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whereas the control group was given traditional teaching. Both groups
were assessed through writing assignments on two different topics,
administered as a pre-test and a post-test. Additionally, students from
the experimental group filled out a questionnaire and some engaged in
semi-structured interviews after the treatment. The study’s findings,
derived from a series of t-tests and ANCOVA, revealed that dialogic peer
feedback significantly enhanced the students' writing performance.
Furthermore, the questionnaire responses indicated a positive student
perception towards this instructional approach, a sentiment echoed in
the interview analyses.

INTRODUCTION

Globalization has led to increased international connections across various domains,
emphasizing the need for a common communication medium. English has emerged as this
medium, serving as a bridge for people from different linguistic backgrounds (Zeng et al., 2023).
In China, the government views English proficiency as vital for global engagement, knowledge
acquisition, and economic growth (Murray et al., 2023). Individually, English is essential for
higher education (Feng & Adamson, 2019) and symbolizes high socioeconomic status, being
a prerequisite for high-paying jobs (Sun & Rong, 2021). Given this importance, it's crucial for
educators to develop effective teaching strategies.
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Of all English skills, writing is both the most challenging (Baresh, 2022) and a strong indicator
of linguistic competence (Hyland, 2019). Writing plays a pivotal role in integrating the four
English skills, solidifying language input, aiding in its internalization, and ensuring its accurate
use (Graham, 2019). The importance of writing is further underscored by its emphasis in
standardized English tests for university students (Zhang, 2019). Consequently, aiding students
in enhancing their writing skills is invaluable for teachers.

In traditional English classrooms, students are frequently distracted by various non-academic
activities (Zhang, 2020). However, the shift to purely online learning has its drawbacks, such
as feelings of isolation (Kaufmann & Vallade, 2020) and reliance on specific equipment. In the
digital age, the responsibility of teachers has transitioned from being the primary knowledge
distributors to facilitators assisting learners (Carrillo & Flores, 2020). A blend of online and
offline instruction may address these concerns.

Feedback

Feedback is crucial for language learning. While students often prefer teacher feedback (Du
& Ma, 2013), several problems are associated with it. Overloaded teachers in China might
resort to simplistic grading, depriving students of valuable feedback (Mahmoudi & Bugra, 2020;
Yu, 2021). Traditional feedback typically targets language mechanics rather than fostering
genuine writing proficiency (Yu, 2021). The prevalent one-draft approach in China, coupled
with the lack of student-teacher interactions, limits the effectiveness of feedback (Lee, 2014;
Yang et al., 2006). Students might also lack diverse perspectives essential for critical thinking
(Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006).

Other feedback sources include artificial intelligence, writing conferences, and peer reviews.
Each has its limitations. Al doesn't necessarily lead to writing improvement since students are
not required to act upon the feedback (Huang & Renandya, 2020). Writing conferences might
be impractical for larger classes. While peer feedback can be beneficial (Lopez-Pellisa et al.,
2021; So & Lee, 2012), it's not devoid of challenges.

Blended learning

An approach that combines benefits from both online and on-site learning is blended learning,
which has grown since the 2000s (Glzer & Caner, 2014). Incorporating blended learning with
peer feedback has gained traction given its effectiveness (Valero Haro et al., 2019).

Regardless of the effectiveness of peer feedback and blended learning in teaching writing,
both methods have their own disadvantages. In terms of peer feedback, students may require
teacher mediation for peer disagreements (Schillings et al., 2021; Zhu & Carless, 2018) and
often don't engage in ongoing discussions after feedback (Filius et al., 2018). Online peer
feedback settings demand additional instructional support for maximal efficacy (Noroozi et
al., 2016). Implementing blended learning can be influenced by factors such as larger class
sizes, insufficient classroom space, and inadequate face-to-face instruction resulting from the
fact that students do have adequate exposure to the target language (Aborisade, 2013).
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Despite the prevalence of English and the great importance of writing in learning English, the
teaching of writing is far from satisfaction. In China, reduced class hours and poor assessment
system has made the situation even worse (Ren, 2017). In particular, those students studying
in independent colleges are prone to the faulty teaching of writing given their relatively poor
English proficiency.

To address various educational challenges, the current study set out to investigate the effects
of ateachinginstruction that incorporates blended learning and guided dialogic peer feedback
(GDPF). The results may not only allow instructors to recognize the value of the two methods,
but may also provide practical direction for teachers seeking to improve their ability to do so.
Moreover, institutional decision-makers may benefit from this study since it has the potential
to provide some insight into the use of GDPF as a way to reinforce students' knowledge
acquisition while also improving their writing performance in EFL settings. In the study, GDPF
refers to a collaborative online learning activity where students are able to exchange ideas on
the feedback given or received as well as reflect and act upon the feedback to make changes
necessary in their writings. Students were requied to exchange feedback online following strict,
step-by-step guidance provided by the instructor.

Though technology is normally considered as a possible way to facilitate effective feedback
practices (Meek et al., 2017; Pardo et al., 2019; Winstone, 2019) and apart from a few studies
on online settings (Filius et al., 2018; Hewett, 2000; Tuzi, 2004), there seems to be an absence
of empirical studies that justify the employment of guided dialogic peer feedback in blended
courses in teaching of writing within the Chinese context. To fill this research gap, the present
study intended to make contributions to the field by examining the effects of the GDPF in a
blended learning environment on L2 argumentative writing by using a mixed-methods design
with irrelevant factors controlled. A treatment spanning 18 weeks was carried out. The current
study set out to address the two research questions:

Research question 1: Does the Guided Dialogic Peer Feedback-Based Writing Instruction (GDPF)
in an integrated blended learning environment improve the participants’ development of
writing performance? If so, to what extent?

Research question 2: How do the participants perceive the Guided Dialogic Peer Feedback-Based
Writing Instruction (GDPF) in an integrated blended learning environment?

