping improve Japanese EFL students’ oral presentations.  Since 
students are expected to interact with and effectively communicate their ideas to their 
peers in an oral presentation task, such classroom activities would have a positive 
influence on students’ learning experience and outcome.  This study therefore 
implemented one such activity, peer feedback, in English classes in a Japanese 
university in the hope that it would contribute to students’ learning and improvement 
of their oral presentations.  This study aims to examine how Japanese university 
students perceived the effectiveness of this activity in improving their oral 
presentations and discuss how peer feedback can be used in an oral presentation task.  
It is hoped that the findings of this study would help provide EFL teachers with an 
effective way to use peer feedback in an oral presentation task.   
 
Literature Review 
 
Oral presentations in the Japanese EFL context 
 
Oral presentations are one of the most effective communicative activities widely used 
in the EFL context which can provide students with a rich experience to interact with 
their peers in English.  As past studies showed, there are a number of benefits of using 
oral presentations for EFL learners: providing students with an opportunity to use the 
four language skills in a naturally integrated way (King, 2002); helping students gain 
confidence in speaking in public (Fujita, Yamagata, & Takenaka, 2009); and 
increasing students’ motivation to study English by giving them an opportunity to 
teach something to their peers (Brooks & Wilson, 2014). 
 
Despite the numerous benefits, learner difficulties with making an effective 
presentation have often been addressed in the Japanese educational context.  One of 
the major difficulties Japanese students face is related to speech anxiety.  As past 
studies showed, many Japanese students tend to feel shy and uncomfortable when 
they are asked to speak English in front of their classmates (Brooks & Wilson, 2014; 
Kawachi, 2012).  As King (2002) pointed out that the lack of experience often 
produces student stress and nervousness, one of the primary reasons for Japanese 
students’ speech anxiety seems strongly related to the lack of public speaking training 
in Japanese school education.  According to Apple (2011), prior to entering university, 
most students in Japan have not had enough experience using spoken English or 
presenting on an academic topic in English.  In fact, the survey by Benesse 
Educational Research and Development Institute (2016) revealed that in 2015, out of 



 

2134 Japanese high school English teachers, only 22% of them answered that they 
often implement “speech or presentation” in their English lessons.  Regarding 
“discussion” and “debate,” only 7.4% and 4.5% of them chose “often implement” in 
their lessons, respectively.   
 
The limited experience with presenting and/or sharing their ideas with others in class 
inevitably leads to students having limited presentation skills, which is another 
difficulty that Japanese university students tend to encounter in oral presentation tasks.  
In Japanese EFL classrooms, it is commonly observed that when making a 
presentation students look down on their notes or PC screen and “read” a memorized 
speech in a monotonous voice without any intonation, gestures, or interaction with the 
audience.  Therefore, listening to a student “reading” a long, prepared speech, the rest 
of the class would find it difficult to be awake (Chiu, 2004).  According to Dolan 
(2013), an effective presentation requires “strategic communication in the form of 
conversation.”  In other words, presenters are expected to understand what their 
audience want/need to know, to carefully plan how to best explain main points, and to 
share their ideas by connecting with their audience as if they are having a 
conversation with them.  However, with some factors such as Japanese school 
education being focused on grammar and vocabulary drills for the college entrance 
examination as well as teachers’ inexperience using the communicative language 
teaching method, most Japanese students have not learned how to do a presentation in 
English before university; in fact, many of them have never made any oral 
presentations in class even in their first language (Brooks & Wilson, 2014).  Without 
enough instruction and training to make a presentation, it seems almost impossible for 
anyone to be successful in communicating their ideas confidently in public or making 
their presentation meaningful for the intended audience.   
 
Peer feedback in the EFL context  
 
In order for such Japanese students to enhance their skills to do a meaningful 
presentation for their intended audience (i.e. their classmates), peer feedback should 
play an important role.  Peer feedback, which in this paper means a communication 
process through which learners exchange comments about each other’s work (Liu & 
Carless, 2006), has been widely adopted particularly in the field of second language 
(L2) writing, and many studies have demonstrated its benefits for EFL learners: 
encouraging collaborative learning (Tsui & Ng, 2000); creating an enhanced sense of 
ownership (Topping, Smith, Swanson, & Elliot, 2000); and helping students gain a 
sense of audience (Keh, 1990).   
 
