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ABSTRACT
L2 teachers in Writing have long been using peer feedback to improve their writing skills in the classrooms. While
findings from nearly all studies have shown paired-peer feedback and grouped-peer feedback to enhance student
writing performance, few studies have attempted to compare the effect of paired and grouped-peer feedback on
writing performance. If the results of paired and grouped-peer feedback are thus proposed, the view of using paired
and grouped-peer feedback is further clarified in the EFL written guidance, so teachers can have a clearer
understanding of the appropriate arrangement for students to receive paired or clustered peer reviews. This helps
educators to organize their students in a writing classroom. First, in the current post, we shall address the theoretical
basis of peer reviews. We will review previous feedback studies by analyzing paired-peer feedback and grouped-peer
feedback behaviors in foreign and Vietnamese contexts. Finally, we will define the research differences based on
theoretical review and previous studies.
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1. INTRODUCTION
International communication has been rising in line with
globalization's current trend, resulting in a growing
demand for English communication skills. Much
professional correspondence is still carried out mainly in
writing. This ability is an important component, though
many consider it difficult to master than other language
skills, i.e., speaking, listening, and reading[1-4]. Hence,
a big concern for English learners is how to write well.
Students can currently find writing abilities boring and
difficult to learn since writing teachers encourage them
to work independently. While students make great
efforts from practical experience to present their ideas
logically and practically as teacher observation, their
final writing product still showed errors. This could
stem from a lack of opportunities for their teachers or
peers to receive instant feedback[5]. In response to this
issue, most strategies are recommended to build an
atmosphere that allows students to engage with other
students. Under these methods, it is possible to give and
receive feedback to enable students to write assignments
more effectively. As part of teaching and learning

practices, this incorporation of feedback provides
students with more opportunities to obtain and provide
feedback together to satisfy the teacher's demand and
improve students' writing. Thus, If feedback is
successfully applied in the classroom, it can inspire
students, improve their positive attitudes, and develop
their writing skills [6,7].
As a second language writing instruction, Peer review
has increasingly been used in English and plays an
important role in developing student writing skills [810]. Written peer feedback research has found that peers
are typically able to give valid comments [9], and their
feedback is usually just as good as the feedback of a
teacher in helping students improve their drafts [11],
sometimes even more effective [12]. The general
advantages of peer reviews can come from many
sources. First, feedback is understandable that peers can
best express [10]. Second, total input than an over-taxed
teacher can be given by multi-peer feedback [8]. When
several reviewers find the same issues, this practice will
help increase more persuasive reviews, and this
feedback reflects more diverse views of the audience
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[9]. Third, The process of providing feedback to
others[10], learning from good and poor writing
techniques, is a learning opportunity itself. In general,
arranging peer feedback activities could be one of the
most effective ways for learners to improve their writing
[13].
Peer reviews can be seen as forming students in pairs or
groups. However, the way teachers train students in
pairs or groups is not clearly indicated by previous
researchers[14,15], which often confuses teachers when
performing peer feedback activities. This poses
concerns about whether grouping students in two, three,
or four will lead to the greatest performance. According
to Shehadeh[16], there are essentially two main ways to
administer peer feedback in a written classroom: peerto-peer feedback and peer-to-peer feedback.
 Paired-peer feedback refers to bringing two
learners into the writing classroom to correct each
other's writing tasks and propose recommendations
or suggestions on them.
 Grouped-peer feedback: refers to the practice of
using a group of three or four students in the
writing classroom to correct each other's writing
assignments and send them ideas or suggestions
about them.
Many peer-to-peer feedback studies have put students in
pairs to comment and provide peer feedback, often
linked to individual peer feedback. This kind of
feedback's positive impact links two students and
generates a sense of critical readers and authors [17-19].
While some studies have shown that working in pairs
creates more opportunities for individual involvement,
other studies have shown that working in input delivery
groups also results in better EFL writing results[20, 21]
as it provides more effective and legitimate assistance to
students[19] and larger groups (e.g., four) to encourage
students to take advantage of this opportunity.
The question open to future studies is how the number
of students interacting with each other influences the
writing product's quality. This suggests that when all
three or four group members work together on a written
document to make an argument, it implies a better result
than only two students do. In fact, there is also a need to
analyze the influence of major classes (of three or four
students) on writing skills. More learners represent more
information and more linguistic capital than a
sociocultural perspective. Conflict or disagreement is
considered productive when working in groups because
students delay agreement and promote more knowledge
search [23,24]. Students can make statements and give
evidence to support them and resolve the dispute when
they take different assignments. Students will need to
have much more comprehensive arguments for
defending their own points of view. Once the conflict

