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Effects of SCMC mode and learner familiarity on 
peer feedback in L2 interaction
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manchester, uK; bdepartment of Linguistics, Katholieke universiteit Leuven, Leuven, Belgium

ABSTRACT
This study investigated the effects of synchronous 
computer-mediated communication (SCMC) mode and inter-
locutor familiarity on frequency and characteristics of peer 
feedback in L2 interaction. Fifty dyads of EFL learners were 
equally assigned into familiar (+/–) groups and performed 
an interactive task in two SCMC modes (text/video-chats). 
After their interactions, they were interviewed individually 
about the impact of SCMC mode and interlocutor familiarity 
on the provision of feedback. Learners’ text/video-chats were 
coded for feedback frequency and characteristics (e.g. type, 
linguistic focus, accuracy, and modified output). Results show 
that more instances of feedback were observed in the video- 
than text-chats; however, interlocutor familiarity did not 
affect the amount of feedback. Despite differences in types, 
feedback’s linguistic focus and accuracy, frequency and char-
acteristics of modified output were relatively similar between 
two SCMC modes. Content-based analyses of the interviews 
revealed that learners attributed the differences in feedback 
occurrence to various characteristics of the SCMC modes 
rather than interlocutor unfamiliarity. The results suggest 
greater benefits of the video-chat over the text-chat in pro-
moting peer feedback and emphasise the importance of 
establishing a positive relationship among learners during 
L2 SCMC interaction.

Introduction

Peer feedback in (L2) task-based interaction, defined as a learner’s 
response to peer’s language issues (Iwashita & Dao, 2021; Philp, Adams, 
& Iwashita, 2014), has received much attention from both L2 instructors 
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and researchers. Recent research has shown both benefits (e.g. facilitating 
L2 production accuracy) and challenges of this feedback type (e.g. low 
frequency and accuracy) for L2 learning (Iwashita & Dao, 2021; Philp 
et  al., 2014; Sato & Ballinger, 2016). However, this body of research has 
largely explored peer feedback in face-to-face (FTF) interaction, with 
little examining it directly in relation to the affordances of synchronous 
computer-mediated communication (SCMC), a real time interaction 
between L2 learners via the use of a computer (Bueno-Alastuey, 2013; 
Cárdenas-Claros, 2020; Yanguas, 2010). With the development of tech-
nology, the use of SCMC in L2 learning and teaching has increased 
significantly and become relatively ubiquitous, especially in distance L2 
learning courses and in the EFL context where the current study was 
conducted. Despite its prevalence in the context of the current study, 
little research has examined the impact of the use of SCMC on learners’ 
interaction and L2 learning, especially regarding whether and/or how 
the learners provide feedback to each other during this synchronous 
online chat. In addition, because peer feedback is considered facilitative 
and central to language development (Gass & Mackey, 2015), it is 
important to investigate how SCMC (i.e. text/video-chat) affects its 
occurrence and characteristics.

Investigating peer feedback in text/video-chat will also address a gap 
in the existing research which has largely compared the impact of SCMC 
mode (e.g. audio/video-chats, and text/audio/multimodal chats) on learn-
ers’ negotiation for meaning, and language related-episodes/LREs (i.e. 
learners’ discussion of language form) (Baralt, Gurzynski-Weiss, & Kim, 
2016; Yanguas, 2010, 2012; Yanguas & Bergin, 2018; Ziegler & Phung, 
2019), but paid little attention to peer feedback. Given that text-chat 
and video-chat, two major modes of SCMC, differ in many aspects such 
as absence/presence of visual cues, nature of discourse (texting versus 
speaking), turn-taking, immediacy of response (instant versus delayed), 
and communication pressure (Ortega, 1997, 2009), it is likely that the 
differences in these characteristics might either increase or decrease peer 
feedback’s frequency and that peer feedback’s characteristics might vary 
in these modes. Additionally, as compared to text-chat, video-chat has 
been under-researched and just recently received more attention due to 
technological development (Hung & Higgins, 2016; Jung et  al., 2019; 
Lenkaitis, 2020; Shih, 2014; Wigham & Chanier, 2015; Yanguas, 2012). 
Thus, it is necessary to investigate the affordances offered by this newly 
developed mode for L2 learning with regard to peer feedback.

Apart from the mode of communication, peer feedback may also be 
influenced by several social factors, among which, learners’ unfamiliarity 
with each other has been reported to be an important aspect. Since 
SCMC (i.e. text/video-chat) may limit the depth, elaboration, and 
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sophistication of conversations, and may diminish ‘social presence’ or 
‘a sense of being together’ (Shih, 2014), it is possible that these negative 
impacts of SCMC on peer feedback may be stronger when learners are 
not familiar with each other. Previous research has documented that 
unfamiliarity with partners during FTF interaction reduced learners’ 
discussion of language form or LREs which includes peer feedback 
(Pastushenkov et  al., 2020; Poteau, 2011). However, little research has 
documented whether these negative impacts of interlocutor unfamiliarity 
on peer feedback exist in text/video-chat and, if so, whether they vary 
between text/video-chat.

To fill in these gaps, the current study investigated peer feedback in 
SCMC, specifically focusing on its occurrence and characteristics (e.g. 
type, linguistic focus, accuracy and modified output) in text- and video-chat 
using Facebook Messenger, a popular videoconferencing tool. Additionally, 
given the mixed findings about learners’ perceptions (both negatively and/
or positively) of varied SCMC modes, including text/video-chat 
(Bueno-Alastuey, 2010, 2011; Chen & Yang, 2014; Jauregi, Canto, de 
Graaff, Koenraad, & Moonen, 2011; Kozar, 2016; Ziegler & Phung, 2019), 
the current study also examined learners’ interview responses using a 
content-based approach to gain more insights into their perceptions of 
the text/video-chat experiences and interlocutor familiarity.

Theoretical accounts for the role of peer feedback in L2 learning

The benefits of peer feedback for L2 learning have been explained from 
multiple perspectives. Within the cognitive-interactionist perspective, 
peer feedback provides learners with opportunities to attend to language 
form, receive comprehensible input, and modify language output, all 
considered central to L2 learning (Gass & Mackey, 2015). Following the 
skill acquisition theory, peer feedback is perceived as a meaningful 
language practice that could result in learners’ restructuring of their 
declarative linguistic knowledge (DeKeyser, 2007) and improvement in 
language production accuracy and fluency (Sato & Lyster, 2012). Viewed 
from the sociocultural perspective, peer feedback is a dialogic scaffolding 
strategy that assists learners in performing tasks that they could not do 
individually and enables them to co-construct language knowledge (see 
Dao & Iwashita, 2018; Nassaji & Swain, 2000; van Compernolle, 2015). 
Guided by these theoretical perspectives, much L2 research has evidenced 
the facilitative role of peer feedback during FTF interaction in L2 learn-
ing (see Iwashita & Dao, 2021; Lyster, Saito, & Sato, 2013; Nassaji & 
Kartchava, 2017 for reviews). Recently, research has expanded to examine 
peer feedback in SCMC, which reflects a growing interest in the benefits 
of SCMC for L2 learning (Chapelle, 2001; González-Lloret & Ortega, 
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2014; Plonsky & Ziegler, 2016; Ziegler, 2016). The next section presents 
a review of research trends that investigated oral peer feedback in SCMC.

