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Abstract. Although peer feedback has been widely used in second
language (L2) English writing instruction, its pedagogical value is often
constrained by vague comments, limited understanding of evaluation

criteria, low learner confidence, weak peer trust, and insufficient uptake
of revision. Guided by the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Reviews and Meta-Analyses framework, this systematic literature review
identified and synthesized empirical studies published from 2016 to 2025
on peer feedback training in English as a Foreign Language and English
as a Second Language writing contexts. Database searches in Scopus,
Educational Resources Information Center, and Web of Science were
followed by deduplication, title and abstract screening, full-text eligibility
assessment, and quality appraisal. Nineteen empirical studies were
included in a narrative thematic synthesis focusing on instructional
design, reported learning outcomes, and implementation challenges. The
synthesis suggests that peer feedback is more effective when supported
by rubrics or checklists, teacher modeling, guided peer-review tools, peer
dialogue, Al-supported scaffolding, and revision-reflection tasks.
Reported outcomes included improvements in feedback quality, revision
uptake, writing performance, feedback literacy, motivation, self-efficacy,
engagement, and self-regulated writing. Recurring implementation
challenges included uneven learner readiness, limited feedback
specificity, insufficient peer trust, time constraints, and the need for
teacher monitoring and systematic guidance. Based on these findings, the
review proposes a lightweight peer feedback training framework for L2
writing instruction and future intervention research.
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1. Introduction

Second language (L2) English writing, including English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) and English as a Second Language (ESL) writing, requires learners to
coordinate linguistic accuracy, rhetorical organization, argument development,
coherence, audience awareness, and revision decisions. Feedback is therefore
central to writing instruction because it helps learners identify gaps between
current and expected performance and supports revision-oriented learning
(Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Hyland & Hyland, 2006). In higher education EFL and
ESL contexts, teacher feedback remains essential, but it is difficult to provide
repeated and detailed responses to every student, particularly in large or writing-
intensive classes. This practical constraint has encouraged researchers and
teachers to examine peer feedback as a scalable and learner-centered complement
to teacher feedback.

Peer feedback can increase the amount of feedback students receive, expose
writers to multiple readers, and develop students’ evaluative judgment as
reviewers. However, peer feedback is not inherently effective: students may offer
vague praise, focus mainly on grammar or vocabulary, avoid critical comments
for affective reasons, distrust peer input, or fail to use comments during revision.
These concerns are particularly relevant in L2 English writing classrooms, where
learners may lack confidence in both their own writing and their ability to
evaluate peers’ texts. For this reason, the present review treats peer feedback as a
trained and scaffolded literacy practice rather than as an unguided classroom
activity.

In practice, higher education writing teachers need manageable ways to support
peer review without adding excessive workload, while in research, previous
studies have examined peer feedback in second language writing, but less
attention has been paid to the training components that make it useful,
trustworthy, and revision oriented. These components may include rubric
explanation, sample-text calibration, teacher modeling, guided review sheets,
feedback language support, peer dialogue, online tools, Al-supported scaffolding,
and revision-reflection tasks.

Three gaps motivate this review. First, existing studies use varied training
designs, making it difficult to identify common instructional features. Second,
reported outcomes are fragmented across feedback quality, feedback literacy
capacities, revision uptake, writing performance, motivation, self-efficacy, and
learner perceptions. Third, implementation conditions such as teacher
monitoring, learner readiness, technology access, peer trust, group participation,
and time allocation remain inconsistently examined. This review therefore
synthesizes empirical studies from 2016 to 2025 concerning instructional design,
learning outcomes, and pedagogical implementation.
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This systematic literature review synthesizes empirical studies on peer feedback
training in second language English writing in higher education, with a focus on
instructional design, reported learning outcomes, and pedagogical challenges
affecting classroom implementation. It addresses the following research
questions:

RQ1: What instructional designs of peer feedback training have been used in L2
English writing instruction?

RQ2: What learning outcomes have been reported regarding feedback quality,
feedback literacy capacities, revision uptake, and writing performance?

RQ3: What pedagogical challenges and implementation conditions influence the
effectiveness of peer feedback training in writing classrooms?

2. Literature Review

2.1 Peer Feedback and L2 English Writing

Peer feedback refers to a writing-related instructional process in which learners
review peers’ drafts, provide comments, evaluate suggestions, and use feedback
to support revision. In L2 English writing classrooms, peer feedback has
pedagogical value because it can increase feedback opportunities, expose writers
to multiple readers, and help students develop evaluative judgment as both
writers and reviewers. Compared with teacher-only feedback, peer feedback may
also encourage students to become more actively involved in identifying textual
problems, discussing revision options, and reflecting on writing quality.

