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Abstract

In this paper, a review of literature was undertaken to explore peer feedback studies in technology-
supported learning environment. The objectives are to: (1) find out the extent to which technology-
supported peer feedback has been studied in different contexts of teaching and learning (2) identify
the opportunities/ affordances offered by technology-supported peer feedback activity and (3)
summarize the potential challenges/ constraints of technology-supported peer feedback activity.
Articles related to peer feedback practices conducted with the use of technology were searched from
two databases: ScienceDirect and Taylor & Francis Online from 2015 to 2019. Of the final 33 articles
selected for full review, 25 studies (75.8%) were conducted in the context of student writing and the
three most productive research lines identified are different types/ characteristics of peer feedback,
students’ perceptions on their experience of doing peer feedback activity and the impacts of peer
feedback on students’ learning performance. Five most dominant affordances of technology-
supported peer feedback activity were identified as follows: (1) opportunities to get high-quality
feedback for student learning (2) promoting students’ deep self-reflection (3) convenience and ease
(4) creating a safe and supportive learning environment and (5) opportunities to get peer support
through interaction. Meanwhile, four main challenges were summarized as: (1) students’ lack of
confidence to provide feedback (2) the lack of constructive peer feedback (3) students’ lack of trust
in their peers’ ability to provide feedback and (4) students’ lack of active response to peer feedback.
Some recommendations arising from the review are also discussed in this paper.

Keywords: Peer Feedback, Peer Review, Affordances, Constraints, Technology-Supported.

Introduction

Peer feedback is defined as “a communication process through which learners enter into dialogues
related to performance and standards” (Liu and Carless, 2006, p.280). Peer feedback can be an
important tool to facilitate student learning due to following arguments. As highlighted by Cho and
MacArthur (2010), ‘peers share problems, languages and knowledge’, and they normally share the
same vocabulary with their peers (Topping, 2010), therefore an “immediate, socially appropriate
audience” (Clifford, 1981) can be anticipated in a peer feedback practice. Besides, communication of
errors might be less intimidating and more acceptable among students. This is because not all
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students can successfully process teachers’ corrective feedback, particularly learners with high
language anxiety (Sheen, 2008).

Despite there is an extensive amount of literature on peer feedback, most of the studies were
limited to face-to-face learning environment. Recent trends in peer feedback practices, however have
evidenced the use of technology. The ubiquitous presence of technology has inspired technology-
supported teaching and learning which allows peer feedback to be incorporated seamlessly into the
classroom.

Given the growing importance of technology in peer feedback practices, articles related to peer
feedback practices conducted with the use of technology were explored and reviewed to provide a
background to appropriately position new research as well as to identify any potential research areas
for further investigation.

Research Objectives

The objectives of this paper are outlined as follows: (1) to find out the extent to which technology-
supported peer feedback has been studied in different contexts of teaching and learning (2) to
identify the opportunities offered by technology-supported peer feedback activity and (3) to
summarize the potential challenges/ constraints of technology-supported peer feedback activity.

Methodology

In order to conduct the literature review, the following steps which were suggested by Xiao and
Watson (2017) were used: formulating the research problem, developing the review protocol,
searching for literature, screening for inclusion, assessing quality, extracting data, analyzing and
synthesizing data and reporting the findings.

In order to narrow down the research topic and formulate research questions which are
sufficiently specific, a pre-review mapping was used to identify and choose the subtopics within the
predefined scope. Next, a review protocol which specifies how the review will be conducted, was
developed. This includes defining search strategies and inclusion criteria. Defining a search strategy
involves two main stages (Keele, 2007): (1) identification of key words from research questions and
(2) identification of the source of studies such as digital libraries, journals and conferences. As a result,
two sets of keywords defined from the research questions: (1) feedback-related keywords, including
peer feedback, peer response and peer review and (2) technology-related keywords, including
mobile-assisted, online, technology-supported and technology-enhanced were used to generate the
search string.

In order to be included in this review, studies have to meet the following criteria: studies published
during the period 2015-2019; present empirical data and focus on teaching and learning. Studies
were excluded if they were not in the context of student learning, or if the main subject is concerned
with teacher feedback, traditional peer feedback practice without the use of any technological tool,
peer assessment without qualitative feedback, peer interaction such as collaborative practices or
peer editing without involving peer feedback. Publications such as book reviews, review articles,
letters, responses, commentaries, and editorial materials were also excluded. Based on the selection
criteria, two electronic databases: ScienceDirect and Taylor & Francis Online were searched from
2015 to 2019, targeting at related research articles in the five most recent years.

764


http://www-tandfonline-com.ezproxy.utm.my/

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

Vol. 10, No. 9, 2020, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2020 HRMARS

For initial screening, the research title, abstract and keywords of the articles were used to flag an
article as whether it is potentially relevant for a further review. With a thorough examination, a total
of 33 research articles identified to have some bearing on the specific research questions formulated
for this paper, were selected and reviewed.

Guided by the aforementioned research questions, information which serves as the raw material for
synthesis was extracted from each article and organized using a literature matrix. Next, a thematic
analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006), which involves steps of familiarizing with data, generating initial
codes, searching for themes, reviewing themes, defining and naming themes and producing report,
was conducted.

Results and Discussion

The findings are presented in three sections: (1) research focus and classroom context in
technology-supported peer feedback studies (2) affordances of technology-supported peer feedback
activity and (3) challenges/ constraints of technology-supported peer feedback activity.

Research Focus of Technology-Supported Peer Feedback Studies

An overview of the research focus of technology-supported peer feedback studies is illustrated in
Table 1. Based on Table 1, the three most productive strands of technology-supported peer feedback
studies are: the different types/ characteristics of peer feedback (51.5%), students’ perceptions on
their experience of doing peer feedback activity (51.5%) and the impacts of peer feedback on
students’ learning performance (39.4%).