Considering the nature of the oral presentation in the EFL context being a student-
centered, interactive activity which requires students to communicate their ideas 
effectively to their peers, obtaining feedback from the peers, not just from the teacher, 
should also be vital to students’ higher level of learning in this area.  According to 
Dörnyei and Murphey (2003), peers whose social, professional, and/or age levels are 
close to learners are referred to as “Near Peer Role Model (NPRM)” and it has been 
found that students can learn and grow up by watching those peers and analyzing 
and/or modeling their behaviors to improve their skills.  In fact, Kawachi (2012), in 
her study of incorporating student presentations in a Japanese EFL listening course, 
found the positive impacts of NPRM on the students’ learning:  More than 80% of the 
students in her study found peer feedback useful for making a presentation and nearly 



 

90% of them regarded watching other classmates’ presentations as effective for 
learning about presentations.  In addition, some studies showed that peer feedback 
may provide the presenters with more immediate feedback than instructor’s and that 
peer feedback could give the presenters an effective insight into their performance as 
students tend to provide the presenters with some hypothetical comments/advice (e.g. 
“What if you…?”), which could help them have additional group brainstorming (Lax 
& Fentiman, 2016; Liu & Carless, 2006).   
 
However, despite many possible benefits of employing peer feedback in an oral 
presentation task, there are still relatively few studies, as compared to L2 writing, 
which examined how peer feedback can be used to improve students’ oral 
presentations in the Japanese EFL context.  In order to better understand the potential 
benefits of peer feedback, therefore, it is crucial to employ this activity in an oral 
presentation task and examine whether students find doing peer feedback effective for 
their learning, and if they do, to further explore exactly what was helpful and 
beneficial for their learning and improvement.  Implementing this classroom activity 
and examining its effects on learners would help educators have a deeper 
understanding of its pedagogical possibilities for EFL learners.   
 
Purpose of the study 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine Japanese EFL students’ experiences doing 
peer feedback in oral presentations and discuss how peer feedback can be used in the 
EFL classrooms to help improve students’ oral presentations.  In particular, this study 
aims to explore what kinds of feedback exchange between learners can help make 
improvements in their oral presentations by examining their perceptions of both 
giving and receiving feedback. 
 
Research Questions  
 
The main research questions of this study are as follows: 
1) What kinds of feedback can be generated in a peer feedback activity employed in 

an oral presentation task?   
2) How do Japanese EFL learners perceive the effectiveness of “receiving” and 

“giving” peer feedback in improving their presentations? 
3) How can teachers implement peer feedback in an oral presentation task in order to 

support students’ learning? 
 
Methodology 
 
English class 
 
This study was carried out in a sports and health science department in a private 
university in western Japan.  Students enrolled in this department were required to 
take a project-based English class in which they were instructed to find their own 
project topic and do research on the topic throughout the semester (15 weeks).  
During the semester, two presentations (a mid-term and a final presentation) using 
PowerPoint slides were assigned as part of the assessments.  Namely, they needed to 
present their research findings and discussions about the topic in English twice a 
semester in front of the class.  These presentations were evaluated based on criteria 



 

such as content, organization, English (vocabulary, grammar, expressions), oral 
aspects (volume, speed, intonation, stress), physical aspects (attitude, gestures, eye 
contact), and visual aids (PowerPoint slides). 
 
Participants 
 
A total of 69 students in the project-based English classes participated in this study in 
the fall semester, 2016.  Though the initial total population of these classes was 80 
students, 11 students either were absent or did not complete the survey.  This study 
therefore only used the data collected from 69 students.  Participants were all first-
year students and were taking the project-based English class in the previous spring 
semester as well.  Therefore, by the fall semester, all students had experienced making 
a presentation in English at least twice.  However, on the basis of the students’ 
reflection papers and the class observation of the mid-term presentations in the fall 
semester, it was found that many students were still quite hesitant to speak in front of 
the class and were struggling with communicating their ideas to the audience in 
English.   
 