However, peer feedback in L2 writing is not automatically effective as students
may provide vague praise, focus narrowly on grammar and vocabulary, avoid
critical comments, distrust peer suggestions, or fail to incorporate feedback into
revision. These problems are especially salient in EFL and ESL contexts, where
learners may have limited confidence in their linguistic knowledge and limited
experience using criteria to evaluate writing. Therefore, the effectiveness of peer
teedback depends not only on the exchange of comments but also on whether
students understand evaluation criteria, generate specific and constructive
feedback, engage in peer dialogue, and make informed revision decisions.

For these reasons, recent research increasingly treats peer feedback as a trained
and scaffolded literacy practice. Systematic guidance, such as rubric
familiarization, teacher modeling, guided review sheets, feedback language
support, peer discussion, technology-supported review, and revision-reflection
tasks, can help students move beyond surface-level correction toward more
meaningful feedback use. From this perspective, peer feedback training becomes
the primary site for developing the feedback literacy capacities explored in the
following section.

2.2 Peer Feedback Training and Feedback Literacy

Peer feedback training refers to instructional preparation that helps learners
understand writing criteria, generate useful comments, interact with peers,
evaluate feedback, and revise texts. Such training may include rubric
familiarization, teacher modeling, sample-comment analysis, guided peer-review
sheets, and feedback language frames. It may also involve peer dialogue,
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technology-supported review, Al-supported scaffolding, and revision-reflection
tasks. These components are closely related to student feedback literacy, which
involves appreciating feedback, making judgments, managing affect, and taking
action on feedback (Carless & Boud, 2018; Winstone et al., 2017).

In L2 writing classrooms, feedback literacy is particularly important because
students must interpret both language-level and meaning-level comments and
decide which suggestions can improve the rhetorical, organizational, and
linguistic quality of their drafts. Peer feedback training can therefore be viewed as
an instructional route through which learners move from simple error correction
toward more dialogic, evaluative, and revision-oriented feedback practice.

2.3 Existing Reviews and Remaining Research Gap

Existing reviews have provided important evidence on peer feedback in second
language writing and technology-supported English language education. Yu and
Lee (2016) synthesized peer feedback research in second language writing more
broadly, while recent reviews have examined ICT-supported academic English
writing (Yingbao et al., 2025), techno-pedagogical integration in ESL classrooms
(Leong et al., 2024), blended ESL learning (Ramalingam et al., 2022), and social
networking sites in English language education (Tan & Yunus, 2023). However,
prior reviews have tended either to address peer feedback at a broad level or to
focus on technology-enhanced language learning more generally. They have not
specifically synthesized how peer feedback training is designed, what learning
outcomes are reported, and what implementation conditions shape its
effectiveness in higher education L2 English writing contexts.

To address this gap, the present review synthesizes empirical studies published
from 2016 to 2025 through the lens of three dimensions: instructional design,
learning outcomes, and pedagogical implementation. By limiting the scope to
higher education L2/EFL/ESL English writing, the review provides a focused
account of how peer feedback training can be designed and implemented in
classroom-based writing instruction.

3. Methods

This review followed the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses (PRISMA, 2020) guidelines throughout the literature search,
screening, eligibility assessment, and final study inclusion process (Page et al.,
2021). Because the included studies differed substantially in instructional
interventions, outcome measures, participant groups, and analytical designs, this
review adopted narrative thematic synthesis rather than quantitative meta-
analysis. The data set for this analysis included only original empirical studies and
excluded theoretical discussions, existing reviews, textbook chapters, and
practice-oriented articles. The complete research process of this systematic review
is shown in Figure 1. The review protocol was designed to ensure transparency,
reproducibility, and conceptual comparability across the included studies.
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Figure 1: PRISMA flow diagram of the study selection process

3.1 Identification Phase

Relevant records were retrieved from three major databases: Scopus, Web of
Science, and ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center). These databases
were selected to balance broad coverage and educational relevance: Scopus covers
applied linguistics, general education, educational technology, and higher
education; Web of Science includes peer-reviewed journals in language education
and educational research; and ERIC focuses on education, classroom practice, and
teaching methods. Google Scholar was not used as a primary search database
because its search results are less stable, its replication procedures are less
transparent, and its batch export functions may complicate consistent record
management.

Before duplicate removal, 401 records were retrieved: 268 from Scopus, 115 from
ERIC, and 18 from Web of Science. After 51 duplicate records were removed, 350
records proceeded to title and abstract screening. The search string combined
three conceptual categories: peer feedback-related terms, training or scaffolding-
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related terms, and terms related to L2/EFL/ESL writing. Terms such as scoring
criteria and feedback literacy were not used as mandatory search terms but were
instead applied later as coding categories to avoid making the initial search scope
too narrow.

Table 1: Search log and record sources

Database Records Export/search date |Note

Database export after applying the
Scopus 268 2026-03-06 2016-2025, English language and
article-related filters.

ERIC export; records outside the
ERIC 115 2026-04-07 2016-2025 range were removed
during cleaning.

Re-search for and import of English
Web of Science |18 2026-04-08 language article records within the
final date range.