Table 1. Research Focus
Research Context Studies %
Focus

writing performance Cheng, Liang & Tsai, 2015;
Jurkowski, 2018; Latifi,
Noroozi, Hatami, & Biemans,

Impacts of peer 2019; Noroozi & Hatami, 2019;
feedback on Qing, 2019; Shang, 2019; van
students’ den Bos & Tan, 2019; Wu, Petit | 39.4
learning & Chen, 2015; Zheng, Cui, Li &
performance Huang, 2017

reading scores Yang (2015)

speaking performance Chien, Hwang & Jong (2019)

oral proficiency development Liu (2016)

translation quiz scores Ge (2019)

argumentative feedback | Latifi, Noroozi, Hatami, &

quality of online unscripted, | Biemans (2019)
scripted and guided conditions
validity of peer suggestions | Wu, Petit & Chen (2015)
compared to expert
suggestions
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Quality of peer
feedback

feedback quality produced by
HEP and LEP students

Wu (2019)

feedback quality index in
different conditions: with a
feedback request, a content
checklist, a combination
condition

Gielen & De Wever (2015)

quality of peer feedback in a
repeating blind peer review
cycle

Gaynor (2019)

quality of peer feedback in
terms of affective, cognitive
and metacognitive feedback

Zheng, Cui, Li & Huang (2017)

18.2

Types/
characteristics
of peer
feedback

patterns of foci of feedback
related to research proposals
preparation

Al Qunayeer (2019)

suggestions, praise & wiki
writing criteria

Qing (2019)

criticism, questions,
suggestions

Luo (2016)

feedback comment, depth and
tone

Walker (2015)

evaluative position, aspect of
composition, effect, non-
declarative formulations,
explicit reference to
participants, = communicative
response

Chwo (2015)

directive, nondirective, lower-
order concerns, higher-order
concerns

van den Bos & Tan (2019)

global and local areas

Li & Li (2017)

praise, Criticism, and Opinion

Chien, Hwang & Jong (2019)

audience-aware feedback and
affectivity of reviewer
comments: tone, focus and
stance

Chang (2015)

comparison of characteristics
of peer feedback of f2f groups
and online groups

Pritchard & Morrow (2017)

corrective feedback: explicit
correction, metalinguistic

Akiyama (2017)

51.5
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explanation, elicitation,
repetition, recasts, clarification
requests

categorization based on type,
trait, or revision

Leijen (2017)

affective, cognitive and meta-
cognitive feedback distribution
in anonymous peer assessment

Lin (2018)

content feedback and language
feedback

Wu (2019)

surface-level, meaning-level,
and rhetorical feedback

Dressler, Chu, Crossman &

Hilman (2019)

affective, cognitive and meta-
cognitive feedback categories

Cheng, Liang & Tsai (2015)

Integration of
peer feedback

‘no mention’, ‘general’, | Gaynor (2019)
‘specific’ and ‘constructive’
revised summaries evaluated | Yang (2015)

by the P-density

revised wiki pages examined
and categorized into: no
corresponding changes, a
through  response, partial
response

Walker (2015)

revised drafts were examined
for areas that students make
the most revisions

Vorobel & Kim (2017)

revised texts were measured
on an ordinal scale of three
categories: processed, partly
processed and non-processed

van den Bos & Tan (2019)

revisions were examined for
textual changes in exploring
effects of teachers’ initiating
texts on peer response

Magnifico, Woodard
McCarthey (2019)

&

revised work was categorized
(chance for uptake, successful
uptake, needs repair) while
rate of successful uptake was
used as a measure of potential

Akiyama (2017)

noticing
visible revisions made in a | Leijen (2017)
subsequent draft were

30.3
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examined for feedback
instances to be categorized as
revised or not revised

final drafts were examined for
students’ integration of peer
feedback

Jurkowski (2018)

student uptake was examined
for quantity and quality (by
assigning a percentage value to
the uptake)

Dressler, Chu, Crossman &

Hilman (2019)

Students’

their
experience
doing
feedback
activity

perceptions on

of
peer

revised thesis drafts were used | Yu (2019)
to explain participants’ learning
perceived satisfaction Shang (2019)

perceived opportunities/
usefulness/ learning/ benefits

Al Qunayeer, 2019; Gaynor,
2019; Latifi, Noroozi, Hatami,
& Biemans, 2019; Lin, 2018;
Luo, 2016, Qing, 2019; Vorobel
& Kim, 2017; Yang, 2015; Yu,
2019

perceived challenges

Al Qunayeer,
2016;
Vorobel & Kim, 2017

2019; Hung,

students’ appreciation of the | Latifi, Noroozi, Hatami, &
module Biemans (2019)
perceived ease of use of the | Latifi, Noroozi, Hatami, &

module

Biemans (2019)

perceived enjoyment and | Grant (2016)

motivation

perceived effort Grant (2016)

perceived difference to regular | Grant (2016)

class

perceived effects of the | Latifi, Noroozi, Hatami, &
domain-general learning Biemans (2019)

participants’ comfort and | Pritchard & Morrow (2017)

preferences in receiving and
giving feedback

overall perceptions on task/
peer review/ instructional
design

Gielen & De Wever ,2015; Li &
Li, 2017; Liu, 2016; Wu, Petit &
Chen, 2015

51.5
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relationship between learner | Akiyama (2017)
beliefs and successful uptake
students’ epistemic beliefs Noroozi & Hatami (2019)
attitude towards the system | Lin (2018)
Student beliefs/ | used 12.1
attitudes Ge (2019)
attitudes towards peer video
feedback
Noroozi & Hatami (2019)
attitudinal change for various
aspects of the topic used
effects of question prompt on | Jurkowski (2018)
learners’ consideration of peer
Consideration feedback 9.1
of peer
feedback evaluation of the received | Gielen & De Wever (2015)
feedback
perceived fairness of peer | Lin (2018)
comments
Effects of peer | audience-aware feedback and | Chang (2015)
review training | affectivity of reviewer 3.0
comments before and after
teacher modelling
Leaning peer review process | Grant (2016)
behaviour completion rates 9.1
relation between learners’ | Wu (2019)
English proficiency and peer
feedback performance
students’” engagement and | Hung (2016)
strategies
Other effects of | students’ meta-cognitive | Zheng, Cui, Li & Huang (2017)
peer feedback awareness
students’ self-efficacy Zheng, Cui, Li & Huang (2017) 9.1
students’ leaning motivation Chien, Hwang & Jong (2019)
students’ critical thinking skills | Chien, Hwang & Jong (2019)
English learning anxiety Chien, Hwang & Jong (2019)
willingness to communicate Liu (2016)