Procedure 
 
In order to help improve the students’ final presentations, a rehearsal day was set up 
one week before the final presentation in the fall semester and a peer feedback activity 
was implemented.  For this activity, a poster presentation style was adopted.  Unlike a 
traditional class-fronted presentation where each presenter gives one presentation to 
the whole class, a poster presentation allows the presenters to use posters as the main 
visual aids and present multiple times to different groups as the audience moves 
around poster to poster (Prichard & Ferreira, 2014).  Bayne (2005) claimed that 
because of the “triangular communication” among presenter, audience, and posters, 
active audience participation can be facilitated in poster sessions.  Some studies also 
found that in poster presentations presenters’ anxiety could be lessened (Prichard & 
Ferreira, 2014) and that the repetition of a speaking task could lead to increased 
fluency (Nakamura, 2008).  Based on these previous findings a poster presentation 
style was adopted in the students’ rehearsals in this study in the hope that the students 
would be able to not only practice presenting, but to also learn from watching each 
other’s performance and exchanging meaningful feedback on their presentations.   
The detailed procedure is as follows: 
 
Two weeks before the final presentation (Week 10) 
Students were assigned to complete their presentation scripts and PowerPoint slides as 
homework.  They were then instructed to print out each PowerPoint slide in A4 size, 
tape them together and make one big poster, and bring it to the next class.   
 
One week before the final presentation: A rehearsal day (Week 11) 
Students were instructed to take the following seven steps to do a rehearsal.  
1. Students were divided into three groups (Group A, B, and C), each consisting of 

approximately 8 to 9 people.  Students in Group A first became the “presenters” 
while students in Group B and C became the “audience.”  Students in Group A put 
their PowerPoint slide posters on the wall and stood next to them.  Students in 
Group B and C spread out and sat in front of each presenter to listen.   



 

2. Students in Group A gave a presentation to their audience (2-3 students from 
Group B and C) for six minutes (i.e. the actual presentation time length), using 
their posters.   

3. After six minutes, two to three minutes were given for a peer feedback activity.  
The audience gave comments and advice to the presenters on the part that they 
thought needed improvements (e.g. content, organization, English, oral aspects, 
physical aspects, visual aids).  The presenters were asked to respond to the 
feedback, ask questions and/or ask for more advice on their presentation.   

4. After two to three minutes, the audience moved to the next presenter, clockwise.  
Students in Group A stayed with their posters and made presentations to the new 
audience.  They repeated this procedure three times. 

5. After students in Group A made three presentations to the three different groups, 
the roles were changed.  Students in Group B became the “presenters” and 
students in Group A and C became the “audience.”  The same procedure (1-4) was 
repeated.   

6. After students in Group B made three presentations, the roles were changed.  
Students in Group C became the “presenters” and students in Group A and B 
became the “audience.”  The same procedure (1-4) was repeated.   

7. After every session was over, all students were instructed to consider the feedback 
they received from their peers and to finalize their final presentation scripts and 
PowerPoint slides by their final presentation day.   

 
On the final presentation day (Week 12 - 14) 
Each student made a six-minute long final presentation in front of the class, showing 
their PowerPoint slideshows on a projector.   
 
Data collection 
 
On the last day of the fall semester (Week 15), the students participated in the online 
questionnaire survey regarding their experience doing the peer feedback activity.  The 
questionnaire consisted of two sections (See Appendix).  The first section (Q1-3) 
dealt with demographic questions.  The second section (Q4-11) included eight 
questions regarding the students’ experience of doing peer feedback and their 
perceptions of how this activity helped them improve their final presentations.  In this 
section, two questions (Q4, 6) asked about what points students exchanged comments 
on in the peer feedback activity.  Then, three questions (Q5, 8, 9) concerned the 
students’ perceptions of “receiving” feedback from their peers while the other three 
questions (Q7, 10, 11) asked about their perceptions of “giving” feedback to their 
peers.  A five-point Likert scale as well as open-ended questions were used for these 
questions.  All questions were written in Japanese as participants’ English levels 
varied.  After the data were collected, the questions and all answers were translated 
into English by the author.   
  