Total 401 April 2026 Total records before deduplication.

The database records in Table 1 were retrieved using the search strings
summarized in Table 2.

Table 2: Core search strings used in the database searches

Database Search string

TITLE-ABS-KEY ((“peer feedback” OR “peer review” OR “peer
response” OR “peer assessment”) AND (training OR guided OR
scaffold* OR instruction OR intervention OR structured) AND
(writing OR “L2 writing” OR “EFL writing” OR “ESL writing”)
AND (EFL OR ESL OR L2 OR “second language” OR “foreign
language”))

Scopus

TS=(("peer feedback” OR “peer review” OR “peer response” OR
“peer assessment”) AND (training OR guided OR scaffold* OR
Web of Science instruction OR intervention OR structured) AND (writing OR “L2
writing” OR “EFL writing” OR “ESL writing”) AND (EFL OR ESL
OR L2 OR “second language” OR “foreign language”))

(“peer feedback” OR “peer review” OR “peer response” OR “peer
assessment”) AND (training OR guided OR scaffolded OR
instruction OR intervention OR structured) AND (writing OR “EFL
writing” OR “ESL writing” OR “L2 writing”)

ERIC

This targeted search was designed to retrieve literature on peer feedback and
structured scaffolding interventions in L2 English writing while avoiding an
overly narrow initial search scope.

3.2 Screening Phase

The inclusion criteria reflect the research scope of this review: the educational
setting is higher education; the study type is original empirical research; the
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writing context is second language, EFL, or ESL English; and the instructional
content involves peer feedback training or structured scaffolding. These
restrictions were used to keep the evidence base comparable across educational
level, target language, study type, and instructional focus. Supplementary or
scope-dependent studies were excluded from the main synthesis when they did
not fully meet the higher education, empirical-study, or direct L2 English writing
peer feedback training criteria.

Table 3 presents the inclusion and exclusion criteria, which were developed in line
with the review aim, PRISMA guidance, and the need to ensure comparability
across publication type, date range, language, context, peer feedback focus,
training/scaffolding features, and reported findings.

Table 3: Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Criterion Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria

Reviews, conceptual papers,

. Peer-reviewed empirical editorials, theses, books, handbook
Publication type . .
studies. chapters, reports, or practice-only
articles.

Date and language 2016-2025; English language |Outside the year range or non-

publications. English publications.

Higher education School-age contexts, non-English
Context L2/EFL/ESL English target language writing, or non-

writing. writing contexts.

Peer feedback, peer review,
Peer feedback focus |peer response, or peer
assessment in writing.

Teacher-only, automated-only, or
self-assessment-only studies.

Training, guidance,
scaffolding, rubrics, criteria,
Training/scaffolding |checklists, structured
prompts, or technology- or
Al-supported scaffolding.

Unguided peer feedback with no
training, guidance, or structure.

Reports outcomes,
perceptions, revision Insufficient method or results
evidence, feedback quality, |information.

or implementation findings.

Findings

These criteria were applied during both title/abstract screening and full-text
eligibility assessment. Records were retained only when they aligned with the
target context of higher education L2/EFL/ESL English writing and included
peer feedback training, guidance, scaffolding, rubrics, criteria, structured
procedures, or technology-/Al-supported support as part of the peer feedback
process.

All retrieved records were exported to a screening workbook. Duplicate records
were removed through DOI/title matching and manual checking. Title and
abstract screening classified records as Include, Unclear, or Exclude, and the
preliminary Include and Unclear records were treated as reports for retrieval. Of
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the 88 reports for retrieval, 52 could not be accessed as full-text reports after final
retrieval attempts, leaving 36 full-text reports for eligibility assessment. Under the
strict higher education and empirical-study criteria, 19 studies met all criteria for
the main thematic synthesis. The remaining full-text reports were classified as
supplementary or scope-dependent evidence, wrong target language studies, or
background-only sources. The final screening numbers are reported in Table 4.

Table 4: Final PRISMA counts for the study selection process

Stage Item Count |Notes
Identification Records identified 401 SCF)pus 268; ERIC 115; Web of
from databases Science 18.
Screening Duplicates removed |51 boy/ fatle matching and manual
checking.
Screening Records screened 350 Title/abstract screening.

. Records excluded at . .
Screening title /abstract stage 262 Manual preliminary exclusion.
Retrieval Rep.orts sought for 88 Preliminary Include + Unclear.

retrieval
Final retrieval outcome: these
. Reports not reports could not be accessed as
Retrieval retrieved 52 full-text reports after final retrieval
attempts.
o Full-text reports . o
Eligibility assessed 36 Final full-text eligibility set.
Reports excluded 11 supplementary/scope-
Eligibility from the core 17 dependent; 2 wrong target
synthesis language; 4 background only.
Studies included in Higher education primary
Included the main synthesis 19 empirical studies.