It was evident that many studies (51.5%) have explored the different types of peer feedback from
different aspects. Therefore, different classification schemes of peer feedback, such as suggestions
and praise (Qing, 2019), criticism, questions and suggestions (Luo,2016), feedback comment, depth
and tone (Walker, 2015), evaluative position, aspect of composition, effect, non-declarative
formulations, explicit reference to participants, communicative response (Chwo, 2015), directive,
nondirective, lower-order concerns and higher-order concerns (van den Bos & Tan (2019), global and
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local areas (Li & Li, 2017), praise, criticism, and opinion (Chien, Hwang & Jong (2019), audience-aware
feedback and affectivity of reviewer comments: tone, focus and stance (Chang, 2015), explicit
correction, metalinguistic explanation, elicitation, repetition, recasts, clarification requests of
corrective feedback (Akiyama, 2017), categorization based on type, trait and revision (Leijen, 2017),
affective, cognitive and meta-cognitive feedback (Cheng, Liang & Tsai, 2015; Lin, 2018), suggestion,
clarification request, problem description, praise for content feedback and suggestion, clarification
request, problem description, metalinguistic explanation, direct correction, praise for language
feedback (Wu, 2019), surface-level, meaning-level, and rhetorical feedback (Dressler, Chu, Crossman
& Hilman, 2019), ‘general’, ‘specific’ and ‘constructive’ feedback (Gaynor, 2019) were found in the
literature.

Another popular line of research is concerned with students’ perceptions on their experience of
doing peer feedback activity (51.5%). Among these, students’ perceived satisfaction (Shang, 2019),
perceived opportunities/ usefulness/ learning/ benefits with regards to peer feedback activity (Al
Qunayeer, 2019; Gaynor, 2019; Latifi, Noroozi, Hatami, & Biemans, 2019; Lin, 2018; Luo, 2016, Qing,
2019; Vorobel & Kim, 2017; Yang, 2015; Yu, 2019), perceived challenges with regards to peer
feedback activity (Al Qunayeer, 2019; Hung, 2016; Vorobel & Kim, 2017), students’ appreciation of
the module and ease of use of the module mediated by peer feedback (Latifi, Noroozi, Hatami, &
Biemans, 2019), perceived enjoyment and motivation, effort and difference to regular class Grant
(2016), perceived effects of the domain-general learning (Latifi, Noroozi, Hatami, & Biemans, 2019)
their comfort and preferences in receiving and giving feedback (Pritchard & Morrow, 2017) and their
overall perceptions on the task/ peer review/ instructional design (Gielen & De Wever ,2015; Li & Li,
2017; Liu, 2016; Wu, Petit & Chen, 2015) were explored.

Studies that explored the impacts of peer feedback on learning performance (39.4%) centred
around students’ writing performance (Cheng, Liang & Tsai, 2015; Jurkowski, 2018; Latifi, Noroozi,
Hatami, & Biemans, 2019; Noroozi & Hatami, 2019; Qing, 2019; Shang, 2019; van den Bos & Tan,
2019; Wu, Petit & Chen, 2015; Zheng, Cui, Li & Huang, 2017) and speaking performance (Chien,
Hwang & Jong, 2019; Liu, 2016).

Some studies (30.3%) also examined students’ integration of peer feedback in their revised work
(Akiyama, 2017; Dressler, Chu, Crossman & Hilman, 2019; Jurkowski, 2018, Leijen, 2017; Magnifico,
Woodard & McCarthey, 2019; van den Bos & Tan, 2019; Vorobel & Kim, 2017; Walker, 2015; Yang,
2015; Yu, 2019).

Other lines of research involved exploration into the quality of peer feedback (18.2%), student
beliefs or attitudes (12.1%), consideration of peer feedback (9.1%), learning behaviour (9.1%), other
effects of peer feedback (9.1%) on students’ meta-cognitive awareness, self-efficacy, leaning
motivation, critical thinking skills, English learning anxiety, willingness to communicate and effects of
peer review training (3.0%).

The aforementioned findings revealed that an overwhelming attention was addressed to different
types/ characteristics of feedback, students’ perceptions on peer feedback experience and impacts
of peer feedback on learning performance. There is relatively little research that delves into students’
integration of peer feedback in their revised work. As echoed in Walker’s (2015) paper, research on
peer feedback should put the focus on students using feedback rather than giving feedback. As
student revision is an important part of a peer review activity, exploration into students’ integration
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of peer feedback on their subsequent work will definately shed some valuable insights on the efficacy
of peer feedback.

Classroom Context in Technology-Supported Peer Feedback Studies

Table 2 summarizes the classroom context of technology-supported peer feedback studies. Of all
the 33 peer feedback studies included in the final synthesis, 25 studies (75.8%) were conducted in
the context of student writing, which include essays of different format such as 120-word (Zheng,
Cui, Li & Huang, 2017), 500-word (Chang , 2015) and 4-paragraph essay (Shang, 2019) and different
genres, such as argumentative essay (Latifi, Noroozi, Hatami & Biemans, 2019; Leijen, 2017; Li & Li,
2017; Noroozi & Hatami, 2019; van den Bos & Tan, 2019), narrative writing (Wu, 2019), imaginative
story (Chwo, 2015), personal expressive writing (Pritchard & Morrow, 2017), descriptive essay
Vorobel & Kim (2017), persuasive essay (Magnifico, Woodard & McCarthey, 2019), reaction paper (Li
& Li, 2017; Wu, Petit & Chen, 2015), problem-solution essay (Grant, 2016), report writing (Cheng,
Liang, & Tsai, 2015; Dressler, Chu, Crossman, & Hilman, 2019; Walker, 2015), summary writing (Li &
Li, 2017; Yang (2015), abstract writing (Gielen & De Wever, 2015), research proposal writing (Al
Qunayeer, 2019), thesis/ dissertation (Yu, 2019), term paper (Jurkowski, 2018 ), a book chapter (Qing,
2019), reflective reviews and other assignments (Gaynor, 2019).