Oral peer feedback in SCMC

To date, there appears to be three strands of research that investigate 
oral peer feedback in SCMC. The first strand of SCMC research targets 
at the nature of feedback (provided by either learners and/or the teacher, 
and native speaker feedback) and its impacts on L2 learning (e.g. Arroyo 
& Yilmaz, 2018; Bower & Kawaguchi, 2011; Bryfonski & Ma, 2020; Lee, 
2006; Loewen & Erlam, 2006; Sanz, 2004; Sanz & Morgan-Short, 2004; 
Sauro, 2009; Sotillo, 2005, 2009). The second strand of recent SCMC 
research compares peer feedback frequency between SCMC and FTF 
interaction (e.g. Baralt, 2013, 2014; Baralt et  al., 2016; Gurzynski-Weiss 
& Baralt, 2014; Iwasaki & Oliver, 2003; Lai & Zhao, 2006). Despite 
providing some insights, the studies in these two strands have been 
largely restrained to feedback which is (1) deliberately manipulated along 
its explicitness, (2) provided by either native speakers or advanced/
confederate learners, and/or (3) often examined as part of LREs or 
negotiation for meaning. Therefore, it is yet known as to whether and 
the degree to which learners naturally provide each other with peer 
feedback in SCMC (e.g. text/video-chat). In addition, existing studies 
have often focussed on one mode of SCMC and/or compared it (e.g. 
text-chat) to FTF mode. Thus, little is known as to whether and/or how 
modes of SCMC (e.g. text-chat versus video chat) differ with regard to 
their impact on learners’ provision of peer feedback. Furthermore, the 
results of existing research were mixed and generally showed different 
impact of SCMC modes on feedback, including peer feedback. These 
mixed results could be ascribed to social and contextual factors such 
as learners’ familiarity with each other in SCMC, which is part of the 
focus of the current study.

The third and recently growing line of research has focussed directly 
on comparing different SCMC modes (e.g. text, audio, video and mul-
timodal) on peer feedback due to new technological features added to 
SCMC. For instance, Wigham and Chanier (2015) reported that both 
text/audio-chats were used for different purposes, with text-chat used 
by learners as a platform to provide feedback (i.e. recasts) on lexical 
errors that predominantly occurred in audio-chat. To tease out the 
impact of different modes of SCMC, Ziegler and Phung (2019) had a 
confederate interlocutor (advanced L2 speakers) interact with L2 learners 
in four modes (i.e. audio-, video-, text- and multimodal chats) to explore 
different features of interaction, including feedback. The results showed 
the largest proportion of feedback in the multimodal chat mode, 
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indicating the potential of this mode over others for facilitating L2 
learning opportunities. In sum, despite shedding some light on peer 
feedback use in text/video-chat, Wigham and Chanier’s study did not 
tease out the impact of text/video-chat on peer feedback provision. Also, 
feedback in Ziegler and Phung (2019) study was provided by a confed-
erate interlocutor who was asked to deliberately provide a certain type 
of feedback rather than the learners. Therefore, little is known about 
how frequent feedback is provided by learners themselves in different 
SCMC modes (e.g. text-chat versus video-chat).

In addition, although a growing number of SCMC studies have 
explored peer feedback, to the best of our knowledge, no research so 
far has investigated the accuracy of peer feedback in text/video-chat 
and whether or to what extent learners modify their output following 
peer feedback in these synchronous online chats. With regard to its 
accuracy, previous research has reported that peer feedback in FTF 
interaction is at times inaccurate (Iwashita & Dao, 2021; Leeser, 2004) 
and not reliable and thus less trusted by their peer partners (Katayama, 
2007; Yoshida, 2021). However, it is unclear as to which extent concerns 
about peer feedback quality exist in SCMC and whether types of peer 
feedback differ between modes of text/video-chat.

Another aspect of consideration is modified output, or reformulation 
of an utterance following feedback, which is perceived as evidence for 
learner’s uptake and possible restructuring of their L2 knowledge, which 
implicates subsequent L2 learning (Mackey, 2012; Swain, 2005). Previous 
research has evidenced that modified output following peer feedback 
has positive impact on L2 learning (Egi, 2010; Loewen & Wolff, 2016; 
McDonough, 2005). However, the extent to which modified output 
occurs in SCMC and whether it differs between text- and video-chat is 
little known. Salomonsson’s study (2002) is one among very few studies 
investigating learners’ modified output in oral SCMC using Adobe 
Connect. The results show that modified output rarely occurred following 
the signal or initiation of errors by peers. In addition, learners never 
modified their output even though their peers corrected their errors. 
Despite providing some informative insights, an interesting question that 
arises is whether low frequency of modified output is the case for both 
text- and video-chat, and to what extent modified output following peer 
feedback is accurate. This therefore warrants further research into the 
occurrence and accuracy of modified output in SCMC.

Interlocutor familiarity in L2 interaction

As mentioned above, SCMC studies reported mixed findings about the 
impact of SCMC mode on different features of interaction (e.g. LREs 
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and negotiation of meaning, and peer feedback). The mixed results 
could be due to whether the learners are familiar with each other. 
Previous research shows that in the context of L2 FTF interaction, 
learners’ familiarity with each other affected their communication. For 
instance, in comparison with unfamiliar dyads, dyads of familiar learners 
attended more to language features in their interaction (Pastushenkov 
et  al., 2020), and increased their language use and grammatical accuracy 
(O’Sullivan, 2002) and comprehensibility (Gass & Varonis, 1984). Familiar 
dyads were also found to be more willing to negotiate for meaning, 
express non-understanding, and complete each other’s utterances; there-
fore, it is suggested that familiarity enables learners to perceive their 
interaction as less threatening and smooths the flow of the conversation 
even with interruptions (Plough & Gass, 1993).

Interlocutor unfamiliarity, however, appeared to negatively affect learn-
ers’ interaction. For instance, interlocutor unfamiliarity was reported to 
result in more transfer errors and greater use of the first language 
(Cholewka, 1997), less negotiation for meaning and little engagement 
in discussing language issues (Pastushenkov et  al., 2020). Additionally, 
learners reported feeling less comfortable when interacting with strangers 
than friends (Cao & Philp, 2006), which creates an unfavourable context 
for practicing language use. Groups of unfamiliar learners also had lower 
retention of vocabulary, produced fewer quantities of texts, engaged less 
in activities, and found group work problematic (Poteau, 2011).

Overall, existing studies indicate that interlocutor (un)familiarity neg-
atively affects how learners interact in L2 FTF interaction. However, 
whether interlocutor (un)familiarity affects learners’ provision of peer 
feedback in text/video-chats has been underexplored. Since peer feedback 
is considered as a face-threatening act which is vulnerable to social and 
affective factors (e.g. interlocutor familiarity), it is possible that learners’ 
unfamiliarity might decrease their provision of peer feedback, especially 
in SCMC mode (e.g. text/video-chat). In addition, given the physical 
distance in SCMC and the differences in the nature between text- and 
video-chat, it is likely that partner unfamiliarity could be a source of 
misunderstanding and formation of negative interactional relationship, 
which therefore affects peer feedback frequency and characteristics.