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Writing education is critical for students to meet their academic, professional, and civic
responsibilities. Teachers play a crucial role in this process and can gain effective teaching
methods through experience, professional development, and educational resources (Graham
& Alves, 2021). In her study of nine writing teachers, Gadd and Parr (2017) identified eight
dimensions to effective teaching practices. These dimensions include expectations (teachers
should have clear expectations of what students can achieve); learning goals (teachers should
give clear and operational goals); learning tasks (teachers should provide tasks that are
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appropriate for students’ needs and levels); direct instruction; responding to learners;
motivation and challenge; organization and management (teachers should organize and
manage their classrooms effectively); and self-regulation (teachers should enable students to
self-regulate their writing practices).

In China, challenges in teaching college English writing include reduced class hours and the
flawed evaluation method where multiple-choice questions play a significant role. Under this
grading system, many students are anxious forimmediate success and hesitant to invest further
effort or time into improving their English, and English writing in particular., These challenges
combined lead to student disengagement (Ren, 2017). Research in China has explored various
approaches, from integrating reading and writing to using technology and IT platforms. While
methods like the length approach have been gaining popularity, they have faced criticism for
poor experimental design (Wen, 2005). Wen's (2005) "output-driven, input-enabled" hypothesis
offers a newer focus, highlighting the significance of comprehensible output in language
acquisition.

Blended learning

Blended learning (BL) merges traditional onsite and online learning (Wong et al., 2014). It aims
to develop students' logical skills, enhance instructional outcomes, and encourage social
interaction (Subramaniam & Muniandy, 2019). Research shows that BL caters to diverse
learning styles and extends learning beyond traditional settings (Sejdiu, 2014). It promotes
communication, cooperation (Hilliard & Stewart, 2019; Rovai & Jordan, 2004), and positive
attitudes towards L2 writing (Hains-Wesson et al., 2015; Hosseinpour et al., 2019). Studies
(Adas & Bakir, 2013; Liu, 2013; Pop & Slev, 2012) have demonstrated BL's effectiveness in
enhancing communication and writing skills in EFL settings.

However, BLimplementation faces challenges. Stein and Graham (2014) emphasized the need
for a balanced review of online and offline settings and maintaining student engagement. Chen
and Yao (2016) identified influencing factors like student, teacher, course content, technology,
course design, and settings. Boelens et al. (2017) and Sahni (2019) pointed out challenges in
flexibility, interaction, learning support, and emotional learning environment. Therefore,
careful consideration is required to optimize student performance and enhance the learning
experience.

Watson (2008) described a continuum of BL, ranging from fully online to traditional face-to-
face settings with varying degrees of online integration. Staker and Horn (2012) categorized
K-12 BLmodels into rotation, flex, self-blend, as well as enriched-virtual models. Graham (2006)
proposed a framework for identifying effective blends of onsite and online learning, suggesting
a mix that leverages the strengths of both. Hrastinski (2019) supported this by advocating for
BL that facilitates communities of inquiry, incorporating cognitive, teaching, and social presence.

Dialogic peer feedback

To address challenges in teacher feedback, researchers have proposed student-teacher
dialogic feedback (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017; Steen-Utheim & Wittek, 2017) where students and
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teacher exchange ideas on the feedback given or received in a form of conversations or dialogs.
However this increases teachers' workload, especially in large-scale learning contexts (Nicol
& Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). Alternatively, peer feedback, rooted in Vygotsky's social-constructivist
theory, is recognized as a student-centered approach that involves giving or receiving feedback
between students. It enhances L2 writing motivation (Cui et al., 2021; Weng et al., 2023) and
self-confidence as well as promotes L2 writing in terms of enhanced students’ learning skills
(Cheng & Dornyei, 2007), abilities to reflect (Van Popta et al., 2017), and improved writing
performance (Cho & MacArthur, 2011; Greenberg, 2015).

Dialogic peer feedback merges the benefits of dialog and peer feedback, fostering in-depth
understanding through peer interactions (Filius et al., 2018). Challenges include finding time
and space outside of the classroom (Zhu & Carless, 2018), desire for the teacher arbitration
when peer disagreements occur (Schillings et al., 2021; Zhu & Carless, 2018), low student
motivation for the process (Pond et al., 1995) and students’ failure to take advantage of peer
communication after receiving feedback because they consider peer feedback as asynchronous,
inconvenient and public (Filius et al., 2018).

To optimize dialogic peer feedback, various strategies have been proposed. Yoon (2011)
developed the Optimal BLW Model, which features an iterative writing process that incorporates
blended learning activities. Students produce three writing drafts based on both the teacher
and students feedback. However, students have to produce the drafts within two weeks, which
may not be sufficient for students to reflect upon the feedback. Besides, too many tools are
involved in the model, which may pose as a distraction when students try to find the right tool
to do certain activity.

Nelson and Schunn (2009) proposed a feedback model based on an analysis of over 1,000 peer
feedbacks. Specifically, feedback providers should incorporate in their feedback the following
three parts:

1. Summary of the feedback provider’s perception on the writing performance (including
a tentative score based on the scoring rubric);

2. Location of the writing problems (on content, organization, and language use of the essays);

3. Possible solutions to the problems.

Er et al. (2021) suggested a three-phase dialogue framework for effective dialogic peer
feedback, i.e., dialogue during planning and coordination of feedback activities, dialogue during
discussion around feedback to support its uptake, and dialogue during conversion of the
feedback into task engagement and progress. In this student-centered framework, instructors
act as facilitators when disagreement or difficulties arise. For instance, some reviewing peers
may have widely divergent opinions on the quality of the student work under consideration
and struggle to reach an agreement. Instructors should enable student discussion to identify
and clarify any misinterpretations of assessment criteria, student work, and peer opinions.
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Relevant studies

Wood (2021) conducted a qualitative study on 14 undergraduates from a university in South
Korea in a blended writing course using dialogic peer feedback. The data from surveys and
semi-structured interviews demonstrated that the dialogic peer feedback could make feedback
useful and help turn feedback into action, lower socio-affective barriers, as well as eliminate
barriers of time and space.

