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Academic writing is paramount to students’ academic success in higher education.
Given the widely acknowledged benefits of peer feedback in diverse learning
contexts, such as fostering a positive psychological mindset, there has been a
growing interest in applying this approach to facilitate the development of academic
writing. This study is launched to examine the primary features and findings
of the studies that have investigated the benefits and challenges of the utilization
of peer feedback in academic writing development. The methodology of this study
incorporates a rigorous literature search methodology, encompassing database
search, reference search, and manual search, which is subsequently followed by
a content analysis of the selected studies. With the guidance of PRISMA 2020, a
total of 60 related articles, spanning the period from 2014 to 2024, are selected
through title screening, abstract screening and content screening, adhering to
strict inclusion and exclusion criteria. The findings of this study reveal a growing
global interest in peer feedback in academic writing, and highlight the need
for future research on masters’/doctoral students and quantitative approaches
to deepen understanding of its effects. Moreover, 16 distinct benefits of peer
feedback in the academic writing context were delineated and subsequently
categorized into five categories: affective benefits, cognitive benefits, behavioral
benefits, social benefits, and meta-cognitive benefits. Furthermore, an analysis of
the implementation challenges revealed 13 types of obstacles, which were traced
to three primary sources: challenges originating from feedback receivers, those
posed by feedback providers, and those stemming from the peer feedback settings.
Based on these findings, several pedagogical and future research suggestions are
proffered to guide both the practitioners and researchers.

KEYWORDS

academic writing, peer feedback, affective benefits, benefits and challenges,
psychological mindset

1 Introduction

In higher education, academic writing is considered a core competency for students
(Chakraborty et al., 2021). Effective academic writing as the currency of intellectual exchange,
which facilitates the sharing of novel insights and contributes to the advancement of
knowledge, is crucial for the students’ academic success and career development (Aitchison
and Lee, 20065 Swales and Fealk, 1994). To date, significant emphasis has been placed on the
academic writing instruction (Schillings et al., 2023). Defined as a process whereby students
critically assess the level, merit, or quality of their peers’ work (Topping, 2009), peer feedback
has garnered significant attention in recent years as an active learning strategy that fosters
interaction, collaboration, and reciprocal learning (Liu and Carless, 2006). The integration of
peer feedback into academic development is underpinned by theoretical frameworks that
emphasize the social nature of learning and the role of collaborative interactions in the
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development of cognitive and metacognitive skills, such as the
Collaborative Learning Theory in social psychology Bruffee (1984)
and Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory.

In recent years, there has been a surge of interest in the role of peer
feedback in academic writing education. Numerous studies have
validated the effectiveness of these diverse peer feedback practices in
advancing academic writing development. Prominently, peer feedback
serves as a catalyst for elevating students’ academic writing quality and
refining their academic writing skills (Kostopoulou and O’Dwyer,
2021; Rodas and Colombo, 2021). Beyond this, by engaging students
in the evaluation process, peer feedback fosters a deeper understanding
of academic writing criteria, promotes self-reflection, and enhances
critical and analytical skills (Boillos, 2024; Davis, 2014; Kostopoulou
and O’Dwyer, 2021; Osman et al., 2022), empowering students to
become more discerning consumers and producers of academic texts
(Ciampa and Wolfe, 2023; Pugh and Veitch, 2019; Yu, 2019).
Furthermore, the collaborative nature of peer feedback encourages a
sense of academic community and belonging within the learning
environment, which can positively impact students’ motivation and
engagement in the writing process (Geithner and Pollastro, 20165
Yallop et al., 2021).

However, the implementation of peer feedback in the academic
writing context is not without its challenges. Insufficient feedback
proficiency and domain-specific knowledge often translate into
unproductive and unreliable feedback (Ciampa and Wolfe, 2023;
Colombo and Rodas, 2021; Kostopoulou and O'Dwyer, 2021; Lopez-
Pellisa et al., 2021; Xu and Zhang, 2023). Moreover, the potential for
interpersonal friction arising from the delivery of critical feedback and
the risk of providing inadequate feedback pose further obstacles
(Cheong et al., 2023; Ciampa and Wolfe, 2023; Rodas and Colombo,
20215 Yu, 2021). Some students may experience anxiety and insecurity
when engaged in peer feedback activities, as they highly value
camaraderie and harmony within their reviewing group (Xu and Li,
2018; Xue et al., 2023). Additionally, given the complexity of academic
writing, learners tend to harbor a lower level of trust in peer feedback,
particularly when juxtaposed against instructor-led feedback,
underscoring the need for strategic interventions to address these
concerns (Eppler et al, 2021; Pugh and Veitch, 2019; Xu and
Zhang, 2023).

Despite the significant contributions of prior research in
elucidating the merits and obstacles associated with integrating peer
feedback into academic writing, a notable limitation persists in that
these studies have focused narrowly on isolated facets of these benefits
and challenges. A comprehensive synthesis of the broader spectrum
of benefits and challenges has not been realized. Given the
complexities of identified challenges, a comprehensive understanding
of the potential challenges associated with the implementation of peer
feedback in academic writing is conducive to effectively leveraging its
advantages in practical applications. Furthermore, acknowledging the
heterogeneous nature of benefits and challenges as identified in prior
research, there is a compelling need for a systematic synthesis and
taxonomy. Such an endeavor would significantly enrich our
understanding and inform both instructional strategies and future
research endeavors in this domain.

In response to this research gap, the present systematic literature
review aims to provide a systematic synthesis of the empirical evidence
on the benefits and challenges of incorporating peer feedback into
academic writing instruction. Additionally, it aspires to discern trends
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in this realm, thereby offering guidance to both practitioners and
researchers alike. To achieve this, this review will be guided by the
following research questions:

1 What are the primary features of contemporary research
investigating the effects of peer feedback in academic writing?

2 What are the multifaceted benefits of incorporating peer
feedback into academic writing education, and how do they
contribute to student learning and development?

3 What are the primary challenges encountered in implementing
peer feedback in academic writing, and how do they affect the
feedback process and its outcomes?

2 Methods

This study employed a systematic review methodology which
entails a systematic collection and synthesis of pertinent articles
guided by specific research questions (Aromataris and Pearson, 2014;
Pearson, 2004; Siddaway et al., 2019). This approach allows researchers
to produce more comprehensive and reliable conclusions by
integrating diverse findings from previous studies, thereby providing
insights for further research and practical applications. Though it was
originally developed in medical sciences (Chalmers et al., 2002),
numerous studies in the field of education have also attested to its
effectiveness and utility (Andrews and Harlen, 2006; Bearman et al.,
2012; Davies, 2000; Martin et al., 2020).

2.1 Data collection

To guarantee the credibility of findings, this systematic review
followed the guidance of PRISMA 2020 statement (Page et al., 2021),
incorporating four stages of data collection: identification, screening,
eligibility and inclusion. Details of this procedure are displayed in
Figure 1.

In the identification of pertinent studies, three search methods
were implemented: a database search, a reference search and a manual
search. For the database search, Web of Science Core Collection and
Scopus selected as sources owing to their esteemed reputation for
encompassing extensive and high-caliber educational research. As a
supplementary approach, the reference search was conducted to
augment the search process by examining the cited references within
the selected studies, thereby mitigating the risk of overlooking
significant research contributions. Furthermore, a manual search was
conducted utilizing Google Scholar as a platform to identify additional
scholarly articles pertaining to the same subject matter.

Prior to embarking on a search for the relevant papers, index
terms for the two main concepts, “academic writing” and “peer
feedback,” were determined by inspecting search terms in previous
review studies (Huisman et al, 2019; Yu and Lee, 2016; Zheng et al.,
2019), and terminologies used in seminal and recent academic
literature. This process resulted in 11 terms for “peer feedback”: peer
assessment, peer feedback, peer review, peer evaluation, peer rating,
peer scoring, peer grading, peer editing, peer response, peer
interaction and student feedback, and three terms for “academic
writing”: academic writing, research writing and scientific writing.
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FIGURE 1

PRISMA flow diagram of the present review.

These English terms were used in the search of relevant studies in Web
of Science Core Collection, Scopus, and Google Scholar.