The current study

To summarise, despite an increased use of SCMC in the participants’ 
L2 learning context, little research has compared whether SCMC mode 
(text- versus video-chat) has differential impacts on the occurrence and 
characteristics of peer feedback, a feature of interaction crucial to L2 
learning. Additionally, studies have documented the positive impact of 
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pairing learners with familiar as opposed to unfamiliar peers on their 
FTF interaction. However, whether interlocutor familiarity exerts similar 
impacts when learners perform tasks in text/video-chats has been under-
studied. Furthermore, previous research reported learners’ mixed per-
ceptions of different SCMC modes and revealed little insight into 
learners’ perceptions of the impact of interlocutor familiarity on text/
video-chats. To fill in these gaps, the present study investigated the 
impact of SCMC mode (text- versus video-chat) and interlocutor famil-
iarity on the frequency and characteristics of peer feedback.

Research questions

•	 To what extent do SCMC mode (text- versus video-chats) and 
interlocutor familiarity affect the amount and characteristics of 
peer feedback in L2 interaction?

•	 How do learners perceive the impact of characteristics of text/
video-chats and interlocutor familiarity on their provision of peer 
feedback in L2 interaction?

Method

Participants
Participants were 100 EFL learners (61 females, 39 males) recruited from 
five English classes at two private language centres in two cities in the South 
of Vietnam. The participants’ ages ranged from 15 to 33 years old (M = 18.93, 
SD = 2.63). They reported to have studied English for a mean of 9.67 years 
(SD = 2.49). They were equally assigned into familiar (+/–) groups (see the 
study design), with their mean proficiency assessed by a TOEIC1 test, deliv-
ered a day prior to their interaction, being 432.10 (SD = 139.20) and 423.60 
(SD =150.18), respectively. An independent t-test showed no significant 
differences in proficiency level between two groups, t(98) = .29, p = .77, d 
= .06, indicating both groups’ similar proficiency level.

Design

The study adopted a mixed design to investigate the impact of SCMC 
mode and interlocutor familiarity on the occurrence and characteristics 
of peer feedback in L2 interaction. Independent variables included SCMC 
mode and interlocutor familiarity. SCMC mode was operationalised as 
having two conditions: text-chat and video-chat. Although interlocutor 
familiarity could arguably be a colloquial construct representing several 
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sub-variables, following Pastushenkov et  al.’s (2020), it was defined in the 
present study following three criteria: 1) being a close friend/classmate, 2) 
having previous experiences of working together in pairs/groups or 3) never 
knowing and meeting prior to the interaction. Thus, interlocutor familiarity 
was operationalised as having two conditions: dyads in which learners are 
friends/classmates and used to work together in pair/group work (+familiar 
group), versus dyads in which learners did not know each other and had 
not worked together before (–familiar group). As reported in the participant 
section, familiar (+/–) groups were comparable in terms of their proficiency 
level. To control for proficiency-pairing difference within each group, learners 
were randomly paired within groups, with each group across all conditions 
consisting of both similar and mixed-proficiency pairs. The dependent vari-
able was peer feedback, operationalised as all response information provided 
by a learner about their peers’ actual stage of language use and/or commu-
nication issues.

Materials

Materials included two similar versions of a communicative 
picture-sequencing task which asks dyads to discuss 10 pictures (each 
learner was randomly given five pictures) without showing each other 
their pictures and construct a meaningful story in writing. To control 
for possible impact of task topic and content, both task versions had a 
similar topic (i.e. vacation incidents) and featured similar activities in 
the same sequence, such as trip preparation, activities during the trip, 
occurrence of the incident, and returning home.

The materials also consisted of a questionnaire and an individual 
semi-structured post-task interview. The first part of the questionnaire 
concerned learners’ demographic information while the second part 
consisted of five open-ended questions used to assess learners’ familiarity 
and assign them into the familiar (+/–) groups. The individual interview 
elicited learners’ perceptions of the impact of SCMC mode and inter-
locutor familiarity on peer feedback provision (see Appendix for the 
questionnaire and interview prompts).

SCMC tools

Facebook Messenger was used to create SCMC modes (text- and 
video-chat). Given the popularity of Facebook Messenger in the partic-
ipants’ context, it appears to be one of the SCMC platforms that par-
ticipants might have had experience of using it every day. An online 
Google Docs form was used as a tool for the participants to co-construct 
their written texts. A brief training session prior to interaction was 
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provided to help the participants become familiar with Facebook 
Messenger and the Google Docs form.

Procedure

After getting the teachers’ permission, the researcher (the first author) visited 
each class and introduced the research project. The learners who volunteered 
to join the project then contacted the researcher via email. Data were col-
lected over a four-month period in a lab-based setting at a private language 
centre during a 120-minute session scheduled according to the participants’ 
availability. The learners were then given a consent form and a background 
information questionnaire to complete (see Appendix). Forty-eight learners 
(24 dyads) indicated their familiarity with partners by selecting 10 on the 
10-point Likert scale (1 = not familiar, 10= very familiar). Two learners (one 
dyad) selected 9 on the familiarity Likert scale. These learners were assigned 
into the familiar (+) group. Fifty learners (25 dyads) who selected 0 on the 
10-point Likert scale were assigned into the familiar (-) group. Once paired 
up and double-checked for the level of familiarity (30 minutes), each learner 
was seated in a separate room and received task instruction as well as time 
to practice using Facebook Messenger and Google Docs (20 minutes). After 
that, each dyad performed the first version of the task in the text-chat by 
using the Facebook Messenger text-chat function (30 minutes), and then the 
second version of the task in the video-chat by using the Facebook Messenger 
video call (30 minutes), with a 10-minute break between two tasks. To control 
for practice effect, SCMC mode and task versions were counterbalanced. 
Half of the dyads performed the tasks in the text-chat and then video-chat 
while the other half did the other way around. Two sets of task pictures 
were also counterbalanced across the familiarity conditions and SCMC 
modes. Each text-/video-based interaction was recorded using a portable 
digital recorder, a screen recorder software and an external portable camera. 
An informal 20-minute interview with each participant in Vietnamese (the 
learners’ L1) was carried out in a separate room after they completed the 
two tasks. For research ethics, the researchers followed the UK data protec-
tion regulations where the research ethics approval was granted, and the 
data were de-identified and reported with anonymity to protect the 
participant’s identities as specified in the participants’ consent.