In a case study by Ng and Yu (2021), 153 pre-service teachers participated as groups in an
online peer assessment activity to enhance their abilities of academic writing. To increase
participation in the peer assessment procedure, a fundamental element of dialogic interaction
was explicitly introduced. According to the findings, students were interested in the procedure
despite their perception that the 6-stage procedure was fairly difficult and their need for more
training in peer assessment. Improved writing quality of students was also noted. The students
valued the dialogic interactivity of peer assessment as it boosted their learning and they were
pleased with the teaching strategies. The research attaches great importance to the use of
dialogic interactivity to increase student involvement.

Interestingly, Noroozi et al. (2020) explored the gender-based distinctions in the quality of
argumentative feedback, writing proficiency, and subject comprehension among male and
female learners in a digital learning context. The research incorporated 201 biotechnology
students who were assigned to compose an argumentative piece, engage in peer feedback in
groups of three, and subsequently refine their initial essays using the feedback received. The
research outcomes revealed a gender discrepancy in the caliber of argumentative feedback,
with women providing feedback of a higher standard compared to men. Despite these
differences in feedback quality, both genders showed comparable enhancements in their
essay writing and understanding of content from the preliminary evaluation to the final
assessment, with no significant disparities linked to gender. Though the researchers claimed
that the argumentative feedback in the study was interactive, the 240-minute research involved
only one round of providing feedback (50 minutes) and acting upon feedback (55 minutes).
The nature of interactivity could be more convincing if students were allowed to exchange
ideas pertaining to the feedback.

Schillings et al. (2021) carried out a study that intended to assess students' perceptions
towards peer feedback and to examine the effectiveness of in-person peer interactions for
enhancing understanding. The study incorporated 84 second-year university students from
the Netherlands and employed a mixed-methods approach, involving surveys and focus groups.
The quantitative data collected indicated that the students considered written peer feedback
to be relevant and valuable, recognizing it as a crucial skill to be developed. The students
advocated the educational benefits of both written feedback and in-person discussions. No
significant distinction in effectiveness between these feedback modalities was found. The
qualitative data from the study indicated that in-person interactions prompted students to
further elaborate on their written feedback, allowing for more substantial and constructive
contributions and instilling a sense of responsibility towards the feedback process. The research
identified several key factors that influenced the feedback interaction, including the standard
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of the written comments, the personal nature of the interaction, and the chance to amend
their work based on the feedback. The study found that in-person peer discussion was
instrumental in enhancing peer feedback by encouraging more detailed explanations and
greater student involvement with the feedback received. The combination of written feedback
and oral discussion can be seen as a form of asynchronous dialogic peer feedback. With reduced
class time, it may not be feasible to conduct such feedback in large classes. In addition, the
non-anonymity of dialogue is seemingly contradictory to the notion put forward by Saito and
Fujita (2004) and Wang (2014). However, face culture in the Chinese context should be taken
into account when designing online peer feedback (Zhan et al., 2022). As a result, anonymity
seems to be a better choice for similar studies in the Chinese context.

By observing relevant studies, the researcher found a gap in research. Despite some research
on the effectiveness of dialogic peer feedback on writing performance, few has provided
empirical evidence so as to justify the employment of guided dialogic peer feedback in blended
writing courses.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Research design

This was a mixed-methods approach which employed an embedded experimental design
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). For the current study, due to an absence of empirical studies
that justify the employment of guided dialogic peer feedback in blended courses in teaching
of writing, quantitative data were collected to justify the employment of the proposed instruction
while qualitative data were analyzed to triangulate the results derived from the quantitative
data.

Research context

The study took place at an independent college in southwestern China, which ranked in the
top 50% of such institutions. Founded by private educational entities, it had lower admission
criteria than public universities. The college comprised 10 faculties, spanning liberal arts,
sciences, and arts, with approximately 16,000 students and 800 faculty members. The yearly
recruitment of English majors is around 350 students who are divided into 10 classes. English
major students ranked in the top 34% in the "Gaokao" (Chinese College Entrance Examination),
equating to a B2 CEFR level. The English program covers comprehensive language skills, Western
cultures, and foundational translation knowledge. Students underwent 10-12 English class
hours weekly. The first year focused on basic language skills, while subsequent years covered
advanced subjects like writing and translation. The research targeted second-year students in
the English Writing 3 course, where they learned to compose argumentative essays with no
less than 200 words.
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Participants

The participants in the study came from two intact classes of the English Department, aging
from 19 to 21. None of them had received training in peer feedback. The participants were
considered to be similar given their educational background and English proficiency. As they
chose English as their major at free will, they were thought to be interested in learning English.
To be more specific, a class of 31 students (4 males and 27 females) was assigned as the
experimental group while a class of 32 (6 males and 26 females) students as the control group.
Students from both groups were considered to have similar English proficiency as no significant
differences were found in terms of their scores of Gaokao and TEM-4 (Test for English Majors
Band 4, a standardized English proficiency test for English majors in Chinese universities) with
p values of .486 and .111 respectively.

Instruments

In order to answer the two research questions, three instruments were employed, The first
research question concerning the effects of the instruction on students’ writing performance
were responded by analyzing pre- and post-tests results; the second question of participants’
perception towards the instruction was explored through semi-structured interviews and a
guestionnaire GDPFQuest performed after the treatment. The treatment, namely the GDPF,
was adapted from the model proposed by Yoon (2011).

Pre- and post-tests: Those tests were selected from the writing sections of the past TEM-4.
The topics were chosen for their high relevance to students’ academic performance. Both
writing topics, online education and music downloads, were not covered during the writing
course. To measure the degree to which the data gathered from different writing tests were
accurate representations of the variables examined, inter-rater reliability was checked by
Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC). ICC values should be no less than 0.75 to indicate a
good reliability (Portney & Watkins, 2009). In addition, Weir (2005) asserted that the utilization
of at least two raters in the evaluation process of a test augments the reliability of the outcomes
in comparison to the engagement of a sole rater. Therefore, the current study analyzed scores
from two other writing teachers and the researcher himself. All three raters had at least
5 years’ experience of teaching writing. The results showed that ICC values for pre- and
post-tests were 0.806 and 0.895, indicating the scores given by the research were reliable and
could be collected as data for later analysis.

