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ABSTRACT

Peer response writing groups support faculty in their development
as scholarly writers around the globe. Nevertheless, little is known
about feedback provision inside these groups. This work analyses
written and oral comments in a faculty writing group to determine
how feedback progressed as meetings developed. Results indicate
that participants shifted from mainly correcting or giving directions
to eliciting clarification, confirmation or information. Similarly,
orally retaken comments (oral comments that referred to previous
written comments) changed from discussing linguistic accuracy
issues to centring on the content and cohesion/coherence of the text,
with most of the latter prompting exchanges among participants.
With continued participation members moved from mainly offer-
ing corrections to establishing a dialogue with authors. In writing
groups faculty safely engage in peer feedback practices that enrich
texts and writers.
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In academia’s current culture, researchers increasingly face the pressures
associated with writing to publish if they expect to have access to promo-
tions, permanent positions/tenure, and grants or other incentives within
higher education (Habibie and Hyland 2019; McGrail et al. 2006). Oftentimes
the number of publications is the barometer by which their research efforts
become evident and tangible (Geller 2013) and through which they become
recognised by others in their fields (Chakraborty et al. 2021). However,
research writing is frequently done outside university hours (Murray
2013) and usually competes with other duties, such as teaching and class
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preparation, committee work and other miscellaneous activities (Alexander
and Shaver 2020; Badenhorst et al. 2013; Houfek et al. 2010).

Not only do they face these pressures, but many academics also contend
with lack of preparation as scholarly writers who are able to produce the
genres associated with academic research (e.g., Bosanquet et al. 2012). Aca-
demic literacy develops with practice and experience within a disciplinary
field and it demands a ‘considerable investment of time and effort’ (Hyland
2019: 20). However, not many spaces are created within higher level insti-
tutions that continually and sustainably give their scholars opportunities
to develop the literacy practices connected with academic writing, where
they can feel part of a community of writing peers (Grant 2006). Among
these few spaces are writing centres offering tutoring, sporadic workshops,
writing retreats and writing groups (Geller 2013).

The latter, writing groups, present themselves as a flexible and easy-to-
implement initiative to support faculty in their development as scholarly
writers. They can become learning communities where participants col-
laborate and interact with each other while becoming involved in literacy
practices related to writing for publication (Aitchison and Guerin 2014;
Chakraborty et al. 2021). Additionally, they present opportunities to build
less competitive environments (DeFeo et al. 2016; Guerin 2013; Tysick and
Babb 2006) fostering collaboration among members (Bosanquet et al. 2012;
Kwan et al. 2021). Due to their flexibility, writing groups can be organ-
ised for different purposes and include a variety of in-meeting activities
(Haas 2014). Peer feedback writing groups, as the name indicates, are
geared towards improving writing and writers through collective revision
activities. In these groups, participants have their own writing projects and
share the reviewing activity, taking turns commenting on each other’s texts.
Therefore, activities surrounding the revision of a text are their backbone.

Although several studies have analysed peer revision writing groups,
most of them focus on evaluating or reporting on these experiences and
their efficacy as well as how to improve institutional actions to help
faculty in their publication endeavours (e.g., Allen 2019; Brook et al. 2021;
Cassese and Holman 2018; Fallon and Whitney 2016; Nixon et al. 2017). In
general, studies on faculty writing groups do not analyse in depth the types
of written or/and oral feedback participants provide on a text. However,
studies that focus on the importance of dialogic feedback, understood as
the conversations held among participants to help ‘clarify written comments
and encourage the negotiation of meaning’ (Chakraborty et al. 2021: 2)
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within groups have been usually carried out in classroom environments to
determine its benefits in the development of students’ learning skills (e.g.,
Cao et al. 2019; van Popta et al. 2017; Yang and Carless 2013).

