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Abstract 

The researches on peer feedback and L2 proficiency as an influencing factor has reached a 

considerable scale both domestically and internationally, and has been put into practice in practical 

teaching. In recent years, online peer feedback and automated corrective feedback have also been 

constantly emerging. Every empirical research related to it has its own focus, strengths, and areas for 

improvement. How to organically combine relevant researches and apply it to EFL learners is also 

worth paying attention to. 
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1. Introduction 

In recent years, peer feedback has received a lot 

of attention from scholars and teachers. Learners 

can receive comments from peers in this process, 

which may be in L1 or L2 (Yu & Lee, 2014; 

Williams, 2018). Peer feedback is a two-way 

process in which learners receive suggestions, 

corrections, or certain ideas from others, and 

also present ideas and opinions of their own to 

others. Such feedback can be both verbal and 

written, and what is important is that learners 

fully communicate and collaborate during the 

process. In peer feedback, learners can always be 

challenged by a higher proficiency learner, thus 

driving them to improve their English 

proficiency (Cheng, 2019). 

In the Information Age, the student-student 

interaction, teacher-student interaction, and 

human-computer interaction are integrated into 

an organic whole, which refers to multiple 

interaction. In the process of second language 

acquisition, learners participate in different 

communicative activities in different situations 

with the use of the second language as both the 

medium and the goal. In these communicative 

activities, the essence of peer feedback and 

teacher feedback is interaction, as the discourse 

analysis (Xu, 2016) and affective attitudes 

(Gabrys-Barker, 2018) in the feedback process 

show clear characteristics of human-computer 

interaction. Moreover, interactions also occur in 

computer-mediated contexts. The 

human-computer interaction established 

between learners and virtual environments such 

as computer software or online learning 

platforms enables learners to be in a more 

harmonious and natural environment of 

multiple interactions. In this environment, the 

two-way perception between learner and 
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computer is available, so the development of the 

learner’s second language proficiency is not only 

the result of inter-individual feedback, but also 

the result of the interaction between the 

individual and the ecological environment. 

2. Peer Feedback and L2 Proficiency 

L2 proficiency is considered to be an important 

factor in peer feedback (Nelson& Carson, 1998; 

Liu & Hansen, 2002; Hyland & Hyland, 2006). In 

practical contexts, it is the normal state that 

students vary in L2 proficiencies in English 

classes, therefore, learners’ L2 proficiency 

should be taken into account when organizing 

peer feedback. How to group learners of similar 

and different proficiencies is an issue that 

teachers need to consider. This is because each 

learner of different proficiency plays a different 

role in peer feedback. High-proficiency learners 

can support low proficiency learners, and 

conversely, low proficiency learners can 

contribute to high proficiency learners’ deeper 

understanding of knowledge. Also, learners at 

similar proficiencies can facilitate 

communication in the process of receiving and 

providing feedback. Therefore, the differences in 

performance and effects of learners at different 

proficiencies during peer feedback are what 

need to be investigated. However, most of the 

existing studies have controlled it as the variable 

rather than examining (Nelson & Murphy, 1992; 

Mendonça & Johnson, 1994; Suzuki, 2008; Hu & 

Lam, 2010). 

3. Automated Written Corrective Feedback and 

Computer-Mediated Peer Feedback 

Internet is able to create a multidimensional 

interactive environment that enables 

student-student, student-teacher, 

student-learning content, and student-learning 

environment interactions, which also makes 

multimodal interactions possible, such as 

synchronous and asynchronous, text, voice, and 

video (Zeng, 2020). Existing research has shown 

that multiple interaction feedback can motivate 

learners and increase engagement and 

collaboration (Knight et al., 2020), so that 

learners have better feedback input in this 

environment (Zhang & Hyland, 2022). 

In traditional English writing classes, learners 

either revise their own compositions, ask the 

teacher, or receive help from peers face-to-face. 

However, with the rapid development of 

computer technology, the traditional feedback 

mode has changed, and automated written 

corrective feedback (AWCF) has emerged (Chen, 

2016; Link et al., 2020). At the same time, peer 

feedback is not only limited to face-to-face 

communication. Using computers as a medium, 

peer feedback can occur in different spaces and 

even different time, and composition texts can 

be delivered via computers without the need for 

handwriting. Previous studies have examined 

the differences between face-to-face and 

computer-mediated peer feedback (Tuzi, 2004; 

Dizon, 2016; Ho et al., 2020), and the results 

suggested that computer-mediated peer 

feedback is superior in terms of increasing 

learner enthusiasm and motivation. However, 

other results have also shown that learners may 

feel pressured in online peer feedback because 

of the need to respond immediately (Shang, 

2019). 