Data retrieval transparency and potential selection bias were considered during
screening. The 52 unretrieved reports were records for which full texts could not
be obtained after the final retrieval attempts, usually because the database entry
provided only bibliographic information or abstract-level access, institutional full-
text access was unavailable, or the report was not publicly accessible at the time
of screening. This relatively high number may introduce a degree of selection bias
because unavailable reports could contain different methods or findings. To
reduce this risk, the review reports the retrieval process transparently and limits
the core synthesis to studies for which full-text evidence could be examined.

Quality appraisal examined whether each study had a clear objective, an
appropriate L2 English writing context, a peer feedback component, training or
structured scaffolding, clear methods, and reportable outcomes. The initial
appraisal was conducted by the first author, and ambiguous cases were rechecked
against the eligibility criteria and full-text evidence before final classification. This
procedure was used not to rank studies by effect size but to determine whether
each study provided sufficient methodological and contextual information for the
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thematic synthesis. Studies scoring 4-5 were considered suitable for the core
synthesis; studies with moderate relevance or scope limitations were retained
only as supplementary/contextual evidence; and studies below the threshold or
outside the target language/context were excluded from the core synthesis.

Quality appraisal used five criteria: clear research objectives; direct relevance to
peer feedback/review/response/assessment in  writing; presence of
training/ guidance/scaffolding/rubrics/criteria/structured procedures; clear
reporting of outcomes or implementation findings; and sufficient methodological
description. Each criterion was scored as 0, 0.5, or 1. Studies scoring 4-5 were
included in the core synthesis; studies scoring 3-3.5 or having scope limitations
were retained only as supplementary/contextual evidence; and studies below 3
or outside the target language/context were excluded from the core synthesis.

3.3 Inclusion Phase

Following identification, screening, full-text eligibility assessment, and quality
appraisal, 19 higher education empirical studies were included in the main
thematic synthesis. The 11 supplementary studies were excluded from the main
synthesis because the confirmed scope was limited to higher education empirical
studies directly related to L2 English writing peer feedback training or structured
support. Table 5 summarizes the 19 studies that formed the main evidence base

for the thematic synthesis.

Table 5: Summary of the 19 core studies included in the main thematic synthesis

Context/ . Main outcome or
Study participants Design and support finding
Improved
Deng & Chinese EFL Mixed-methods quasi- argumentative
Sitthitikul university experimental; guided writing
ialogic peer feedback in erformance an
(2025) students dialogic peer feedback i perf d
blended writing positive
perceptions
Supported more
Vietnamese EFL Qualitative case study; Io)rlilrilr)loesegi
Do (2024) Google Docs/Zoom-based P
college students . feedback among
e-peer feedback training . .
inexperienced
learners
. Quasi-experimental; Al- ImPI-'OVGd
Lin & H Taiwanese ted dural writing accuracy
n wang university EFL supporied proceduira and higher-order
(2025) students scaffolding in flipped peer thinkin
assessment .1 5
indicators
Improved
Sun & Wan Chinese non- Quasi-experimental; teacher | revision uptake,
(2025) & English-major intervention with peer accurate revision,
graduate students | feedback and self-
correction
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Context/ . Main outcome or
Study participants Design and support finding
. Chinese Mlxed—mc.ethods on'hne PEE | Enhanced
Liu & Luo feedback intervention with .
undergraduate o . perceived peer
(2025) English majors criterla, group review, feedback literac
& ) discussion, and revisions y
Chinese EFL PeerMark-based ?:‘Egz::ed
Zheng (2025 business technology-enhanced peer -
& 8y p
motivation and
freshmen feedback workshops .. .
revision quality
. Exper.lmental /quasi- Peer feedback
Ghaneiarani et Iranian experimental; peer vs. supported
intermediate EFL. | teacher feedback in PP .
al. (2024) . . writing gains and
learners learning-oriented ;
retention
assessment
Vietnamese non- Quasi-experimental mixed- iﬁglorziitt%k
Hanh & Tinh | English-major P . ’
: . methods; peer-review vocabulary, and
(2022) university )
checklist student
students .
perceptions
Online peer
Lebanese EFL Experimental comparison; review produced
Awada & . . . . stronger
) university online written vs. face-to- .
Diab (2023) . argumentative
learners face oral peer review . s
synthesis writing
outcomes
Taiwanese collece Peer review training Improved
Min (2016) freshmen & experiment; teacher trained peer-
modeling and feedback review skills
Produced writing
Cui et al Chinese EFL Between-groups and self-efficacy
(2021) ’ university comparison; trained peer gains comparable
students vs. teacher feedback to teacher
feedback
Improved
Guo et al Chinese Quasi-experimental; Al- feedback quality
(2024) ' undergraduate supported peer feedback and feedback
students throu valuMate roviders
EFL stud hrough EvaluM providers’
writing ability
Wene ot al Macau Chinese Mixed-methods Improved
(202 4‘(’; ' EFL English intervention; peer vs. writing feedback
majors teacher feedback activities | literacy
Iranian . . Com.puter-
. Experimental comparison; | mediated peer
. International
Hassani et al. Enelish Laneuace synchronous/asynchronous | feedback
(2023) & suag computer-mediated peer supported
Testing System L
. feedback writing
candidates
development
. Qualitative case study; Shifted feedback
Chinese systemic functional
Zhang & Yu . . R from structural
university L2 linguistics (SFL)-based
(2022) . . . accuracy toward
writers meaning-making peer