Regarding the concept of academic writing, the current study
adopts the definition provided by Hyland (2004) and Swales (1990),
which posits that academic writing constitutes the formal
communication of research and ideas within a specific discipline,
adhering to established conventions to contribute to and engage with
the field’s knowledge. Therefore, this study focuses on various writing
genres that differ from school writing, such as course essays, project
reports, research proposals, lab notes, journal articles, conference
papers, theses, and dissertations, as part of academic writing, regardless
of whether they are written in a first or second language. The first author
conducted the database search in July 2024, during which only peer-
reviewed empirical studies published after 2013 were included for
further examination. The initial literature search identified 276 articles
from Web of Science Core Collection and 112 from Scopus. After
removing 69 duplicates, 319 articles were selected for title and abstract
screening to examine whether they meet the inclusion criteria. The
following inclusion criteria were used to ensure the relevance and
quality of selected articles: (1) published between 2014 and 2024; (2)
empirical research; (3) articles concerning peer feedback to academic
writing in higher education; (4) articles written in English. After that,
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21 relevant papers identified by reference search and manual search
were added to the results, which formed a refined pool of 340 articles
for eligibility test through full text analysis. It was conducted under the
guidance of following exclusion criteria: (1) articles not concerning peer
feedback in higher education; (2) articles not revealing the benefits or
the problems of peer feedback; (3) articles not clearly demonstrating the
context of academic writing; (4) articles not involving peer feedback on
their peer’s academic writing. Ultimately, this rigorous selection process
yielded a total of 60 peer-reviewed empirical studies which were deemed
most pertinent for investigating the multifaceted benefits and problems
of peer feedback within the academic writing context. This process was
visualized in Figure 1.

2.2 Data analysis

The present study employed a conventional content analysis
(Hsieh and Shannon, 2005) to delve into the primary features of
studies examining the effects of peer feedback in an academic writing
context, as well as to identify and analyze the specific benefits and
challenges that have been discerned. Conventional content analysis is
an inductive category development method during which researchers
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TABLE 1 Charting categories, subcategories, and description.

10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1506725

Categories Subcategories Description
Descriptive Year of publication It refers to the year when the article was officially published in print, except in cases where it is exclusively published digitally.
information Country of article It refers to country where the study was conducted.

Research It refers to the methodology used in the article, including qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methodology.

methodology

Sample group It refers to the educational level of the participants, such as undergraduate students, master’s students, and doctoral students.

Subject domain It refers to the subject domain of the academic writing, such as natural science, social science, and engineering and technological

science.

Task types It refers to the specific genre of academic writing, such as the scientific paper, scientific report, and research proposal.
Findings Benefits It refers to the benefits of incorporating peer feedback in academic writing.

Challenges It refers to the challenges encountered in incorporating peer feedback in academic writing.

refrain from relying on pre-determined categories and instead engage
in an immersive process of data exploration, from which categories
are derived (Kondracki and Wellman, 2002). It is typically deemed
suitable in scenarios where the existing theoretical framework or
research literature pertaining to a particular phenomenon is limited
(Hsieh and Shannon, 2005), aligning well with the circumstances of
the current study.

The collected data were scrutinized with the aim of analyzing the
overarching themes and discernible patterns of the findings in the
selected literature (Opfer and Pedder, 2011). Specifically, Microsoft
Excel was employed to record and analyze the codes. To identify the
primary features of the studies into the effects of peer feedback in
academic writing, subcategories of descriptive information of the
reviewed articles were analyzed. This encompassed an examination of
the temporal distribution of reviewed studies by year, the research
methodologies employed, the educational level of the participants, the
subject domain of the academic writing, the task types involved, as
well as the geographical locations and educational contexts within
which these studies were undertaken (see Table 1). Moreover, contents
regarding benefits and challenges of peer feedback underwent a three-
stage analytical process. In the first stage, articles were coded using the
words in the original text. As the author progressed through the data
analysis, efforts were made to minimize the introduction of new
codes, giving precedence to existing codes unless novel data emerged
that could not be accommodated by them. Following the completion
of coding all articles, a meticulous review of the data within each
specific code was undertaken to explore potential combinations and
segregations, which leads to the formation of distinct subcategories
pertaining to benefits and challenges. To ensure reliability, the first
author conducted two rounds of coding on all articles, with a
two-month interval between the two coding sessions. The consistency
rate of coding across all subcategories was not less than 93.3%,
indicating a high level of reliability.

3 Findings

3.1 Primary features of the reviewed
articles

Figure 2 depicts the annual temporal distribution of the reviewed
studies, illustrating the evolution of research endeavors over time.
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Prior to 2014, scholarly investigation into the effects of peer feedback
within the context of academic writing had already emerged. Despite
fluctuations observed in the escalating engagement within this
domain, the past 3 years have exhibited a heightened level of interest
compared to previous years. Given that the data was collected in July
2024, it is anticipated that the count of related articles for the year 2024
will surpass nine, signifying a substantial growth trend.

The methodologies employed across the reviewed literature were
scrutinized. It was found that the mixed methodology emerges as the
most prevalent approach (n=24), closely followed by the qualitative
methodology (n=22). Conversely, the quantitative methodology is the
least utilized (n=14).

Moreover, the reviewed articles have investigated the effects of
peer feedback in academic writing context utilizing data sourced from
participants with various educational levels, such as undergraduates,
master’s students and doctoral students. Predominantly, these studies
have focused on examining the effects of peer feedback on
undergraduates’ academic writing (# =30), comprising approximately
50% of the reviewed corpus. Comparable emphasis has been placed
on master’s students (n=18) and doctoral students (n=19), with a
marginal increase in attention toward the latter. Moreover, a subset of
studies (n=6) has extended its scope to include participants from
alternative educational levels, for instance, pre-master and
pre-bachelor programs. It is pertinent to clarify that when studies
encompass participants spanning multiple educational levels, they are
accounted for within each respective subgroup, thereby leading to a
cumulative total of subgroups exceeding the overall count of reviewed
articles. The same calculating method is employed in the examination
of subject domain, task type and country.

The subject domains and task types of the academic writing in
the reviewed articles are visually depicted in Figures 3, 4
respectively. The utilization of peer feedback as a strategy in the
development of academic writing has been observed across a
diverse spectrum of subject domains. Notably, this approach was
the most prevalent in the humanities and social sciences (n=31),
significantly outnumbering its application in natural sciences
(n=10) and engineering and technological sciences (n="7), which
occupy the second and third positions, respectively. Marginal but
noteworthy attention was also accorded to the academic writing
context within mathematics (n=2), health sciences (n=2), and art
and design sciences (n=1). Furthermore, an additional 13 articles
existed that did not explicitly delineate the subject domain within
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Subject domain of the academic writing.

which academic writing was being addressed. Regarding the
distribution of task types, scientific papers constitute the most
frequently encountered academic writing assignment within the
reviewed articles (n=16), followed by scientific reports, which
represent a much smaller proportion (n=7). Beyond these general
categories, a notable number of studies delved into the writing of
specific components within a scientific paper, specifically abstracts
(n=6), introductions (n =4), methodologies (n=2), and literature
reviews (n=6). Furthermore, the scope of academic writing
examined also encompassed thesis/dissertation-related works, more
specifically thesis/dissertation proposals (1#=2) and thesis drafts
(n=6). Additionally, research proposals (n=5) and course essays
(n=6) also received similar attention.

Figure 5 delineates the countries (regions) and educational
contexts within which these investigations into the integration of
peer feedback in academic writing development were conducted.
This strategy was observed to be embraced across a diverse range
of countries and regions (n=20), underscoring its widespread
popularity in the realm of academic writing instruction. Notably,
the preponderance of related research was situated in the
United States (n=12) and within China, encompassing mainland
China (n=10), Macau (n=6), and Hong Kong (n =5), collectively
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accounting for 55% of the total reviewed articles. In terms of
educational contexts, three distinct modalities were identified for
the implementation of peer feedback: courses, workshops, and
other informal settings, such as self-organized writing groups. A
dominant proportion of the studies were carried out within the
structured environment of formal courses (n=48, 81.7% of the
total), with a minority being conducted in workshop settings
(n=6) and within informal contexts (n=5). Notably, the
examination of peer feedback’s effects in workshop settings was
confined to a limited number of countries, including the
United States (n=3), Spain (n=1), Argentina (n=1), and Syria
(n=1). Conversely, no studies examining peer feedback in
workshop contexts were found to have been conducted in China.

3.2 Specific benefits and challenges
identified in previous studies

After conducting a content analysis of the reviewed literature, this
study uncovered both the benefits and challenges associated with
integrating peer feedback into academic writing. These findings are
systematically organized and presented in Tables 2, 3.
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TABLE 2 Benefits of incorporating peer feedback in academic writing.

10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1506725

Categories of Subcategories of benefits Number of Sample article
benefits articles
Cognitive benefits Improving critical and analytical skills 15 Osman et al. (2022)
Improving academic writing skills 11 Ramon-Casas et al. (2019)
Knowing more about peer review process 6 Eppler et al. (2021)
Developing communication skills 5 Gumusoglu et al. (2022)
Developing feedback literacy 3 Wu and Lei (2023)
Strengthening subject knowledge 1 Goh et al. (2019)
Behavioral benefits Improving writing quality 33 Shulgina et al. (2024a)
Affective benefits Strengthening confidence in academic writing 9 Xu and Zhang (2023)
Strengthening confidence in critically analyzing academic work 5 Davis (2014)
Improving willingness to ask for help in the future 1 Liu et al. (2021)
Increasing motivation toward academic writing 1 Yallop et al. (2021)
Social benefits Constructing academic community 7 Man et al. (2018)
Gaining social support 4 Santelmann et al. (2018)
Strengthening interpersonal relationship 2 Liu et al. (2021)
Meta-cognitive benefits Promoting self-reflection 16 Yu (2019)
Increasing metacognitive awareness of the writing process 9 Santelmann et al. (2018)

TABLE 3 Challenges in incorporating peer feedback in academic writing.