AWCF can provide immediate feedback to help 

English learners with their second language 

writing, which has been shown to be effective in 

improving the accuracy of English writing and 

proficiency of English writing. The studies that 

have been conducted on the effectiveness of 

AWCF have only focused on the comparison of 

AWCF with traditional feedback modes (Wang 

et al., 2013; Chen, 2016; Sarré et al., 2019). In 

contrast, AWCF and computer-mediated 

communication have been less studied in second 

language writing, especially when combining 

the two emerging modes for the same writing 

task. 

AWCF was created and developed with the 

intention of better assisting learners in English 

writing, and the computer-mediated feedback 

approach emerged with the same purpose of 

applying science and technology to the English 

classes support learners’ peer feedback. Thus, 

current research on AWCF should focus not only 

on whether it can provide feedback, but also on 

how it can provide optimal feedback. 

4. Current Status of Research on Peer Feedback 

4.1 Studies on Peer Feedback and L2 Proficiency 

L2 proficiency is an important factor in the 

effectiveness of peer feedback. It is clear that 

there is a significant difference in the 

performance of high and low proficiency 

learners in peer feedback. Higher Proficiency 

(HP) learners are more capable of giving 

guidance and constructive comments on deeper 

level errors in compositions, for example, 

composition structure, logic, etc.; however, they 

also have difficulty trusting feedback from 
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others (Hu & Lam, 2010) and tend to believe that 

their own ideas are correct. In contrast, Low 

Proficiency (LP) learners are easily marginalized 

in peer feedback (Yu & Lee, 2016; Lee, 2017). 

They are used to trusting and accepting 

suggestions from HP learners (Strijbos, Narciss 

& Dünnebier, 2010), which makes them skip the 

thinking process directly, so that peer feedback 

loses its meaning of promoting deep thinking 

and providing two-way communication. In 

addition, LP learners have difficulty giving 

higher quality feedback (Hyland & Hyland, 2006; 

Tsui & Ng, 2000), and their comments on essays 

are usually dominated by more superficial 

errors such as writing errors and low-level 

grammatical errors. 

Existing studies on peer feedback and L2 

proficiency fall into two main categories. The 

first focuses on feedback outcomes and 

compares the output of HP learners with LP 

learners in peer feedback. For example, 

Lundstrom and Baker (2009) examined the 

effects of peer feedback on writing ability and 

compared the relationship between learners’ L2 

proficiency and the degree of improvement in 

writing ability. They divided a group of English 

learners into two groups: one group gave 

feedback only without receiving comments from 

others, and the other group received feedback 

only from others without giving their own 

comments. By comparing the pre-test and 

post-test, they found that the “giving” group 

improved their writing skills more than the 

“receiving” group. An analogy between this 

grouping and L2 proficiency would suggest that 

higher proficiency learners have more room for 

improvement in peer feedback because they are 

more able to “give” feedback. 

The second focuses on the feedback process and 

describes the performance of HP learners and LP 

learners in peer feedback respectively. For 

example, Leeser (2004) analyzed the 

conversations generated by three subgroups 

(HP-HP, HP-LP, LP-LP) in a Spanish classroom, 

and the data showed that the HP homogeneous 

subgroup (HP-HP) produced the highest 

number of language-related episodes. Similarly, 

Allen and Mills (2016) analyzed the participants’ 

interactions as well. They examined the 

relationship between learners’ L2 proficiency 

and the type and amount of feedback given, 

finding that HP learners were able to engage in 

more meaningful conversations related to 

writing revision and provide more composition 

revision during peer feedback. Unlike the above, 

some other studies have focused on the writing 

revision aspect and concluded that HP-HP 

subgroups produced the most writing-related 

meaningful talk and offered the highest number 

of composition revisions (Mendonça & Johnson, 

1994; Nelson & Murphy, 1992; Suzuki, 2008). 

These results all support some studies 

suggesting that LP learners produce fewer 

meaning-related revisions (Berg, 1999; Paulus, 

1999). Of course, this also suggests that LP 

learners can gain a lot from HP learners due to 

scaffolding. However, Kamimura (2006) showed 

contradictory results, with LP learners 

providing more essay comments than HP 

learners. This contradictory finding may be 

related to the type of feedback. In Kamimura’s 

study, learners gave more feedback on 

content-related issues rather than 

language-related issues. Supporting this finding 

is also Yu and Lee (2016), who studied three 

heterogeneous groups of 12 learners and found 

that LP learners were actually capable of 

providing a range of high-quality comments, 

and 80% of these comments were accepted and 

adopted by their peers. 