feedback training

meaning making
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Context / . Main outcome or
Study participants Design and support finding
Sﬁ(ltlrgsiaduates Mixed-methods Al- EI;II;;I?ZE? uali
Guo et al. in Hor% supported intervention; and fee dbgck ty
2025 & chatbot feedback on peer- .
Kong/Macau p literac
& review comments y
context development
Anonymity
Quasi-experimental; increased higher-
van den Bos & Dutch sgconc} anonymous vs. non- order feedback
year university . .
Tan (2019) students anonymous online peer and improved
review final module
grades
Qualitative/ mixed Fostered
Tran & Ma Vietnamese classroom study; self- engagement,
(2024) university EFL regulated learning (SRL)- strategy use, and
students based online peer feedback | peer help-
training seeking
Supported social
Campbell & South Korean Controlled online peer- relatedness and
Batisfa (2023) undergraduate editing intervention with self-efficacy, but
EFL students coded feedback raised accuracy
concerns

The 19 core studies were concentrated in higher education EFL or L2 English
writing settings and combined peer feedback with training, guidance, scaffolding,
criteria support, technology support, or revision-linked structures. Their designs
included quasi-experimental, controlled, mixed-methods, qualitative, and
comparative studies. Because the studies differed substantially in research
contexts, writing tasks, intervention designs, and outcome measures, the evidence
base was methodologically heterogeneous. Therefore, this review adopted
narrative thematic synthesis rather than meta-analysis to integrate the literature.

3.4 Data Extraction and Synthesis

Data were extracted on author, publication year, research context, participants,
writing task, peer feedback design, type of training or scaffolding, technological
platform, research design, reported outcomes, key conclusions, and limitations.
Guided by the three research questions, the 19 core studies were coded and
synthesized thematically (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The codes were organized into
three dimensions: instructional design features, reported learning outcomes, and
pedagogical challenges or implementation conditions. Frequency counts were
used only to describe the occurrence of each category and were not used to
estimate statistical effect sizes.

4. Results

4.1 RQ1: Instructional Designs of Peer Feedback Training

The synthesis identified seven instructional design features that appeared
repeatedly across the 19 core studies. Table 6 presents descriptive frequency
counts for each feature. Because a single study could contain multiple features,
the percentages do not sum to 100%. The coding results indicate that peer
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feedback training was commonly designed as a staged scaffolding process
involving criteria or rubric support, teacher modeling, guided peer review, peer
dialogue, technology- or Al-supported assistance, and revision-reflection linkage.

Table 6: Instructional design features of peer feedback training

Design feature and
frequency

Representative core studies

Synthesis interpretation

Criteria/rubric/checklist
support
(n=5/19; 26.3%)

Deng & Sitthitikul (2025);
Hanh & Tinh (2022);

Liu & Luo (2025);

Tran & Ma (2024);

Weng et al. (2024)

Made writing standards
visible and helped students
organize comments.

Teacher modeling/teacher
support
(n=5/19;26.3%)

Sun & Wang (2025);

Min (2016);

Cui et al. (2021);

Zhang & Yu (2022);
Campbell & Batista (2023)

Helped students calibrate
feedback quality and
increased confidence in peer
review.

Guided peer-review
sheets/prompts
(n=4/19; 21.1%)

Deng & Sitthitikul (2025);
Hanh & Tinh (2022);

Guo et al. (2024);

Tran & Ma (2024)

Shifted peer feedback from
general praise to more specific
and actionable comments.

Deng & Sitthitikul (2025);

Al-supported scaffolding
(n=3/19;15.8%)

Peer dialogue and Liu & Luo (2025); Supported clarification,
discussion Sun & Wang (2025); negotiation of meaning, and
(n=5/19; 26.3%) Hassani et al. (2023); revision decisions.

Zhang & Yu (2022)

Liu & Luo (2025);

Zheng (2025); .
Technology-supported Awada & Diab (2023); irlilprg:; (3 traceability and
peer feedback Hassani et al. (2023); Pph / h
(n ="7/19; 36.8%) van den Bos & Tan (2019); |5 /TOnOUS/asynEironous

Tran & Ma (2024); peer interaction.

Campbell & Batista (2023)

Lin & Hwang (2025); Provided procedural support

Guo et al. (2024);
Guo et al. (2025)

and feedback-on-feedback

during peer review.