Categories of challenges

Subcategories of challenges

Number of articles Sample article

Inadequate feedback literacy 7 Wu and Lei (2023)

Negative attitude to peer feedback 5 Alvarez et al. (2015)

Individual difference in gaining benefits 4 Ramon-Casas et al. (2019)
Challenges from peer feedback receivers

Heavy cognitive load 2 Shulgina et al. (2024b)

Low text quality 1 Pugh and Veitch (2019)

Dependence on peer feedback 1 Lu et al. (2023)

Students’ deficiency in providing constructive feedback 21 Cheong et al. (2023)

Challenges from peer feedback providers

Lack of confidence in providing constructive feedback 6

Ciampa and Wolfe (2023)

Disregarding providing feedback 5 Xu and Li (2018)
Challenges from peer feedback settings Interpersonal concerns 8 Zhang et al. (2022)

Problems of distracting factors 2 Ahmed and Al-Kadi (2021)

Ineffective grouping of peers 2 Ahmed (2021)

High time demand 1 Ahmed (2021)

The benefits, in particular, were classified into five distinct
categories, each corresponding to a specific facet of enhancement:
cognitive, behavioral, affective, social, and meta-cognitive benefits.
Cognitive benefits pertain to the development of intellectual
abilities such as thinking, knowledge representation, information
processing, and decision-making, which are essential for the
construction of knowledge during the learning process (Liu et al.,
2022; Potvin et al., 2018; Svalberg, 2009; Swain, 2013). Behavioral
benefits are associated with the positive changes in students’
external actions and academic activities (Nazamud-din et al., 2020
Uher, 2016). Affective benefits relate to the positive influence of
peer feedback on students’ emotional experiences, including their
confidence, willingness, and motivation (Gondim and Mutti, 2011;
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Nazamud-din et al., 2020; Piaget, 1962). Social benefits are linked
to the positive effects of peer feedback on student interactions
within the context of language learning (Svalberg, 2009). Lastly,
metacognitive benefits involve the enhancement of self-reflection
and the ability to regulate cognition, which are critical for
optimizing learning (Goupil and Kouider, 2019; Moses and Baird,
1999). In the reviewed articles, self-reflection and metacognitive
awareness of the writing process, such as audience awareness and
writer awareness, was found to be improved by the peer
feedback practice.

The challenges of incorporating peer feedback in academic
writing are found to have three sources: challenges from peer feedback
receivers, challenges from peer feedback providers and challenges
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from peer feedback settings. Subcategories of them are presented in
Table 3.

4 Discussion

4.1 Primary features of the research
examining the effects of peer feedback in
academic writing

The visualization of the temporal distribution of the reviewed
articles exhibits a nuanced dynamic, wherein despite fluctuations in
the annual count of related studies, a general trend of escalating
interest in the subject matter is discernible over the years. Notably, the
past 3years have witnessed a sustained increase in the level of
engagement with this topic. This can be attributed to the heightened
emphasis accorded to academic writing within higher education
(Chakraborty et al., 2021), and the burgeoning popularity of peer
feedback mechanisms in academic writing development, along with
their acknowledged merits (Boillos, 2024; Kostopoulou and O’ Dwyer,
2021; Osman et al., 2022).

In terms of the research methodologies adopted within the corpus
of reviewed articles, a comparative analysis reveals that mixed-
methods and qualitative approaches occupy comparable and
substantial proportions (40 and 37%, respectively), whereas
quantitative methods are less prevalent, accounting for merely 23%
(14 studies). Furthermore, despite over half of the reviewed studies
incorporating quantitative data analysis, a closer inspection reveals
that the majority of these studies focused exclusively on assessing the
influence on enhancing writing quality, leading to a notable absence
of quantitative data pertaining to other facets. This disparity
underscores the need for a more robust quantitative interrogation to
validate the discerned benefits and obstacles, thereby fostering a
deeper understanding of the topic.

Regarding the educational levels of participants, half of the studies
examined undergraduates, whereas doctoral and master’s students
were involved in 32 and 30% of the research samples, respectively. This
preponderance of undergraduate focus likely stems from the
heightened importance attributed to academic writing instruction at
the undergraduate level within higher education systems.
Conventionally, it is assumed that postgraduates, having completed
their undergraduate studies, possess a foundational proficiency in
academic writing (Sallee et al., 2011; Singleton-Jackson and Lumsden,
2009). However, research findings challenge this notion, revealing that
post-graduates often encounter challenges in academic writing and
continue to require instructional support (Santelmann et al., 2018;
Kabaran, 2022). In light of this revelation, further investigations are
imperative to delve into the effectiveness of peer feedback mechanisms
for postgraduate students. Such studies would not only elucidate the
specific impact of peer feedback on enhancing postgraduate academic
writing but also facilitate the strategic integration of this method into
the development of postgraduate writing competencies, ultimately
contributing to the holistic advancement of academic writing skills
across all levels of higher education.

In terms of the subject domains of academic writing, a discernible
hierarchy emerges, with humanities and social sciences (n=31)
occupying the foremost position, followed by natural sciences (1 =10),
and engineering and technological sciences (n=7). Conversely,
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mathematics (n=2), health sciences (n=2), and art and design
sciences (n=1) received comparatively limited attention. This
distribution may be attributed to the substantial student enrollment
in the aforementioned major disciplines, along with their relatively
greater accessibility. Furthermore, an analysis of the task types in the
reviewed articles reveals a predilection toward scientific papers and
their constituent elements. Specifically, the abstract, introduction,
literature review, and methodology garnered exceptional emphasis,
likely stemming from their pivotal role in shaping the integrity and
rigor of a scientific paper. This underscores the criticality of these
components in contributing to the overall quality and comprehension
of scientific research.

The analysis of national landscapes and educational contexts
within the reviewed articles underscores the widespread adoption of
peer feedback as a strategy for enhancing academic writing capabilities
across diverse countries, spanning from the United States of America
to Syria. This trend underscores the popularity and efficacy of peer
feedback in fostering academic writing development (Kostopoulou
and O'Dwyer, 2021; Rodas and Colombo, 2021). The United States
leads the way in research endeavors, with the highest number of
studies conducted (n=12), closely followed by mainland China
(n=10), Macau China (n=6), and Hong Kong China (n=5). This
distribution indicates that both the United States and China prioritize
peer feedback as a vital tool in nurturing academic writing skills.
However, it is noteworthy that the majority of the reviewed studies
(82%) implemented peer feedback within the confines of formal
coursework. Despite China’s significant contribution to the field,
notably absent are studies examining peer feedback in a workshop
setting. This observation may be attributed to the fact that academic
writing instruction is predominantly conducted within classroom
environments, whereas workshop organizers may not fully recognize
the inherent value of peer feedback as an instructional method.

4.2 Benefits and challenges identified in
incorporation peer feedback in academic
writing

In the examination of the reported benefits of incorporating peer
feedback in academic writing, various benefits have been identified
which can be divided into five categories, namely, cognitive benefits,
behavioral benefits, affective benefits, social benefits, and meta-
cognitive benefits. Among these, at the macro-level, cognitive benefits
are the most frequently reported, followed closely by behavioral and
meta-cognitive benefits.

Among the specific benefits identified, the most frequently
reported one is the behavioral benefit of stimulating revisions to their
academic work, ultimately yielding a positive outcome in the form of
enhanced writing quality. For instance, Lineback and Holbrook (2023)
conducted a rigorous investigation utilizing both qualitative and
quantitative methodologies to assess the differences between pre-draft
and post-draft versions of students’ work. Their analysis encompassed
a statistical examination of the scores and an in-depth exploration of
students’ revision processes and the peer feedback received. The
results of this study revealed that 14 out of 15 students experienced an
improvement in their overall scores, with 13 students implementing
at least one discernible change that could be directly attributed to the
influence of peer feedback. Furthermore, in the investigation of the
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precise domains exhibiting enhancement subsequent to peer feedback,
research has demonstrated that the enhancement of academic writing
quality through revision extends to multiple dimensions of academic
writing, including but not limited to, the refinement of organizational
structure (Kostopoulou and O’'Dwyer, 2021; Rodas and Colombo,
2021), the accuracy and appropriateness of in-text citations
(Kostopoulou and O’ Dwyer, 2021), the depth and clarity of ideas and
content (Boillos, 2024; Greenberg, 2015), as well as linguistic precision
and appropriateness (Kostopoulou and O'Dwyer, 2021; Zhang
et al., 2020).