Results and Discussion 
 
1) What kinds of feedback can be generated in a peer feedback activity employed 
in an oral presentation task?   
 
Table 1 shows the results of Q4 and 6—what points students exchanged feedback on 
in the peer feedback activity.  The results suggested that this activity generated more 



 

feedback on content, oral aspects and visual aids than other aspects.  As presenters, 
many students seemed to gain some insights into their oral aspects (43.5%) and 
presentation content (42%).  As an audience, a number of students focused on 
presentation content, as nearly 50% of them provided their classmates with feedback 
on content such as the introduction, body, conclusion, and data and/or examples used 
in each body.  Another aspect that most students focused on as an audience was visual 
aids, as more than 40% of them gave the presenters comments on how they 
made/used their visual materials.   
 

Table 1. Students’ feedback exchange: Results of Q4 and 6 (n=69) 

Feedback on… 
Received from  

classmates 
(Q4) 

Gave to 
classmates 

(Q6) 
Content 29 (42%) 34 (49.3%) 
Organization 16 (23.2%) 13 (18.8%) 
English (vocabulary, grammar, expressions) 20 (29%) 15 (21.7%) 
Oral aspects (volume, speed, intonation, stress) 30 (43.5%) 26 (37.7%) 
Physical aspects (attitude, gestures, eye contact) 17 (24.6%) 15 (21.7%) 
Visual aids (PowerPoint slides) 24 (34.8%) 29 (42%) 
Other 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.4%) 
(Note: More than one answer was allowed.)   

 
2) How do Japanese EFL learners perceive the effectiveness of “receiving” and 
“giving” peer feedback in improving their presentations? 
 
Students’ perceptions of “receiving” feedback 
 
Tables 2 to 4 and Figure 1 below show the results of students’ perceptions of 
“receiving” feedback from their classmates (Q5, 8, 9).  Table 2 presents the 
descriptive statistics for the students’ perceptions of receiving feedback (Q5).  Table 3  
shows the number of students who chose each answer on the five-point Likert scale, 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), as a percentage.  The total 
percentages of the respondents who disagreed (1 and 2) and agreed (4 and 5) are also 
shown in the columns Disagree and Agree.  Figure 1 shows the results of Q8—
whether students found receiving feedback in this way helped them improve the 
overall quality of their final presentations.  Lastly, the reasons for students’ answers 
for Q8 are shown in Table 4 (Q9).   



 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics (Q5): 
Students’ perceptions of receiving feedback from classmates 

No. Question n M SD 
1) It helped me improve my presentation content. 69 3.72 0.95 
2) It helped me improve the organization of my presentation. 69 3.59 0.88 
3) It helped me improve my presentation script (i.e. English 

vocabulary, grammar, expressions). 
69 3.68 1.01 

4) It helped me improve my oral aspects (i.e. volume, speed, 
intonation, stress). 

69 3.93 0.96 

5) It helped me improve my physical aspects (i.e. attitude, 
gestures, eye contact). 

69 3.71 0.97 

6) It helped me improve my visual aids (i.e. PowerPoint slides). 69 3.90 0.93 
Note: 1= strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree 

 
Table 3. Frequency of Response (%) (Q5):  

Students’ perceptions of receiving feedback from classmates (n=69) 
Question 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree Agree 

1) Content 4.3 5.8 18.8 55.1 15.9 10.1 71 

2) Organization  2.9 7.2 27.5 52.2 10.1 10.1 62.3 

3) Presentation script 
(English vocabulary, 
grammar, expressions) 

2.9 8.7 27.5 39.1 21.7 11.6 60.8 

4) Oral aspects 
(volume, speed, 
intonation, stress) 

4.3 2.9 14.5 52.2 26.1 7.2 78.3 

5) Physical aspects 
(attitude, gestures, eye 
contact) 

4.3 5.8 21.7 50.7 17.4 10.1 68.1 

6) Visual aids 
(PowerPoint slides) 2.9 2.9 21.7 46.4 26.1 5.8 72.5 

Note: 1= strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree 
 

 
Figure 1. Results of Q8 (n=69) 

 



 

Table 4. Results of Q9: Reasons for Q8 - Receiving feedback (n=69) 
Positive comments % 

I could notice/learn my weakness. 39.1% 
I could make my presentation better. 23.2% 
Getting objective opinions from classmates was important. 13.0% 
It was useful to have an audience at a rehearsal and receive immediate 
feedback from them. 