Revision-reflection linkage
(n=5/19;26.3%)

Sun & Wang (2025);
Zheng (2025);

Awada & Diab (2023);
Hassani et al. (2023);
Tran & Ma (2024)

Connected peer comments
with uptake, text revision, and
self-regulated writing.

Table 6 shows that technology-supported peer feedback was the most frequently
reported design feature. However, technology itself was not the core pedagogical
mechanism. Digital tools appeared to be useful only when they were combined
with rubrics, teacher modeling, guided prompts, peer dialogue, and revision-
reflection tasks. Therefore, peer feedback training should be understood as a
scaffolded instructional process rather than a single peer assessment activity.
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4.2 RQ2: Reported Learning Outcomes

The outcome indicators reported in the included studies were not limited to
writing scores. Table 7 summarizes five outcome categories: writing performance,
feedback quality, revision uptake or revision quality, feedback literacy capacities,
and affective or metacognitive outcomes. Because several studies reported more
than one type of outcome, the categories are not mutually exclusive.

Table 7: Reported learning outcomes across the core studies

Outcome category
and frequency

Representative core
studies

Overall pattern

Caution

Writing
performance
(n=8/19;42.1%)

Deng & Sitthitikul
(2025); Lin & Hwang
(2025); Ghaneiarani et
al. (2024); Hanh &
Tinh (2022); Awada
& Diab (2023); Cui et
al. (2021); Guo et al.
(2024); Hassani et al.
(2023)

Mostly positive or
mixed-positive
outcomes were
reported when peer
feedback was trained
and linked to
revision.

Measures varied
across argumentative
writing, academic
writing, paragraph
writing, and writing
accuracy.

Do (2024); Min

Training, modeling,
SFL-informed

(n=6/19; 31.6%)

van den Bos & Tan

and acted on peer

(2016); Guo et al. support. rubrics, and Some studies
Feedback quality (2024); Zhang & Yu Alpl:;on; ts ’ assessed peer-review
(n=6/19; 31.6%) (2022); Guo et al. su p or te% more skill rather than final
(2025); Tran & Ma spIe)fi fic and useful writing performance.
(2024) feedback.
Revision uptake
indicators were not
reported
Sun & Wang (2025); consistently; future
Revision Zheng (2025); Awada gieiiz(;z‘;arllue studies should
. & Diab (2023); p distinguish between
uptake/revision Hassani et al. (2023); whether learners comment adoption
quality ) " |understood, trusted, P

rate, successful

and feedback use.

(2019); Tran & Ma comments revision rate,

(2024) ' revision quality, and
justified non-
adoption of peer
comments.

OPF and Al-
Feedback literac Liu & Luo (2025); Zuplejgggdtgesvliewort Some studies did not
., y Weng et al. (2024); ppea PP explicitly use the
capacities criteria
N o Guo et al. (2025); . term feedback
(n=4/19;21.1%) understanding, )
Tran & Ma (2024) L literacy.
evaluative judgment,
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Outcome category |Representative core

and frequency studies Overall pattern Caution

Peer feedback
training may support

Motivation, self- Zheng (2025); Cui et |affective and Many affective

efficacy, al. (2021); Tran & Ma |metacognitive
outcomes were
engagement (2024); Campbell & |outcomes such as based on self-report
(n=4/19; 21.1%) Batista (2023) motivation, self- port.
efficacy, and
engagement.

Overall, Table 7 shows that writing performance and feedback quality were the
most frequently reported outcome categories. Feedback literacy and affective
outcomes were reported less often, but they appeared increasingly in recent
studies. Because the included studies varied in writing tasks, scoring rubrics,
outcome measures, and research designs, the evidence should be interpreted as
supportive rather than conclusive. Standardized reporting on feedback adoption
- including comment adoption rate, successful revision rate, revision quality, and
learners” justified acceptance or rejection of peer comments - would improve
comparability across future studies.

4.3 RQ3: Pedagogical Challenges and Implementation Conditions

The synthesis also shows that the effectiveness of peer feedback training depends
strongly on classroom implementation conditions. Table 8 summarizes six
recurring challenges: learner readiness, feedback quality, revision uptake,
classroom feasibility, technology integration, and Al-supported scaffolding.
These findings indicate that successful peer feedback instruction requires not only
sound instructional design but also feasible and reusable classroom routines.

Table 8: Challenges and implementation conditions

Challenge category and

scope Specific issue Pedagogical implication

Use criteria familiarization,
sample comments, teacher
modeling, and feedback
language support.

Limited criteria understanding
that low confidence, reluctance
to criticize, low trust in peers.

Learner readiness
(cross-study theme)

. Vague praise, surface-level Use rubrics, guided prompts

Feedback quality gtie praise, TS, gHcied prompts,

correction, inaccurate or and revision-oriented comment
(cross-study theme) .

unsupported suggestions. frames.

.. Students may ignore, Require revision plans,

Revision uptake ) Y18 . U P

misunderstand, or selectively  |reflection sheets, or feedback-
(cross-study theme)

use peer comments. use logs.