Different studies highlight the importance of participants’ engagement
with face-to-face peer dialogue to discuss feedback (e.g., van den Berg et
al. 2006; Zhu and Carless 2018). When participants have an opportunity to
discuss written comments through face-to-face dialogue, oral feedback is
seen as more positive than only reviewing written comments. In this case,
the dialogic interactions participants engage in, made possible through
face-to-face contact, seem to help them deliver more constructive feedback
and to take this process more seriously with the purpose of helping each
other improve the text (Schillings et al. 2021). Additionally, being able to
discuss written feedback face-to-face among writing group members helps
to develop an element of trust, thus creating a cooperative environment
where critical comments on each other’s text are easier to accept (e.g., Liu
et al. 2021) and a safe space is created (Chakraborty et al. 2021).

From the perspective of cooperative learning (Johnson and Johnson
1994, 2002), writing groups also present cooperative components (Gillies
2016) that can help to make this type of pedagogical tool successful. First,
they promote positive interdependence since by working together on giving
each other feedback and providing mutual support everyone involved ben-
efits. Second, individual accountability in a writing group means that all
members work individually on their text to meet the presentation dates es-
tablished within the group and to provide feedback on other’s texts. Third,
writing groups present opportunities for face-to-face promotive interaction
since members get together to review previously made written comments on
each other’s texts; this allows further discussion of the comments, provid-
ing possible solutions, sharing knowledge that might be useful to advance
the text, among others, which encourage members to reach the completion
of their texts. Fourth, through the guidelines established at the beginning
of a writing group (e.g., deciding together on expectations and meeting
times; how to give and receive feedback constructively), participants learn
to interact with each other, thus building interpersonal skills that help them
to negotiate their face-to-face interactions.

In this cooperative environment (Johnson and Johnson 1994, 2002),
during the process of writing to communicate research results, academics
receive feedback meant to highlight difficulties and progress as well as
provide information to improve the texts. This literacy practice has shown
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important benefits when it involves not only written comments on the text
but also face-to-face dialogues to discuss those comments (East et al. 2012;
Liu et al. 2021). Additionally, the relationship between the written com-
ments and the conversations about them has been understood as ‘produc-
tive learning conversations’ (Wisker et al. 2003: 389). In this sense, based
on central aspects of the concept of feedback by Helen Basturkmen and
colleagues (2014), we understand feedback as a means to socialise and
gradually introduce writers into the literacy practices of a particular dis-
course community. It is an activity that provides information about the
expectations, values and beliefs of a community, the nature of disciplinary
knowledge, and the roles within that community.

Considering features yet unexplored about faculty writing groups, the
objective of our study is to analyse the written comments on one specific
author’s text, reviewed on three different occasions, as well as the oral
exchanges regarding the written comments during face-to-face meetings
to determine how these two types of feedback developed as the meetings
progressed. For this purpose, the categories established for written com-
ments on a text in a study by Basturkmen and others (2014) are relevant to
our analysis and were used as a starting point.

The faculty writing group: Background information

The writing group under study was implemented through the Reading and
Writing Programme at a public Ecuadorian university to provide support to
experienced as well as new research academics; it ran from March 2017 to
February 2018 (two semesters). All three members were part of a different
research group, came from varied disciplinary areas (a sociologist, a doctor,
and a chemical engineer), and had been unknown to each other before the
first group meeting. Their participation was voluntary, outside assigned
university hours, and members learned about the writing group through
word of mouth. The draft articles presented were from their research
groups. During the writing group’s first meeting, members (two men and
one woman) introduced themselves, talked about their previous writing-for-
publication experiences, and gave some details about the research projects
they were involved in.