has been expanded and clarified, they will build a
clearer understanding of the related issues[25,26]. More
ideas and problems are addressed in detail as students
work in groups to address issues, making them more
resourceful to choose solutions and establish a writing
standard [27]. There may be a disparity between the
effect of peer-to-peer reviews and peer-to-peer feedback
on writing outcomes. Therefore, this paper covers the
theoretical foundations of peer feedback, discusses the
relevant peer feedback studies by looking at paired and
clustered peer feedback performed in the international
context and the Vietnamese contexts, and finally shows
the study gaps based on previous theoretical analysis
studies.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Collaborative Learning
Information among students in the class is co-built and
shared. Therefore, learning cannot be an individual
activity; it has to be a collective activity[28]. Learning
can also not be an independent practice in Dewey's
realistic method [29]. Instead, learning includes
encouraging students to engage in a social relationship.
A person's cognition results from cooperation in social
groups and is correlated with social life. In the group
sense, Vygotsky [28] primarily concentrated on
individuals' influence. Community study in the
university setting is strongly recommended to be done
in the classroom to plan for future lives, according to
Smith et al. [30]. Collaborative learning is essentially a
pedagogical activity that allows learners to work
together to solve a problem, complete a task, and
produce a product. Besides, collaborative learning
stresses individual community members' strengths and
accomplishments in all classroom circumstances where
studBesidestively participating in groups. "Roschelle
and Teasley described collaborative learning ([31];
p.70) as "participants' collective participation in a
concerted attempt to solve the problem together.
Similarly, Webb and Palinscar[32] argued that in a
collaborative atmosphere, students work collaboratively
to understand each other in the community, offer
assistance to others and gain support from others.
Several authors contribute to the various perspectives of
writing, such as content, organization, as well as
language, according to Chao and Lo[33], and also
contribute to relieving anxiety about the task's difficulty.
Collaborative learning theory is also seen as a sign of
peers' provision and receipt of constructive feedback.
The student learns from those with more experience,
according to Vygotsky[28]. The Proximal Development
Zone (ZPD) refers to the distance between students'
willingness to collaborate with their peers without their
peers' assistance [28]. ZPD gives students the ability to
develop skills such as fear and anxiety. Particularly,
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observing and experiencing people through social class
interactions shows how students grow their skills
individually.
In a classroom setting, the student can internalize the
"expert" problem-solving techniques by interacting with
more knowledgeable peers, thereby enhancing their
ability to complete assignments [34]. Students may
benefit from peer input within the ZPD by transitioning
from another control mechanism (i.e., performing with
help from others) to self-regulation (i.e., being capable
of autonomous problem-solving)[35]. This is very
important to one of the key goals of classroom
assessment, i.e., encouraging learners to own their own
learning and creating learners capable of self-regulating
learning. Therefore, student-student interaction is
regarded as a way of ZPD in writing classes through
feedback implementation.

2.2. Writing performance
The ability of students to effectively write a piece and
turn thoughts and ideas into written language, according
to Sharadgah[36], is not easy at all. In particular,
Writing output means "the writing of an idea of the
writer in a written form that takes into account an
audience and demonstrates the mechanics of a particular
subject with a clear organization of ideas, appropriate
and relevant content" ([37]; p.2). Two domains,
micrograms (grammatic precision and lexical
sophistication) and macro levels, test writing output (the
coherence and cohesion of writing). Writing skills are
known as the macro and microphones[38]. The
assessors will create rubrics to write tests and
assessments based on these aspects. These dimensions
help each other in creating a successful writing skill.

 Micro-level (level of word or phrase):
grammatical conventions, spelling, and
punctuation[39], appropriate choice of the
word[13].

 Macro-level: quality of information,
coherence and organization[39], concept
development[13].

2.3. Reviews of Related Literature
2.3.1. Previous studies on Paired-Peer Feedback
Many previous studies have been based on a type of
feedback, also known as peer-to-peer feedback, a
system where two students share their writings to

