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Constructing Peer Feedback Model of L2 Writing:
A Sociocultural Activity Theory Perspective
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Abstract: While the use of peer feedback in 1.2 writing instruction has been supported by four interrelated theoreti—
cal stances — process writing theory collaborative learning theory Vygotsky’ s Zone of Proximal Development
and interaction hypothesis in second language acquisition these theories failed to highlight the role of sociocultural
context in peer feedback process and illustrate peer feedback in a systematic way. The current study used Sociocul—
tural Activity Theory to reframe peer feedback as a collective social practice in L2 writing instruction and construc—
ted a L2 writing peer feedback activity system model. The model has demonstrated the socio-cognitive process of
peer feedback and provided a new perspective for future research on peer feedback.
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