After this brief introduction, the writing group facilitator (the second
author of this paper) and participants agreed on the group’s main objec-
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tive: to advance their writing projects through peer feedback in the form
of reader’s perspectives on their texts. This fitted well with the group’s
multidisciplinary composition, allowing a broader audience to help make
texts more accessible beyond a particular disciplinary field (e.g., Beck et al.
2008; Brooke et al. 2021; Colombo and Rodas, 2021; Plummer et al. 2019). It
was for the members to decide together the writing group’s inner workings
in accordance with their needs. Based on the facilitator’s writing group
experience and suggestions, this first meeting served to set up the group’s
functioning rules: frequency (weekly meetings), meeting date and time, text
sharing for peer review, the language of communication during meetings
(Spanish-L1 or English-L2, depending on the text), and meeting location
(the writing centre).

The facilitator created a shared Google Drive folder to upload the meet-
ings’ audio files (recorded with the members’ consent), each member’s draft
texts saved in individual folders where others would offer their comments /
suggestions, and any additional shared resources. Members agreed to upload
their texts for peer review at least four days before the face-to-face meeting.
The facilitator also suggested that authors guide their readers regarding
what sections of the text they should focus on (e.g., the methodology, the
results) so as to receive more relevant feedback. The expectation was not
that authors would present a finished text but a draft of their writing-for-
publication projects, which could be of different academic genres, such as
articles, abstracts and conference presentations.

Regarding the written comments, specifically, the facilitator advised that
these be given in the form of suggestions or questions about a section of the
text that needed clarification or more information (e.g., organisation, struc-
ture), where readers considered this relevant; thus, the focus was meant to
be on the content more than on editing issues. As the facilitator mentioned
in the first meeting,'

What we want to comment on is, mainly, the content of the article, if it
is understood, if it is well organised. If there are grammatical issues or
things having to do with punctuation, these can be comments that can
also be added.... I would recommend that you do not erase, add, or take
out anything directly in the text since it is not yours. But we can give
suggestions in the comments: [for example] you are missing such or such
a thing.
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A final functioning rule mentioned by the facilitator was to keep in mind
that authors had no obligation to accept any or all comments given. Instead,
they could evaluate and decide what to do based on their particular needs
and knowledge of their disciplines and their writing conventions. Thus,
other members would take this into consideration and not see it negatively
if their comments were not accepted or incorporated into the texts. In the
case of these faculty writing groups, ‘written peer feedback was conditional
for the dialogue’ (Schillings et al. 2021: 10) which took place during face-
to-face meetings, allowing the opportunity for members to provide oral
explanations to written comments and/or discuss different areas of the text
when necessary.

Originally, the group was meant to be semi-facilitated (Kozar and Lum
2013); in this sense, the facilitator’s role was to set up the group, suggest
preliminary guidelines, and attend some meetings to model the feedback
process. However, at the request of the participants, the writing group
became fully facilitated; thus, the facilitator actively participated in the ses-
sions: organised meetings, maintained email communication and provided
peer feedback, but did not present a text to be reviewed.

As the writing group’s face-to-face meetings progressed, a dynamic
started to develop, following a simple structure for participants’ interactions
during each session. First, they would voluntarily decide who would begin
taking up their written comments. It was up to each member to elaborate
or not on their written feedback; at the same time, authors could intervene
either by answering questions regarding the section of the text being re-
viewed or by asking members to clarify a written comment not understood
on face value. However, taking turns to cover all comments made by one
author at a time did not prevent members from interacting when feedback
coincided with another person’s observations. That is, the written com-
ments prompted oral exchanges between the text’s author and the other
members to help clarify what had caused miscomprehension or required
additional information. Finally, a session would generally close with the
facilitator asking for members to agree or confirm on future dates and texts
to be reviewed.
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Materials and methods

This case study analyses the written and oral comments made by the
writing group members on three different drafts of one member’s text. We
decided to focus on one member’s text to determine how written and oral
comments developed as meetings progressed. Thus, three meetings and
their corresponding commented-on drafts were selected for analysis. Addi-
tionally, the first meeting was also analysed in order to describe the writing
group’s decision-making process which led to their functioning rules. For
reference purposes, the sessions chosen are referred to as Meeting One, Two
and Three, in chronological order; these correspond to sessions 8, 10 and 14,
from a total of 17 meetings which took place during two academic semes-
ters. Participants gave their informed consent and were given pseudonyms
to maintain anonymity. Sessions lasted between 30 to 55 minutes, and they
were transcribed verbatim.