11.6% 
 

Getting feedback from friends was useful. 2.9% 
I gained confidence by asking for advice on my presentation. 1.4% 
Other 7.2% 

Negative comments % 
The quality of my final presentation did not change. 1.4% 
I did not care about the feedback much. 1.4% 
The feedback I received was not very convincing. 1.4% 
I think the teacher's opinion matters more. 1.4% 
I could not make use of my friends' opinions. 1.4% 
Other 2.9% 

 
As Figure 1 revealed, we can see that nearly 90% of the students showed positive 
perceptions of receiving feedback in improving their final presentations.  As Table 1 
above showed, the aspect that students received the most feedback on was oral aspects 
(43.5%) followed by content (42%) and visual aids (34.8%).  These were also the 
aspects that students felt improved in their own presentations through receiving 
feedback as shown in Table 3 (oral aspects: 78.3%, visual aids: 72.5%, content: 71%).  
These results indicate that students in this study tended to make use of the feedback 
they received from classmates, which suggests that many of them valued opinions 
from their peers.  In fact, as those who felt benefitted from receiving feedback wrote 
(Table 4), students found getting feedback from classmates meaningful because they 
could learn their weakness, the part that required further improvements, and receive 
objective opinions that they could not have gained had they not had this opportunity.  
Some also valued having an audience in front of them and getting immediate 
feedback.   
 
However, it is also important to note some of the issues expressed in the students’ 
responses.  As Table 4 showed, some students did not think that they had meaningful 
feedback and that some felt the teacher’s views were more important.  Some also 
showed their lack of confidence in making use of the feedback they received from 
classmates.   
 
Students’ perceptions of “giving” feedback 
 
Below are the results of students’ perceptions of “giving” feedback to their classmates 
(Q7, 10, 11).  Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics for the students’ perceptions of 
giving feedback (Q7).  In Table 6, the number of students who chose each answer on 
the five-point Likert scale as a percentage is shown.  Figure 2 shows students’ 
perceptions of the effectiveness of giving feedback in improving the overall quality of 
their final presentations (Q10).  Their reasons for Q10 are shown in Table 7 (Q11).   
 



 

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics (Q7):  
Students’ perceptions of giving feedback to classmates 

No. Question n M SD 

1) It helped me improve my presentation content.  69 3.57 0.85 
2) It helped me improve the organization of my presentation. 69 3.51 0.90 
3) It helped me improve my presentation script (i.e. English 

vocabulary, grammar, expressions). 
69 3.49 0.95 

4) It helped me improve my oral aspects (i.e. volume, speed, 
intonation, stress). 

69 3.84 0.88 

5) It helped me improve my physical aspects (i.e. attitude, 
gestures, eye contact). 

69 3.74 0.89 

6) It helped me improve my visual aids (i.e. PowerPoint slides). 69 3.86 0.79 
Note: 1= strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree 

 
Table 6. Frequency of Response (%) (Q7):  

Students’ perceptions of giving feedback to classmates (n=69) 
Question  1 2 3 4 5 Disagree Agree 

1) Content 1.4 11.6 23.2 56.5 7.2 13 63.7 

2) Organization 1.4 15.9 20.3 55.1 7.2 17.3 62.3 

3) Presentation script 
(English vocabulary, 
grammar, expressions) 

1.4 14.5 30.4 40.6 13 15.9 53.6 

4) Oral aspects 
(volume, speed, 
intonation, stress) 

2.9 4.3 17.4 56.5 18.8 7.2 75.3 

5) Physical aspects 
(attitude, gestures, eye 
contact) 

2.9 5.8 20.3 56.5 14.5 8.7 71 

6) Visual aids 
(PowerPoint slides) 1.4 2.9 21.7 56.5 17.4 4.3 73.9 

Note: 1= strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree 
 

 
Figure 2. Results of Q10 (n=69) 



 

Table 7. Results of Q11: Reasons for Q10 - Giving feedback (n=69) 
Positive comments % 

I could also make my presentation better. 
I could also notice/learn my weakness. 