comment. The findings reported that peer-to-peer
feedback was more positive, as this form of feedback
increased student engagement and made students more
critical of readers and writers.
Kamimura (2006) [40] explored the impact of different
English proficiency levels on outcomes and what
variations can be predicted based on proficiency levels.
Twenty-four students from two university classes
participated in the study. Students wrote a pre-test
argument. They then wrote a new essay and took on the
English paragraph structure. Then a student had a
partner assigned and told them to work for the rest of
the experiment with their partner. In each passage, they
were asked to remember the errors and to suggest
solutions to the issues. Students were asked to compose
a post-test essay. Second, peer-to-peer input in the essay
positively impacted the writing success of both high and
low-profile students. Second, even though both students
wrote longer essays in the post-test, this activity had no
major impact on their fluency. Most peer comments
were useful, pertinent to the article, whether the
comment was in English or not. Most students have
considered the comment helpful. High-level students
prefer to make global comments in the debate and are
more concrete, whereas low-level students tend to make
detailed sentential comments.
In 2008, Xiao [41] studied the extent to which Chinese
learners implemented a paired-peer model, how
effectively they used it, and how it impacted their
performance in English. The intervention research was
performed with 30 second-year students from the
Shantou Radio and Television University in China.
Students had to partake in peer review events but
volunteered to participate in peer review sessions. It's
performed in pairs, not in groups. Students were
allowed to shape and research pairs. They have been
academic partners. The results demonstrated peer
engagement and eliminated language learning barriers
in distance learning. Students indicated that they gained
from peer feedback activities on EFL writing.
In 2010, Lam[42] aimed at enhancing students'
awareness of skills related to providing consistent and
meaningful peer input and helping students use peer-topeer feedback in their writing. Thirty students took part
in the research. They sat together to research each
other's ideas. The Peer-Peer Review Training has been
held for the first three weeks. This session involves
modeling, experimenting, and awareness-raising, which
enabled the researcher to provide 30 students with
adequate training and scaffolding before the peer review
operation. An interview was conducted with four
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students about how they responded to the peer review
training session. The study suggested that students
reacted favorably to peer review in the writing course.
Interviews revealed that students who self-criticize their
work were much more critical of their own work if they
learned how to edit and rewrite their work during peerreview training.
In 2014, Wang [43] explored how students' peer
feedback perceptions shift from their EFL writing, the
variables that affect their perceived utility of peer
feedback for analysis, and their views on peer feedback
rubrics. This research included fifty-three Chinese
students. The students first learned how to provide input
on EFL writing and then partnered up to gain peer
feedback. They were partnered with the same partners
during the ELF course. After a 20-minute brainstorming
session, 40 minutes of writing was assigned. All drafts
were circulated to students, and students worked in a
paired-peer input session. After reading their first drafts
back to the students, they were expected to rewrite them
based on peer input. The instructor finally graded the
third drafts of the students. Essays, questionnaires, and
interviews were used to gather information. The results
suggest that students find peer feedback useful for
revising the draft. The perceived utility of peer feedback
for enhancing language usage may be restricted by
limited English proficiency. The students agree that the
rubrics are useful to enhance their feedback practice.
The analysis has limitations. The study first looked at
how students interpret EFL writing through paired-peer
feedback. A more detailed study would have had more
strength if additional studies had been done with
students' writing and teachers' expectations. Second, the
sample size was not broad enough to generalize the
findings to various contexts. Students collaborate with a
consistent partner during the writing course.
In 2017, Kim [44] studied the characteristics of the peer
relationship between adult learners in the naturalistic
lessons of the EFL. The participants were college
students from South Korea. Seven different language
tasks have been used to collect data from paired peers.
These tasks include filling in blanks, jumbled dialogs,
reconstructing text, creating a story, and adding a
sentence. Patient and parent transcripts and interview
data were analyzed. Students seldom asked their peers
to engage in a problem-solving process. The problems
were solved individually. Loss of interaction between
pairs can negatively affect their learning opportunities.
The findings suggest that pair work or peer interaction is
a success factor. Interactions such as group work should
be done in the classroom to determine this form of peer
input accuracy.

In 2018, Zhao [45] analyzed the interactions and
similarities to mediation strategies and the volume and
concentration of feedback. The study included 18
undergraduates from a large-scale university in southern
China. Participants were formed with three different
interaction modes: competitive, expert/novice, and
dominant/dominant interaction. A 20-minute training
session was conducted before each peer review
operation to increase the accuracy and quantity of peer
reviews. They specialized in peer-to-peer and peer-topeer studies in six genres. Two or three dyad groups
were recorded with digital recording pens, depending on
the number of volunteers. The findings show that not all
feedback worked well because of the variations in
interaction styles, the strategies used by mediators to
interpret feedback, and the learning opportunities
offered by oral feedback. The lack of writers' attempts
to negotiate ratings with peer-reviewed reviewers left
more space for reviewers to comment.
In the same year with Zhao, Le [46] explored how peerto-peer response was used to provide feedback and
determine the efficacy of peer-to-peer response to
student writing. The participants were thirty-nine
students from the Department of Foreign Languages at
Ho Chi Minh City University. The writing course
started with the practice of presentation, analysis, and
writing. Next, students participated in a training session
to write an essay and give input to other students. They
were then asked to provide and receive feedback via a
guided correction. They were asked to fill out the selfassessment sheet after writing the course. The study
found that the participants looked at the structure, the
layout of the paper, and the process's most noticeable
errors in writing. Students indicated that they should
participate in groups to get more input or better ideas on
each subject. They asked the other students to
concentrate on improving their writing, but not just to
point out the wrong pieces.