Written comments made using the commenting or suggesting function
of Google Drive were segmented based on idea units because ‘Teviewers
sometimes discussed more than one idea within a single comment entry’
(Gao et al. 2019: 6). Following Melissa Nelson and Christian Schunn (2009),
‘an idea unit was defined as a contiguous comment referring to a single
topic. The length could vary from a few words to several sentences’ (386).
Thus, each comment could include more than one idea unit. The analysis
involved the following steps. First, as Table 1 shows, idea units were ana-
lysed and categorised using the taxonomy by Basturkmen and others (2014)
regarding their pragmatic function (referential to specific facts, information
or knowledge in the text-/directive/expressive).

Second, also following Basturkmen and others’ (2014) categorisation,
idea units were characterised according to their focus, as Table 2 illustrates.
Based on the results from this preliminary quantitative analysis, a second
phase of the study consisted of determining if the idea units in the written
comments had been ‘retaken’ or not during the face-to-face meetings.
Retaken idea units were those that participants mentioned or referred to
in the oral exchanges they had during face-to-face meetings. After iterative
readings of the sessions, we determined four categories to characterise idea
units that were orally taken up: reformulated, justified, followed by a sug-
gested course of action, and followed by exchanges among the members.
One orally retaken idea unit could fall under one or more of these categories.
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Table 1. Codes and examples for idea units according to their pragmatic function
Pragmatic
function Code Example
Referential | Providing I think that this idea doesn’t connect to
information the one before it.

Providing correction | These ... (suggests a period)

Including Maybe ‘however, in the Faculty of

reformulation Chemistry...

Directive Suggesting what It is very suggestive. For me, a high

to do percentage could be more than the
majority. The results could be presented
directly. For example ... more than 70%
of the participants from architecture or
engineering reported that they chose this
career as their first option to access the
university... Something like that.

Eliciting info What is the number of people surveyed?
Were there students who did not answer
the survey? Was it mandatory?

Eliciting [ can’t seem to understand: Where does

clarification this percentage come from? Does it belong
to graphic 42 To what year does it refer to,
or it is the total of the three years?

Telling what to do Restructure the discussion: 1. Include a
first paragraph about the importance of
the study and the most important results
to highlight the contribution of this
article. 2. The second paragraph could
include the discussion one at a time.

3. Indicate the limitations of the study,
tools used and describe future studies that
could be done from the results, comparing
it with other authors. Once this has been
done, the conclusion can be written as a
summary of the discussion with the main
results found and future studies.
Expressive | Registering a This doesn’t seem clear to me.

negative response

Registering a No occurrences.

positive response

/34




Taking a closer look together

Table 2. Definitions and examples for idea units according to their focus

Focus Definition Example

Content Information and arguments | Is it necessary here to specify
about the study that it has to do with the...?

Formal Academic conventions Which is the main source for

requirements | related to genre expecta- this information?

tions, formatting, and
referencing issues

Cohesion / Links between paragraphs, | I think that this idea doesn’t
Coherence sentences, and phrases as connect with the one before it.
well as order of ideas

Linguistic Surface level language Delete: ‘real’
accuracy features, forms and clarity
of meaning

An orally reformulated idea unit paraphrased what was previously
written, maintaining the meaning. Justified orally retaken idea units
provided a reason for offering the feedback. Retaken idea units that were
followed by a suggested course of action provided the author with con-
crete actions to improve his/her text. Finally, retaken idea units that were
followed by oral exchanges among the members indicated that what was
previously written was not only retaken but also led to elaborate interac-
tions between group participants.

