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Abstract. Academic writing contributes to the development of critical,
analytical, and systematic thinking skills. However, various studies indicate that
students still face serious challenges, ranging from difficulties in organising ideas
and constructing coherent arguments to anxiety in writing. This study aims to
identify the main difficulties students encounter in academic writing and explore
the role of peer review as a pedagogical strategy that can support the learning of
scientific writing. The research method used a quantitative approach with a
survey design. Data were collected through a Likert scale questionnaire
administered to 356 eleventh-grade students from five senior high schools in
Bangkalan Regency, Indonesia. Data were analysed using descriptive statistics,
normality and homogeneity tests, Spearman's correlation, and instrument
reliability tests. The study results showed that 78% of students experienced
difficulties in organizing ideas, 65% lacked confidence in revising, 58% were
hampered by academic vocabulary, and 62% experienced writing anxiety.
Furthermore, only 41% of students considered peer review useful and structured,
while the majority considered its implementation shallow due to a lack of
pedagogical structure and substantive feedback skills. Spearman's correlation test
found a significant positive relationship between writing challenges and peer
review (r=0.538; p <0.01). These findings confirm that the effectiveness of peer
review depends on explicit, structured learning strategies that guide students to
produce truly substantive feedback. Practical implications include the need for
teacher training in designing structured peer reviews with rubrics, feedback
modeling, and reflective guidance.

Keywords: Academic Writing, Peer Review, Secondary School Students,
Writing Difficulties, Pedagogical Strategies.

1 Introduction

Scientific writing is an essential skill in secondary and higher education because it
develops students' critical, analytical, and systematic thinking skills. Reflective and
collaborative writing activities can improve analytical and critical thinking skills [17].
Critical thinking skills are significantly related to scientific writing skills [6, 41].
Furthermore, scientific writing ability is an important indicator of literacy achievement
and students' readiness to participate in a knowledge-based society. Thus, scientific
writing instruction is not merely a technical activity focused on the written product but

serves as the foundation for higher-order thinking literacy.
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Scientific writing skills are explicitly included in the Merdeka Curriculum,
particularly at the Grade XI level, with learning outcomes that require students to
produce data-based, argumentative, and academically sound scientific writings. This
learning objective requires students to compose texts based on scientific structure, from
problem formulation, theoretical framework, to conclusions, using standard, logical,
and data-based language. Scientific writing not only trains language skills and
knowledge transfer, but is also crucial in developing critical, analytical, and systematic
thinking skills among students [51]. Therefore, scientific writing practices in secondary
schools require more integrative and strategy-based pedagogical support.

Scientific writing instruction in secondary schools still faces serious challenges.
Students often struggle with organising ideas, constructing coherent arguments, using
academic vocabulary, and making substantive revisions to their writing [20, 37]. These
difficulties are exacerbated by low motivation, limited learning time, minimal
modelling of academic genres, and instructional approaches that are still oriented
towards the final product [50, 56]. As a result, students often perceive academic writing
as merely a technical task rather than a reflective process that builds metacognitive
awareness.

Previous research on academic writing difficulties has mostly focused on the
context of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) and emphasised student learning
outcomes [19, 42, 44]. Studies that specifically investigate the challenges of academic
writing in the context of Indonesian language in secondary schools are still relatively
limited. Additionally, there is a pedagogical gap where teachers are not always
equipped with process-based instructional strategies and formative feedback that can
help students develop autonomous writing strategies [30]. This condition underscores
the need for alternative learning strategies that can strengthen student engagement and
provide continuous instructional support.

One potential strategy is peer review, which is the practice of students providing
feedback to one another. Previous research has reinforced the importance of integrating
peer review into academic writing instruction. Systematic review found cognitive,
social, affective, and metacognitive benefits of peer feedback, while also identifying
barriers related to both feedback recipients and providers [53]. Students view peer
review as an important tool for critical thinking and self-reflection. The effectiveness
of peer feedback in improving the quality of academic review writing in a second
language [22], while emphasise the role of the online context in fostering a supportive
peer feedback environment.