Coding

Learners’ text-chats were copied and pasted into a word file, and the 
video-chats were transcribed by a research assistant and verified by the 
second author. Peer feedback was identified and coded for type, linguistic 
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focus, accuracy, and modified output. Following previous frameworks 
of corrective feedback (Ranta & Lyster, 2007; Sheen & Ellis, 2011), five 
categories of peer feedback were identified: recast (i.e. a partial or com-
plete reformulation of a learner’s erroneous utterance), explicit correction 
(i.e. provision of the correct form of a learner’s erroneous utterance 
with a clear indication of an error), repetition (i.e. a verbatim repetition 
of a learner’s erroneous utterance with a stress or a change in intonation 
to emphasise the error), clarification request (i.e. phrases such as ‘sorry?’, 
‘what?’, ‘I don’t understand’ or ‘Pardon’ following a learner’s erroneous 
utterance to signal an error), and metalinguistic comment (i.e. comments 
related to the well-formedness of a learner’s erroneous utterance without 
providing the correct form). Following Iwashita and Dao’s (2021) ana-
lytical framework of peer feedback in L2 interaction, peer feedback was 
also coded for linguistics foci: lexical, grammatical and multiple-linguistic 
focussed (i.e. more than one linguistic aspect addressed in feedback). 
Peer feedback was also examined regarding whether it was followed by 
modified output which was then coded with regard to accuracy (i.e. 
accurate versus inaccurate). Examples of feedback types, linguistic foci, 
and (in)accurate output are provided in Examples 1 to 8.

Feedback type
Five feedback types (e.g. recast, explicit correction, repetition, clarifica-
tion request, metalinguistic comment) are provided in Examples 1 to 5.

Example 1 Recast, accurate feedback, grammar-focussed, accurate mod-
ified output (video-chat)

1. P2: the next picture…they go to beach
2. P1: the beach
3. P2: the beach yes…you can see the coconut 

and a boat the ocean

In Example 1, after Learner P2 missed an article in an utterance ‘they 
go to beach’ (line 1), Learner P1 reformulated it to ‘the beach’ (line 2), 
which was then acknowledged ‘yes’ and repeated by Learner P2 (line 3).

Example 2 Explicit correction, accurate feedback, grammar-focussed, no 
modified output (video-chat)

1. P1: …uh there is a mouse on on their…the wife was threatened
2. P2: threat?
3. P1: threatened…the wife was threatened… ed…ed… threatened…

yeah that’s right… she was in panic.
4. P2: Ah



COMPuTER ASSiSTED LANguAgE LEARNiNg 11

In Example 2, after Learner P1 produced a correct utterance ‘the wife 
was threatened’ (line 1), Learner P2 uttered ‘threat’ as a suggestion (line 2). 
However, Learner P1 corrected it as ‘threatened’, reiterated ‘the wife was 
threatened’ and explicitly indicated Learner P2’s simple past tense verb 
error ‘ed…ed…threatened’ (line 3).

Example 3 Repetition, accurate feedback, lexis-focussed, accurate mod-
ified output (text-chat)

1. P1: we teeling the story
2. P2: teeling?
3. P1: telling…
4. P2: ah we telling the story

In Example 3, Learner P1’s text message ‘we teeling the story’ (line 
1) was not understood by Learner 2 who then questioned by repeating 
the word ‘teeling’ to indicate the trouble source (line 2). This led Learner 
1 to correct the form ‘telling’ (line 3) which was later repeated by 
Learner P2 to show her understanding ‘ah we telling the story’ though 
the utterance had a subject/verb agreement issue (line 4).

Example 4 Clarification request, accurate feedback, accurate modified 
output (text-chat)

1. P1: the tire is broken by a nail on the …stress
2. P2: stress?u get stressed? man!
3. P1: street :)
4. P2: ok

In Example 4, after Learner P1 said ‘stress’ (line 1), Learner P2 asked 
for a clarification ‘stress????’ (line 2) and ‘u[you] get stressed’ (line 3) 
and expressed an exclamation ‘man’ (line 4). Learner P1 provided a 
correction ‘street’ (line 7) to clarify his sentence ‘the tire is broken by 
a nail on the street’ (line 1).

Example 5 Metalinguistic comment, accurate feedback, grammar-focussed, 
no modified output (video-chat)

1. P1: They have …
2. P2: They have a…they had you need to use the word past simple 

‘had’ a traffic jam traffic jam …right for telling story…good…and 
I will…next…okay next…and maybe you need to…there are …a 
lot of cars…street…okay what’s next?

3. P1: After

In Example 5, Learner P2 corrected Learner P1’s error ‘they have’ 
(line 1) as ‘they had’ and uttered a metalinguistic comment ‘you need 
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to use the word past simple ‘had’ a traffic jam traffic jam…right for 
telling story…’ (line 2) to explain his correction.

Linguistic focus
Peer feedback on lexical aspects is shown in Examples 3 and 4, which 
focus on two lexical items: ‘telling’ and ‘street’, respectively. Peer feedback 
on grammatical aspects is illustrated in Examples 1, 2 and 5 which 
concern three grammatical issues: the use of article ‘the’, passive voice 
‘the wife was threatened’ and simple past tense verbs ‘they had’. Example 
6 exemplifies peer feedback that addresses multiple linguistic issues.

Example 6 Recast, accurate feedback, focus on multiple linguistic aspects, 
no modified output (text-chat)

1. P1: and have a warn dinner… that’s all
2. P2: yeah finally they got a warm dinner it’s so cool 

let’s back to gg [google] doc
3. P1: Okay

In Example 6, Learner P1’s text message is an incomplete sentence 
‘and have a warn dinner’ (line 1) which does not have a subject and 
contains a grammatical error ‘have’ and a spelling/lexical error ‘warn’. 
In line 3, Learner P2 corrected all of these language issues in one sen-
tence in which he added a subject ‘they’, changed the tense and the 
verb choice of the sentence from ‘have’ to ‘got’, and corrected the spelling 
error from ‘warn’ to ‘warm’.

Feedback accuracy
Peer feedback’s accuracy was coded for two categories: accurate and 
inaccurate. Examples 1 to 6 represent accurate peer feedback. Inaccurate 
peer feedback is shown in Example 7.

Example 7 Explicit correction, inaccurate feedback, lexical focussed, 
inaccurate modified output (video-chat)

1. P1: I think they must be going on… They get stuck
2. P2: No no no
3. P1: Stuck đúng không [is it correct]?
4. P2: I think a little bit informal …they meet đi [let’s say ‘they meet’]
5. P1: Okay they meet meet traffic traffic

In Example 7, after Learner P1 stated ‘they get stuck’ (line 1), Learner 
P2 commented ‘no no no’ (line 2) to signal that something was wrong. 
This led Learner P1 to check whether the use of ‘stuck’ was appropriate 
(line 3). Learner P2 then suggested using ‘meet [traffic]’, which was 
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agreed by Learner P1 who then incorporated it into the utterance ‘they 
meet traffic’. Example 7 shows that Learner P2 provided inaccurate peer 
feedback on a non-erroneous utterance ‘they get stuck’, which was, how-
ever, accepted and used by Learner P1.

Accuracy of modified output
Examples 2, 5 and 6 show that peer feedback was not followed by 
modified output. Meanwhile, in Examples 1, 3, 4 and 7, modified output 
occurred following peer feedback. All modified outputs in Examples 1, 
3 and 4 were accurate but modified output in Example 7 was inaccurate.