Another type of research has investigated 

perceptions. Amores (1997) argued that learners’ 

perceptions largely influence interactions. When 

participants perceived themselves to be as same 

low proficiency as their peers, they were more 

likely to accept comments from others; 

conversely, if participants made more comments 

about their peers, they perceived themselves to 

dominate the feedback interaction. Similarly, 

Allen and Katayama (2016) found that learners’ 

L2 proficiency and their perceptions of their 

peers’ L2 proficiency had a significant impact on 

the type and amount of feedback. 

4.2 Deficiencies 

Despite the richness of the above studies, they 

all have their limitations. First, most studies 

have focused on the dynamics of learners at 

different proficiencies during the feedback 

process, while the analysis of output has rarely 

been addressed. More importantly, although L2 

proficiency was used as the independent 

variable, most of the existing studies conducted 

homogeneous grouping based on controlling for 

intra-group proficiency differences, that is, HP 

and LP students were divided into two groups 

and their performance was studied separately. 

However, homogeneous grouping is not realistic 

considering the actual teaching context, where 
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students’ proficiencies vary in EFL classrooms. 

Moreover, homogeneous grouping of students 

within the same class would only increase the 

gap between their L2 proficiencies, with HP 

learners progressing and LP learners standing 

still. More importantly, the interaction in peer 

feedback is a social behavior that occurs not only 

between learners of the same proficiency but 

also between learners of different proficiencies. 

According to Sociocultural Theory, high 

proficiency learners are able to provide peer 

scaffolding and emotional support to low 

proficiency learners during the interaction, and 

this scaffolding is considered to be one of the 

most important factors in language learning and 

use. Therefore, the ideal grouping is 

heterogeneous grouping, so that LP learners can 

gain from HP learners and vice versa (Yu & Hu, 

2016; Yu & Lee, 2016). In summary, it becomes 

necessary to investigate the products of different 

L2 proficiencies of learners in heterogeneous 

groupings. 

5. Current Status of Research on Online 

Feedback 

5.1 Studies on Automated Written Corrective 

Feedback and Computer-Mediated Peer Feedback 

In recent years, with the popularization and 

widespread use of computer technology, the 

development of automated writing evaluation 

(AWE) is booming, and computer-mediated 

feedback have received attention of many 

teachers and scholars. Unlike traditional teacher 

feedback, this emerging approach can quickly 

provide comments and revisions to students’ 

writing, saving a lot of time and labor costs, so 

that teachers can focus more on deeper level 

such as essay structure and logic (Dikli & Bleyle, 

2014; Wang, 2015). The validity and accuracy of 

automated written corrective feedback (AWCF) 

has been tested (Keith, 2003; Vantage Learning, 

2006; Enright & Quinlan, 2010; Weigle, 2010). 

Studies have shown that AWCF can accurately 

identify linguistic problems in writing, which is 

a great reference for students’ composition 

revision (Ranalli, 2018; Zhang & Hyland, 2018; 

Link, Mehrzad & Rahimi, 2020), naturally, it can 

also help students reduce errors and improve 

the quality of their writing (Lee et al., 2013; 

Wang, Shang & Briody, 2013; Stevenson & 

Phakiti, 2014; Yu, 2015; Ranalli, Link & 

Chukharev Hudilainen, 2017). Several studies 

have focused on online peer feedback, and most 

of these studies have centered on the feedback 

itself, such as the nature and characteristics of 

computer-mediated peer feedback. For example, 

Yamada (2009) argued that online peer feedback 

can enhance learners’ reflection on grammatical 

errors and thus improve grammatical accuracy. 

Saeed & Ghazali (2017) studied online peer 

feedback conducted by nine Arab university 

students, and found that the interactive process 

focused mainly on the revision of texts, while 

also involving some technical manipulation 

issues. In addition to computer-assisted peer 

feedback, machine feedback is also an emerging 

form of feedback. 

Clearly, AWCF has become a trusted form of 

feedback around which much of the existing 

research has been conducted. A significant 

portion of these studies follow past 

examinations of the effectiveness of AWCF, with 

the difference that existing studies have 

developed from different perspectives, 

specifically exploring and analyzing the 

differences between AWCF and teacher feedback, 

and summarizing the quality and level of both 

types of feedback. For example, Wang et al. 