Peer review has great potential to improve the quality of academic writing, but its
implementation in classrooms still shows significant variation and is often inconsistent
due to limitations in planning, student readiness, and teacher competence in facilitating
it [21]. Formal peer review training remains highly limited, while effective practices
require support in the form of rubric guidelines, ongoing dialogue, and clear
instructions [29]. Furthermore, most previous studies have emphasised the general
effectiveness of peer review, such as improvements in revision quality or student
engagement, without directly linking it to the real writing difficulties experienced by
students, such as argument development, coherence, and mastery of academic structure.
Additionally, the dimension of teachers' perceptions as primary facilitators in the
implementation of peer review is often overlooked, despite the importance of teachers'
perspectives in understanding pedagogical challenges that arise in real-world practice.
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This situation highlights a research gap, namely the lack of quantitative studies that
simultaneously map students' academic writing challenges and teachers' perceptions of
peer review, necessitating more comprehensive research to address this gap.

The novelty of this study lies in the integration of quantitative analysis that
simultaneously explores students' perceptions of scientific writing challenges and the
effectiveness of peer review as a pedagogical strategy. Unlike previous studies that
have focused more on the context of EFL or only highlighted students' perspectives,
this study contributes new insights by mapping the relationship between writing
difficulties, peer review practices, instructional support, and the role of technology in
scientific writing instruction in Indonesian secondary schools. This study provides a
more comprehensive and empirically grounded understanding of how peer review can
be optimised to address pedagogical gaps and enhance academic literacy quality at the
secondary level.

Based on this context, this study focuses on two main questions: What are the main
difficulties students face in scientific writing? How do students perceive the role of peer
review in overcoming these challenges? This article aims to quantitatively analyse
students' perceptions of academic writing challenges and the role of peer review in
overcoming them. By integrating these two perspectives, this study not only maps the
difficulties of academic writing but also assesses peer review as an effective
pedagogical strategy. The main contribution of this study lies in providing more
comprehensive empirical evidence to support the development of a more
contextualised, student-centred, and adaptive model of academic writing instruction in
secondary schools.
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2 Literature Review

2.1  Writing Difficulties of Students in High Schools Context

Writing difficulties among high school students are a significant obstacle that affects
academic success. Students' difficulties range from problems with grammar and
mechanics to difficulties in articulating complex ideas and synthesising information
from various sources, which affects the quality of their writing. Students struggle to
organise their thoughts, adhere to grammatical conventions, and develop cohesive
arguments in their writing [9]. This study shows that students have difficulty using
cohesive devices and producing grammatically complex sentences due to a lack of
advanced writing skills among typical high school students. Additionally, students
struggle to integrate school-based writing with real-life contexts, thereby reducing
motivation and engagement [3]. Writing anxiety is common among high school
students and can impact self-confidence and academic outcomes.

The role and involvement of teachers play an important role in this context.
Research shows that teachers who demonstrate positive mindsets and implement
effective writing teaching strategies can significantly improve students' writing
performance [4, 16]. Appropriate learning strategies can encourage engagement by
leveraging students' metacognitive awareness [8, 26]. Learning that emphasizes the
writing process can improve students' writing skills in a secondary school setting [33,
45]. In terms of curriculum development, writing tasks need to be integrated with the
needs and skills required by students to navigate the complexities of academic writing.
Overall, a multi-faceted approach that includes skill development, appropriate
feedback, and sustained practice is essential to address these writing difficulties.

2.2 Peer Review and Dialogic Feedback

In the context of the writing difficulties faced by students, peer review and feedback
are important teaching tools. Peer feedback not only helps improve students' writing
skills but also fosters a collaborative learning environment [5, 7, 28]. Research indicates
that students involved in peer review activities tend to have better writing performance,
as they actively participate in the feedback process, which fosters critical and analytical
reading skills [28, 15, 18, 28, 32, 55].

In addition, certain peer feedback methods have been shown to be effective in
producing higher quality drafts. Structured peer feedback sessions combined with
teacher intervention can significantly improve students' writing skills and confidence
[12,40,47].[49] highlights the need for a dialogic feedback approach—that is, feedback
that allows for two-way dialogue and reflection between the giver and receiver. In other
words, reflective interaction should be encouraged to achieve substantive improvement
in the text. Additionally, to maximise the effectiveness of peer feedback, explicit
instructions on providing constructive criticism are necessary. This underscores the
importance of preparing students to give and receive feedback in a way that is beneficial
for the development of their writing. Overall, integrating peer feedback into writing
instruction appears to be a promising strategy for addressing writing difficulties and
improving students' academic writing skills.