2.3.2. Previous
Feedback

studies

on

Grouped-Peer

In addition to paired-peer feedback, some studies have
paid attention to the effects of group-peer feedback on
student writing outcomes, a process in which students
provide peer-to-peer feedback in a group of three or
four[19]. Shehadeh ([19]; p.150] suggested that grouppeer feedback is more "reliable and valid" than pairedpeer feedback because peer feedback in group work can
offer many learning opportunities. Also, students would
play various roles in exploring and experiencing
different writing aspects that could improve writing.
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In 2010, Ting and Qian [47] performed a Chinese EFL
writing classroom experiment on untrained groupedpeer reviews. Twenty-two students were randomly
divided into nine groups, with three to four in each
group. The research lasted 16 weeks. Students were
invited to read essays written by community members
and provide each other with written input for revision.
After reading their classmates' editions, the students
wrote a second draft. The teacher read and commented
on the second draft. Students were reading and writing
their third draft. Data was collected on the first and
second drafts. The results indicate that students
followed many of the community's recommendations,
mostly superficial revisions. The revised drafts were
slightly better, but they were greatly improved
concerning the accuracy. Grouped feedback practices
may result in independent self-correcting readers and
authors. However, these results cannot be extended to
other environments.
In 2012, Yao and Cao [48] published a study on college
students' English writing abilities in China. There were
64 students from Minzu University in the first semester
of 2010-11. It was expected that students in both groups
would write eight posts. Students in the experimental
class were formed into groups of four. The t-test was
used for an explanation. The quantitative study results
showed that students in the treatment class had a higher
mean score than control class students. We can conclude
that group peer review helps students improve their
content and organization writing, which allows them to
explore and clarify various ideas about their subjects.
This practice also helped students learn from their
audience. Lastly, students enjoyed writing an original
text that also helped their faith in writing a text. While
some students were not pleased with the peer reviews,
they did feel that the peer reviews of their written work
should be from those who are native speakers. Peer
evaluation is innately motivational.
In 2014, Pham and Nguyen [49] performed a
quantitative analysis of group peer reviews in writing
instruction. Thirty-seven graduate students at HCMC
Open University were in the sample. Drafts, group peer
suggestions, and revisions were used to assess group
peer input impacts. After teaching students to comment
on literature, they participated in a writing competition.
Students were split into groups of four to five
participants, and they were taught to give and receive
input. Each student received at least 4 comments from
their group members. Results showed that the most
common student comments were clarification,
suggestion, and description. Grouped-peer feedback
participation had a positive effect on the revision
process. Students learned assessment, teamwork, and