For inter-rater reliability, the second author coded independently the 
whole dataset and the first author coded 20% of the data. Pearson r for the 
frequency of peer feedback between two coders was .93. Cohen’s kappa was 
used to assess reliability of classifying feedback by type (k = .94), feedback’s 
accuracy (k = .85), linguistic focus (k = .95), feedback followed by modified 
output (k = .98), and accuracy of modified output (k = .89).

Analysis

Instances of peer feedback were first summed up per dyad. To account 
for speech differences, normalised scores were obtained by dividing the 
sums by the total number of words per interaction. A mixed two-way 
ANOVA was conducted to compare the amount of peer feedback between 
the text- and video-chats across two familiarity (+/–) conditions. Sums 
(normalised scores) of peer feedback per dyad were then broken down 
according to type, accuracy, linguistic focus, and (in)accurate modified 
output. The data, however, did not meet normality assumptions as a 
result of the breakdown of frequency of peer feedback according to its 
characteristics. Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were performed to examine 
the differences in peer feedback characteristics between the text-and 
video-chats. To investigate learners’ perceptions of SCMC mode and 
interlocutor familiarity, learners’ interview responses were analysed using 
a content-based analysis approach (Dörnyei, 2007). The whole data were 
first read independently by the first and the third authors to locate and 
highlight segments that contain participants’ comments about the impact 
of SCMC mode and interlocutor familiarity on their provision of peer 
feedback. These highlighted segments were re-read and initial codes 
were created based on key words. The codes were then compared 
between the two independent coders (the two authors) to reach an 
agreement. Next, similar codes were grouped together into potential 
themes. Simple frequency counts (percentages) of the themes were then 
calculated, and quotes illustrating the themes translated from Vietnamese 
into English were presented.
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Results

The results are organised into three sections. First, we present the quan-
titative findings about the impact of SCMC mode and interlocutor 
familiarity on the amount of peer feedback in learners’ L2 task-based 
interaction. The characteristics of peer feedback (e.g. type, linguistic 
focus, feedback’s accuracy, and modified output) are then presented and 
compared across the conditions. In the last section, we present qualitative 
findings about learners’ perceptions of the impact of SCMC mode and 
interlocutor familiarity.

Impact of SCMC mode and interlocutor familiarity on peer feedback
To answer the first research question which examines the impact of 
SCMC mode and interlocutor familiarity on the amount of peer feed-
back, instances of peer feedback were first identified in the dataset and 
then sums of peer feedback instances per dyad were calculated. Overall, 
347 instances of peer feedback were identified in the dataset, with 278 
instances from the video-chat as opposed to 69 instances in the text-chat. 
Table 1 presents descriptive statistics of raw and normalised scores of 
peer feedback per dyad in each condition.

Table 1 shows that for the familiarity (–) condition, the learners 
provided more peer feedback in the video-chat (M = .007, SD = .006) 
than in the text-chat (M = .002, SD = .003). Similarly, for the familiarity 
(+) condition, more peer feedback was provided in the video-chat (M 
= .008, SD = .005) than in the text-chat (M = .004, SD = .005). 
Additionally, the familiarity (+) group tended to provide more peer 
feedback than the familiarity (–) group in both the video-chat (M = 
.008, SD = .005 versus M = .007, SD = .006) and the text-chat (M = 
.004, SD = .005 versus M = .002, SD = .003), respectively.

A two-way mixed ANOVA shows no interaction effects between SCMC 
mode and interlocutor familiarity on the amount of peer feedback, F(1,48) 
= .82, p = .38, ηp

2 = .02; However, the main effects of SCMC mode on the 
amount of peer feedback were observed, F(1,48) = 17.21, p = .00001, ηp

2 = 
.26. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons show that the amount of peer feedback 

Table 1. Frequency of peer feedback per dyad by sCmC mode and familiarity.
Video-chat (n = 25 dyads) text-chat (n = 25 dyads)

Raw By words Raw By words

M SD M SD M SD M SD
Familiar 

(–)
4.80 5.74 .007 .006 .92 1.04 .002 .003

Familiar 
(+)

6.32 5.19 .008 .005 1.88 1.69 .004 .005

total 5.56 5.47 .007 .006 1.40 1.47 .003 .004
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in the video-chat was significantly higher in the video-chat than in the 
text-chat (p = .0001), with a medium effect size (d = .51). There were no 
main effects of interlocutor familiarity on the amount of peer feedback 
F(1,48) = 1.76, p = .19, ηp

2 = .04. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons for inter-
locutor familiarity were non-significant (p = .19, d = .09).

Peer feedback was also examined in terms of type, linguistic focus, 
accuracy, and follow-up modified output. Of 278 instances of peer 
feedback identified in the video-chat (as reported above), 129 instances 
(46.40%) were recasts, followed by 58 (20.86%) clarification requests, 
56 (20.14%) explicit corrections, 19 (6.83%) repetitions and 16 (5.77%) 
metalinguistic comments. Meanwhile, of 69 instances of peer feedback 
in the text-chat, 35 (50.72%) instances were clarification requests, fol-
lowed by 19 recasts (27.54%), 8 (11.59%) explicit corrections, 5 (7.24%) 
metalinguistic comments, and 2 (2.91%) repetitions. Table 2 summarises 
the breakdowns of the amount of peer feedback type per dyad in two 
SCMC conditions.

In Table 2, the amounts of peer feedback in the video-chat were higher 
than in the text-chat across all feedback types. Wilcoxon signed-rank tests 
show that the learners provided significantly higher numbers of recasts (p 
= .001; r= .60), clarification requests (p = .001; r= .57) and explicit correc-
tions (p = .003; r= .41) in the video-chat than in the text-chat. Effect sizes2 
for these comparisons ranged from medium to large.

As for the linguistic focus, peer feedback was categorised into three 
groups: lexical, grammatical and multiple-linguistic focussed. Of 347 
instances of peer feedback identified in the dataset, 154 (44.38%) were 
grammar-focussed as opposed to 127 (36.60%) lexis-focussed and 66 
(19.02%) multiple-linguistic focussed. Both the video- and text-chat 
groups similarly produced higher amounts of grammar-focussed peer 
feedback (42.81% and 50.72%) than lexis-focussed (34.53% and 44.93%) 
and multiple-linguistic focussed feedback (22.66% and 4.35%), respec-
tively. Table 3 presents descriptive data of the amounts of peer feedback 
by linguistic focus.

Table 2. types of peer feedback.
Video-chat 

(n = 25 dyads)
text-chat 

 (n = 25 dyads) Wilcoxon 
signed-rank testsRaw By words Raw By words

M SD M SD M SD M SD z p r
recast 2.58 2.44 .004 .004 .38 .83 .0009 .002 4.29 .001 .60
Clarification 

request
1.16 1.71 .001 .0017 .70 .99 .001 .0025 4.03 .001 .57

explicit correction 1.12 1.93 .001 .002 .16 .37 .0003 .0008 2.93 .003 .41
metalinguistic 

comment
.32 1.07 .0003 .001 .10 .36 .0002 .0010 .55 .58 .078

repetition .10 .36 .0001 .0005 .02 .14 .00004 .0002 1.21 .225 .017
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In Table 3, the learners provided greater numbers of lexical, gram-
matical and multiple-linguistic focussed instances of peer feedback in 
the video-chat than the text-chat. The differences reached significance 
as observed in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test results: grammar (p = 
.012, r = .36), lexis (p = .015, r = .34) and multiple-linguistic foci  
(p = .001, r = .51), with effect sizes ranging from medium to large.