The second most prevalent advantage, as reported, lies in the
meta-cognitive enhancement of self-reflection. Participants generally
reported that engaging in peer feedback elicited self-reflection and
fostered a more reflective learning approach (Pugh and Veitch, 2019).
More precisely, the activity of comparing papers written by different
individuals and discussing issues during the peer feedback process
prompted students to reflect on their academic writing, with the
former activity often functioning spontaneously (Deng et al., 2019).
For instance, through the utilization of data sourced from interviews
and stimulated recall techniques, Yus research examining the
experiences associated with peer feedback practices during the process
of master’s thesis writing elucidates that engagement in peer feedback
fosters self-reflection upon one’s own writing. Through reflection
subsequent to critical peer feedback, students strengthened their
critical thinking ability and developed into critical readers and writers
of academic literature (Ciampa and Wolfe, 2023; Yu, 2019).

Furthermore, some studies have documented that peer feedback
activity significantly contribute to the enhancement of students’
critical and analytical skills (e.g., Osman et al., 2022), and the
confidence in providing constructive peer feedback (Davis, 2014).
More specifically, peer feedback practice equips learners with the
capacity and confidence to engage in a critical assessment of both
their own and their peers’ academic work (Boillos, 2024; Davis, 2014;
Geithner and Pollastro, 2016; Schillings et al., 2021). For instance,
participants in Geithner and Pollastro’s (2016) study rated their
“ability to provide peer review” significantly higher subsequent to
peer feedback practice. Notably, four articles have underscored the
superiority of public multi-peer feedback in fostering these essential
skills. Specifically, these studies reveal that the diverse perspectives
accessible to individual students within the framework of public
multi-peer feedback facilitate the identification of overlooked aspects
in their own feedback practices, thereby facilitating the refinement
and honing of their analytical skills (Gao and Chen, 2024; Chen and
Gao, 2024). This underscores the importance of such collaborative
feedback mechanisms in nurturing critical thinking and analytical
proficiency among students.

It is also noteworthy to highlight the convergence of seven
articles, which affirm that the integration of peer feedback into the
academic writing process constitutes a significant contributor to the
construction of an academic community. Specifically, the interactive
exchange during peer feedback sessions, particularly the affective
devices embedded in comments, fosters a sense of community
among students (Yallop et al., 2021). Furthermore, this practice
facilitates the introduction of graduate students into established
scholarly networks (Ciampa and Wolfe, 2023; Man et al.,, 2018;
Zhang et al.,, 2020). For example, Man et al. (2018) examined
autonomous peer feedback practices among postgraduate students
and observed that such feedback not only catalyzes the construction
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of new academic communities but also facilitates the introduction
of graduate students into established scholarly networks, echoing
the findings of Ciampa and Wolfe (2023) as well as Zhang et al.
(2020). In the academic community, peer feedback assumes a
pivotal role, serving as a conduit for transmitting academic writing
norms and nurturing interpersonal relationships (Zhang et al.,
2020). Notably, two recent studies have underscored the distinct
advantages of community-based peer feedback in constructing
academic community. They emphasized the capacity of this
approach to forge social and emotional bonds among classmates,
thereby fostering the formation of a cohesive academic community
(Gao and Chen, 2024; Chen and Gao, 2024). This underscores the
importance of peer feedback not merely as a technical tool but also
as a catalyst for building a supportive and collaborative
scholarly environment.

Despite many studies elucidating the favorable influence of peer
feedback on the revision process, ultimately fostering the advancement
of the current writing quality (e.g., Kostopoulou and O'Dwyer, 2021;
Rodas and Colombo, 2021), a comparatively scarce body of research
has explicitly documented the improvement in writing skills, as
evidenced by students’ demonstrated capacity to produce high-quality
academic writing. Furthermore, within the subset of studies offering
such evidence, a substantial proportion relies on self-assessment as the
primary metric. For example, Lopez-Pellisa et al. (2021) utilized a
5-point Likert scale to investigate students’ perceived enhancement of
academic writing proficiency through peer feedback activity. The
results of their study indicate that a majority of the participants
reported an improvement in their academic writing proficiency
subsequent to peer feedback activity. A mere two studies examined the
academic writing competence before and after the application of peer
feedback (e.g., Hanafi et al., 2024; Ramon-Casas et al., 2019), thereby
offering a more objective assessment of the skill enhancement. This
paucity of research underscores the need for further investigation to
evaluate the impact of peer feedback on the development of academic
writing skills.

Despite the multifaceted benefits associated with integrating peer
feedback into academic writing, this practice also encounters some
challenges, which can be systematically categorized into three distinct
categories based on their origins: challenges from peer feedback
receivers, challenges from peer feedback providers, and challenges
from peer feedback settings.

At a macroscopic level, research has predominantly documented
challenges emanating from feedback providers, with subsequent
emphasis on those confronted by peer feedback recipients, and finally,
challenges inherent in the peer feedback settings. This hierarchical
pattern underscores the pivotal role of the two fundamental components
of peer feedback activities—the providers and receivers—as the primary
sources of issues encountered within this educational practice.

Among the subcategories of challenges, students” deficiency in
providing constructive feedback emerges as the paramount obstacle.
This underscores a pervasive inability among students to provide
insightful peer feedback, a challenge that has been consistently noted
across diverse educational contexts, encompassing undergraduate
and graduate students at various stages of their academic journey
(Alvarez et al., 2015; Gumusoglu et al., 2022). Specifically, feedback
was noted to be either insufficient (Lopez-Pellisa et al., 2021; Xu and
Zhang, 2023), or characterized by over-generalization, brevity, and
superficiality (Cheong et al., 2023; Weaver et al., 2014), neglecting the
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intricate issues that truly require attention (Gao et al., 2019). Notably,
the quantitative data in Cheong et al’s (2023) study revealed that
60.8% of the suggestions in peer feedback lacked specificity,
minimally contributing to the revision process. This issue can
be attributed, in part, to the intricate cognitive and social processing
skills required for effective peer feedback generation (Xu and Zhang,
2023), rendering it a formidable task for students to generate
constructive feedback on their peers’ manuscripts. Furthermore,
factors such as limited experience (Yucel et al., 2014), inadequate
subject knowledge (Kostopoulou and O'Dwyer, 2021), and
constrained metacognitive abilities (Nur and Anas, 2022) have also
been identified as contributing factors to this challenge. This
deficiency has the potential to engender a lack of trust among
students in receiving constructive feedback from their peers
(Jurkowski, 2018; Pugh and Veitch, 2019), ultimately impairing their
engagement and reducing the efficacy of the peer feedback practice
(Alvarez et al., 2015; Jurkowski, 2018).

Consistent with the observed deficiency in delivering constructive
feedback, six articles have documented a prevalent lack of confidence
among students in providing peer feedback. Notably, Yu's (2019,2021)
research revealed that, despite their enthusiasm for engaging in peer
feedback tasks, master’s students harbored doubts regarding their
linguistic competence, the accuracy and constructiveness of their
feedback, and the interpersonal skills necessary for effective peer
feedback. Similarly, Ciampa and Wolfe’s (2023) study found that
doctoral students, despite being advanced academic writers, struggled
with perceived inadequacy in their expertise and experience, leading
to similar confidence issues. These findings underscore the widespread
occurrence of confidence deficits across different academic levels in
the context of peer feedback on academic writing. Addressing these
confidence deficits is crucial, as they can significantly hinder students’
participation in peer feedback, thereby undermining the overall
effectiveness of this pedagogical practice (Allen and Katayama, 20165
Xu and Li, 2018; Xue et al., 2023).

Eight articles have consistently highlighted the second most
prevalent challenge, which revolves around students’ interpersonal
apprehensions in offering constructive critiques on their peers’
Notably, a
preponderance of these investigations (specifically, five out of the eight

academic writings in non-anonymous settings.

studies) was situated within the Chinese cultural context, where an
emphasis on maintaining a harmonious environment is deeply
ingrained (Xu and Li, 2018). This psychological pressure can
subsequently precipitate a reluctance among students to engage in the
peer feedback process (Xu and Li, 2018), or prompt them to grant
overly generous grades to their peers (Cheong et al., 2023). For
instance, Zhang et al. (2022) reveal that the “face’-threatening
dilemmas in the Chinese context cultivate a tendency among students
to preserve interpersonal harmony, which often entails an aversion to
losing face for their peers. Consequently, it undermines trust among
peers and negatively impacts students’ willingness to provide
constructive feedback, thereby hindering the overall effectiveness of
this pedagogical approach.