Large classes, time pressure, Adopt lightweight cycles, stable

Classroom feasibility uneven participation, teacher peer groups, and sample-based
(cross-study theme) .
workload. teacher monitoring,.
Use technology only when it

Technology integration |Tools may record feedback but

(cross-study theme) do not guarantee quality. supports recording, dialogue,

revision, and monitoring.
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Challenge category and

scope Specific issue Pedagogical implication

Al-supported Al can scaffold comments but | Treat Al as support for

ffoldi . .
?gaAIc-)rell;lti d studies: may not fully evaluate context, |peer/teacher interaction rather
15.8%) ’ accuracy, or rhetorical intention. |than as a replacement.

. 0

These implementation challenges suggest that classroom feasibility should be
treated as a core design consideration rather than a secondary administrative
issue. In large or time-constrained writing classes, peer feedback training can be
organized as a streamlined, cyclical process embedded in regular writing
instruction. Stable peer groups, simplified rubrics, sample-based teacher
monitoring, and revision logs can reduce teacher workload while making
students” use of peer suggestions more visible.

5. Discussion

5.1 How Peer Feedback Training Supports L2 English Writing

The synthesized findings suggest that peer feedback training supports L2 English
writing through five mechanisms. First, clear evaluation criteria help students
understand writing standards and reduce overly subjective peer comments.
Second, structured feedback prompts make student comments more specific and
revision oriented. Third, peer dialogue allows writers and reviewers to clarify
meaning, discuss revision options, and connect comments to textual problems.
Fourth, feedback language scaffolds help students provide constructive
suggestions while reducing face-threatening remarks. Fifth, revision-reflection
tasks connect peer feedback with text revision and feedback uptake (Winstone et
al., 2017).

5.2 Comparison with Previous Studies and Reviews

The conclusions drawn in this review are consistent with previous studies that
found that L2 writing instruction, systematic guidance, clear evaluation criteria,
and structured revision opportunities can enhance the effectiveness of peer
feedback. This finding aligns with Yu and Lee’s (2016) review of peer feedback in
second language writing and with Min’s (2006, 2016) empirical work showing that
peer review training can improve students’ revision skills and evaluative abilities.
This conclusion also corresponds to the student feedback literacy framework,
which emphasizes that learners are not passive recipients of comments but need
to recognize the value of feedback, make evaluative judgments, manage affective

responses, and act on feedback in revision (Carless & Boud, 2018; Winstone et al.,
2017).

The review further indicates that recent technology- and Al-supported studies
have restructured peer feedback training into a traceable, scaffolded, and revision-
linked process. This finding is consistent with reviews of technology-enhanced
English language education, which suggest that digital tools have pedagogical
value only when integrated with task design, teacher guidance, and student
participation (Leong et al., 2024; Ramalingam et al., 2022; Tan & Yunus, 2023;
Yingbao et al, 2025). Across the included studies, digital tools primarily
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supported comment recording, peer communication, and transparency in the
revision process.

However, these findings should be interpreted cautiously. In some studies,
improvements in feedback quality, feedback literacy, motivation, or self-efficacy
were more evident than improvements in final writing scores. Several studies also
relied heavily on self-reported data rather than standardized writing measures.
These differences indicate that structured peer feedback instruction should not be
assumed to be automatically effective; its effectiveness depends on the quality of
instructional support, students’ trust in peer comments, teacher monitoring, time
allocation, and the connection between feedback and revision. The main academic
value of this review lies in integrating instructional design, learning mechanisms,
and classroom implementation conditions into a framework for university-level
L2 English writing research.

5.3 Pedagogical Implications

From a pedagogical perspective, peer feedback should be treated not as a casual
exchange of opinions but as a systematically designed instructional practice.
Teachers remain central as task designers, feedback models, and process
monitors. Rubrics and benchmarking criteria clarify writing standards, teacher
modeling shows students what counts as constructive and context-appropriate
teedback, and revision-reflection tasks help students translate peer suggestions
into concrete text revisions.

Although digital platforms and Al can support progress tracking, procedural
scaffolding, and students” analytical skills, they cannot replace teacher guidance
or student-to-student interaction. Therefore, the framework proposed in this
review prioritizes lightweight classroom workflows, teacher monitoring, and
revision-oriented feedback activities. It does not assume that automated tools
alone can ensure effective peer collaboration.

5.4 Practical Recommendations for Classroom Implementation

At the classroom level, peer feedback instruction can be designed as a streamlined
iterative process that includes a brief rubric explanation, teacher modeling of
sample comments, scaffolded peer review, short peer discussion, and revision
planning or feedback-use logs. In large-class settings, sample-based teacher
monitoring is more feasible than reviewing every student comment one by one.
Teachers can review selected comments, identify common problems, and provide
whole-class feedback on specificity, politeness, accuracy, and revision usefulness.