For the accuracy of peer feedback, out of 347 instances of peer feedback 
identified, 80.12% (278) of them were accurate. Both the video- and text-chat 
groups similarly produced higher amounts of accurate (77.62% and 89.01%) 
than inaccurate peer feedback (22.38% and 10.99%), respectively. Breakdowns 
of the amounts of peer feedback by accuracy (Table 4) show that the 
video-chat group produced significantly higher amounts of accurate (p= 
.002, r =.43) and inaccurate (p = .001; r = .47) peer feedback than the 
text-chat group. The differences show medium effect sizes.

Finally, of 347 instances of peer feedback, 310 (89.33%) were followed 
by modified output. Specifically, of 278 instances of peer feedback in 
the video-chat, 250 (89.92%) led to modified output, and 215 (86%) of 
these modified output instances were accurate. Meanwhile, of 69 instances 
of peer feedback in the text-chat, 60 (86.96%) resulted in modified 
output, and 51 (85%) of these modified output instances were accurate. 
Table 5 presents the amount of modified output in two SCMC conditions.

Table 5 shows that there were higher numbers of modified output, 
accurate and inaccurate modified output in the video-chat (M = .006, 
SD = .004; M = .51, SD = .57; M = .002, SD=.002) than the text-chat 
(M= .003, SD= .003; M = .005, SD = .005; M = .001, SD=.002), respec-
tively. Wilcoxon signed-rank test results show that the differences were 
significant with large effect sizes for modified output (p = .001; r = 
.85) and accurate MO (p = .0001; r = .64). The results were non-significant 
for inaccurate MO (p = .113; r = .22).

Table 4. Accuracy of peer feedback.
Video-chat  

(n = 25 dyads)
text-chat  

(n = 25 dyads)
Wilcoxon signed-rank 

tests

Raw By words Raw By words

M SD M SD M SD M SD z p r
Accurate 4.30 4.20 .006 .004 1.26 1.41 .003 .003 3.07 .002 .43
inaccurate 1.24 2.02 .002 .002 .14 .45 .0003 .001 3.35 .001 .47

Table 3. Feedback’s linguistic focus.
Video-chat  

(n = 25 dyads)
text-chat  

(n = 25 dyads) Wilcoxon  
signed-rank testsRaw By words Raw By words

M SD M SD M SD M SD z p r
grammar 2.38 2.76 .003 .003 .70 .91 .001 .003 2.51 .012 .36
Lexis 1.92 1.97 .002 .003 .62 .94 .001 .002 2.43 .015 .34
multiple-focussed .38 .56 .0004 .001 .0001 .0001 .0001 .001 3.62 .001 .51
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Learners’ perceptions of the impact of interlocutor familiarity

When asked whether the familiarity with partners affected feedback 
provision, ninety-seven out of a hundred learners (97%) reported that 
partner familiarity did not affect their feedback provision due to their 
positive relationship, and three learners (3%) perceived their interactions 
as neutral (i.e. neither liked nor disliked it), with no participants (%0) 
viewing their relationship as negative. The content-based analyses of the 
interview data revealed that the learners’ positive relationship established 
in the interaction and their previous experience were reported as reasons 
for determining their feedback provision. These results are exemplified 
in comments in Excerpts 1 and 2.

Excerpt 1. Feedback provision in the –familiarity pair: the impact of 
positive relationship

I did not see any problems with my new partner. In the first few minutes, I was 
kind of ‘testing’ and taking time to see how he responded when I corrected his errors. 
My partner seemed friendly and helpful, so we had a good interaction…we helped 
each other with language issues and completed the task on time. [Learner 24]3

Excerpt 2. Feedback provision in the + familiarity pair: the impact of 
previous experience

We used to study together and knew each other well, so it was a lot easy and 
comfortable. I could correct her errors if I noticed without worrying that she would 
be angry. I believe she felt the same way about correcting my errors and we could 
learn from each other. [Learner 49]

Excerpts 1 and 2 show that there were no perceived impacts of inter-
locutor familiarity on learners’ interaction and feedback provision. Prior 
familiarity with a partner helped learners feel ‘easy and comfortable’ to 
provide feedback. The unfamiliarity with new partners, however, did 
not negatively affect their feedback provision when these new partners 
showed to be ‘friendly and helpful’. These results supported the findings 
of the quantitative analyses reported above, that there were no main 
effects of interlocutor familiarity on the occurrence of peer feedback.

Table 5. modified output following peer feedback.

Video-chat 
 (n = 25 dyads)

text-chat  
(n = 25 dyads)

Wilcoxon 
signed-rank 

tests

Raw By words Raw By words
M SD M SD M SD M SD z p r

MO following 
feedback

5.00 4.85 .006 .004 1.20 1.16 .003 .003 6.00 .001 .85

Accurate MO 4.300 4.63 .51 .57 1.020 1.233 .005 .005 4.55 .0001 .64
Inaccurate MO 1.060 1.185 .002 .002 .420 .609 .001 .001 1.58 .113 .22

mo = modified output.
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Learners’ perceptions of the impact of SCMC mode

When asked about the impact of SCMC mode on provision of feedback, 
a majority of learners (76%) reported that the video-chat was a better 
platform for offering feedback than the text-chat. Only 15% of learners said 
that they preferred the text-chat over the video-chat for feedback provision. 
The rest (9%) stated that SCMC mode did not affect their feedback provi-
sion. When asked to elaborate on the impact of SCMC mode, seventy-six 
learners who formerly reported to prefer the video-chat for feedback pro-
vision all converged to report six major factors related to the nature of the 
text-and video-chats: (1) interaction speed, (2) visibility of partner’s facial 
expression and emotions, (3) text-chat conventions, (4) time-lapse in com-
posing messages, (5) visibility of errors and feedback, and (6) time for 
formulating feedback. The first factor is the speed of the interaction and 
time pressure cited by all participants as shown in Excerpt 3.

Excerpt 3. Interaction speed and time pressure

‘…it was very time consuming in the text-chat to provide feedback since we had to 
type. We often did not care much about errors if we could understand each other. 
We just kept moving to complete the task because the time was limited. For the 
video-chat, things were easier and quicker. Since we talked and discussed more, 
when we made errors, we corrected each other quickly. We could explain feedback 
effectively and quickly because we talked rather than typing. We could not do like 
this in the text-chat which was very slow…’ [Learner 20].

Excerpt 3 shows that infrequency of peer feedback was due to the 
pace and time-consuming characteristics of the text-chat (i.e. typing) 
as opposed to the video-chat (i.e. talking). The learners (100%) also 
reported to be under time pressure to complete the task and that pro-
viding peer feedback via typing rather than speaking seemed slow and 
ineffective, which led them to opt for not providing feedback.