Semi-structured interviews: The interviews required students to engage in three guided
discussions: (1) They were asked to draw comparisons between their previous experiences
with traditional teaching methods and their experiences with GDPF. (2) They were invited to
share their views on using the online dialogic platform as a tool for communication and learning.
(3) They were encouraged to offer recommendations for enhancing GDPF, focusing on aspects
such as learning materials, teaching techniques, dialogic tools, and activities.
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GDPFQuest: The questionnaire was adopted from the validated questionnaire by Cafiabate
et al. (2019) and translated into Chinese to avoid possible misunderstanding. The five-point
Likert scale questionnaire comprised 15 items which were divided into 3 clusters, namely
perception of receiving feedback, perception of providing feedback, perception of cognitive
improvement. The internal consistency reliability for the 15 questionnaire items and the
3 clusters were measured by Cronbach’s Alpha formula: 0.953 (overall perception), 0.941
(perception of receiving feedback), 0.853 (perception of providing feedback), and 0.838
(perception of cognitive improvement), suggesting that the questionnaire had a relatively
high reliability.

To assure content validity, both semi-structured interviews guided points and GDPFQuest items
were validated by a panel of 3 experts in the field. The Index of Item Objective Congruence
(I0C) was employed to evaluate the content validity of both instruments. The localized
questionnaire items and interview questions were refined based on feedback from three field
experts. The selection of questionnaire items and interview questions was contingent on an
I0C result derived from the three experts, which was no less than 0.67.

Procedure
Before treatment

On Week 1, a 30-minute brief introduction to the study was given to both groups and the
experimental group also received additional training on the dialogic peer feedback as well as
the scoring rubric on the writing in order to ensure consensus among all participants.

A 60-minute pre-test was then conducted to both groups. Students would read a passage first,
then summarize pros and cons mentioned, and finally pick one side and compose an
argumentative essay with a minimum of 200 words within a time frame of 60 minutes. Their
essays were graded with the analytic scoring rubric developed by McDonough et al. (2018)
and scores were collected as data.

While treatment

During the treatment, all participants from both groups were required to follow the same
in-class activities and write 4 argumentative essays on 4 controversial topics, i.e., dark side of
conservation, negative impact of intelligent machines on human brains, term-time holiday,
and homework banning. Similar to pre- and post-tests, students were asked to compose an
essay of at least 200 words after reading a passage. Each essay followed a writing cycle (see
Figure 1) adapted from the model proposed by Yoon (2011) with more time allocated and one
universal online platform. At the 4th week of each writing cycle, the teacher evaluated all the
final drafts by the same analytic scoring rubric used in pre- and post-tests.
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For Both Groups
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Figure 1 Writing cycle

A total of 63 Students from both groups produced 3 drafts over a writing cycle which consisted
of 4 weeks with one class of 90 minutes per week, except that students in the experimental
group needed to upload their writings online and conduct dialogic peer feedback in the process
as well. Those 31 students were assigned randomly to provide their feedback on at least one
piece of writing so as to prevent bias resulting from friendship (Saito & Fujita, 2004; Wang,
2014). In addition, to enable students to upload, edit, share their writings as well as offer
feedback to their peers throughout each writing cycle, an online document collaboration
platform, Kdocs was employed. As a Chinese equivalent to Google Docs, Kdocs allows all
students with a permission to access to the same document, leave comments and even
exchange ideas instantly.
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In terms of the guided dialogic peer feedback, students from the experimental group were
asked to provide feedback to each draft under the guidance framework (see Table 1) adapted
by Nelson and Schunn (2009) and Er et al. (2021). A sample of GDPF can be seen in Appendix A.
Inthe process, students requested to have their real names revealed so that they could conduct
further offline discussion.

Table 1
Guidance framework for dialogic peer feedback

Feedback Providers Feedback Recipients
Before First 1. Create writing goals.
Drafts 2. Create action plans.
1. Provide summary of the feedback provider’s perception 1. Make revisions based on
on the writing performance (including a tentative score the feedback.
First Drafts based on the scoring rubric). 2. Exchange ideas concerning
to 2. Provide location of the writing problems (on content, feedback with feedback
) organization, and language use of the essays). providers.
Final Drafts . . .
3. Provide possible solutions to the problems.
4. Exchange ideas concerning feedback with feedback
recipients.
After Final 1. Make reflections upon the
Drafts writing cycle.

To sum up, all students from both groups received the same in-class instruction. In terms of
roles, students in the control group functioned as writers only while students in the experimental
group functioned as both writers and reviewers.

Table 2

Activities for the experimental group during one writing cycle

Time Contents Online Onsite
Topic presentation by teacher .
15t Week First drafts by students .
Guided dialogic peer feedback o
Presentation of first drafts by students .
Discussion by students and teacher .
2" \Week | Writing exercises .
Second drafts by students .
Guided dialogic peer feedback o
Presentation of second drafts by students .
31 Week D'iscussion by students and teacher .
Final drafts by students o
Feedback by teacher .
Presentation of final drafts by students .
4™ Week | Discussion by students and teacher .
Evaluation by teacher .

After treatment

On Week 18, 60-minute post-tests were administered to both groups and the scores were
collected. The scores from pre- and post-tests were analyzed for accessing and comparing the
writing performance of the two groups to answer the first research question.
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For students from the experimental group, the rest 30 minutes were spent on GDPFQuest and
extra 60 minutes were used for semi-structured interviews. 9 students selected from the
experimental group participated in the interviews. Following McIntosh & Morse (2015),
variable strategy that involved participants representing the whole domain could be employed
to select participants. As a result, the 9 participants were selected according to the improvement
(in terms of score gains) they made after the treatment: 3 participants with the least improvement,
3 with the mostimprovement, and 3 with medium improvement. Descriptive statistics (means,
standard deviation and proportion) were collected from the GDPFQuest to respond to the
second research question. Students’ responses from the semi-structured interviews were
transcribed and collected as qualitative data for figuring out students’ perception towards the
new instruction as well as triangulating findings from the questionnaire.