The deficiency in feedback literacy among receivers also emerges
as a significant obstacle in the integration of peer feedback within the
domain of academic writing. Feedback literacy, as defined by
researchers such as Carless and Boud (2018), encompasses a deep
understanding of feedback and effective management, the capacity
and disposition to leverage feedback, as well as an appreciation of the
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roles of teachers and students themselves in this process. Studies have
revealed a tendency among students to selectively incorporate
feedback, giving priority to simpler suggestions over more complex
ones when revising their academic writing (Shulgina et al., 2024a; Gao
etal, 2019; Zhang et al., 2020). For example, in the study of master’s
students’ revision processes, Zhang et al. found a lower revision rate
for content-focused feedback (86.11%) compared to form-focused
feedback (97.56%). This phenomenon echoes Yu et al’s (2019)
findings, where despite significant behavioral engagement, students
lacked strategies and meta-cognitive processing of the feedback,
resulting in superficial engagement that hindered the productive use
of feedback. These insights emphasize the need for targeted
interventions aimed at enhancing students’ feedback literacy. By
improving their understanding of feedback, empowering them to
leverage it effectively, and fostering an appreciation for the peer
feedback process, educators can help ensure that the potential of peer
feedback is realized in fostering the development of academic writing
skills among students.

4.3 Pedagogical implications

The literature under review underscores the multifarious
advantages of integrating peer feedback into the process of academic
writing. These benefits encompass a broad spectrum, including
cognitive enhancements that facilitate academic writing and critical
analysis; behavioral improvements marked by active revision in the
writing task; affective gains in the form of enhanced self-confidence,
heightened willingness, and increased motivation; social benefits
stemming from collaborative learning, and a sense of community
among peers; as well as meta-cognitive benefits, which are
characterized by intensified self-reflection and a heightened meta-
cognitive awareness of the writing process, enabling students to better
understand and regulate their own writing strategies and approaches.
This comprehensive array of benefits underscores the justification for
incorporating this method in the development of academic writing.

However, this approach also encounters many challenges, with the
most salient being students’ deficiency in providing constructive peer
feedback, inadequate feedback literacy, and the interpersonal concerns
in offering constructive critiques on their peers’ academic writings.
Drawing upon the insights garnered from the reviewed literature, the
subsequent pedagogical interventions are proposed as
potential solutions.

Firstly, the provision of comprehensive training on giving peer
feedback is paramount to enhancing the overall effectiveness of this
practice (Lu et al., 2021; Pugh and Veitch, 2019). Academic writing is
an advanced type of writing distinct from conventional school writing,
which necessitates a profound grasp of disciplinary knowledge and
genre-specific competencies. Students often grapple not just with
superficial aspects like vocabulary and grammar but also with
advanced facets of academic writing (Gao et al., 2019), including
research methodology and the significance of research (Man et al.,
2018). However, as evidenced in prior studies, peer feedback tends to
focus predominantly on superficial issues, neglecting the more
advanced aspects that are central to the purpose of peer feedback in
academic writing instruction. Therefore, this training is vital to
ensuring that students reap the full benefits of this practice (Chang,
2015; Liou and Peng, 2009).
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Extending the discourse, an optimal peer feedback training
program for reviewers ought to embody three fundamental elements:
the clarification of reviewing criteria (Pugh and Veitch, 2019), the
provision of exemplary feedback (Kostopoulou and O’Dwyer, 2021),
and the cultivation of a conducive mindset (Yucel et al., 2014). To
ensure that reviewers possess a foundational understanding of the
pivotal aspects of academic writing, the development of rubrics from
the outset is imperative. Rubrics serve as a catalyst for reviewers’
engagement in peer feedback (Yu, 2021), enhance their genre-specific
knowledge and enable them to generate constructive critiques of their
peers academic work (Ciampa and Wolfe, 2023; Tai et al., 2018). Prior
research underscores the positive impact of rubrics in this regard
(Ciampa and Wolfe, 2023; Greenberg, 2015; Lopez-Pellisa et al., 2021;
Yu, 2021).

A dedicated discussion session focusing on the specific items
outlined in the rubrics is recommended. This forum fosters a deeper
comprehension of the criteria among students (Yucel et al., 2014),
encourages the sharing of insights, and promotes mutual learning (Yu
et al, 2019). Additionally, the presentation of exemplary peer
feedbacks is vital in illustrating the ideal form of constructive criticism
(Costley et al,, 2023; Shulgina et al., 2024b). This process should
include detailed guidance on feedback-giving strategies, which
encompassing emphasizing the importance of addressing advanced
issues in academic writing (Gao et al., 2019), prioritizing quality over
quantity (Shulgina et al., 2024b), offering comments rather than direct
editing (Shulgina et al., 2024a), presenting a diverse range of feedback
types that form a coherent logical structure (Lu et al., 2021), and
attending to the manner in which feedback is delivered (Lu et al.,
2023; Yallop et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2020).

Furthermore, nurturing a favorable mindset among students is
crucial for facilitating the peer feedback process in academic writing
context (Yucel et al., 2014). Educators should underscore the potential
benefits of both giving and receiving peer feedback, even when
students are paired with less proficient peers (Shulgina et al., 2024a).
This approach motivates students to engage positively in the activity
and helps them establish realistic expectations (Yucel et al., 2014). By
addressing these three elements comprehensively, an effective peer
feedback training program can be established, thereby maximizing the
benefits of this pedagogical practice.

Beyond the refinement of students’ feedback skills, an equally
pivotal aspect is the cultivation of their feedback literacy, which
ultimately determines their ability to reap the full benefits of peer
feedback activities (Handley et al., 2011). Therefore, prior to engaging
in peer feedback, students must be equipped with strategies to
effectively leverage the feedback received (Lu et al., 2021; Yu et al,,
2019). This involves teaching them how to incorporate suggestions
into their revisions (Alvarez et al., 2015; Shulgina et al., 2024b),
fostering feedback acceptance (Lu et al., 2023), and managing diverse
types and volumes of feedback effectively (Lu et al., 2023; Shulgina
etal., 2024b). Furthermore, students should be guided to participate
in the peer feedback process with affective, behavioral, and cognitive
engagement to maximize its benefits (Yu et al., 2019).

Although
non-anonymous contexts (e.g., Xue et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2022),

interpersonal concerns frequently emerge in
the decision to employ anonymity should also go through meticulous
consideration. It was found that the anonymity of peer feedback can

also deprive opportunities for face-to-face dialogue, which is vital for
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elaborating on feedback, fostering constructive commentary, and
fostering a sense of responsibility (Schillings et al., 2021). Dialogue not
only aids the peer feedback process in clarifying cognitive conflicts
(Wu and Lei, 2023), but also in supporting students emotionally
(Lineback and Holbrook, 2023), thereby facilitating the revision
process. Therefore, alternative methods to mitigate interpersonal
tension should be prioritized over anonymous feedback designs. For
instance, teachers can impart communication skills that help students
manage potentially negative emotions (Zhang et al., 2022).

4.4 Implications on future research

While prior research has provided valuable insights into the
benefits and challenges of peer feedback within the realm of academic
writing development, its scope is inherently limited in at least four
key dimensions.

Firstly, considering the biased attention accorded to undergraduate
students in this realm, it is imperative to embark on research
endeavors directed toward master’s and doctoral students, with the
aim of delving into the nuanced potential of peer feedback in academic
writing instruction. These studies would not merely elucidate the
intricate effects of peer feedback on augmenting postgraduate
academic writing skills but also pave the way for a strategic integration
of this approach into the development of writing competencies among
postgraduate students. Ultimately, such endeavors would contribute
significantly to informing the pedagogical implementation of peer
feedback in academic writing practices across the entire spectrum of
higher education.

Secondly, as highlighted in the preceding section, the quantitative
evidence pertaining to the impact of peer feedback remains scarce.
Consequently, future research endeavors ought to delve into this topic
by conducting rigorous analyses of diverse quantitative datasets, with
the aim of providing a more comprehensive and robust understanding
of the effects of peer feedback on academic writing development.

Thirdly, while many studies have identified the positive effects
of peer feedback on enhancing writing quality, a notable scarcity
persists in long-term empirical evidence on the improved writing
skills. However, the sustainability and transferability of these effects
in fostering students’ writing abilities constitute a pivotal aspect in
assessing the overall effectiveness of peer feedback (Zhang, 2021).
Therefore, future research endeavors ought to employ lagged test
to scrutinize the longitudinal effects, thereby elucidating the
positive influence of peer feedback on students’ academic
writing skills.