(2013) explored the effects of AWCF and 

concluded that AWCF was effective in 

improving writing accuracy in terms of spelling, 

grammar, and word usage. Also investigating 

writing accuracy, Wang, Shang & Briody (2013) 

found that after receiving AWCF, the 

experimental group significantly reduced the 

number of errors in English writing. Similarly, 

Guo et al. (2021) explored the error correction 

capabilities of a specific AWCF tool, Grammarly, 

for academic English writing, showing that its 

accuracy was significant, and that the accuracy 

of students’ writing and revision was largely 

due to it. This view is also supported by Frear 

(2012), Van Beuningen et al. (2012), Li et al. 

(2015), who indicated that students were more 

able to focus on the sentence level when 

receiving AWCF, and therefore AWCF could 

significantly improve the grammatical accuracy 

of students’ English writing. In addition, Waer 

(2021) suggested that AWCF was also helpful in 

reducing writing anxiety among English writers. 

Based on the quantitative studies, some of the 

studies also conducted semi-structured 

interviews with the participants, which were 

used to supplement and analyze the 

experimental data for qualitative research. For 

example, Warschauer & Grimes (2008) used a 

combination of quantitative and qualitative 

analyses to examine the effectiveness of 

Criterion and MY Access!. They suggested that 
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AWCF for essay revision was mainly at the 

word and sentence level, not playing a large role 

in substantive revision of content. This is related 

to the nature of AWCF, however, it can also be 

considered as one of its limitations. Similarly, 

Chen & Cheng’s (2008) test of the validity of MY 

Access! was conducted mainly through 

interviews with students and teachers. In their 

study, they not only revealed the complexity of 

testing the validity of AWCF, but also 

summarized the results of the interviews. They 

concluded that AWCF was primarily 

process-oriented and that its validity depended 

on the teacher’s teaching methods and students’ 

perceptions. Still, most students were positive 

about its effectiveness and found AWCF to be 

helpful in pointing out grammatical errors, 

especially for students with low English 

proficiency. In a follow-up study, Kim (2010) 

revealed learners’ perceptions of Google Docs, 

and they believed that their writing skills had 

improved to some extent after the experiment 

and attributed this to the immediate revision of 

Google Docs. These studies have tapped into the 

inherent strengths of AWCF, and a deeper 

understanding can make AWCF more useful for 

English teaching. 

Conversely, some studies have shown different 

results. For example, Dikli (2010) and Dikli & 

Bleyle (2014) studied MY Access! and Criterion 

respectively and compared them with teacher 

feedback, showing that teacher feedback was far 

superior to AWCF in terms of both quantity and 

quality of feedback, and that the feedback 

provided by teachers was more accurate, 

relevant, and personalized. This finding 

supported Biber, Nekrasova & Horn’s (2011) 

claim that teacher feedback was more influential 

for EFL learners in non-Western countries 

because teachers are more authoritative in 

non-Western cultural contexts. 

In summary, scholars have studied multiple 

perspectives around AWCF and teacher 

feedback, and have provided their own insights 

and claims. However, peer feedback (either 

traditional face-to-face peer feedback or 

computer-mediated peer feedback), an 

important aspect of English teaching, has been 

less frequently studied along with AWCF. Most 

of the existing peer feedback studies focus on 

peer feedback vs. computer-mediated peer 

feedback, and there is a general consensus 

among scholars on the findings that 

computer-mediated peer feedback can create a 

more relaxing environment, reduce the tension 

of face-to-face peer feedback (Jones et al., 2006), 

and increase students’ enthusiasm and 

engagement (Liu & Sadler, 2003; Chen, 2016), 

thus contributing to the improvement of English 

writing performances (Matsumura & Hann, 

2004; Chang et al., 2012; Ebadi & Rahimi, 2017). 

Based on this research, scholars have further 

investigated synchronous and asynchronous 

computer-mediated communication modes. 

Yang (2010) studied the effects of AWCF and 

peer feedback on Taiwanese English learners’ 

writing skills and concluded that AWCF was 

better at correcting students’ grammatical errors, 

while peer feedback was more helpful in 

improving the content and structure of 

compositions. Chang (2012) compared three 

communication modes of peer feedback, 

face-to-face, synchronous, and asynchronous, 

and found that students provided the highest 

amount of revisions in the asynchronous 

communication mode. This further supported 

Lightbown’s (2008) and Chang’s (2009) studies, 

in which the former found that asynchronous 

communication mode improved students’ 

writing skills more than synchronous 

communication mode; the latter concluded that 

both synchronous and asynchronous 

communication mode significantly improved 

learners’ engagement, but students with 

asynchronous communication mode were able 

to suggest more grammatical comments. 