Al-supported tools should be used with clear boundaries. If students delegate
peer-reviewing responsibilities to an Al chatbot, the social interaction, peer trust,
and critical thinking that peer feedback is intended to develop may be weakened.
Teachers should thus position Al as support for planning, checking, or improving
feedback language, not as a substitute reviewer. Students may submit the original
peer comment, any Al-supported revision, and a brief explanation of how the final
comment was evaluated and used.
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5.5 Proposed Lightweight Peer Feedback Training Framework

Based on the mechanisms and pedagogical implications discussed above, this
review proposes a lightweight peer feedback training framework for higher
education L2 English writing. The framework is intended to help teachers
integrate structured peer feedback instruction into regular writing lessons
without adding excessive workload. Figure 2 presents the overall structure of the
framework.

Input
Peer Feedback Training Integrated Into Regular L2 English Writing Lessons

.

Core Components
Criteria/Rubric Familiarization -> Teacher Modeling -> Guided Peer Review ->
Feedback Language Support -> Revision-Reflection

.

Learning Processes
Criteria Understanding -> Comment Generation -> Peer Interaction ->
Feedback Evaluation -> Revision Uptake

'

Expected Outcomes
Feedback Quality; Feedback Literacy-Related Capacities; Revision Quality;
Writing Performance; Motivation; Engagement; Self-Regulation

v

Implementation Conditions
Time Allocation; Teacher Monitoring; Class Size; Learner Readiness;

Peer Trust; Task Design; Platform Usability

Figure 2: Lightweight peer feedback training framework for L2 English writing

Figure 2 presents the framework as a pedagogically synthesized model rather
than a tested causal model. Table 9 illustrates how the framework can be
implemented without replacing core writing instruction.

Table 9: Suggested classroom implementation cycle for peer feedback training

Phase Suggested time | Classroom purpose

Criteria/rubric . Make writing standards visible before students
e Lo 5-8 minutes .

familiarization review peer drafts.

Teacher modeling of
sample comments

8-10 minutes

Show the difference between vague praise, surface
correction, and revision-oriented feedback.

Guided peer review

15-20 minutes

Use a checklist or feedback sheet to help students
generate specific comments.

Peer dialogue and
clarification

8-10 minutes

Allow writers and reviewers to ask questions and
negotiate revision decisions.

Revision planning or
feedback-use log

5-8 minutes

Require students to state which comments they
will adopt, adapt, or reject and why.

Teacher sample
monitoring

5 minutes in
class or after-
class sampling

Reduce workload by reviewing selected comments
and giving whole-class feedback.
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5.6 Directions for Future Research

Future research should empirically pilot the proposed lightweight framework in
higher education L2/EFL writing classrooms through quasi-experimental,
longitudinal, or design-based studies. Researchers should measure not only
writing scores but also feedback quality, feedback literacy, revision uptake, and
learners’ justified acceptance or rejection of peer comments. More studies are also
needed in large-class EFL settings, especially with non-English majors and lower-
proficiency learners. To improve comparability, future studies should report
training length, teacher modeling procedures, grouping strategies, feedback sheet
design, Al-use boundaries, revision requirements, comment adoption rate,
successful revision rate, and revision quality.

6. Conclusion

This review synthesized 19 empirical studies on peer feedback training in higher
education L2 English writing from 2016 to 2025. Regarding RQ1, peer feedback
training was implemented through varied instructional designs, including criteria
or rubric familiarization, teacher modeling, guided review sheets, peer dialogue,
technology-supported review, Al-supported scaffolding, and revision-reflection
activities. Regarding RQ2, the studies reported positive or mixed-positive
outcomes for feedback quality, revision uptake, feedback literacy capacities,
motivation, self-efficacy, engagement, and writing performance, although the
strength of evidence varied across research designs and outcome measures.
Regarding RQ3, effectiveness depended on learner readiness, peer trust, feedback
quality, training duration, teacher monitoring, and feasible classroom routines.

The main contribution of this review is its training-focused synthesis and the
proposed lightweight framework, which translates the thematic findings into a
practical design for higher education EFL and L2 writing contexts. The framework
may also help classroom teachers adapt peer feedback training into feasible,
repeatable routines. Future intervention studies can examine the framework
empirically and use more standardized indicators to measure feedback uptake,
feedback literacy, and writing development. This analytical framework is
theoretically grounded, but it has not yet been empirically tested as a causal
model.

7. Limitations

This review has several limitations. Database coverage was limited to Scopus,
ERIC, and Web of Science, and only English language publications were included.
The included studies were also heterogeneous in terms of research design,
intervention duration, writing tasks, outcome measures, and analytical
procedures; therefore, the findings should be interpreted as thematic patterns
rather than pooled causal evidence. In addition, some full-text reports could not
be retrieved, which may have introduced selection bias. To reduce this risk, the
review reported the search and screening process transparently and limited the
core synthesis only to studies for which full-text evidence could be examined.
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