Table 2. Classroom Context

Research proposal/ thesis or
dissertation writing

Report writing
Others (term paper/ book

chapter/ reflective reviews &
other assignments)

Classroom Approach Studies
Context
Essay writing (120-word, 4- | Chang, 2016; Chwo, 2015; Grant, 2016;
paragraph, 500-word, | Latifi, Noroozi, Hatami & Biemans, 2019;
argumentative/ narrative/ | Leijen, 2017; Li & Li, 2017; Magnifico,
reaction paper/ problem- | Woodard & McCarthey, 2019; Noroozi
solution/ descriptive/ | & Hatami, 2019; Shang, 2019; Pritchard
persuasive essay) Summary/ | & Morrow, 2017; van den Bos & Tan,
abstract writing 2019; Vorobel & Kim, 2017; Wu, 2019;
Wu, Petit & Chen, 2015; Zheng, Cui, Li &
Student Huang, 2017

writing Gielen & De Wever, 2015; Li & Li, 2017;

Yang, 2015
Al Qunayeer, 2019; Yu, 2019
Cheng, Liang, & Tsai, 2015; Dressler,

Chu, Crossman, & Hilman, 2019; Walker,
2015

Gaynor, 2019; Jurkowski, 2018; Qing,
2019
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Oral presentation / speech Hung, 2016; Liu, 2016; Luo, 2016;
Student Learning films produced by | Chien, Hwang & Jong (2019)
speaking talking
to virtual characters Akiyama (2017)
Audio record of conversation
Translation quizzes Ge (2019)
Others Vocabulary task Montero-Fleta, Pérez-Sabater & Pérez-
Sabater (2015)
Micro-teaching Lin (2018)

Only a small number of studies (15.2%) conducted peer feedback studies in the context of student
speaking. Among all the studies conducted in speaking context, 60% of them focused on developing
students’ oral presentation or speech delivery skills, which involve group project presentation (Luo,
2016), video-taped speech files (Liu, 2016) and speech videos (Hung, 2016). The other two studies
(Akiyama, 2017; Chien, Hwang & Jong, 2019) are more concerned with developing students’ oral
communication skills.

Apart from writing and speaking contexts, other studies also involved the use of peer feedback in
translation quizzes (Ge, 2019), vocabulary task (Montero-Fleta, Pérez-Sabater & Pérez-Sabater, 2015)
and micro-teaching (Lin, 2018).

Affordances of technology-supported peer feedback activity

Empirically, previous studies have demonstrated that peer feedback can improve students’ writing
performance (Zheng, Cui, Li & Huang, 2017). Students were found to produce higher quality of
argumentative essays in posttest compared to their pretest (Noroozi & Hatami, 2019). Students were
also reported to improve their sentence writing, make fewer grammatical errors, and produce more
types of lexical items (Shang, 2019). Similarly, peer feedback activity designed in the scripted (Latifi,
Noroozi, Hatami & Biemans, 2019) and anonymous condition (van den Bos & Tan, 2019) were found
to contribute to students’ better writing performance. In the context of speaking, students in the
SVVR environment with PA approach were found to perform better in terms of fluency,
comprehension and maturity of the language (Chien, Hwang & Jong, 2019). In the same way,
students’ reading comprehension and academic writing skills were found to improve through a peer
feedback mediated learning activity. Students have benefitted in terms of recognizing the key
elements in well-organized academic texts, clarifying illogical sentences and text misunderstanding
with the summary revisions from their peers (Yang, 2015).

These findings concur with a bulk of evidence gathered from students’ positive perceptions on the
peer feedback activity. Students reported that they have improved writing skills and achievement
(Zheng, Cui, Li & Huang, 2017) and enhanced awareness of the academic thesis genre after composing
peer feedback (Yu, 2019). Other studies reported that peer feedback helped students to write a well-
structured and sound argumentative essay (Latifi, Noroozi, Hatami & Biemans, 2019), refine research
proposals and learn better about the process of research proposal development (Al Qunayeer, 2019),
improve content, organization and layout of their wiki chapter (Qing, 2019), progress in the
organization for composing an essay (Wu, Petit & Chen, 2015) and improve their grammatical
accuracy and vocabulary use, ideas development as well as revision and citation (Li & Li, 2017). 76%
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of participants reported that online peer feedback helped them to resolve many summary writing
difficulties, thus reducing their writing anxiety (Yang, 2015). Table 3 gives a summary of the
affordances of technology-supported peer feedback activity identified from the studies reviewed.