Navigating Academic Writing Challenges through Peer Review: A ... 59
3 Method

3.1 Research Design

This study used a quantitative approach with a survey design. This design was chosen
to obtain a systematic and measurable picture of students' perceptions of academic
writing challenges and the role of peer review. According to [10], careful research
design is important because it determines the consistency between research questions,
methods, and interpretation of results. A survey was chosen because it allows for the
efficient and representative collection of a large amount of data [1]. Additionally, this
approach is relevant in an educational context as it can identify common patterns of
writing difficulties and perceptions of peer review-based pedagogical strategies [2]. A
structured questionnaire was administered to collect data on students' difficulties in
scientific writing and their experiences with peer review.

3.2  Research Design

Participants were selected through purposive sampling to ensure alignment with the
research objectives and unit of analysis, consistent with qualitative research principles
and mixed methods [11]. The selection process prioritised individuals with direct
experience of academic writing instruction and practice, which is central to the
phenomenon under investigation. Students in grade XI were selected because they had
participated in scientific writing lessons as part of the national curriculum, were willing
and able to complete the questionnaire independently, and were selected from schools
with diverse backgrounds to complete a structured questionnaire about the challenges
of academic writing and their experiences with peer review. Students are expected to
provide reflective feedback on the challenges they face in organising arguments,
applying academic conventions, and engaging in peer review.

Table 1. Demographic profile of student participants

School Code School Type Number of Students
S01 Private 68

S02 Public 76

S03 Public 71

S04 Private 72

S05 Public 69

Total 356

The research instrument was a structured questionnaire with a 5-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). The Likert scale was chosen because it is able to
measure the intensity of respondents' attitudes and perceptions in more detail and is
considered effective in revealing latent dimensions of attitude [24, 46]. To ensure
content validity, the draft instrument was evaluated by three experts in writing
instruction and educational measurement. Expert input included clarity of language,



60 A. S. Farahiba et al.

appropriateness of indicators, construct representativeness, and appropriateness of
items for measuring higher-order writing skills and students' perceptions of peer
feedback. Several items were revised to improve readability and conceptual accuracy.
The instrument was then piloted with 25 eleventh-grade students from non-participating
schools to establish face validity and ensure that each item was clearly understood,
given the students' literacy levels. Feedback from this pilot test led to simplifying
several academic terms to make them more accessible to respondents.

The questionnaire consists of 20 statements grouped into three main dimensions:

1. Cognitive-linguistic challenges — statements assessing students' difficulties in
organising ideas, constructing arguments, using academic vocabulary, and
grammatical accuracy [20].

2. Affective-motivational factors — items describing writing anxiety, confidence
in revision, and motivation to complete academic writing tasks [26, 38].

3. Pedagogical experience related to peer review — items that evaluate the extent
to which students benefit from peer feedback, the clarity of instructions, and
the role of teachers in facilitating peer review activities [49, 55].

Before use, the instrument was pilot-tested on 25 students to ensure clarity of
wording, readability, and item discrimination.

Table 2. Reliability Test results

Cronbach's Alpha Number of Items
.86 4

The reliability test showed a Cronbach's Alpha value of 0.868, which exceeds the
minimum threshold of 0.60 and even exceeds the standard for good reliability, which
is >0.80. This means that the questionnaire used in this study has very good internal
consistency, so that each statement item in the instrument is able to measure the same
construct consistently. The responses provided by participants on each item tend to be
stable and consistent, indicating that the questionnaire can be trusted as a measurement
tool. Therefore, this questionnaire is suitable for measuring students' perceptions
consistently and is methodologically sound.

To ensure construct reliability, an internal consistency analysis using Cronbach's
alpha coefficient was conducted, yielding a value of 0.868 (Table 2), exceeding the
minimum threshold of 0.60 and even exceeding the criteria for good reliability (>0.80).
This indicates that the questionnaire used in this study has excellent internal
consistency. This value indicates that all items in the instrument have excellent internal
consistency in measuring the same construct. In other words, participant responses tend
to be stable and do not exhibit random variability, making this instrument reliable as a
measurement tool in educational research. This reliability finding aligns with the
instrument quality standards recommended in contemporary measurement literature.
Therefore, this questionnaire is suitable for measuring student perceptions consistently
and is methodologically sound.