34.8% 
29.0% 

I learned to see things objectively. 11.6% 
Giving feedback raised my motivation to present better. 2.9% 
Other 13.0% 

Negative comments % 
I did not think of relating my feedback to my own presentation. 
I could not give many comments or much advice. 

2.9% 
1.4% 

Giving feedback did not influence my presentation much. 1.4% 
I was not sure if my feedback was correct. 1.4% 
I mainly asked questions instead of giving feedback. 1.4% 
I am not sure if my presentation improved. 1.4% 
Other 2.9% 

 
As Figure 2 showed, the majority of the students (87%) found giving feedback was 
beneficial to improving their final presentations.  According to Table 6, oral aspects 
(75.3%), visual aids (73.9%) and physical aspects (71%) were the areas where a 
number of students felt they improved in their own presentations through giving 
feedback.  Among them, oral aspects and visual aids were also the aspects that 
students often discussed in peer feedback processes as an audience.  These results 
therefore suggest that students in this study tended to not only give feedback but also 
make use of those comments/advice they provided to make further improvements in 
their own performance.  In fact, we can see from Tables 4 and 7 that more students 
found that their final presentations improved by giving feedback to their classmates 
(34.8%) than receiving feedback (23.2%).  This finding can be partly explained by the 
fact that some students (11.6%) in fact learned to see things objectively through 
giving feedback (Table 7) while none mentioned it when asked about receiving 
feedback (Table 4).  In addition, by giving feedback to others some found that they 
could also discover their own weakness.  As Tsui and Ng (2000) argued, awareness 
raising can also be achieved through giving feedback to peers.  These results therefore 
suggest that being an audience and trying to point out the parts that need 
improvements in classmates’ presentations may have helped students see their own 
projects objectively, which possibly led them to find their own weak points and make 
meaningful changes afterwards.   
 
However, some students also expressed their concerns about giving feedback to others.  
For example, some students showed their lack of confidence in giving meaningful 
feedback and some did not know how to make use of this experience to improve their 
own presentations.   
 
3) How can teachers implement peer feedback in an oral presentation task in 
order to support students’ learning? 
 
The findings of this study above revealed some potential benefits as well as 
difficulties associated with employing peer feedback in oral presentations in L2 
contexts.  In order to ensure that students benefit from this activity, there are mainly 
four implications for teachers.   
 



 

Firstly, it is beneficial for teachers to provide students with specific feedback points 
prior to peer feedback processes.  In this study, students tended to make use of the 
comments and advice they exchanged in improving their final presentations.  In other 
words, both as a feedback giver and receiver, they valued what they discussed with 
their classmates during the peer feedback activity.  According to Tsui and Ng (2000), 
there are certain roles that peer feedback has (e.g. enhancing a sense of audience, 
raising students’ awareness of the strengths and weaknesses of their own work, 
encouraging collaborative learning, and fostering the ownership of text), which may 
not be fulfilled by teacher feedback.  Students may not be able to gain important 
insights into their own work and improve their skills if they do not have peer critiques.  
Thus, it is important for teachers to help facilitate students’ active participation in 
providing feedback and to ensure that they provide high quality feedback.  One way 
to do so is to give students specific feedback points.  As previous studies pointed out 
(Lax & Fentiman, 2016), some students may end up giving nonspecific comments 
such as “good” or “bad” if they do not know specifically where to look at and what to 
address in classmates’ presentations.  Thus, it is important that teachers prepare some 
feedback points that students need to address in feedback processes and encourage 
them to discuss those specific items in a peer feedback activity.   
 