After a preliminary analysis undertaken individually by each author of
this article, codes, definitions and categories for both steps of the analysis
were jointly discussed and reviewed by all authors to ensure reliability
(Denzin and Lincoln 2005). When differences arose, authors jointly re-
viewed the idea unit in question and came to an agreement as to its final
category.

Results

In this section we first present the results associated with the written feed-
back offered by participants before the face-to-face meetings. Later, we
introduce the findings connected to the oral interactions that arose from
the written feedback.
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Written feedback before each face-to-face meeting and across meetings

Idea units contained in the written comments were analysed regarding their
pragmatic function and the focus of the feedback provided. When looking
at the pragmatic function of the written feedback participants provided on
the three drafts, the referential function was the most recurrent, with more
than half (55.22%) of the total idea units analysed (n=134) falling into this
category. At the same time, most of the referential idea units focused on
providing corrections to the author’s text, followed by providing informa-
tion, and including reformulation.

The second most frequent type of pragmatic function found in the written
feedback corresponded to the directive function, with almost half (48.51%)
of the idea units falling into this category. However, as meetings progressed,
there was a change in the type of directive comments participants offered.
While the idea units of the written comments given before Meeting One
mostly suggested authors what to do, those offered on the second and third
drafts of the text before Meeting Two and Meeting Three elicited clarifica-
tion, confirmation or information. In fact, while on the first draft before
Meeting One participants offered a few directive idea units telling the text’s
author what to do, no such idea units were identified in the written feedback
offered on the drafts before Meeting Two and Three.

Writing group participants made very few written comments that fell
under the last pragmatic function analysed, the expressive function. Overall,
only four idea units were classified as showing a negative expressive func-
tion and there were no idea units that fell under the positive category.

On the other hand, when looking at the focus of the written feedback,
almost half of the idea units were centred on linguistic accuracy (43.28%);
however, over half of these linguistic comments were made on the first
draft before Meeting One. As meetings progressed, fewer idea units associ-
ated with linguistic accuracy were identified. This could be attributed to a
better understanding of the topic of the text as new drafts were presented
and the meeting progressed, thus prompting participants to focus on areas
that hindered comprehension and, as it will later be shown, went beyond
surface level issues.

The decrease in focus of linguistic accuracy issues can be related to the
change in the written comments’ pragmatic function. As mentioned earlier,
although the referential function providing corrections had the majority of
idea units (55.22%) falling under this category, almost half of these idea
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units were written before Meeting One. This could indicate that, as they
continued their participation in the writing group, participants began to
move from mainly offering corrections to establishing a dialogue with
authors.

Orally retaken written comments during face-to-face meetings

Overall, more than half of all of the idea units (70 out of 134) contained
in the written comments offered on the three drafts before the face-to-face
meetings were orally retaken. There is a progressive increase in the number
of idea units that were mentioned or discussed during face-to-face meetings
with the percentage going from 49% in Meeting One to 52% in Meeting Two
and 60% during the last one.

The 70 idea units orally retaken by participants during meetings fell
under four categories: reformulated, justified, followed by a suggested
course of action, and/or followed by exchanges among the members. As
Table 3 shows, when looking at the percentages within each category, par-
ticipants elaborated mainly idea units centred on content and cohesion/
coherence during face-to-face interactions. Actually, when focusing on
these two areas, participants not only reformulated what was previously
written but also voiced the reasons that prompted them to make the written
comment and gave suggestions to improve specific sections of the text.