Being unable to see each other’s facial expressions and emotions in 
the text-chat was another factor preventing learners (97.36%) from 
providing feedback, as exemplified in Excerpt 4.

Excerpt 4. Visibility of partner’s facial expression and emotions

‘In the text-chat, we did not see each other, so it was very difficult to know how 
the partner felt about my feedback. I was afraid that I could make my friend frus-
trated if I pointed out her errors. In the video-chat, I could see how my partner 
felt. It was like she was in front of me, so I could see her reactions if she was not 
comfortable with my feedback. If she was not happy, I would not provide feedback. 
Seeing my partner was very important since it helped me communicate easier and 
decide when it was necessary to correct my partner’s errors’. [Learner 31]

Excerpt 4 indicates that the text-chat precluded learners from seeing 
and judging their partner’s emotions through facial expressions. This 
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consequently reduced the occurrence of peer feedback. Meanwhile, in 
the video-chat the learners could see and evaluate their partner’s response 
to his/her feedback.

Another factor affecting the provision of peer feedback, reported by 
94.74% of learners, was the learners’ perceptions of the text-chat con-
ventions as shown in Excerpt 5.

Excerpt 5. Learner perceptions of text-chat conventions

‘I don’t think it was necessary to correct language use in the text-chat because we 
used symbols, emoticons, phrases or short sentences rather than full sentences to 
make it quick. That is what texting is all about…we used symbols and emoticons 
to represent the language. So, how could we correct symbols and emoticons? We 
only asked for clarifications when we did not understand, but generally we could 
understand each other’s symbols well’. [Learner 22]

Excerpt 5 shows that learners perceived error correction and/or feed-
back provision as unnecessary in the text-chat given its conventions 
(e.g. abbreviations, phrases and short sentences, symbols and emoticons).

In addition, the learners (89.47%) did not provide feedback because of 
the long time-lapse in the text-chat. One learner explained this in Excerpt 6.

Excerpt 6. Time-lapse in composing messages

‘It took my partner a long time to compose the message. I had to wait for him 
to complete his message which often contained many lines. The time-lapse was 
long since he wrote many lines. In the end, I did not have time to tell him the 
errors. I decided to just focus on his ideas rather than language errors. But in the 
video-chat, I helped him right away because it was quick…we talked rather than 
typing’. [Learner 33].

Excerpt 6 indicates that the long time-lapse for writing the messages 
and the multiple lines of a text-message led the learners to opt for not 
pointing out peer’s errors and providing feedback. However, this learner 
admitted that he provided feedback in the video-chat because it was 
quicker when feedback was given in an oral form.

As for the 15% of learners who perceived the text-chat as suitable 
for feedback provision, two major reasons, cited by all these learners, 
emerged from their explanations. The first concerned the visibility of 
errors and feedback in the text messages (Excerpt 7).

Excerpt 7. Visibility of errors and feedback

‘In the text-chat, since we could see our messages, it was easier to notice the errors 
and thus we could correct each other. For me, it was easier to understand my 
partner’s feedback in the text-chat because I could see the feedback in writing. I am 
a slow learner, and my English was not good so it was easy for me to understand 
the feedback in writing rather than speaking which was too fast…I could read my 
partner’s feedback and clarify it if I did not understand’. [Learner 63]
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Excerpt 7 shows that text messages created opportunities for learners 
to see errors in writing and thus they corrected each other’s errors more. 
Also, being able to see the feedback in writing helped them process 
and understand peer feedback.

The second factor was related to the time for formulating feedback. 
One learner expressed:

Excerpt 8. Time for formulating feedback

‘Providing feedback in writing was easier because I had time to formulate my 
feedback first in my mind and then explained it in writing. It was not possible in 
the video-chat because everything was fast. If my friend did not understand my 
feedback in the text, I could rearrange and rewrite my explanations [feedback]’. 
[Learner 85].

In Excerpt 8, the learner reported that the longer time lapse in text 
chats enabled them to better formulate and clarify the feedback.

Discussion

This study investigated whether interlocutor familiarity and SCMC mode 
affected frequency and characteristics of peer feedback in L2 interaction. 
The results show that learner familiarity did not affect the frequency 
of peer feedback. These results are not in line with the findings by 
Pastushenkov et  al.’s (2020) study that reported the negative impact of 
learners’ unfamiliarity on learners’ LREs which include peer feedback. 
One possible reason could be learners of the present study had positive 
perceptions of peers and their newly established relationship during the 
interaction, and their anxiety level when communicating with unfamiliar 
peers was low (Satar & Özdener, 2008). Indeed, the learners reported 
that they did not have problems interacting with unfamiliar partners 
who were perceived as ‘helpful and friendly’. This indicates that the 
negative impact of interlocutor unfamiliarity could be reduced when 
learners perceive their unfamiliar peers positively and establish a good 
social relationship during the interaction. The results, however, support 
previous studies’ findings that familiarity with partners helped create a 
positive learning environment and increase feedback provision (Cao & 
Philp, 2006; Pastushenkov et  al., 2020; Plough & Gass, 1993), since the 
learners reported to feel ‘comfortable’ and ‘easy’ to correct each other’s 
errors ‘without worrying that partners would be angry’ (Excerpt 2).

The second finding was that the video-chat group provided a greater 
amount of peer feedback than the text-chat group across types (i.e. 
recast, clarification request and explicit correction). Previous research 
suggested that the visibility of texts in SCMC helps learners notice 
language form and thus could result in more feedback (Lai & Zhao, 
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2006; Ortega, 2009; Smith, 2003, 2004). However, as indicated in the 
interview responses, various characteristics of the text-chat precluded 
the learners from providing feedback as compared to the video-chat. 
These included the slow pace of interaction (e.g. typing and 
time-consumption for composing messages), time pressure, and lack of 
visibility of visual cues. The results are in line with previous findings 
that learners continued their discussion without attending to mistakes 
and engaged in less correction in the text-chat than the video-chat 
(Baralt, 2013; Jepson, 2005; Yanguas, 2012). The learners also pointed 
out that the interaction pace in the text-chat was a stressor and increased 
time-demands rather than additional relaxed time (Sauro, 2011). These 
results support Zigler and Phung’s (2019) findings that the text-chat 
was perceived less effective and thus less preferrable than the video-chat.

The higher frequency of peer feedback in the video-chat could also 
be attributed to the learners being able to judge their partner’s emotions 
and reactions to their feedback via visual cues, as indicated in Excerpt 
4. It should be noted that the text-chat was perceived as suitable for 
some learners because they reported that it enabled them to see errors 
and feedback and have time to formulate feedback (Lai & Zhao, 2006; 
Ortega, 2009). However, the number of the participants who favoured 
the text-chat over the video-chat for feedback provision was small (15% 
of the participants). Thus, the results overall suggest that the text-chat 
does not seem to be perceived as effective as the video-chat in terms 
of peer feedback provision.