Table 3. Affordances of technology-supported peer feedback activity

Affordances

Studies

Promoting Deep Self-Reflection

Al-Qunayeer, 2019; Chien, Hwang & Jong,
2019; Dressler, Chu, Crossman, & Hilman,
2019; Li & Li, 2017; Vorobel & Kim, 2017,
Wu, Petit and Chen, 2015; Yang, 2015; Yu,
2019; Zheng, Cui, Li & Huang, 2017

Opportunities to Get High-quality Feedback

Al Qunayeer, 2019; Chang, 2015; Gaynor,
2019; Gielen & De Wever, 2015; Latifi,
Noroozi, Hatami & Biemans, 2019; Li & Li,
2017; Lin, 2018; Luo, 2016; van den Bos &
Tan, 2019; Walker, 2015; Wu, 2019; Wu,
Petit & Chen, 2015; Zheng, Cui, Li & Huang,
2017

Creating a Safe and Supportive Learning
Environment

Chien, Hwang & Jong, 2019; Li & Li, 2017,
Liu, 2016; Pritchard & Morrow, 2017; Qing,
2019; Yang, 2015

Opportunities to Get Peer Support Through
Interaction

Al Qunayeer, 2019; Ge, 2019; Li & Li, 2017;
Luo, 2016; Qing, 2019; Yang, 2015

Convenience and Ease

Al Qunayeer, 2019; Ge, 2019; Grant, 2016; Li
& Li, 2017; Liu, 2016; Shang, 2019; Yang,
2015

Opportunities to Obtain New Ideas and
Perspectives

Liu, 2016; Noroozi & Hatami, 2019; Shang,
2019; Yang, 2015

Opportunities to Get Peer Support on
Language-related Issues

Akiyama, 2017; Li & Li, 2017; Montero-Fleta,
Pérez-Sabater & Pérez-Sabater, 2015; Qing,
2019; Yu, 2019

Opportunities for Repeated Practices

Chien, Hwang & Jong, 2019; Liu, 2016

Opportunities to Learn from a Variety of
Sources

Ge, 2019; Wu, 2019; Yu, 2019

Timeliness and Peer

Feedback

Immediacy of

Liu, 2016; Luo, 2016; Yang, 2015

The five most dominant affordances of technology-supported peer feedback activity were
summarized as follows: opportunities to get high-quality feedback for student learning (39.4%),
promoting students’ deep self-reflection (27.3%), convenience and ease (21.2%), creating a safe and
supportive learning environment (18.2%) and opportunities to get peer support through interaction
(18.2%).
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Opportunities to Get High-quality Feedback

While much debate exists regarding the quality of student-generated feedback in comparison with
teacher feedback, a substantial body of evidence shows that written comments which are more
detailed and constructive (Al Qunayeer, 2019; Li & Li, 2017) and feedback which was prompt, specific
and contextualised (Luo, 2016) were reported in an online environment. In Walker’s (2015) study,
students were found to produce slightly more comments of depth explain than their tutors. 97% of
comments were usable feedback which addresses genuine shortcoming. Wu, Petit and Chen (2015)
reported that while more proficient students have offered 90.8% correct suggestions for revision,
calculated out of the total on-target suggestions, less proficient students were also found to offer
84.9% correct suggestions for revision. It was also reported that Turnitin peer comments were
predominantly revision-oriented feedback (Li & Li, 2017). This is echoed in Gaynor’s (2019) study in
which 50-60% constructive or specific peer feedback was recorded and students’ ability to produce
good feedback on the more generic criteria, such as structure and English was further highlighted. In
both the anonymous and identifiable conditions, learners were found to produce more cognitive and
metacognitive peer feedback than affective type (Lin, 2018). In the same vein, other studies reported
the significant role of scripted condition (Latifi, Noroozi, Hatami & Biemans, 2019), anonymity (van
den Bos & Tan, 2019), teacher modelling (Chang, 2015) and peer feedback request (Gielen & De
Wever, 2015) in helping students to produce high quality peer feedback.

Besides, previous studies also demonstrate that students generally hold a positive perception on
the quality of peer feedback received. Students highlighted that more accurate and elaborated
feedback can be provided for their peers, in terms of content, vocabulary and structure with
synchronous discussion in peer feedback activity (Zheng, Cui, Li & Huang, 2017). The opportunity to
exchange more detailed or longer written comments compared to traditional face-to-face session
was also addressed in Al Qunayeer’s (2019) study. In another study (Li & Li, 2017), students
commented that Turnitin peer review activity enabled them to provide more constructive peer
feedback in comparison with face-to-face peer feedback. Furthermore, it was also perceived that low
English proficiency learners were able to make effective content feedback, just like high English
proficiency learners (Wu, 2019).

Promoting Deep Self-Reflection

Students reported that engaging in technology-enhanced peer feedback sessions can help promote
their deep reflection on writing processes (Zheng, Cui, Li & Huang, 2017). They can critically analyze
their own work (Li & Li, 2017). This is further echoed in Wu, Petit and Chen’s (2015) study when
students reported that peer feedback activity has helped them to improve their critical thinking
ability when reading an article. Students also reported that they can reflect on themselves to improve
their own performance (Chien, Hwang & Jong, 2019). Students’ increased awareness of linguistic
errors after identifying linguistic errors in their peer’s work was also reported (Yu, 2019).

Students’ uptake of peer feedback is closely related to their ability to self-reflect on their own work.
It was reported that there were no significant differences in the quantity and quality of uptake
between instructor and peer feedback (Dressler, Chu, Crossman, & Hilman, 2019). This is supported
by another study which reported that students who received online peer feedback have shown great
improvement in substitution, reordering and consolidation revisions (Yang, 2015). Furthermore, it
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was also found that 84.4% of feedback provided on grammar and formatting were addressed in
revision (Vorobel & Kim, 2017). These findings can be explained further with points highlighted by
students in other studies, such as students’ enhanced understanding of peer feedback (Zheng, Cui, Li
& Huang, 2017) and availability of ample time to clarify misunderstanding (Al-Qunayeer, 2019) in
online peer feedback activity. Therefore, they might help to explain why technology-supported peer
feedback can contribute to students’ effective reflection of their own work.