5.2 Deficiencies 

However, whether it is computer-mediated peer 

feedback or computer-automated feedback, both 

research areas have some limitations. First, 

current online peer feedback research is still 

dominated by an asynchronous mode, in which 

learners criterion their peers’ errors in writing 

on a website or software and give comments and 

suggestions for revision. Although this kind of 

peer feedback is conducted in an Internet 

environment, it is still written in nature because 

both sides of feedback are text-mediated, and 

learners are still engaged in individual learning, 

not able to communicate effectively. In contrast, 

in computer-mediated peer feedback, 

face-to-face synchronous interaction allows 

learners to communicate and negotiate instantly. 

In a synchronous mode, knowledge is more 

thoroughly analyzed and understood in a 

collaborative communication context, and the 

oral conferencing during synchronous mode 

increases learners’ engagement and stimulates 
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their positive emotions. In addition, immediate 

feedback can effectively fill the interactive gaps 

between learners of different proficiencies, and 

through meaning negotiation, high proficiency 

learners scaffold low proficiency learners and 

facilitate the intake and uptake of low 

proficiency learners, which better reflects the 

meaning of peer feedback. 

Furthermore, despite the large body of research 

evidence supporting the effectiveness of 

machine feedback, a single form of feedback 

does not apply to everyone. For example, Yang 

(2010) studied the effects of machine feedback 

versus peer feedback on Taiwanese English 

learners’ writing ability and concluded that 

machine feedback was better at correcting 

students’ grammatical errors, while peer 

feedback was more helpful in improving the 

content and structure of compositions. If 

synchronous online peer feedback can be 

conducted in the context of 

computer-automated feedback, then, according 

to Ecological Affordance Theory, the learning 

resources of machine feedback itself provide 

significant affordance for online learners and 

achieve effective human-machine integration. 

However, the current research on multiple 

interactions has been conducted offline, focusing 

on learners’ adoption, perception, and 

absorption of feedback (Lei, 20022; Xu, 2022; 

Zeng, 2022; Yu, 2022; Guo, 2022), which does not 

achieve effective human-machine integration, 

and the affordance that computer environment 

can provide is weak. 

6. Thinking and Prospect 

From the above studies, it is easy to see that 

there are many studies related to both 

computer-assisted peer feedback and machine 

feedback, but there are few studies that combine 

the two for multiple interactions. Most of the 

few existing studies have focused on multiple 

interaction itself, examining learners’ adoption, 

perception, and absorption of feedback in a 

multiple interaction environment (Guo, 2022; 

Lei, 2022; Xu, 2022; Zeng, 2022). However, some 

scholars have also investigated the effects of 

multiple interaction on second language written 

production. Yang (2010) studied the effects of 

automated written corrective feedback and peer 

feedback on Taiwanese English learners’ writing 

skills and concluded that machine feedback was 

better at correcting students’ grammatical errors, 

while peer feedback was more helpful in 

improving the content and structure of 

compositions. Chang (2012) compared three 

communication modes of peer feedback, 

face-to-face, synchronous, and asynchronous, 

and found that students provided the highest 

amount of revisions in the asynchronous 

communication mode. This further supported 

Lightbown’s (2008) and Chang’s (2009) studies, 

in which the former found that asynchronous 

communication mode improved students’ 

writing skills more than synchronous 

communication mode; the latter concluded that 

both synchronous and asynchronous 

communication mode significantly improved 

learners’ engagement, but students with 

asynchronous communication mode were able 

to suggest more grammatical comments. 

However, all of these studies have the limitation 

that they are rarely integrated with learners’ 

second language proficiency and therefore 

cannot take into account the individual 

differences of English learners. 

Although all of the above studies were 

conducted in a computer perspective, they did 

not fully achieve the ideal human-computer 

integration. A more ideal computer-assisted 

language learning environment can be created if 

synchronous multiple interaction peer feedback 

is provided in a computer-mediated 

environment. In such an environment, learners 

of different proficiencies negotiate, provide peer 

scaffolding and emotional support, while the 

machine provides more efficient language use 

and learning opportunities for learners, 

achieving the most successful student-student 

and human-computer interaction. 
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