Data analyses
Analyzing quantitative data

Since the normal distribution and homogeneity of data is the prerequisite for the parametric
tests (t-test and ANCOVA) employed in the current study, skewness and kurtosis values as well
as results from Levene's tests were first checked. Then, independent t-tests were run to
compare two groups’ pre-test means and post-test means. Paired samples t-tests were then
run to investigate the effects of the traditional and the GDPF on students’ writing performance.
To achieve this, the study meticulously examined the results from pre-tests and post-tests of
students in both the experimental and cotrol groups to assess their progress.

If there were any pre-existing differences to be found, one-way between-groups analyses of
covariance (ANCOVA) (Pallant, 2020) would be run to further compare the differences between
the traditional instruction and the new instruction in developing students’ writing performance.
Scores from post-tests were compared while scores from pre-tests were treated as covariate.
For all analyses, the alpha level was set at .05. Finally, descriptive statistics were used in
analyzing GDPFQuest and interpreting participants’ perception towards the GDPF.

Analyzing qualitative data

Thematic analysis (Boyatzis, 1998) were employed to analyze data from the semi-structured
interviews. To make certain that the participants' own ideas and viewpoints were captured
and were not constrained by the researcher’s own intentions and expertise, member checking
was employed to verify the trustworthiness of the interview results. The interview transcript
was returned to the interviewers and they checked the accuracy of their interview.

FINDINGS

Data from the study suggested that the treatment, i.e., the GDPF, was beneficial to improving
participants’ writing performance and there was positive perception of the instruction.
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Answering the first research question

Research question 1: Does the Guided Dialogic Peer Feedback-Based Writing Instruction (GDPF)
in an integrated blended learning environment improve the participants’ development of
writing performance? If so, to what extent?

Before conducting each analysis, data normality and homogeneity were confirmed. An
independent t-test was conducted to compare the pre-test scores between the experimental
and control groups. The analysis revealed a statistically significant difference (p = 0.001,
t=3.643, mean difference = 0.405), indicating that participants in the two groups had different
initial levels of augmentative writing proficiency prior to the treatment (see Table 3).

Table 3

Comparing means between two groups before treatment

Experimental Group Control Group T-Test Value
Mean Mean
(SD) (sD) (p value)
4.452 4.047 3.643
(0.5378) (0.3203) (0.001)

Another independent t-test was performed to compare the post-test scores between the
experimental and control groups. The results showed a highly significant difference (p = 0.000,
t = 6.624, mean difference = 1.346), indicating that the experimental group exhibited a
significantly greater improvement in writing performance compared to the control group after
the treatment without taking initial writing ability difference into account (see Table 4).

Table 4
Comparing means between two groups after treatment

Experimental Group Control Group T-Test Value
Mean Mean
(sD) (SD) (p value)
6.065 4.719 6.264
(0.9725) (0.7177) (0.000)

A paired t-test was used to evaluate the change in scores within the experimental group from
pre-test to post-test. The analysis yielded a highly significant result (p = 0.000), with a mean
difference of -1.613. This suggested a significant improvement in writing performance among
participants who received the GDPF (see Table 5).

Table 5

Comparing means within experimental group before and after treatment

Before Treatment After Treatment T-Test Value
Mean Mean
(SD) (sD) (p value)
4.452 6.065 -7.743
(0.5378) (0.9725) (0.000)

13



Aé"“‘ rEFLections
Vol 32, No 1, January - April 2025

Similarly, another paired t-test was employed to assess the change in scores within the control
group. The results were highly significant (p = 0.000), with a mean difference of -0.672. This
indicated a significant enhancement in writing performance for participants in the control
group as well (see Table 6).

Table 6
Comparing means within control group before and after treatment

Before Treatment After Treatment T-Test Value
Mean Mean
(SD) (sD) (p value)
4.047 4.719 -5.162
(0.3203) (0.7177) (0.000)

To ascertainif the group differences identified in the t-test remained significant after controlling
for initial writing proficiency, a one-way Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted. The
ANCOVA incorporated pre-test scores as a covariate to adjust for initial differences in writing
ability when comparing post-test scores between the experimental and control groups (see
Table 7). The analysis revealed a p value of 0.871 for pre-test scores and a highly significant
p value of 0.000 for the GDPF. This indicates that after accounting for initial difference in
writing ability, the GDPF had a substantial impact on post-test scores.

Table 7
Comparing means between groups after controlling for initial writing difference

Source Type il Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Intercept 20.121 1 20.121 27.239 .000
Pre-Scores .020 1 .020 .026 .871
Treatment 23.998 1 23.998 32.488 .000
Error 44.320 60 .739

The results clearly indicate that the experimental group, which received the GDPF experienced
a significantly greater improvement in writing performance compared to the control group.

To gain a deeper insight into the differences in writing performance over time due to the
treatment, Table 8 presents the mean scores adjusted for initial writing ability, as calculated
by the ANCOVA. Figure 2 graphically depicts the mean comparisons of writing performance
between the pre-test and post-test across the two groups. Within the figure, individual lines
trace the trajectory of adjusted mean scores from the pre-test to the post-test for each group.
Specifically, the solid line denotes the experimental group's scores, and the dashed line
corresponds to the control group's scores. A closer inspection of Figure 2 reveals that the
experimental group outperformed the control group in writing proficiency. It is noteworthy
that the experimental group’s scores improved significantly more than those of the control
group, with a positive differential of approximately 1.621 points compared to 0.664 points,
respectively. The findings from the ANCOVA analysis further support the superiority of the
GDPF intervention over traditional teaching methods employed in the control group.
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Table 8
Comparing means between two groups after controlling for initial writing difference

Experimental Group Control Group F-Test Value
Adjusted Mean Adjusted Mean
(Standard Error) (Standard Error) (p value)
6.073 4.711 32.488
(0.163) (0.160) (0.000)

6.5
6.0
5.5
5.0
20 S
3.5
3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0

writing performance

pre-test post-test

Time of Assessment
@——=@cxperimental = == =§control

Figure 2 Comparing the change in students’ writing performance from pre- to post-test between two groups

These results provide robust evidence for the effectiveness of Guided Dialogic Peer Feedback-
Based Writing Instruction (GDPF) in enhancing participants' writing proficiency within an
integrated blended learning environment. The study highlights the importance of integrating
GDPF strategies into writing instruction for more effective skill development.