Convenience and Ease

Peer feedback activity in online mode was described as convenient and flexible (Grant, 2016; Liu,
2016). Students highlighted that it was easy for them to keep track of their speech performance and
give their feedback as it is without time limit and physical barriers (Liu, 2016). Similarly, convenience
was also one of the advantages reported by students with regards to the use of Turnitin-based peer
review (Li & Li, 2017). With the use of technological tools, students reported that they could easily
download and revise their peers’ work online anywhere and anytime (Shang, 2019). Similarly,
students also reported that videos could be used anytime and anywhere with mobile phones (Ge,
2019). Positive perceptions on easy-to-use characteristic of the video feedback was also noted as
students highlighted that producing video feedback can save more time and energy compared to
writing feedback (Ge, 2019). Moreover, an online environment which goes beyond the limitations of
time and space allows students to check feedback regularly (Yang, 2015) and take more time to
respond to peer comments (Al Qunayeer, 2019; Li & Li, 2017), elaborate ideas and clarify
misunderstanding (Al Qunayeer, 2019). Besides, students commented that they can think thoroughly
and organize their feedback many times in Turnitin peer review (Li & Li, 2017).

Creating a Safe and Supportive Learning Environment

Online peer feedback was claimed by students to diminish their pressure to give face
threatening criticism (Li & Li, 2017) and was therefore described as ‘less intimidating’ (Pritchard &
Morrow, 2017). It was reported that certain drawbacks of face-to-face sharing can be overcome in
the online environment in that there is no need for feedback receivers to make a spontaneous record
of the peer suggestions. As for feedback providers, they are not expected to generate a response on
the spot and before their peers, after only one reading. Engaging in a face-to-face peer feedback is
more threatening as students are afraid of “losing face” or being embarrassed during face-to-face
discussions (Yang, 2015). Furthermore, 80.9% of participants reported that online speech practice for
the peer review activity helped them to reduce their anxiety to present speech in front of real
audience (Liu, 2016). Their reflection entries further unveiled that they were less anxious when
talking to a machine rather than to their classmates. The same was reported by Chien, Hwang and
Jong (2019) when students considered SVVR as a “safe” learning environment and that with the peer
assessment approach which includes peer review, it can significantly reduce their English learning
anxiety. Students reported that the fear to speak English in SVVR environment was diminished.
Furthermore, the ability of an online environment to create a friendly and supportive environment
was again confirmed when students were found to provide more positive comments during peer
review and the peer feedback activity was perceived to be able to encourage and motivate them to
perform better (Qing, 2019).
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Opportunities to Get Peer Support Through Interaction

Online peer feedback was reported to spur dialogue around learning (Luo, 2016) and thus was
viewed as promoting important social skills for students to interact with peers online (Yang, 2015).
Students perceived it as offering great opportunities for them to communicate ideas (Al Qunayeer,
2019), express their own understanding (Luo, 2016), discuss language points (Li & Li, 2017), raise
audience awareness (Qing, 2019) and foster a sense of belonging (Ge, 2019). As highlighted by
students in Luo’s (2016) study, the interactivity of the classroom with both the content and peers was
enhanced via the peer feedback activity.

Opportunities to Obtain New Ideas and Perspectives

Another affordance offered by online tools and platform is the visibility of all student work. Hence,
it is not surprising when students reported that they can get more ideas from their peers (Shang,
2019), learn new writing perspectives (Noroozi & Hatami, 2019) and view their peers’ ideas and
thoughts on writing summaries for comparison to be made (Yang, 2015). This is particularly relevant
when it was revealed that watching others' feedback clips was a common strategy used by the
students (Liu, 2016). The opportunities made available for students to read their peer’s essays
allowed them to view an issue from different perspectives, such as to discover its pros and cons and
this will benefit them to revise and modify their own initial standpoints on the topic discussed
(Noroozi & Hatami, 2019).

Opportunities to Get Peer Support on Language-related Issues

Peer feedback was found to promote students' noticing of errors in target form when an instruction
on corrective feedback was given (Montero-Fleta, Pérez-Sabater & Pérez-Sabater, 2015). This is
further supported by another study which found a positive relationship between learner beliefs and
potential noticing of corrective feedback, especially of recast during a peer review (Akiyama, 2017).
From the students’ perspective, it was reported that online peer feedback can help them to proofread
and detect mistakes or flaw (Qing, 2019), address language-related issues (Li & Li, 2017), improve
their grammatical accuracy (Li & Li, 2017; Shang, 2019) and contribute to their increased linguistic
knowledge of academic genres (Yu, 2019).

Opportunities to Learn from a Variety of Sources

Student learning was promoted when they were engaged in providing feedback on their
peers’ theses/dissertations as they sought external assistance from a peer or scholarly resources (Yu,
2019). Similarly, online reference materials were used by low English proficiency learners to enhance
the quality of their language feedback (Wu, 2019). Peer feedback activity also allowed students to
make productive comparison of work. Students reported that comparing answers from different
sources during peer review has resulted in their enhanced understanding of translation quiz
guestions and improvement in the posttest (Ge, 2019).

Timeliness and Immediacy of Peer Feedback

Students reported that peer feedback can be given without time limit and physical barrier
(Liu, 2016). Similarly, timeliness and immediacy of peer feedback were some features noted by
students (Luo, 2016). Compared to face-to-face peer feedback, online mode was said to prompt
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immediate comments (Yang, 2015). As students recalled, any immediate comments can be typed and
shared whenever something was noted during the twitter-mediated peer feedback session.

Opportunities for Repeated Practices

Another affordance of peer feedback activity lies in opportunities provided for students to
have repeated practice (Chien, Hwang & Jong, 2019). As addressed in another study, a more flexible
time schedule was made available to practise speech presentations or revise speech content (Liu,
2016). Modifying language and rehearsing what to say were the two most frequently used strategies
when students were asked to give oral peer feedback via video.

Potential challenges/ constraints of technology-supported peer feedback activity

Despite numerous benefits of using technology-supported peer feedback were documented
in the literature, some challenges/ constraints derived from technology-supported peer feedback
activity are still evident, as summarized in Table 4.