In addition to content validity and reliability, construct validity was also examined
through inter-item correlation analysis and conceptual domain grouping. The results
indicated that items within a single dimension measured consistent aspects, thus
strengthening the claim that the Likert-based instrument used has adequate
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psychometric qualities and is capable of producing valid and scientifically reliable data.

Overall, the systematic instrument development process, from the formulation of
theory-based indicators, expert evaluation, pilot testing on real respondents, to
reliability and validity analysis ensures that this questionnaire is suitable for accurately
measuring students' perceptions in the context of research on academic writing
difficulties and peer review.

After revisions based on expert input, the instrument was piloted on 25 students to
establish face validity and ensure readability. Several academic terms were simplified
to better suit the context of secondary school literacy. Reliability testing using
Cronbach's alpha was then conducted, yielding a value of 0.88, indicating very high
internal consistency and supporting the stability of the constructs. This value meets the
quality standards for educational and psychological research instruments as
recommended by contemporary measurement literature. Therefore, the Likert-scale
instrument used in this study has undergone validation and reliability testing, ensuring
the reliability of the data obtained for further quantitative analysis.

3.3  Data Analysis

Displayed equation Quantitative data were analysed using SPSS version 25 with several
stages of analysis. First, descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, and frequency
distribution) were used to describe the general response patterns of students and
teachers to academic writing challenges and peer review experiences. Descriptive
analysis provides an initial understanding of data variability and main trends [27].

Second, Pearson correlation analysis (r) was conducted to test the relationship
between the main constructs, namely academic writing challenges, peer review, and
technology use. Correlation analysis was chosen to identify the strength and direction
of linear relationships between variables [43]. The statistical significance threshold was
set at p < 0.05. Additionally, effect sizes (Cohen’s d for t-tests, n*> for ANOVA, and
standard P for regression) were reported to strengthen the interpretation of results and
provide a more comprehensive overview of the practical relevance of the study
findings.

34 Ethical Considerations

All participants were informed about the purpose and procedures of the study before
data collection. Written consent was obtained from students and faculty members. Data
confidentiality was maintained through anonymisation, and responses were stored
securely to ensure ethical compliance.



62 A. S. Farahiba et al.
4 Result

4.1 Descriptive Analysis

Table 3. Normality test results

Kolmogorov-Smirnov?® Shapiro-Wilk

Statistic  Df Sig. Statistic  Df Sig.
Writing_Challenge  .069 356 368 .969 356 .543
Peer Review .150 356 .389 877 356 242

Lilliefors Significance Correction

Based on the results of the normality test using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-
Wilk methods, the significance values (p-values) for the writing challenge variable
were 0.368 and 0.543, and for the peer review variable were 0.389 and 0.242. All
significance values were above the threshold of 0.05. This means that the research data
does not reject the null hypothesis (Ho) which states that the data is normally distributed.
Normal data distribution strengthens the validity of the research findings, because the
analysis results will not be biased due to deviating distribution. Data normality also
indicates that students' perceptions of writing challenges and peer review
implementation are distributed proportionally in the sample.

Table 4. Results of the Homogeneity Test

Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig
Writing Challenge Based on Mean .005 1 3 945
Based on Median .004 1 354 948
Based on median and .004 1 346.567 .948
with adjusted df
Based on trimmed mean .004 1 354 951
Peer Review Based on Mean 321 1 354 572
Based on Median 295 1 354 588
Based on median and 295 1 315.816 .588
with adjusted df
Based on trimmed mean .424 1 354 516

The results of the homogeneity test using Levene's Test show that the significance value
(Sig.) for the writing challenge variable is in the range of 0.945 — 0.951, while for the
peer review variable it is in the range of 0.516 — 0.588. All of these values are greater
than 0.05, which means that the null hypothesis (Ho) is not rejected. Therefore, it can
be concluded that the variance of the data in both variables is homogeneous or has the
same variance across groups. Students' responses to writing challenges and peer review
are relatively consistent across groups in the research sample. The absence of
significant variance differences indicates that the research instrument measurements
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have good stability across different respondent groups, both in terms of school
differences and individual characteristics.