Table 3. Different types of orally retaken comments in frequencies and percentages

Followed by Followed by
a suggested exchanges
course of among the
Reformulated | Justified action members
Content 34 (51.51%) | 28 (56%) 22 (57.89%) 25 (55.55%)
Formal
requirements 7 (10.93%) 5 (10%) 3 (7.89%) 5 (11.11%)
Coherence/
cohesion 17 (25.75%) 14 (28%) 10 (26.31%) 13 (28.88%)
Linguistic 8(12.12%) | 3 (6%) 3 (7.89%) 2 (4.44%)
accuracy
Total 66 (100%) 50 (100%) 38 (100%) 45 (100%)
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Of all written comments addressed by participants during meetings,
those focused on linguistic accuracy were the least orally retaken. If we
compare the ranking obtained regarding the focus of the written idea units
with the ranking of those written idea units that were retaken in the oral
exchanges, there is a shift, with linguistic accuracy moving from the first
to the last position. A possible explanation for this shift is that more than
half of them (58.6%) consisted of suggested corrections directly inserted in
the text by the reviewers. In this case, the text’s author could either take
up the suggestions or ignore them without further explanation from the
reviewer, as these were self-evident. In addition, as meetings progressed,
there was a decrease in those idea units focused on linguistic accuracy that
were orally retaken.

The prominence of oral exchanges among members with a focus on
content and coherence/cohesion could indicate that participants followed
one of the guidelines established at the beginning of the writing group:
to concentrate on what would help improve the content of the text. At the
same time, this is consistent with what was previously mentioned regard-
ing written comments: continued interaction among the participants and
a better understanding of the topic through reading several drafts about it
shifted their focus to eliciting information or clarification, thus establishing a
dialogue with the author, instead of just providing surface corrections. These
progressive interactions promoted rich exchanges that generally prompted
members to ask further questions about a section to better understand it, and
thus provide the author with further suggestions for changes/improvements.

An example of this took place during Meeting Two, approximately
around minute 21. One of the members asked for clarification regarding
a source cited in the text. This required the author to clarify why he had
included the citation, but at the same time, it prompted him to mention that
the area under review had not been developed completely at that point.
After several exchanges between only these two group members (the first
member and the text’s author, minutes 21 to 25), a second member voiced
a question regarding a key term in the text, connected to what was being
discussed. She asked: ‘What is a [names the term]? Because [names another
writing group member] indicates [names a company], and I would not have
thought that it would be a small company’. The first reviewer then stated:
‘it is very important to include this information... because you have to
define your methodology since there are several concepts [about the term
in question] but you could say: we are going to define it like this’. The third
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writing group reviewer agreed with the first member, indicating that: ‘You
could propose [the definition]. If there is too much diverse information, you
can also say: for this study, we consider [names the key term] as such and
such’. These exchanges between all the writing group members regard-
ing this specific situation of a key term not being clearly defined lasted
seven minutes (minutes 25 to 32 of the meeting). The exchange finished
as follows:

Author: In the [research] group we also said that we needed to define it,
but we have overlooked it. And now that you all mention it, it is very clear
that it’s necessary.

Reviewer 1: Sure, now you have a lot to do: first the definition of this term
and then the methodology.

Reviewer 2: Now, get down to it [they all laugh].

Author: Yes, of course, the methodology is not clearly defined. Thank you.

This author acknowledged the areas that he, along with his research
team, still needed to work on after they were highlighted and discussed
within the writing group. As can be seen, this type of exchange was
prompted by a written idea unit having to do with the content of the text.
However, the oral exchanges that came from it led to a deeper understand-
ing of the written comment and also of what the text itself needed to present
for a wider audience to understand it. Taking up this written comment also
prompted the different group members to voice new ideas as the exchanges
continued, at the same time making way for new suggestions on a course of
action through the participants’ oral discussion about the text.