Table 4. Challenges/ constraints of Technology-supported Peer Feedback Activity

Constraints/ Challenges Studies
Students’ Lack of Confidence to | Al Qunayeer, 2019; Chien, Hwang & Jong, 2019;
Provide Feedback Grant, 2016; Liu, 2016; Montero-Fleta, Pérez-Sabater

& Pérez-Sabater, 2015; Shang, 2019; Wu, 2019; Wu,
Petit & Chen, 2015; Yang, 2015; Yu, 2019

Students’ Lack of Trust in Their | Al Qunayeer, 2019; Chien, Hwang & Jong, 2019; Ge,
Peers’ Ability to Provide Feedback | 2019; Li & Li, 2017; Shang, 2019; Vorobel & Kim,
2017; Wu, Petit & Chen, 2015; Yang, 2015

Lack of Constructive Peer Feedback | Akiyama, 2017; Dressler, Chu, Crossman, & Hilman,
2019; Gaynor, 2019; Luo, 2016; Magnifico, Woodard
& McCarthey, 2019; Montero-Fleta, Pérez-Sabater &
Pérez-Sabater, 2015, Qing, 2019; Wu, 2019; Wu,
Petit & Chen, 2015

Lack of Active Response to Peer | Al Qunayeer, 2019; Dressler, Chu, Crossman, &
Feedback Hilman, 2019; Ge, 2019; Jurkowski, 2018; Leijen,
2017; Magnifico, Woodard & McCarthey, 2019;
Vorobel and Kim, 2017; Walker, 2015

Technical Issues Related to The | Chien, Hwang & Jong, 2019; Li & Li, 2017; Liu, 2016;
Tools Used Luo, 2016

Lack of Proper Etiquette When | Li & Li, 2017; Luo, 2016

Communicating

Task-related Issues Chien, Hwang & Jong, 2019; Grant, 2016; Liu, 2016
Delayed feedback Pritchard & Morrow, 2017
Lack of non-verbal cues Pritchard & Morrow, 2017

The four main challenges of technology-supported peer feedback activity were summarized as
follows: students’ lack of confidence to provide feedback (30.3%), lack of constructive peer feedback
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(27.3%), students’ lack of trust in their peers’ ability to provide feedback (24.2%) and students’ lack
of active response to peer feedback (24.2%).

Students’ Lack of Confidence to Provide Feedback

It was noticed that peer feedback often consists of vague suggestions due to students’ lack of
confidence in their ability to provide feedback (Wu, Petit & Chen, 2015). Similarly, students perceived
that they lack of self-confidence in evaluating and judging their peers’ research proposals (Al
Qunayeer, 2019). On the same note, upper-intermediate students perceived that online peer review
was difficult for them (Grant, 2016) and it was difficult to identify others’ mistakes (Chien, Hwang &
Jong, 2019) and some of them reported that they hesitated to revise their peers’ summaries (Yang,
2015). Compared to expert comments, students feel that their comments were not good enough
(Wu, Petit & Chen, 2015), some even doubted their ability to provide meaningful feedback for their
peers (Yu, 2019) and some were obviously not confident as they have limited English knowledge
(Shang, 2019). Wu (2019) also found that less proficient students made fewer direct changes in
language feedback because of their limited English proficiency. Some students commented that they
“don’t know what to say” and “afraid of losing face if they did not do a good job” (Liu, 2016). The
same issue was highlighted by Montero-Fleta, Pérez-Sabater and Pérez-Sabater (2015) when it was
found that less proficient students only resorted to mere agreeing due to their lack of confidence
when pairing up with more proficient peers.

Though students’ lack of confidence in their own ability to provide feedback is one of the main
issues highlighted, previous studies have reported many different ways to enhance students’
confidence in this context. For instance, with the use of peer feedback request (Gielen & De Wever,
2015), students believe they would provide more specific feedback, comprising more suggestions on
how to improve future work and content checklist was perceived to help the assessor to increase the
quality of the peer feedback (Gielen & De Wever, 2015).

Lack of Constructive Peer Feedback

The issue on credibility and quality of peer feedback has sparked off considerable debate for
decades. For instance, it was found that positive comments provided by students did not necessarily
reflect the quality of the peer’s work (Qing, 2019). Students’ concern about hurting their friends
(Akiyama, 2017; Vorobel & Kim, 2017) can be used to explain this. Only 32.2% of all feedback tweets
in a microblogging-based peer feedback activity with little intervention from instructor were
constructive peer feedback and most of the suggestion tweets were focused on addressing the
technical issues (Luo, 2016). Besides, peer feedback was found to use primarily general and informing
language, consisting of “cheerleading” comments or problem identification without specific
suggestions for improvement (Magnifico, Woodard & McCarthey, 2019). Some students did not even
provide feedback but merely commented on their peer’s texts (Montero-Fleta, Pérez-Sabater &
Pérez-Sabater, 2015). While it was found that low proficiency learners might not be able to detect
mistakes due to their insufficient linguistic knowledge of the target form (Montero-Fleta, Pérez-
Sabater & Pérez-Sabater, 2015), high proficiency learners were also found not to correct obvious
mistakes as they reported that they believed their peers were able to rectify obvious issues (Wu,
2019). Similarly, it was found that many errors were not corrected by native-speaking partners
(Akiyama, 2017). Compared to instructor, students were found to provide more surface-level
feedback (Dressler, Chu, Crossman, & Hilman, 2019). This is further supported by another study which
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found that students were inclined to address issues which were within their ability level (Wu, Petit &
Chen, 2015). On the other hand, Qing (2019) justified that the considerably lower number of critical
language comments found in her study was most probably due to the ‘face threatening’ factor in
which the high level of visibility of message in wiki open learning environment might have prevented
students from directly correcting the language errors made by their peers. As providing feedback
involves high-level cognitive processing (King, 2002), efforts should be put on training students on
how to provide more specific comments. As suggested by Qing (2019), for language courses which
aim to improve the language skills, students can be encouraged to look for language problems/issues
so as to reinforce their second language learning.