Table 5. Descriptive Analysis

Cumulative
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Female 204 57.3 60.7 60.7
Male 132 371 393 100.0
Total 336 94.4 100.0
Missing System 20 5.6
Total 356 100.0

In terms of gender, there were 204 female respondents (57.3%), while male respondents
numbered 132 (37.1%), with 20 respondents (5.6%) not providing information. Based
on valid data, the proportion of female respondents reached 60.7%, while male
respondents accounted for 39.3%. This finding indicates that the distribution of
respondents is relatively dominated by female students, so the interpretation of the
research results will more closely reflect the perceptions of this group in the context of
academic writing challenges and the implementation of peer review.

The research results show that the majority of students face difficulties in the
cognitive-linguistic aspects of academic writing. As many as 78% of students admitted
to experiencing obstacles in organising ideas and constructing coherent arguments. This
difficulty is one of the indicators of low critical thinking skills in writing, as students
are not yet able to systematically connect ideas into an academic structure. In addition,
65% of students stated that they lacked confidence in revising their writing. This
indicates weak metacognitive abilities, particularly in identifying weaknesses in the text
and making the necessary substantive improvements.

From a linguistic and affective perspective, 58% of students were constrained by
their use of academic vocabulary and grammar, resulting in their writing lacking
scientific precision. In addition, 62% of students experienced writing anxiety, which
implied low motivation to engage in the writing process more deeply. In line with this,
55% of students stated that they did not clearly understand academic structure, making
it difficult for them to follow scientific writing conventions. Regarding pedagogical
strategies, only 41% of students considered peer review to be useful and structured.
Conversely, the majority (59%) considered its implementation to be superficial and
lacking instructional guidance from teachers. These findings indicate that although peer
review has potential as a collaborative learning strategy, its implementation in the
classroom is not yet optimal due to a lack of systematic design and pedagogical support.
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4.2  Correlation Analysis

Table 6. Correlation Analysis

Writing
Challenges Peer Review
Spearman's Writing_Challenge Correlation 1.0 538"
Rho Coefficient
Sig. (Two-Tailed) .
N 356 356
Peer Review Correlation 538" 1
Coefficient
Sig. (Two-Tailed)  .000
N 356 356

**_ Correlation Is Significant At The 0.01 Level (Two-Tailed).

The Spearman correlation test results indicate a significant positive relationship
between the writing challenge variable and peer review, with a correlation coefficient
0f 0.538 (p = 0.000 & 0.05). This value indicates that the higher the writing challenges
experienced by students, the greater the role of peer review in helping them overcome
these difficulties. A correlation of 0.538 is classified as moderate to strong, so the
relationship found can be considered substantial in the context of educational research.
This shows that peer review is not just an additional activity, but has the potential to be
an important factor in improving students' writing skills. This significant relationship
reinforces the argument that students facing cognitive-linguistic and affective
difficulties can benefit significantly from peer feedback, both in terms of increased self-
confidence and improved writing quality.

5 Discussion

The results of this study indicate that most students face serious challenges in academic
writing, particularly in the areas of organising ideas (78%), revising text (65%), and
limited academic vocabulary and grammar (58%). Affectively, many students
experience writing anxiety (62%) and feel that they do not clearly understand academic
structures (55%). These findings also show that the implementation of peer review in
the classroom is not yet optimal, as only 41% of students consider the activity to be
useful and structured, while the majority (59%) consider its implementation to be
superficial and lacking in guidance. Spearman's correlation analysis reinforced these
results by showing a significant positive relationship between writing challenges and
peer review (r = 0.538; p < 0.01), meaning that the higher the writing challenges, the
greater the need for peer review as a pedagogical strategy.

In addition to the main findings, the quality of the instruments used to measure
writing perceptions and difficulties also provides important methodological
contributions to this study. The Likert-scale instruments used to measure writing
anxiety, cognitive-linguistic difficulties, and peer review experiences were validated
through expert assessment and field trials and demonstrated a high reliability
coefficient (o = 0.88). Thus, the interpretation of the quantitative results is supported
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by a strong methodological foundation, ensuring that the analyzed data accurately
capture the psychological and pedagogical dimensions intended to be uncovered. This
methodological strengthening enhances the credibility of the findings and strengthens
the study's contribution to the development of writing instruction in secondary schools.