Answering the second research question

Research question 2: How do the participants perceive the Guided Dialogic Peer Feedback-Based
Writing Instruction (GDPF) in an integrated blended learning environment?

The study aimed to investigate participants' perceptions of the Guided Dialogic Peer Feedback-
Based Writing Instruction (GDPF) in an integrated blended learning environment. The findings
were based on a comprehensive analysis of questionnaire responses and interview codings,
providing a triangulated view of the participants' experiences. To maintain the anonymity of
the participants, their real names were replaced with the capitalized letter S plus one random
number ranging from 1-9.

According to the GDPFQuest, participants exhibited a predominantly positive perception

towards the GDPF instruction (see Table 9). A mean value of 4.024 (SD = 0.818) showed the
overall satisfaction with the new instruction.
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Table 9
Results from GDPFQuest

Students’ Responses

Strongly . Strongly
A Not S D
Agree gree ot Sure isagree Disagree

No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. %

Question

1. | like receiving feedback from my
partners.

2. My partners provide their
feedback in a tactful way.

3. | think the feedback helped me to
improve my writing.

4. The feedback | received was
accurate and specific enough to 7 22.58 | 18 | 58.06 4 12.9 2 | 6.45 0 0
improve my writing.

5. The feedback | received was
helpful / valuable for improving my 8 | 2581 | 16 | 51.61 5 11613 | 2 | 645 0 0
writing.

6. Thanks to the feedback |
received, | was able to process /
modify my work so that | improved
my writing.

7. | enjoyed providing feedback to
my partners.

8. I think the feedback that | have
provided to my partners was well- 9 29.03 | 16 | 51.61 5 16.13 0 0 1 3.23
received.

9. | thought about how to tactfully
provide feedback to my partners.
10. | used my previous knowledge
of writing to provide feedback.

11. I think my criticism of the work
was precise / specific enough to

9 |29.03| 15 | 4839 | 7 |2258 | O 0 0 0

7 | 2258 | 17 | 5484 | 5 |16.13 | 2 | 645 0 0

11 | 3548 | 17 | 54.84 | 2 6.45 1 |3.23 0 0

9 |29.03| 14 | 4516 | 6 |1935| 2 | 645 0 0

14 | 45.16 | 13 | 41.91 3 9.68 1 |323 0 0

12 | 3871 | 17 | 5484 | 2 645 | 0 0 0 0

7 | 2258 | 13 | 4194 | 9 2903 | 2 |645 0 0

. . 6 19.35 | 14 | 45.16 8 25.81 3 9.68 0 0
help my partners to improve their
writing.
12. I think the feedback | provided
to my partners was useful and 5 16.13 | 13 | 4194 | 10 | 3226 | 3 | 9.68 0 0

improved their writing.

13. I think providing and receiving
feedback is useful for improving 13 | 4194 | 14 | 4516 | 2 6.45 | 2 | 6.45 0 0
peer learning.

14. | think providing and receiving
feedback has improved my 10 | 32.26 | 14 | 4516 | 6 | 19.35 1 |323 0 0
motivation for writing.

15. | think that the feedback
provided and received has
improved my relationships with my
partners.

9 |29.03| 17 | 5484 | 4 12.9 1 (323 0 0

To be specific, a substantial majority (77.42%) expressed their liking for receiving peer feedback.
Additionally, 77.42% of participants felt that their peers provided feedback in a tactful manner,
with 54.84% in agreement and 22.58% in strong agreement. This suggests that the feedback
process was generally perceived as respectful and considerate. The majority of participants
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(90.32%) believed that the feedback they received was instrumental in improving their writing.
Among them, 54.84% agreed and 35.48% strongly agreed. This indicates that participants
found the feedback to be a valuable tool for enhancing their writing skills.

Furthermore, 80.64% of participants agreed that the feedback provided to them was precise
and detailed, effectively contributing to the improvement of their writing performance, with
58.06% in agreement and 22.58% in strong agreement. This indicated that the feedback provided
by peers was perceived as constructive and actionable. In the same vein, some interviewed
students shared this idea.

After peer evaluations, | often noticed problems | couldn't see on my own. (S8)

Participants were actively engaged in providing feedback to their peers. Nearly 87.1% expressed
enjoyment in this activity, with 45.16% in strong agreement and 41.94% in agreement. This
suggested that participants found value in the process of giving feedback. The majority of
participants (80.64%) believed that the feedback they provided was well-received by their
peers. Among them, 51.61% agreed and 29.03% strongly agreed. This indicated that
participants felt their contributions were valuable and appreciated. Participants demonstrated
a high level of consideration when providing feedback, with 93.55% indicating that they thought
about how to tactfully deliver their comments. Of these, 54.84% agreed and 38.71% strongly
agreed. This suggests that participants were conscious of maintaining a constructive and
supportive feedback environment.

Participants acknowledged the cognitive benefits of providing and receiving feedback. A large
majority (87.1%) believed that this practice was useful for enhancing peer learning, with 45.16%
in agreement and 41.94% in strong agreement. This indicates a recognition of the educational
value of the feedback process. Additionally, over three-quarters (77.42%) believed that
providing and receiving feedback had improved their motivation for writing. Among them,
45.16% agreed and 32.26% strongly agreed. This suggested that participants perceived an
increase in their intrinsic motivation to engage in writing tasks. Similarly, interviewees also
reported higher motivation and engagement in writing tasks, attributing these improvements
to the GDPF approach.

| feel more proactive in exploring different topics for writing. (54)

My motivation has improved a bit because | used to be afraid of writing. Now, | feel
more confident and logical. (S3)

A substantial number (83.87%) felt that the feedback provided and received had improved
their relationships with their peers. Among them, 54.84% agreed and 29.03% strongly agreed.
This indicated that participants perceived an enhancement in their collaborative learning
experiences as a result of the feedback process. Likewise, some students voiced their gains
from feedback exchanging.
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We can see each other's strengths and areas for improvement, which the teacher might
not have noticed. It's a great platform for mutual improvement. (54)

Participants overwhelmingly favored the current GDPF over traditional teaching methods.

| feel that the current approach is more targeted because the feedback is more timely,
and everyone's progress is visible on the platform. (S9)

| think the current approach is more effective because it pushes you to write regularly
and respond to feedback, whether it's from classmates or teachers. (S1)

They identified benefits such as increased time and effort invested in writing and revision,
leading to improved learning outcomes and greater learner autonomy.