Students’ Lack of Trust in Their Peers’ Ability to Provide Feedback

Some postgraduates cast their doubts on reliability of the ideas and suggestions given by their
peers (Al Qunayeer, 2019). Similarly, teacher feedback was viewed as more honest as opposed to
peer feedback (Vorobel & Kim, 2017) and worst of all, some students thought that some of the peer
comments might be wrong (Ge, 2019). It was perceived that some students did not provide helpful
feedback and some others did not evaluate seriously (Chien, Hwang & Jong, 2019). A few studies (Li
& Li, 2017; Shang, 2019) also found students’ lack of confidence with their peers’ ability to revise
grammar. Some students, however, perceived that peers merely focused on grammatical/
typographical errors (Yang, 2015). Furthermore, students’ perception of low-quality peer feedback
and its resulting low credibility was also used to explain why they did not ask for clarification from
their peers as anticipated (Wu, Petit & Chen, 2015). Similarly, students’ negative perception on the
lack of quality of peer feedback was also reported in Gaynor’s (2019) study, therefore
reviewing/giving feedback was considered a more useful facet of the peer review process rather than
receiving peer feedback.

Lack of Active Response to Peer Feedback

Students were found making no corresponding changes on 51% of peer comments (Walker,
2015). Extensive revisions were only noted in a small number of students and those who received
informative peer response did not revise their work meaningfully (Magnifico, Woodard & McCarthey,
2019). Similarly, it was found that 48% of feedback instances were not revised in a subsequent draft
(Leijen, 2017). Moreover, it was found that only about 50% of correct peer comments were
integrated even when students were supported with question prompts (Jurkowski, 2018). Also, it was
found that some learners were unwilling to accept the extra information provided by their peers (Ge,
2019). Students’ unwillingness to follow the peer's suggestion was again addressed by the students
in Vorobel and Kim’s (2017) study.

Possible reasons were suggested to explain the aforementioned issues. For instance, students’
disagreement with peer comments and unwillingness to recognize the shortcomings of their work
(Walker, 2015), students’ lack of motivation during the revision process and their lack of confidence
with the comments provided by their peers (Jurkowski, 2018), confusion/ misunderstanding caused
by unclear feedback as well as the lack of knowledge of the issues highlighted (Al Qunayeer, 2019)
were some of the reasons discussed. Students’ limited English proficiency (Ge, 2019) may also
demotivate them to use the information offered by their peers. On the other hand, ease of uptake
was put forward to explain students’ tendency to take up surface-level feedback more frequently
than other types of feedback (Dressler, Chu, Crossman, & Hilman, 2019), hinting the possibility that
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students might refrain themselves from making major changes to their initial work after receiving the
peer feedback.

Technical Issues Related to The Tools Used

Students have also reported some difficulties related to the use of technological tools during
peer review. Among which, limitations of Turnitin tool to let students clarify the doubts on a
particular point and confusion caused when switching the tools (Li & Li, 2017), compatibility issues of
SVVR application and its different volume sizes on different mobile devices (Chien, Hwang & Jong,
2019), poor video/sound quality and slow loading in voice blog (Liu, 2016), limited commenting
features of Twitter (Montero-Fleta, Pérez-Sabater & Pérez-Sabater, 2015) were some of the issues
highlighted. Besides, unfamiliarity with the tool, the issue of distraction and information overload
were also reported in Luo’s (2016) study. Students described the situation as ‘chaotic’ and they have
difficulties to keep up with what was being discussed in Twitter-mediated peer feedback session.

Others

Some students highlighted that their peers did not show proper etiquette when
communicating during peer feedback activity. Students reported that their peers did not use
‘respectful word’ when giving their comments (Li & Li, 2017). This is echoed in another study when
the word ‘disrespectful’ was used by a student in describing the peer feedback received (Luo, 2016).
As suggested by Li and Li (2017), it is thus necessary to provide some guidance for students on how
to draw on their pragmatic knowledge, use polite expressions and emoticons to tone down the
negativity when providing feedback. Task-related issues such as having to produce a long learning
film (Chien, Hwang & Jong, 2019) and extra workload and time management (Grant, 2016; Liu, 2016)
as well as the need to communicate face-to-face with peers (Grant, 2016) were also highlighted by
students. Besides, some students reported that they preferred face-to-face (f2f) feedback more than
online peer feedback due to issues related to delayed feedback. Also, the more personal nature of
the f2f interaction allows for more effective communication compared to online feedback session,
which is viewed as lacking of non-verbal cues (Pritchard & Morrow, 2017).

Conclusion

In sum, research on technology-supported peer feedback has centered on a few strands, focusing
on different peer feedback types/ characteristics, student perceptions on their peer feedback
experience and the impacts of peer feedback on student learning performance. Students’ integration
of peer feedback, which is a crtically underexplored facet, can be given more focus by future
researchers. Furthermore, more studies should be conducted in speaking context in view of the
relative paucity of such studies in the literature.

Though some arguments exist regarding the rich visual and auditory cues, i.e body language and
tone of voice in a conventional face-to-face peer feedback session, as well as the concern of delayed
response in an online environment (Pritchard & Morrow, 2017), literature has shown that
technology-supported peer feedback can offer a lot more potential advantages, particularly in
providing opportunities for students to get high-quality feedback for their learning, promoting
students’ deep self-reflection as well as the affordances that lead to learners’ convenience and ease.
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Given the potentially intimidating nature of face-to-face peer feedback, educators can consider the
use of effective digital tools to help enhance the efficacy of peer feedback.

Though technology-supported peer feedback has been empirically proven to offer numerous
merits, there is accumulating evidence that students’ lack of confidence to provide feedback and their
lack of trust in their peers’ ability as assessors might affect the overall efficacy of peer feedback. Other
vexing challenges are concerned with students’ inability to provide constructive peer feedback and
their lack of active response to peer feedback. As it was found that a lot of students have expressed
their concerns on the aforementioned issues, proper guidance from teachers is thus called for to
create a more non-threatening and supportive environment which is deemed necessary to enhance
the efficacy of peer feedback in a technology-supported learning environment.
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