These results support the cognitive process model of writing proposed by Flower
& Hayes, particularly the importance of the planning and revision stages as students'
most significant challenges emerged during idea organisation and draft revision. Recent
evidence indicates that teaching metacognitive strategies and collaborative writing
improves the quality of planning, monitoring, and self-evaluation among young writers,
which in turn enhances coherence and revision quality [23, 52]. Our findings are also
consistent with studies of secondary students who exhibit weaknesses in argument
construction and text organisation, indicators that pre-writing and revision cognitive
processes are not yet functioning optimally [34]. Furthermore, classroom context (time,
support, writing climate) has been shown to influence motivation and the sustainability
of process strategies, explaining why some practices do not yield consistent
improvements without adequate instructional design [48].

This study found that peer review in the classroom is suboptimal: only 41% of
students perceived it as useful and structured, while the majority (59%) found it shallow
and lacking guidance. Students' perception of peer review as a "shallow" activity
highlights a fundamental gap between its pedagogical potential and its classroom
implementation. This perception reflects a global pattern also found in recent studies,
which indicate that many students view peer feedback as insufficiently helpful for
revision because the comments provided tend to be superficial and lack rhetorical
analysis [30, 31]. Recent studies confirm that the shallowness of peer feedback is
generally driven by a lack of explicit training in evaluating arguments, coherence, and
deeper meaning structures in academic texts [2, 33]. In other words, students often lack
the heuristic frameworks necessary to generate high-quality feedback.

The findings of this study indicate that the shallowness of peer feedback is
primarily rooted in students' cognitive and metacognitive limitations, which tend to
produce surface-level editing comments rather than idea-based analysis, as
demonstrated by [18, 29, 56]. This condition is exacerbated by instructional designs
that lack scaffolding, analytical rubrics, or examples of effective comments, resulting
in peer review functioning more as an administrative ritual than a collaborative process
that supports writing learning [26, 28]. Social and affective factors, such as students'
reluctance to offer in-depth criticism due to concerns about damaging interpersonal
relationships, contribute to interactions that are “socially polite but academically poor”
[25], further reinforcing the perception that peer review offers little substantive benefit.
Overall, these findings confirm that the primary problem lies not with the peer review
strategy itself, but rather with weaknesses in its design and implementation; therefore,
improving the quality of peer review requires explicit training, robust commenting
models, analytical rubrics, and dialogic feedback mechanisms, ultimately making
important contributions to more systematic and evidence-based pedagogical reform.

From a pedagogical perspective, peer review is effective when positioned as
structured formative feedback with rubrics, modelling, and follow-up space because the
mode and quality of its implementation directly influence revision outcomes [13, 14].
Recent syntheses also confirm that integrating peer feedback strengthens the cognitive,
social, and metacognitive dimensions of academic writing to address the planning and
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revision difficulties we encounter [54]. On the other hand, the enhancement of
metacognitive writing strategies has been validated instrumentally and correlated with
improved writing performance, providing concrete intervention pathways for
instructors [48]. Thus, these findings are not only consistent with cognitive process
theory but also add empirical evidence that well-designed peer review and
metacognitive strategy training are key levers for converting “planning—revision
difficulties” into text quality improvements at the intermediate level.

Unlike the findings of Wu & Schunn (2021), which highlighted the effectiveness
of peer review in improving writing quality through reflective feedback, this study
found that the effectiveness of peer review was still low—possibly due to a lack of
structured design (rubrics, modelling, and follow-up) [55]. A recent synthesis indicates
that peer feedback works optimally only when its components (content, function,
student characteristics, presentation, and source) are clearly designed from the outset;
otherwise, the quality of feedback and revision tends to be superficial [22]. Other
reviews confirm that successful online peer feedback implementation almost always
involves task phasing, role rules, and rubric-based assessment; without these,
engagement and feedback quality decline [7]. Even when peer feedback has been
shown to improve writing quality, recent systematic studies emphasise the need for
explicit guidance to ensure that revision changes are actually incorporated into the final
draft [54]. These findings suggest that "structure is the key lever": feedback
scripts/templates and self-monitoring mechanisms at the interface level have been
shown to enhance engagement and the quality of peer feedback compared to
implementation without such supports.