Discussion and conclusion

In this study we have analysed the types of written and oral feedback in
a faculty writing group, an aspect that has not been explored so far. We
focused on the written comments made asynchronously on one specific
author’s text, reviewed on three different occasions, as well as the oral
exchanges during three face-to-face meetings based on the written com-
ments. This two-step feedback process was established at the beginning of
the faculty writing group as one of its functioning rules and modelled by
the facilitator at the outset. In this sense, as mentioned earlier, the written
comments offered first were conditional for the dialogue that took place in
each face-to-face session (Schillings et al. 2021).
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Overall, the shift observed in the focus and function of the written feed-
back as meetings progressed is similar to the shift that occurred when a
written comment was orally retaken in face-to-face meetings. Analysis of
the pragmatic function and focus of the written comments indicates that
participants moved away from mainly correcting or giving directions to
eliciting clarification, confirmation or information. Similarly, when looking
at the orally retaken idea units, participants moved from discussing linguis-
tic accuracy issues to talking about the content and cohesion/coherence of
the text, with most of the comments leading to exchanges that reformulated
or justified what they had stated in writing. This could indicate that, as
their interaction in the writing group continued, participants began to move
away from mainly offering corrections to establishing a dialogue with each
other as authors.

As has been noted by Qiyun Zhu and David Carless (2018), oral com-
ments give participants the opportunity to go beyond a text’s surface fea-
tures, allowing them instead to engage in more in-depth discussions. Our
results are also consistent with research that has shown that being involved
in different feedback stages, as was the case of this faculty writing group,
can be beneficial in peer-to-peer feedback practices. As Fangtong Liu and
colleagues (2021) found, a combination of e-feedback and face-to-face feed-
back can be ideal since, as participants gain rapport with each other, they
also gradually learn how to better offer feedback. This two-step process
to provide written and oral comments can be easily done in a completely
online format combining synchronous and asynchronous communication
as was the case of the experience of the online writing groups implemented
by Elisabeth Rodas (2022) during the COVID-19 lockdown. Additionally,
studies focused on face-to-face as well as online interactions can contribute
with the analysis of the growing number of pedagogical experiences that
have been reported as a result of the challenges presented by the pandemic
(Ball and Savin-Baden 2022; Fawns 2022; Jandric” and Ford 2022; Johnson
et al. 2022; Perez Zambodn 2020).

It could also be argued that one of the reasons for the change in types of
comments (from a focus on linguistic accuracy to a focus on content and co-
herence/cohesion) is that members were able to engage in deeper dialogues
regarding the text beyond surface level concerns as they developed a more
trusting relationship with each other. As David Carless (2012) indicates,
trust plays a key role in the facilitation of dialogic feedback practices. At the
same time, according to Chakraborty and colleagues (2021), trust also helps
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build agency and allows participants to experience writing as a social and
collegial practice. Thus, especially for faculty who have little or no support
in the development of literacy practices related to writing for publication,
peer response writing groups can constitute a place where they can collabo-
rate with each other and learn how to navigate the challenges associated
with research writing.

We can also affirm that writing groups can set the stage for participants
to take risks and start to conceptualise themselves as authors as groups
consolidate over time (Chakraborty et al. 2021). Members begin to embrace
the idea of being academic authors by actually making their texts available
to others whom they trust while at the same time taking the role of review-
ers. This cooperative environment (Johnson and Johnson 1994, 2002) is
important not only for the success of peer feedback practices (Chakraborty
et al. 2021) but also for the development of academic and research writing
identities (Carr et al. 2020; Guerin 2013). It is by enacting those literacy
practices associated with writing for publication that academics gradu-
ally acquire them. Nevertheless, this is not a sudden change but, as Olga
Dysthe and Sglvi Lillejord (2012) point out, a process that can happen only
if the joint endeavour is sustained over time and there is some guidance to
develop promotive interaction (Kristiansen et al. 2019).

Since opportunities to develop academic literacy in higher education are
not generally offered consistently, cooperative spaces in which faculty can
interact and learn from each other need to be promoted. Writing groups
constitute an arena where participants can safely engage in different stages
of peer feedback that can enrich texts as well as writers. In addition to
becoming familiar with publication practices, writing group participants
become involved in cooperative learning spaces where knowledge is pro-
duced in conjunction with others and not as a solitary endeavour. This,
ultimately, can lead to more democratic and less competitive ways of com-
municating and producing science.
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