I still wrote and organized things on my own. However, | did seek additional resources
for expansion, which | didn't do before. (S3)

Apart from the above-mentioned comments, students also mentioned theirimproved autonomy
in their interviews.

| think my autonomy has improved a lot. If | don't write an essay, | feel like I'm not
learning anything. (S6)

Speaking of the online platform, students expressed their support.

I think it's good because if we don't use digital documents, handwritten essays can be
difficult to read, and teachers might struggle to understand them. (S1)

| find this platform very convenient. We can easily write and submit our essays. Teachers
can easily review them without the need for physical papers. (S8)

Each round of work, including peer reviews and saving each version, allows me to
review and maintain a record of my progress. (S9)

This triangulation of data from the questionnaires and interviews strengthened the validity of
the results and provided a comprehensive understanding of participants' perceptions of the
GDPF. Theresults indicated that participants perceive the Guided Dialogic Peer Feedback-Based
Writing Instruction (GDPF) as a highly effective approach in an integrated blended learning
environment. They valued the feedback process, finding it instrumental in improving their
writing skills. Additionally, participants appreciated the collaborative nature of the instruction,
which promotes learner autonomy, motivation, and engagement. The comparison with
traditional teaching methods further supports the positive impact of the GDPF approach on
participants' learning experiences.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Discussion

The study examined the effects of Guided Dialogic Peer Feedback-Based Writing Instruction
(GDPF) on the writing abilities of Chinese students learning English as a foreign language (EFL)
within an integrated blended learning setting. The aim was to discern whether this innovative
instructional approach could yield substantial improvements in participants' writing proficiency;,
compared to traditional teaching methods. The study also sought to shed light on the potential
benefits of integrating GDPF strategies into writing instruction.

The results of this study provide robust evidence supporting the effectiveness of the GDPF in
enhancing participants' writing proficiency within an integrated blended learning environment.
This integration offers a departure from more traditional, instructor-centered approaches,
placing a greater emphasis on peer collaboration and active participation.This finding aligns
with previous research (Ng & Yu, 2021; Wood, 2021) emphasizing the benefits of peer feedback
in writing instruction. The structured nature of the GDPF approach likely played a crucial role
in helping students grasp and apply the feedback more effectively.

Participants in this study exhibited a markedly positive perception of the GDPF. They perceived
it as a highly effective approach within the integrated blended learning environment. The
appreciation for the feedback process indicates that students recognize its value as a catalyst
for improving their writing skills and promoting learner autonomy, motivation, and sustained
engagement. The opportunity for students to actively engage with their peers in the feedback
process likely contributed to a more dynamic and participatory learning experience. This
finding is also consistent with earlier research (Armengol-Aspard et al., 2020; Cui et al., 2021;
H.-F. Cheng & Dornyei, 2007; Vattgy et al., 2020; Weng et al., 2023).

Interestingly, participants requested to use their real names when receiving and giving online
dialogic peer feedback, saying that it would allow them to discuss in details in person. Due to
inadequate English proficiency and complexity of the writing issues, students would continue
their discussion offline. This finding was consistent with preference of the non-anonymity of
dialogue proposed by Schillings et al. (2021) and seemingly contradictory to the notion put
forward by Saito and Fujita (2004), W. Wang (2014), and (Zhan et al., 2022).

In conclusion, the study's results provide compelling evidence for the effectiveness of the GDPF
inimproving writing proficiency in an integrated blended learning environment. The structured
nature of the GDPF, coupled with its emphasis on peer collaboration, yielded positive outcomes.
Integrating the GDPF into writing instruction holds promise for future educational contexts
and presents a significant stride towards more dynamic and effective pedagogical approaches.

Conclusion

The findings of this study offered substantial and compelling evidence regarding the efficacy
of Guided Dialogic Peer Feedback-Based Writing Instruction (GDPF) in significantly augmenting
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the writing proficiency of participants within an integrated blended learning environment. This
substantiated the crucial role of integrating GDPF strategies into writing instruction for a more
fruitful development of skills. This assertion opens up avenues for future research to explore
the enduring effects and potential adaptability of the GDPF in diverse educational settings.

Furthermore, the triangulation of data, involving insights from questionnaires, interviews,
bolstered the credibility of the findings and provides a comprehensive and detailed
comprehension of how participants perceive and engage with the GDPF.

Itis noteworthy that participants distinctly recognized the GDPF as a highly effective approach
within the integrated blended learning environment. They attributed considerable value to
the feedback process, viewing it as instrumental in refining their writing skills. Moreover, they
expressed a strong affinity for the collaborative nature of the instruction, which not only
fostered learner autonomy but also ignited motivation and sustained engagement. When
contrasted with conventional teaching methods, coupled with the additional insights gleaned
from the questionnaires, the affirmative impact of the GDPF on participants' learning
experiences was further substantiated.

At the pedagogical level, the findings offer additional empirical insights into leveraging guided
dialogic peer feedback to improve students' motivation for writing in the future. Firstly,
educators should intentionally cultivate teaching practices attuned to incorporating guided
dialogic peer feedback activities as part of writing instruction. This will establish a more
nurturing classroom environment, thereby optimizing students' learning potential. Secondly,
this study advocates for university administrators to give heed to peer collaboration. They
should consider integrating appropriate utilization of dialogic peer feedback and other
collaborative strategies into teacher evaluation criteria. Thirdly, those involved in teacher
education should augment the awareness of novice teachers regarding the essential role of
dialogic peer feedback in writing. Pedagogical approaches like peer feedback should be included
in the training of novice educators, equipping them to address potential demotivation among
students.