Regarding feedback types, the results revealed that learners provided 
the highest number of recasts in the video-chat whereas they made 
more clarification requests in the text-chat. The most commonly cited 
reason is because recast is less intrusive and does not considerably affect 
the flow of the conversation in the video-chat (Loewen & Philp, 2006). 
This indicates that learners might have opted to provide more recasts 
rather than other feedback types. With regard to the highest amount 
of clarification requests in the text-chat, learners reported that they used 
this kind of feedback to clarify what they did not understand in the 
text. The frequent use of clarification requests could be ascribed to the 
limitations of text chat (e.g. lack of nonverbal cues and intonations). In 
Excerpt 5, one learner admitted that they often ‘asked for clarifications 
when they did not understand each other in the text-chat’. This suggests 
that learners seemed to perceive clarification requests as more suitable 
and prevalent as compared to other feedback types in the text-chat.

Another finding was that although the video-chat group provided 
more peer feedback than the text-chat group across all types, feedback 
in both groups targeted more grammatical than lexical aspects of lan-
guage. The results could be related to the task’s nature. The task used 
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in this study included a writing component, which might have encour-
aged learners to attend to grammar issues since they need to focus on 
grammatical accuracy of the jointly-produced texts (Azkarai & García 
Mayo, 2012).

Notably, a majority of feedback instances (80.12%) in both the video- 
and text-chats were accurate. One possible explanation is that learners 
in this study had good language knowledge because they were taught 
this knowledge explicitly in their English programs throughout their 
compulsory education. The results of learners’ high accuracy in feedback 
are very encouraging, which addresses the learners’ and teachers’ concern 
that peer feedback is often of low quality (Adams, 2007; Authors, XXXX; 
Sato & Lyster, 2012). As illustrated in Examples 1 to 6, all learners’ peer 
feedback instances accurately addressed the language issues. Only 
Example 7 shows that peer feedback was not accurate. These results 
suggest that learners are able to provide high quality feedback, which 
is more likely to result in higher accurate resolution of language issues 
(Yanguas & Bergin, 2018). It should be noted that since learners in the 
video-chat provided higher amounts of peer feedback than the text-chat 
group, they provided significantly higher amounts of both accurate and 
inaccurate peer feedback. Whether inaccurate peer feedback results in 
negative impact on L2 learning is not clear. However, it seems necessary 
to use pedagogical interventions in order to improve the quality of peer 
feedback given that some feedback is inaccurate (Sato & Lyster, 2012).

For the occurrence and accuracy of modified output, the results show 
that in both the video- and text-chats, a majority of peer feedback 
(89.33%) were followed by modified output and more than 85% of 
modified output were accurate. The high amount of modified output 
following peer feedback could be attributed to learners’ positive rela-
tionship established in the interaction. That is, learners felt comfortable 
interacting and trusted their peers’ feedback; therefore, they modified 
their output following their peers’ feedback. The learners’ high comfort 
level was confirmed in their interview responses, with 97% of them 
perceiving their interaction as positive and helpful. In addition, the high 
amounts of accurate modified output in both the video- and text-chats 
suggest that learners could modify their output accurately and thus 
could learn from each other via peer feedback.

Notably, the results show that there were more modified output and 
accurate output in the video-chat than the text-chat but there were no 
differences in inaccurate modified output between the two modes. One 
possible explanation is that turns or utterances in text-chat are inter-
twined and at times overlap with each other, so the learners might have 
missed seeing the feedback from partners and thus missed modifying 
the output. Meanwhile, for the video-chat, the turning taking is neater 
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with each learner taking turns to talk. Thus, it is more likely that fol-
lowing a turn or an utterance where the partner provides feedback, the 
learner could hear it and modify his/her output accordingly. Also, the 
slow speed of the text-chat was cited by the learners as a factor pre-
venting them from providing peer feedback and thus modified output, 
which could explain the low frequency of modified output in the 
text-chat. As suggested above, the learners in this study had good gram-
matical knowledge due to their extensive exposure to grammar-focussed 
instruction. Thus, as they modified their output, the output was more 
likely to be correct, and because the learners in the video-chat modified 
their output more often than the text-chat, they tended to produce more 
accurate modified output. Overall, the study provides evidence that 
learners modified their language production after receiving peer feedback 
especially in the video-chat and that their language modification was 
more likely to be accurate, which is essential and conducive to subse-
quent language learning (Gass & Mackey, 2015).

Conclusion

This study explored the impact of interlocutor familiarity and SCMC 
mode on peer feedback. The results revealed no differences in the 
amount of peer feedback between familiar and unfamiliar groups. This 
suggests that when learners perceive each other positively, whether they 
are familiar with peers does not seem to affect their provision of peer 
feedback. However, there were more instances of peer feedback in the 
video-chat than the text-chat. The results indicate that the video-chat 
creates more opportunities for learners to provide peer feedback than 
the text-chat. Notably, the linguistic focus of peer feedback as well as 
the frequency and characteristics of modified output following the feed-
back did not seem to be affected by both SCMC mode and interlocutor 
familiarity. Inevitably, the study has some limitations. First, it concerned 
only text- and video-chats, which excludes the multimodal SCMC where 
different technological elements of the text- and video-chats are inte-
grated. This warrants additional research to explore the impact of both 
the text-, video- and multimodal SCMC on peer feedback. Second, the 
participants of this study shared the same L1 and relatively similar 
learning and cultural background, so it is not clear whether similar 
results about interlocutor familiarity could be observed in other groups 
of participants who have different linguistic and cultural backgrounds. 
Despite the limitations, the study suggests some implications. First, 
learners did not perceive partner unfamiliarity in SCMC as a problem 
for feedback provision when their partners were helpful and friendly. 
Therefore, it is important for teachers to create a supportive learning 
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environment and promote learners’ mindset where learners can feel 
comfortable interacting with each other to reduce or alleviate the neg-
ative impacts of learner unfamiliarity. Second, given the greater amount 
of peer feedback in the video-chat, this modality could be used to 
support learners’ learning of an L2. Third, given the inaccurate peer 
feedback and inaccurate modified output that occurred, it is necessary 
to carry out pedagogical interventions to improve the quality of peer 
feedback and modified output.

Notes

 1. TOEIC: Test of English for International Communication.
 2. An effect size (r = Z/√N) of 10, .30 and .50 or above was considered small, medi-

um and large, respectively.
 3. All excerpts in the Results section were translated from Vietnamese into English.
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Appendix

An open-ended questionnaire

1. Have you met before?
2. Are you close friends and classmates in any English classes?
3. Have you worked together before in pair/group work?
4. If yes, how many times have you worked together before?
5. Indicate your familiarity with your partner on the 10-point Likert 

scale (1 = not familiar, 10 = very familiar).

Interview prompts

1. What do you think about the impacts of working with a close 
friend/classmate versus an unfamiliar partner on your feedback 
provision and interaction?

2. How did you perceive your relationship with your partners in the 
last interactions (positive, negative and neutral)? Please make a 
comparison between a familiar partner and a partner who you 
just met with regard to its impact on feedback provision,

3. Did SCMC mode affect your interaction and feedback provision? 
If yes, how? If no, why not?

4. Which SCMC mode (i.e. text- or video-chats) made it easier and 
suitable for you to provide feedback? Please compare two SCMC 
modes.

Task pictures

Set 1. Missed flight incidentSet 2. Flat tyre incident
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