In terms of student and teacher capacity, feedback literacy is a prerequisite: without
adequate feedback literacy, students find it difficult to produce specific and actionable
comments, thereby weakening the impact of peer review on revision. These results
support the theory that peer review should be combined with scaffolding, especially for
low-ability writers [7]. Additionally, the use of student-understood analytical rubrics
correlates with clarity of expectations and revision quality; recent research shows that
how rubrics are presented and organised influences how students use them for writing
and assessment [3, 35]. Overall, our findings are consistent with the literature from the
past five years: peer review is effective when supported by design, rubrics, and
feedback literacy; conversely, minimally structured implementation—as in the context
of this study—is likely to yield lower impacts than those reported in well-designed and
well-scripted studies (review 2023-2025).

Although this study provides important insights into the challenges of academic
writing and the role of peer review in secondary schools, several limitations should be
noted. First, the sample size was limited to Grade XI students and Indonesian language
teachers in a specific region, so the results cannot be generalised to the entire secondary
education context in Indonesia. Second, the instruments used—questionnaires and
semi-structured interviews—only captured the perceptions of students and teachers,
without directly observing writing practices or the peer review process in the classroom,
so there is a possibility of perceptual bias. Third, this study is cross-sectional in nature,
so it cannot explain long-term changes in writing skills or the effectiveness of peer
review. Therefore, further research is recommended to use a longitudinal design,
involving more diverse school contexts, and combining classroom observation data and
analysis of students' writing products to gain a more comprehensive understanding.
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These findings indicate that peer review has great potential as a collaborative
learning strategy, but it will only be effective if supported by adequate pedagogical
scaffolding. The implications of these results are the need for training for teachers to
integrate peer review into academic writing instruction using clear rubrics, modelling
feedback practices, and reflective guidance. Thus, this study contributes to the
development of language education science by emphasising that peer review is not
merely an additional strategy but an essential component for building academic literacy
in secondary schools.

The main contribution of this study is the provision of empirical evidence on the
relationship between academic writing difficulties and the effectiveness of peer review
in the context of secondary education in Indonesia—an area that has been rarely
studied. The validity of the findings is strengthened through the triangulation of
quantitative and qualitative data, which provides a comprehensive picture of students'
perceptions and teachers' pedagogical strategies. Future research could focus on
longitudinal studies to assess the sustained impact of peer review, or on controlled
experiments comparing the effectiveness of structured peer review models with
traditional writing instruction approaches. Thus, this study not only underscores the
urgency of appropriate pedagogical design but also opens opportunities for more
contextual, adaptive, and sustainable instructional strategies in academic writing
instruction.s are centered and set on a separate line.

6 Conclusion

This study confirms that difficulties in academic writing among secondary school
students lie mainly in the aspects of organising ideas, revising texts, using academic
vocabulary, and affective factors such as writing anxiety. These findings are relevant
in the broader context of secondary education, as academic writing skills are not only
related to school performance but also to students' literacy readiness to participate in a
knowledge-based society. Peer review has proven to have great potential as an effective
collaborative learning strategy, but its effectiveness is highly dependent on pedagogical
scaffolding in the form of clear rubrics, feedback modelling, and teacher support.

The practical implications of this study are the need for teacher training programs
that emphasize structured, peer-review-based instructional design, so that students not
only receive feedback but also learn to provide reflective and constructive evaluations.
While this study provides a comprehensive overview of the challenges of academic
writing and the pedagogical dynamics between students and teachers, further research
is recommended, including longitudinal studies to assess the long-term impact of peer
review on writing skill development, as well as controlled experiments to compare the
effectiveness of various peer review models with traditional writing instruction
strategies. Data on students' perceptions of peer review effectiveness were primarily
collected through questionnaires; thus, researchers have not fully captured the
underlying reasons for some students' dissatisfaction with the practice. Therefore,
future research should integrate methodological triangulation, particularly through
follow-up semi-structured interviews or focus group discussions (FGDs), to further
explore the psychological, social, and pedagogical factors that influence students'
acceptance or rejection of peer feedback. The findings of this study can be useful not
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only for the development of writing instructional theory but also for educational
practice in secondary schools.

Disclosure of Interests. The authors have no competing interests to declare that are relevant to
the content of this article.
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