Lastly, the critical role of sociocultural factors in shaping
students’ academic development is widely acknowledged, yet
previous investigations into peer feedback in academic writing have
been notably inadequate in this regard. Out of the reviewed articles,
merely five have addressed the influence of cultural factors, and all
are confined to the Chinese context, such as the concept of “face”
(Zhang et al., 2022) and the tradition of harmonious communication
(Xue et al., 2023). Studies that delve into diverse sociocultural
backgrounds are expected to contribute significantly to our
understanding of this issue, facilitating cross-cultural comparisons
and the identification of both similarities and differences in the peer
feedback process.
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5 Conclusion

The current study employs the PRISMA framework for
systematic review to scrutinize the utilization of peer feedback in
academic writing. This approach not only maps out the prevailing
trends in related research endeavors but also unveils benefits and
challenges associated with this practice. The findings of this
systematic review reveal a general upward trajectory in research
interest, with investigations spanning multiple countries, attesting
to the widespread adoption of peer feedback in academic writing
pedagogy. However, a notable disparity exists, with a preponderance
of studies centering on the formal classroom instruction of
undergraduate students’ academic writing, as opposed to those
focusing on master’s and doctoral candidates. Additionally, the
preponderance of qualitative data employed in assessing the effects
of peer feedback underscores the necessity for future research to
adopt a quantitative lens, thereby enriching the understanding of
this topic.

The integration of peer feedback in academic writing has been
found to yield multifarious benefits, which can be categorized into
five distinct domains: cognitive, behavioral, affective, social, and
meta-cognitive. Notably, cognitive benefits emerge as the most
frequently cited, followed by behavioral benefits, and meta-
cognitive benefits. However, the implementation of this approach is
not without its challenges, which can be traced to three primary
sources: the receiver, the provider, and the setting. Key obstacles
encountered include students’ inability to provide constructive
feedback, a lack of feedback literacy, and interpersonal concerns
associated with delivering critical comments. These challenges
necessitate careful consideration and strategic interventions to
ensure the effective utilization of peer feedback in academic
writing instruction.

Despite the systematic review’s commendable effort in presenting
the prevalent trend and synthesizing the effects of integrating peer
feedback into academic writing instruction, thereby offering valuable
guidance to both practitioners and researchers in the field, the current
study notably confines its focus solely to synthesizing the outcomes of
prior investigations. A more profound exploration of the interplay

References

Ahmed, R. (2021). Peer review in academic writing: different perspectives from
instructors and students. TESOL J. 12:e00537. doi: 10.1002/tesj.537

Ahmed, R., and Al-Kadji, A. (2021). Online and face-to-face peer review in academic
writing: frequency and preferences. Eurasian J. Appl. Linguist. 7, 169-201. doi: 10.32601/
ejal. 911245

Aitchison, C., and Lee, A. (2006). Research writing: problems and pedagogies. Teach.
High. Educ. 11, 265-278. doi: 10.1080/13562510600680574

Allen, D., and Katayama, A. (2016). Relative second language proficiency and the
giving and receiving of written peer feedback. System. 56, 96-106. doi: 10.1016/j.
system.2015.12.002

Alvarez, M., Boillos, M. M., and Velasco, E. (2015). The process of building the
abstract of a paper in the context of a writing workshop for PhDs. Procedia. Soc. Behav.
Sci. 178, 2-8. doi: 10.1016/].SBSPRO.2015.03.137

Andrews, R., and Harlen, W. (2006). Issues in synthesizing research in education.
Educ. Res. 48, 287-299. doi: 10.1080/00131880600992330

Aromataris, E., and Pearson, A. (2014). The systematic review: an overview. Am. J.
Nurs. 114, 53-58. doi: 10.1097/01.NAJ.0000444496.24228.2¢

Bearman, M., Smith, C. D., Carbone, A., Slade, S., Baik, C., Hughes-Warrington, M.,

etal. (2012). Systematic review methodology in higher education. High. Educ. Res. Dev.
31, 625-640. doi: 10.1080/07294360.2012.702735

Frontiers in Psychology

10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1506725

between the benefits and challenges is anticipated to yield more
incisive insights.

Data availability statement

The original contributions presented in the study are included in
the article/supplementary material, further inquiries can be directed
to the corresponding author.

Author contributions

YW: Conceptualization, Investigation, Methodology, Writing —
original draft. DL: Conceptualization, Methodology, Supervision,
Writing - review & editing.

Funding

The author(s) declare that no financial support was received for
the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations,
or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product
that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its
manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Boillos, M. M. (2024). Peer review in early academic writing: impact vs. students’
beliefs. Innov. Lang. Learn. Teach. 18, 402-410. doi: 10.1080/17501229.2024.2311836

Bruffee, K. A. (1984). Collaborative learning and the “conversation of mankind”. Coll.
Engl. 46, 635-652. doi: 10.2307/376924

Carless, D., and Boud, D. (2018). The development of student feedback literacy:
enabling uptake of feedback. Assess. Eval. High. Educ. 43, 1315-1325. doi:
10.1080/02602938.2018.1463354

Chakraborty, D., Soyoof, A., Moharami, M., Utami, A. D., Zeng, S., Cong-Lem, N.,

etal. (2021). Feedback as a space for academic social practice in doctoral writing groups.
Educ. Dev. Psychol. 38, 238-248. doi: 10.1080/20590776.2021.1972764

Chalmers, I., Hedges, L. V., and Cooper, H. (2002). A brief history of research
synthesis. Eval. Health Prof. 25, 12-37. doi: 10.1177/0163278702025001003

Chang, C. Y. (2015). Teacher modeling on EFL reviewers’ audience-aware feedback
and affectivity in L2 peer review. Assess. Writ. 25, 2-21. doi: 10.1016/].ASW.2015.04.001

Chen, W, and Gao, J. (2024). Creating an online community of inquiry: learner
practice and perceptions of community-based feedback giving in academic writing.
Comput. Assist. Lang. Learn. 37, 493-520. doi: 10.1080/09588221.2022.2043381

Cheong, C. M., Luo, N., Zhu, X, Lu, Q., and Wei, W. (2023). Self-assessment
complements peer assessment for undergraduate students in an academic writing task.
Assess. Eval. High. Educ. 48, 135-148. doi: 10.1080/02602938.2022.2069225

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1506725
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesj.537
https://doi.org/10.32601/ejal.911245
https://doi.org/10.32601/ejal.911245
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510600680574
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2015.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2015.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SBSPRO.2015.03.137
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131880600992330
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.NAJ.0000444496.24228.2c
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2012.702735
https://doi.org/10.1080/17501229.2024.2311836
https://doi.org/10.2307/376924
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1463354
https://doi.org/10.1080/20590776.2021.1972764
https://doi.org/10.1177/0163278702025001003
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ASW.2015.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2022.2043381
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2022.2069225

Wei and Liu

Ciampa, K., and Wolfe, Z. M. (2023). From isolation to collaboration: creating an
intentional community of practice within the doctoral dissertation proposal writing
process. Teach. High. Educ. 28, 487-503. doi: 10.1080/13562517.2020.1822313

Colombo, L., and Rodas, E. L. (2021). Interdisciplinarity as an opportunity in
Argentinian and Ecuadorian writing groups. High. Educ. Res. Dev. 40, 207-219. doi:
10.1080/07294360.2020.1756750

Costley, J., Zhang, H., Courtney, M., Shulgina, G., Baldwin, M., and Fanguy, M.
(2023). Peer editing using shared online documents: the effects of comments and track
changes on student L2 academic writing quality. Comput. Assist. Lang. Learn. 1-27,
1-27. doi: 10.1080/09588221.2023.2233573

Davies, P. (2000). The relevance of systematic reviews to educational policy and
practice. Oxf. Rev. Educ. 26, 365-378. doi: 10.1080/713688543

Davis, L. E. (2014). A workshop series using peer-grading to build drug information,
writing, critical-thinking, and constructive feedback skills. Am. J. Pharm. Educ. 78:191.
doi: 10.5688/ajpe7810191

Deng, Y., Kelly, G. J., and Deng, S. (2019). The influences of integrating reading, peer
evaluation, and discussion on undergraduate students’ scientific writing. Int. J. Sci. Educ.
41, 1408-1433. doi: 10.1080/09500693.2019.1610811

Eppler, E., Meyer, J., Serowy, S., Link, K., Pauk, B., and Filgueira, L. (2021). Enhancing
scientific communication skills: A real-world simulation in a tertiary-level life science
class using E-learning technology in biomedical literature perception, reflective review
writing on a clinical issue, and self and peer assessments. Res. Sci. Educ. 51, 277-299.
doi: 10.1007/s11165-018-9795-7

Gao, J., and Chen, W. (2024). Developing culturally-situated student feedback literacy
through multi-peer feedback giving: an online community-based approach. Lang.
Aware. 2024, 1-24. doi: 10.1080/09658416.2024.2321894

Gao, Y, Schunn, C. D. D,, and Yu, Q. (2019). The alignment of written peer feedback
with draft problems and its impact on revision in peer assessment. Assess. Eval. High.
Educ. 44, 294-308. doi: 10.1080/02602938.2018.1499075