Secondly, teachers should consider adopting a poster presentation style when 
implementing peer feedback in oral presentations.  One benefit of using this type of 
presentation is that as compared to class-fronted presentations they help create an 
intimate learning environment where students can feel less pressured to present and 
more relaxed to interact with each other (Prichard & Ferreira, 2014; Tanner & 
Chapman, 2012).  Since students can have a small audience, practice presenting 
multiple times, and interact with more classmates, the use of poster presentations 
could particularly benefit the learners with insufficient experience presenting in public 
or critiquing other’s work.  In fact, though most students in this study had difficulty 
speaking in public prior to this rehearsal, many of them seemed to enjoy presenting 
and exchanging comments in this way as the classroom was filled with a lot of 
conversations.  The majority of them also felt that their performance improved 
through exchanging comments in this activity (Figures 1 and 2).  Poster presentations 
can be an effective learning tool, which could encourage students to practice 
presenting and foster their collaborative learning.   
 
Another benefit of using poster presentations is that they could facilitate students’ 
group discussion on content, visual aids, and oral or physical aspects—the areas that 
play important roles in oral presentations.  In fact, students in this study talked about 
these areas during peer feedback processes, and it benefitted many of them (Tables 1, 
3, 6).  Though getting feedback on language use (e.g. grammar and vocabulary) is 
important, students also need to receive feedback on content as well as other 
nonverbal aspects in oral presentation tasks because an effective presentation requires 
presenters to effectively share their ideas with an audience (Dolan, 2013).  If teachers 
have students just sit and check each other’s presentation script or slides on a PC, it 
could be difficult to draw students’ attentions to these areas.  The use of poster 
presentations should be beneficial in this sense, and furthermore, it could also benefit 
other students in the same group.   
 
Thirdly, when implementing peer feedback, providing students with alternative forms 
of feedback should also be considered.  In this study, some students showed some 



 

distrust in their classmates’ feedback and valued teacher’s comments.  Previous 
studies confirmed this finding.  Particularly in teacher-centered cultures, students tend 
to feel less willing to accept peer feedback and prefer to have feedback from teachers 
who have more experience, knowledge, and skills (Nelson & Carson, 1998; Tsui & 
Ng, 2000; Zhang, 1995).  In addition, some studies highlighted that in some cultures 
such as the ones which value group harmony, it could be difficult for students to give 
honest criticisms to their classmates directly (Carson & Nelson, 1996; Károly, 2015; 
Wang & Wu, 2008).  Considering such different cultural traits, the combination of 
peer feedback and other types of feedback (e.g. teacher feedback, written peer 
feedback, anonymous feedback) might benefit more students.  In fact, students in 
Hong Kong and Taiwan valued peer feedback when they were also given teacher’s 
feedback (Jacobs, Curtis, Braine, & Huang, 1998).  Other studies also found that 
while oral peer feedback was generally preferred, written peer feedback was more 
preferred by some students particularly when it included negative criticisms (Károly, 
2015). 
 
Lastly, adequate training should be given to students prior to a peer feedback activity 
to increase the quality of feedback.  Confirming the findings of previous studies on 
Japanese students’ peer feedback experiences (Coomber & Silver, 2010; Morgan, 
Fuisting, & White, 2014), some students in this study also expressed their lack of 
confidence in giving feedback and some could not provide much advice.  However, 
considering the results that more students could improve their presentations by giving 
rather than just receiving feedback, teachers should encourage students to give 
feedback.  As some studies on peer feedback in L2 writing claimed, sufficient training 
prior to peer feedback processes can be beneficial as it could help students value peer 
feedback (Morra & Romano, 2008) and lead to a higher quality of their work (Berg, 
1999).   
 
Conclusion 
 
This study aimed to examine Japanese EFL learners’ perceptions of peer feedback and 
discuss how peer feedback can be used to improve their oral presentations.  The 
results showed that as this activity helped students discover their weakness and gain 
objectivity, many students generally perceived both receiving and giving feedback as 
beneficial to improving the overall quality of their presentations.  In particular, most 
students felt that through this activity they could improve their oral aspects and visual 
aids—the areas which play important roles in making an effective presentation.  
However, some critical issues were also found: students’ distrust in classmates’ 
feedback, preference for teacher feedback, and lack of confidence in providing 
feedback.  Based on these findings, this study made the following four suggestions in 
the hope that they would help teachers effectively implement peer feedback in oral 
presentations in L2 contexts: providing students with specific feedback points prior to 
peer feedback processes; employing poster presentations; considering the combination 
of peer feedback and alternative forms of feedback; and giving students sufficient 
training in doing peer feedback.   
 