commenting skills by participating in this activity. After
taking the course, students looked at mistakes and errors
rather than substance and organization. Students only
reviewed and updated feedback from their colleagues
and did not consider the most useful ones.
In 2016, Yu and Lee [50] studied the techniques writers
employed to respond to peers' feedback. Four students
in mainland China were selected for this research. The
participants had gained English fluency by attending a
university or college for at least six years, and at least
half a yearA 16-week reading/writing class took place
(two hours per week). Community peer reviews, semistructured interviews, inspired recalls, and student
writing ideas were used for this study. These students
are able to manipulate the use of the implicit rule of the
community and the absence of a negative confrontation
in the negative part of the problem. They used group
input in L2 writing and grouping to control their work.
L1 helped to enhance learners' comprehension of the
texts and encouraged communication. However, the
four students had a good relationship with one another,
which affects the results' reliability.
In 2016, Nguyen [51] performed a qualitative study of
the current EFL university writing course using a groupbased feedback approach to optimize learning
metacognitive awareness and skills. Forty-nine college
students took part in the report. All students were
presented in-class videos, and eight students in each
class were selected for semi-structured interviews. The
students went to the English class to take an IELTS
writing test. Data were collected in weeks 9 and 10 of
the 15-week duration. Interview data showed that
students were prepared to write classes in informal
groups. Students are only given so many chances to
optimize
metacognition.
Students
called
for
collaborative working and teaching and input in their
writing classes. The main explanation for this was that
group feedback was poorly enforced and regulated. The
way to group students was uncertain. The analysis
would have been successful if a larger sample was used.
Also, different methods should be used to verify
generalizability.
In the same year of 2016, Kurihara [52] investigated the
effects of the peer review group's writing skills. Thirtyfive students completed their second year of study in the
last year. Pre-test, post-test, delayed post-test,
questionnaires, and interviews. First, students were
asked to provide effective reviews and then paired to
peer review each other's essays. Second, students were
grouped into four students, shared the same form of
writing the theme to deliver and receive feedback. They
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were able to select their own peers to maximize the
number of comments they made. It took 20 minutes for
the meeting. The results showed that the students'
performance who received feedback from the teacher
was higher, while the performance of those who
received feedback from peers was not significantly
different. There was no substantial difference between
the post-test and the delayed post-test.
Pham and Usaha [53] conducted a study to investigate
any gaps in revision-based comments between global
and local areas. The study included thirty-two secondyear majors in English at a University in HCM City.
The students worked in groups of four to provide insight
into the two examples of the essays presented. After
training in blog comments, students posted their writing
papers on their blogs and commented on other students’
written papers. Data from student ideas, peer reviews,
and in-depth interviews were collected. There have been
very few comments in global areas and no qualifying
comments in local areas. More comments were given
than revisions, suggesting some comments were not
replied to. At high levels, student writers needed more
help, but they got more peer suggestions on lower-level
items such as terms and phrases. The study did not
equate e-comments from lecturers with e-comments
from peers.
In 2019, Kuyyogsuy [54] used mixed methods to
research Thai university students' attitudes toward
grouped-peer reviews. The research was performed by
21 undergraduate students in one university in three
border provinces of Thailand. 36 questionnaires
consisting of a 5-point Likert scale and 6 open-ended
items were used to collect the data. The students were
taught during the first three weeks on peer feedback
tasks. The instructor had the students clarify and
identify writing problems, explain and offer advice,
follow peer input, and clarify and identify writing
problems. Practicing some checklists and four-step
procedures were distributed to students. Students wrote
a narrative paragraph for two weeks, then engaged in a
community discussion of peer reviews. Each student
plays two positions, assessor and assessee. They were
paired up with one member to listen and respond to the
other two. Student findings demonstrated a positive
attitude toward grouped-peer input practices, which
reached a high level in four domains of the writing
process, affective techniques, critical thinking skills, and
social interaction abilities. The students' questionnaires
showed that when they were in a disagreement with a
peer, they could overcome their feelings to stay in the
group. They are more accepting of their peers' views

than their own. When they completely refused their
peers' comments, they conducted negotiations together.
The findings showed that students' writing attitudes
were influenced by clustered peer feedback practices.

Further research done by Pham [55] has found that peergroup feedback helps many students succeed in writing.
Thirty-seven university students took part in the
research. Six writing activities have been used to collect
data. After the first training session, the students were
split into groups to observe and provide comments.
They collected group e-comments on their research
project, revised their paper, and finally submitted a
revised paper with group e-comments for the comments
of the lecturer. Students saw something in an e-peer
response and developed their skills after using ecomment modeling. Comment pages on blog sites
become more global and revision-oriented. Changes
were made more often at the word and phrase stages.
However, better reporting of the control group vs.
experimental group would have improved the analysis.

3. CONCLUSION
As discussed above, many previous studies have
explored many different issues and aspects of pairedpeer
feedback/comments
and
group-peer
feedback/comments to see their effects on students’
written papers. These variables included: 1) the
influence of informed peer input and group feedback; 2)
student behavioral preferences for peer feedback and
peer feedback; 3) student beliefs or perceptions about
the consequences or benefits of peer feedback and peer
feedback. While results from almost every study show a
useful and beneficial source of paired-peer feedback and
group-peer feedback, few studies have attempted to
compare these two kinds of feedback on writing
performance. In addition, most studies have been
performed in such countries as Japan, Korea, Vietnam,
China, Thailand, and Taiwan, etc. However, few studies
have been published in Vietnam on peer feedback
pairing and peer feedback and writing. The scene of the
EFL writing instruction is, therefore, more complete
when the effects of peer input and peer feedback are
indicated to provide educators with a clearer evaluation
of organizing students in the classroom to maximize the
benefits of peer feedback and peer feedback. This will
allow educators to get a clearer image in the written
classroom of their students.
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