Geithner, C. A., and Pollastro, A. N. (2016). Doing peer review and receiving feedback:
impact on scientific literacy and writing skills. Adv. Physiol. Educ. 40, 38-46. doi:
10.1152/advan.00071.2015

Goh, C. F, Tan, O. K,, Rasli, A., and Choi, S. L. (2019). Engagement in peer review,
learner-content interaction and learning outcomes. Int. J. Inf. Learn. Technol. 36,
423-433. doi: 10.1108/IJILT-04-2018-0038

Gondim, S. M., and Mutti, C. (2011). Affections in learning situations: a study of an
entrepreneurship skills development course. J. Work. Learn. 23, 195-208. doi:
10.1108/13665621111117224

Goupil, L., and Kouider, S. (2019). Developing a reflective mind: from core
metacognition to explicit self-reflection. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 28, 403-408. doi:
10.1177/0963721419848672

Greenberg, K. P. (2015). Rubric use in formative assessment: A detailed behavioral
rubric helps students improve their scientific writing skills. Teach. Psychol. 42,211-217.
doi: 10.1177/0098628315587618

Gumusoglu, S. B., Soulinthavong, M. N., and Barr, J. (2022). A WINning approach:
teaching science communication skills through small-group workshops. High. Learn.
Res. Commun. 12, 23-44. doi: 10.18870/hlrc.v12i2.1342

Hanafi, I, Kheder, K., Sabouni, R., Gorra al Nafouri, M., Hanafi, B., Alsalkini, M., et al.
(2024). Improving academic writing in a low-resource country: a systematic examination
of online peer-run training. Teach. Learn. Med. 29, 1-15. doi:
10.1080/10401334.2024.2332890

Handley, K., Price, M., and Millar, J. (2011). Beyond ‘doing time’: investigating the
concept of student engagement with feedback. Oxf. Rev. Educ. 37, 543-560. doi:
10.1080/03054985.2011.604951

Hsieh, H.-F, and Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three approaches to qualitative content
analysis. Qual. Health Res. 15, 1277-1288. doi: 10.1177/1049732305276687

Huisman, B., Saab, N., Van Den Broek, P, and Van Driel, J. (2019). The impact of
formative peer feedback on higher education students’ academic writing: A meta-
analysis. Assess. Eval. High. Educ. 44, 863-880. doi: 10.1080/02602938.2018.1545896

Hyland, K. (2004). Disciplinary discourses: social interactions in academic writing. Ann
Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.

Jurkowski, S. (2018). Do question prompts support students in working with peer
feedback? Int. J. Educ. Res. 92, 1-9. doi: 10.1016/j.ijer.2018.07.003

Kabaran, G. G. (2022). Graduate students' perceptions of the academic writing process
and its problems: a qualitative study in Turkey. Issues Educ. Res. 32, 943-959.

Kondracki, N. L., and Wellman, N. S. (2002). Content analysis: review of methods and
their applications in nutrition education. J. Nutr. Educ. Behav. 34, 224-230. doi: 10.1016/
$1499-4046(06)60097-3

Kostopoulou, S., and O’Dwyer, E. (2021). “We learn from each other”: peer review
writing practices in English for academic purposes. Lang. Learn. High. Educ. 11, 67-91.
doi: 10.1515/cercles-2021-2006

Lineback, J. E., and Holbrook, E. (2023). Engaging in a collaborative space: exploring
the substance and impact of peer review conversations. Assess. Eval. High. Educ. 49,
556-571. doi: 10.1080/02602938.2023.2290978

Frontiers in Psychology

13

10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1506725

Liou, H. C,, and Peng, Z. Y. (2009). Training effects on computer-mediated peer
review. System. 37, 514-525. doi: 10.1016/j.system.2009.01.005

Liu, E, Du, J,, Zhou, D. Q,, and Huang, B. (2021). Exploiting the potential of peer
feedback: the combined use of face-to-face feedback and e-feedback in doctoral writing
groups. Assess. Writ. 47:100482. doi: 10.1016/j.asw.2020.100482

Liu, N. E, and Carless, D. (2006). Peer feedback: the learning element of peer
assessment. Teach. High. Educ. 11, 279-290. doi: 10.1080/13562510600680582

Liu, S., Liu, S, Liu, Z.,, Peng, X., and Yang, Z. (2022). Automated detection of
emotional and cognitive engagement in MOOC discussions to predict learning
achievement. Comp. Educ. 181:104461. doi: 10.1016/j.compedu.2022.104461

Loépez-Pellisa, T., Rotger, N., and Rodriguez-Gallego, F. (2021). Collaborative writing
at work: peer feedback in a blended learning environment. Educ. Inf. Technol. 26,
1293-1310. doi: 10.1007/s10639-020-10312-2

Lu, Q,, Yao, Y., and Zhu, X. (2023). The relationship between peer feedback features
and revision sources mediated by feedback acceptance: the effect on undergraduate
students’ writing performance. Assess. Writ. 56:100725. doi: 10.1016/j.asw.2023.100725

Lu, Q, Zhu, X., and Cheong, C. M. (2021). Understanding the difference between
self-feedback and peer feedback: a comparative study of their effects on undergraduate
students’ writing improvement. Front. Psychol. 12:739962. doi: 10.3389/
fpsyg.2021.739962

Man, D,, Xu, Y., and O’ Toole, J. M. (2018). Understanding autonomous peer feedback
practices among postgraduate students: A case study in a Chinese university. Assess.
Eval. High. Educ. 43, 527-536. doi: 10.1080/02602938.2017.1376310

Martin, E, Dennen, V. P, and Bonk, C. J. (2020). A synthesis of systematic review
research on emerging learning environments and technologies. Educ. Technol. Res. Dev.
68, 1613-1633. doi: 10.1007/s11423-020-09812-2

Moses, L. J., and Baird, J. A. (1999). “Metacognition” in The MIT encyclopaedia of the
cognitive sciences. eds. R. A. Wilson and F. C. Keil (Cambridge, MA: MIT), 533-535.

Nazamud-din, A., Harriz Zaini, M., and Mohd Jamil, N. H. (2020). The relationship
of affective, behavioral and cognitive engagements in ESL higher learning classroom.
Eng. Lang. Teach. Linguis. Stud. 2, p48-p64. doi: 10.22158/eltls.v2n4p48

Nur, S., and Anas, I. (2022). Engaging novice writers in online collaborative review
through peer-review circles. Int. J. Lang. Educ. 6, 63-74. doi: 10.26858/ijole.v6i1.26141

Opfer, V., and Pedder, D. (2011). Conceptualizing teacher professional learning. Rev.
Educ. Res. 81, 376-407. doi: 10.3102/0034654311413609

Osman, A., Al-Badriyeh, D., Hussain, E. N, Riaz, S., Elewa, H., and Mraiche, F. (2022).
The design and implementation of an undergraduate health professional degree elective
course on scientific writing, peer assessment, and critical appraisal. Curr. Pharm. Teach.
Learn. 14, 765-772. doi: 10.1016/j.cptl.2022.06.008

Page, M. ], McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann, T. C., Mulrow, C. D.,
etal. (2021). The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic
reviews. BMJ 372:n71. doi: 10.1136/bmj.n71

Pearson, A. (2004). Balancing the evidence: incorporating the synthesis of qualitative
data into systematic reviews. JBI Reports 2, 45-64. doi: 10.1111/].1479-6988.2004.00008.X

Piaget, J. (1962). The relation of affectivity to intelligence in the mental development
of the child. Bull. Menn. Clin. 26, 129-137.

Potvin, S., Pelletier, J., Grot, S., Hébert, C., Barr, A. M., and Lecomte, T. (2018).
Cognitive deficits in individuals with methamphetamine use disorder: a meta-analysis.
Addict. Behav. 80, 154-160. doi: 10.1016/j.addbeh.2018.01.021

Pugh, M., and Veitch, E (2019). Undergraduate peer review, reading and writing:
reflecting on experiences from an international politics module. Eur. Political Sci. 18,
335-350. doi: 10.1057/s41304-018-0178-3

Ramon-Casas, M., Nuiio, N., Pons, E, and Cunillera, T. (2019). The different impact
of a structured peer-assessment task in relation to university undergraduates’ initial
writing skills. Assess. Eval. High. Educ. 44, 653-663. doi: 10.1080/02602938.2018.1525337

Rodas, E. L., and Colombo, L. (2021). Self-managed peer writing groups for the
development of EFL literacy practices. TESL-E] 24, 1-22.