Though this study aimed to explore students’ perceptions of peer feedback, there are 
several limitations.  One of them is the instrument used in this study.  In order to have 
a deeper understanding of students’ perceptions, not only a questionnaire but also 
other types of instruments, such as a focus group interview, should be included.  



 

Another limitation is that this study examined only one type of feedback (i.e. oral 
feedback).  As each type of feedback has different advantages (Keh, 1990), exploring 
different types of feedback (e.g. written feedback, teacher feedback) should enable us 
to further investigate the effective feedback processes in oral presentations.  The last 
one is the setting.  This study discussed the use of peer feedback only in project-based 
English classes where students mainly studied how to make their own projects in 
English.  Thus, the implications of this study may not be applicable to other types of 
English classes which have different learning focuses. 
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Appendix 
 
Questionnaire (English version)  
 
Q1. What is your gender? 
1. Male, 2. Female 
 
Q2. Do you like English?   
1. Not at all, 2. Not really, 3. So-so, 4. Quite a lot, 5. Very much 
 
Q3. Please tell us your TOEIC score.   
 
Q4. In the peer feedback activity, on what aspects did you receive feedback from your 
classmates? (You can choose more than one answer.)   
1. Content, 2. Organization, 3. English (vocabulary, grammar, expressions), 4. Oral 
aspects (volume, speed, intonation, stress), 5. Physical aspects (attitude, gestures, eye 
contact), 6. Visual aids (PowerPoint slides) 
 
Q5. Do you think that receiving feedback from your classmates helped you improve 
the following aspects of your final presentation?  Please select the answer that best 
represents your feelings about the usefulness of “receiving” feedback from your 
classmates. 
 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree 

It helped me improve my 
presentation content. 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

It helped me improve the 
organization of my presentation. 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

It helped me improve my 
presentation script (i.e. English 
vocabulary, grammar, 
expressions). 

 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

It helped me improve my oral 
aspects (i.e. volume, speed, 
intonation, stress). 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

It helped me improve my 
physical aspects (i.e. attitude, 
gestures, eye contact). 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

It helped me improve my visual 
aids (i.e. PowerPoint slides). ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Q6. In the peer feedback activity, on what aspects did you give feedback to your 
classmates? (You can choose more than one answer.)   
1. Content, 2. Organization, 3. English (vocabulary, grammar, expressions), 4. Oral 
aspects (volume, speed, intonation, stress), 5. Physical aspects (attitude, gestures, eye 
contact), 6. Visual aids (PowerPoint slides) 
 



 

Q7. Do you think that giving feedback to your classmates helped you improve the 
following aspects of your final presentation?  Please select the answer that best 
represents your feelings about the usefulness of “giving” feedback to your classmates. 
 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree 

It helped me improve my 
presentation content. 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

It helped me improve the 
organization of my presentation. 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

It helped me improve my 
presentation script (i.e. English 
vocabulary, grammar, 
expressions). 

 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

It helped me improve my oral 
aspects (i.e. volume, speed, 
intonation, stress). 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

It helped me improve my 
physical aspects (i.e. attitude,  
gestures, eye contact). 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

It helped me improve my visual 
aids (i.e. PowerPoint slides). ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Q8. Do you think that “receiving” feedback from your classmates in this way helped 
you improve the overall quality of your final presentation?   
1. Strongly disagree, 2. Disagree, 3. Neutral, 4. Agree, 5. Strongly agree 
 
Q9. Please tell us your reason for Q8.  
 
Q10.  Do you think that “giving” feedback to your classmates in this way helped you 
improve the overall quality of your final presentation?   
1. Strongly disagree, 2. Disagree, 3. Neutral, 4. Agree, 5. Strongly agree 
 
Q11. Please tell us your reason for Q10. 
 