However, it is crucial to acknowledge several limitations within this study, some of which can
be rectified through future research endeavors. Firstly, one must approach the findings of this
study with caution due to their constrained applicability, primarily stemming from the small
population of students studying in an independent college in China, as well as the reliance on
self-reported data. Subsequent research could extend investigations to diverse contexts and
academic tiers to dig deeper into the effects of dialogic peer feedback. Secondly, the research
design implemented in this study facilitated the observation of the effects of guided dialogic
peer feedback within a constrained time frame. Future research could extend this temporal
scope to assess the sustained effects of dialogic peer feedback on L2 writing proficiency over
a longer duration. Thirdly, subsequent investigations might benefit from the inclusion of
observational data, which would allow researchers to meticulously document and analyze
students' interactions with peer feedback, thereby enabling a more comprehensive and
objective evaluation. Future research might consider integrating students' critical thinking
abilities, recognizing that varying critical thinking levels may influence the degree to which
guided dialogic peer feedback can enhance writing performance.
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Appendix A

Sample of dialogic peer feedback

;% EXPN

My Goal:

[ 0508 &5

a. write more than two example.
b. clearer point of view.

c. fewer grammar errors.

The first edition:

Recently, whether artificial intelligence will make human brain lazy has aroused heated
debate in society. Development of intelligent machines will surpass human ability and
make people stupid. | don't agree with the expert. | think it will improve professional
specialization and help people acquire knowledge faster.

Firstly, intelligent machines can eliminate low-level jobs in industry. For example,
ChatGPT can translation commercial contracts and improve them countless times in short
time. But it still can’t finish literary translation, which is considered high-level translation.
Because in it are included many humans’ consciousness, and intelligent machines could
never understand human mind through programs. Secondly, intelligent machines help
people acquire knowledge faster. For example, AlphaGo has promopted popularization of
chess artificial intelligence, human can play chess with it in website to learn chess, which
can be taught timely and quickly. Through AlphaGo has peaked at chess, human thought
process is irreplaceable.

Finally, intelligent machines replace repetitive low-level labor and promotes
occupational specialization, also, it makes learning way of human is more convenient to
help people think. | don't agree with the expert, intelligent machines can’t make people's
brain lazy. In contradiction between humanbeings and development of intelliegent

machines, human should take initiative to make intelliegnt machine always used by human.

The second edition:

Artificial intelligence may make human brain lazy. | don't agree with the expert that
development of intelligent machines will surpass human ability and make people stupid. |
think it will improve professional specialization and promote human thinking expendiently.

Firstly, intelligent machines can eliminate low-level jobs in industry. A case in point is
ChatGPT can translation commercial contracts and improve them countless times in short
time. But it still can’t finish literary translation, which is considered high-level translation.
Because in it are included many humans’ consciousness, and intelligent machines could
never understand human mind through programs. Secondly, intelligent machines help
people acquire knowledge conveniently. For example, AlphaGo has promopted
popularization of chess artificial intelliaence. now human can plav chess with it in website
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Recently, whether artificial int...

B 04-02 18:01

7 The article has a clear
point of view and clear
thinking. The argument is
powerful. post certain
examples to clarify the
opinion.

| think it will improve professi...

post opinion

Firstly, intelligent machines c...
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use examples to
demonstrate technology is
useful for human

Finally, intelligent machines re..
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reiterate again the opinion
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thanks for your comment, |

will trv tn imnrove it



rEFLections
L Vol 32, No 1, January - April 2025

T V1) ~

popularization of chess artificial intelligence, now human can play chess with it in website
to learn chess, even busy workers learn it in mere freetime to enhance their ability to think
beyond their careers. In the contrast, they hesitate to think another aspects of knowledge
after working hours, without convenient and efficient artificial intelligence learning way.

On the whole, intelligent machines replace repetitive low-level labor and promotes
occupational specialization, also, it makes learning way of human is more convenient to
help people think. | don't approve of the expert opinion, intelligent machines can’t make
people's brain lazy.

The third edition:

Recently, Artificial intelligence may make human brain lazy have triggered social
discussions. | don't agree with the expert that development of intelligent machines will
surpass human ability and make people stupid. On the contrary, | think it will improve
professional specialization and enhance people's ability to discriminate information.

Firstly,intelligent machines can eliminate low-level jobs in industry. A case in point is
ChatGPT can translate commercial contracts while improving countless times in short
time.But it still can’t finish high—level translation, such as literary translation,which
contains many humans’ consciousness that intelligent machines could never understand
through programs. Hence, people have to enhance learning intensity and pursue more
complex thinking, because they can’t rely on repeat andlow-level thinking jobs to earn
their living.

Secondly, intelligent machines prompt people to improve resolving ability. Intelligent
machines collect information from internet to generate answers, but these mustn't whole
right. When people are looking for correct answers, they have to keep thinking and
develop resolving ability naturally. On the other hand, which also shows intelligent
machines can’t do really thinking, and always under control of programmed programs.

On the whole, intelligent machines replace repetitive and low-level operating positions
to force people to chase high-level thinking, also, enhance discrimination of people during
constant thinking. | disagree with the expert, intelligent machines can’t make people's
brain lazy.

¥ 6

you've made great progress. please try to avoid grammatical mistakes .

» Reflection

| have mastered basic wrting progress and knew how to design essay correctly.
At the same time, | find when | try to put forward my point into specific, | cann't
organize my expression usefully and write unconvienced words firstly. Obviously, |
often have grammatical mistakes, and | should correct it afterward.

© 04-02 23:49

| use "appeal for action” to
add more words, but it
seems to make the ending
too long

Artificial intelligence may mak

n 04-09 16:49

8 The article has a clear
point of view and clear
thinking. The argument is
powerful. post certain
examples to clarify the
opinion. And i can get your
point easily!!!!

| think it will improve professi...

FOR | 04-09 16:50

post your opinion directly

A case in point is

FOE | 04-09 16:50

excellent!

For example, AlphaGo has pr...

FOR | 04-09 16:52
put an example to clarify
your point of view, it is
clearly

On the whole, intelligent mac...
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reiterate again the opinion,
highlight your point~
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