Sallee, M. W,, Hallett, R. E., and Tierney, W. G. (2011). Teaching writing in graduate
school. Coll. Teach. 59, 66-72. doi: 10.1080/87567555.2010.511315

Santelmann, L. M., Stevens, D. D., and Martin, S. B. (2018). Fostering master’s
students’ metacognition and self-regulation practices for research writing. Coll. Teach.
66, 111-123. doi: 10.1080/87567555.2018.1446898

Schillings, M., Roebertsen, H., Savelberg, H., and Dolmans, D. (2023). A review of
educational dialogue strategies to improve academic writing skills. Act. Learn. High.
Educ. 24, 95-108. doi: 10.1177/1469787418810663

Schillings, M., Roebertsen, H., Savelberg, H., van Dijk, A., and Dolmans, D. (2021).
Improving the understanding of written peer feedback through face-to-face peer
dialogue: students’ perspective. High. Educ. Res. Dev. 40, 1100-1116. doi:
10.1080/07294360.2020.1798889

Shulgina, G., Costley, J., Shcheglova, 1., Zhang, H., and Sedova, N. (2024a). Online
peer editing: the influence of comments, tracked changes and perception of participation
on students’ writing performance. Smart Learn. Environ. 11:30. doi: 10.1186/
540561-024-00315-8

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1506725
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2020.1822313
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2020.1756750
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2023.2233573
https://doi.org/10.1080/713688543
https://doi.org/10.5688/ajpe7810191
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2019.1610811
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-018-9795-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658416.2024.2321894
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1499075
https://doi.org/10.1152/advan.00071.2015
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJILT-04-2018-0038
https://doi.org/10.1108/13665621111117224
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721419848672
https://doi.org/10.1177/0098628315587618
https://doi.org/10.18870/hlrc.v12i2.1342
https://doi.org/10.1080/10401334.2024.2332890
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2011.604951
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1545896
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2018.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1499-4046(06)60097-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1499-4046(06)60097-3
https://doi.org/10.1515/cercles-2021-2006
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2023.2290978
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2020.100482
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510600680582
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2022.104461
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-020-10312-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2023.100725
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.739962
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.739962
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2017.1376310
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-020-09812-2
https://doi.org/10.22158/eltls.v2n4p48
https://doi.org/10.26858/ijole.v6i1.26141
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654311413609
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cptl.2022.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1479-6988.2004.00008.X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2018.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41304-018-0178-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1525337
https://doi.org/10.1080/87567555.2010.511315
https://doi.org/10.1080/87567555.2018.1446898
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787418810663
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2020.1798889
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-024-00315-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-024-00315-8

Wei and Liu

Shulgina, G., Fanguy, M., Zhang, H., Courtney, M., Baldwin, M., and Costley, J.
(2024b). The moderating effects of total comments on the relationship between
comment implementation and online peer-supported writing performance. Comp. Educ.
219:105104. doi: 10.1016/j.compedu.2024.105104

Siddaway, A. P, Wood, A. M., and Hedges, L. V. (2019). How to do a systematic review: A
best practice guide for conducting and reporting narrative reviews, meta-analyses, and meta-
syntheses. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 70, 747-770. doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-010418-102803

Singleton-Jackson, J., and Lumsden, D. B. (2009). Johnny still can’t write, even if
He Goes to college: a study of writing proficiency in higher education graduate students.
Curr. Issues Educ. 121, 1-39.

Svalberg, A. M.-L. (2009). Engagement with language: interrogating a construct. Lang.
Aware. 18, 242-258. doi: 10.1080/09658410903197264

Swain, M. (2013). The inseparability of cognition and emotion in second language
learning. Lang. Teach. 46, 195-207. doi: 10.1017/50261444811000486

Swales, J. M. (1990). Genre analysis: English in academic and research settings.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Swales, J. M., and Feak, C. B. (1994). Academic writing for graduate students: Essential
tasks and skills. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.

Tai, J., Ajjawi, R., Boud, D., Dawson, P,, and Panadero, E. (2018). Developing evaluative
judgement: enabling students to make decisions about the quality of work. High. Educ.
76, 467-481. doi: 10.1007/s10734-017-0220-3

Topping, K. J. (2009). Peer Assessment.
10.1080/00405840802577569

Uher, J. (2016). What is behaviour? And (when) is language behaviour? A
metatheoretical definition. J. Theory Soc. Behav. 46, 475-501. doi: 10.1111/jtsb.12104

Theory Pract. 48, 20-27. doi:

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: the development of higher psychological
processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Weaver, C., Duran, E., and Nikles, J. (2014). An integrated approach for development of
scientific writing skills in under-graduate organic lab. Addressing the millennial student in
undergraduate chemistry. ACS Symp. Ser. 1180, 105-123. doi: 10.1021/bk-2014-1180.ch008

Wu, P,, and Lei, C. (2023). Developing feedback literacy through dialogue-supported
performances of multi-draft writing in a postgraduate class. Assess. Writ. 57:100759. doi:
10.1016/j.asw.2023.100759

Xue, S., Yang, Y., Du, J., and Liu, F. (2023). Multi-layered e-feedback anxiety: an action
research study among Chinese learners using peer feedback activities in an academic
writing course. Front. Psychol. 14:1062517. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1062517

Frontiers in Psychology

14

10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1506725

Xu, L., and Zhang, T. (2023). Engaging with multiple sources of feedback in academic
writing: postgraduate students’ perspectives. Assess. Eval. High. Educ. 48, 995-1008. doi:
10.1080/02602938.2022.2161089

Xu, X., and Li, X. (2018). Teaching academic writing through a process-genre
approach: a pedagogical exploration of an EAP program in China. TESL-EJ 22:n2.

Yallop, R. M. A., Taremaa, P, and Leijen, D. A. J. (2021). The affect and effect of
asynchronous written feedback comments on the peer feedback process: an
ethnographic case-study approach within one L2 English doctorate writing group. J.
Writ. Res. 12, 531-600. doi: 10.17239/jowr-2021.12.03.02

Yucel, R., Bird, E L., Young, J., and Blanksby, T. (2014). The road to self-assessment:
exemplar marking before peer review develops first-year students’ capacity to judge the
quality of a scientific report. Assess. Eval. High. Educ. 39, 971-986. doi:
10.1080/02602938.2014.880400

Yu, S. (2019). Learning from giving peer feedback on postgraduate theses: voices from
master’s students in the Macau EFL context. Assess. Writ. 40, 42-52. doi: 10.1016/j.
asw.2019.03.004

Yu, S. (2021). Giving genre-based peer feedback in academic writing: sources of
knowledge and skills, difficulties and challenges. Assess. Eval. High. Educ. 46, 36-53. doi:
10.1080/02602938.2020.1742872

Yu, S., and Lee, I. (2016). Peer feedback in second language writing (2005-2014). Lang.
Teach. 49, 461-493. doi: 10.1017/S0261444816000161

Yu, S., Zhang, Y., Zheng, Y., Yuan, K., and Zhang, L. (2019). Understanding student
engagement with peer feedback on master’s theses: a Macau study. Assess. Eval. High.
Educ. 44, 50-65. doi: 10.1080/02602938.2018.1467879

Zhang, M., He, Q., Du, J,, Liu, E, and Huang, B. (2022). Learners’ perceived advantages
and social-affective dispositions toward online peer feedback in academic writing. Front.
Psychol. 13:973478. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.973478

Zhang, T. (2021). The effect of highly focused versus mid-focused written corrective
feedback on EFL learners’ explicit and implicit knowledge development. System
99:102493. doi: 10.1016/j.system.2021.102493

Zhang, Y., Yu, S., and Yuan, K. (2020). Understanding master’s students’ peer feedback
practices from the academic discourse community perspective: a rethinking of
postgraduate pedagogies. Teach. High. Educ. 25, 126-140. doi: 10.1080/13562517.
2018.1543261

Zheng, L., Zhang, X., and Cui, P. (2019). The role of technology-facilitated peer
assessment and supporting strategies: a meta-analysis. Assess. Eval. High. Educ. 45,
372-386. doi: 10.1080/02602938.2019.1644603

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1506725
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2024.105104
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010418-102803
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658410903197264
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444811000486
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-017-0220-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405840802577569
https://doi.org/10.1111/jtsb.12104
https://doi.org/10.1021/bk-2014-1180.ch008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2023.100759
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1062517
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2022.2161089
https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2021.12.03.02
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2014.880400
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2019.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2019.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2020.1742872
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444816000161
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1467879
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.973478
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102493
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2018.1543261
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2018.1543261
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2019.1644603

	Incorporating peer feedback in academic writing: a systematic review of benefits and challenges
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	2.1 Data collection
	2.2 Data analysis

	3 Findings
	3.1 Primary features of the reviewed articles
	3.2 Specific benefits and challenges identified in previous studies

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Primary features of the research examining the effects of peer feedback in academic writing
	4.2 Benefits and challenges identified in incorporation peer feedback in academic writing
	4.3 Pedagogical implications
	4.4 Implications on future research

	5 Conclusion

	References

