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Abstract: In the current competitive academic world, publishing papers in prestigious journals is of 

great significance to scholars, and one of the main elements in ensuring the quality of submitted 

manuscripts is peer review. The fate of manuscripts largely depends on the final review reports 

provided by the reviewers. Research has investigated peer review from different aspects. However, a 

comprehensive account of all the studies in this regard, especially within the field of applied 

linguistics and focusing on authentic blind peer review reports, is missing. Accordingly, this scoping 

study aimed to provide a clear picture of existing research on peer review in applied linguistics. To 

this end, following Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) scoping review guidelines, a total of 33 studies 

were examined to assess their scope, addressed themes, and methodological trends. The results 

revealed that these studies were published between 2004 and 2024, in 27 outlets, originated from 15 

countries, and mainly focused on single-journal contexts. The main themes investigated in these 

studies were comparative analyses, pragmatics, comment focus, genre structure, metadiscourse, and 

association, with comparative analyses being the most frequent. In terms of methodological traits, 

most studies were qualitative and descriptive. This review can benefit authors, reviewers, and editors 

by clarifying the current status of research on peer review and providing a foundation for future 

research on peer review practices. 
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Introduction 

A key component of scholarly communication is peer review, essential for maintaining 

scientific integrity, correcting errors, and ensuring the publication of the highest quality 

research (Aczel et al., 2025; Drozdz & Ladomery, 2024). Essentially, reviewers perform the 

role of gatekeepers of scientific knowledge (Sizo et al., 2025), provide constructive feedback, 

and help editors in rejecting or accepting a manuscript (Kelly et al., 2014; Tumin & Tobias, 

2019). Their contribution is very important since scholarly output has grown at a noticeably 

rapid rate (Drozdz & Ladomery, 2024), and researchers are facing the increasing pressure to 

publish in various fields (Lu, 2022). The frequency of manuscript submissions is on the rise 

annually (by 6.1%) and retractions are increasing each year since 2013 (Publons, 2018). 

However, the requirements in submission and review may vary considerably from field to 

field. 

It is estimated that 15 million hours per year are spent reviewing previously rejected 

and resubmitted manuscripts (American Journal Experts, 2018), resulting in reviewer fatigue 

and uneven coverage of submissions (Drozdz & Ladomery, 2024). Moreover, the focus on 

metrics has led to negative outcomes like plagiarism or manipulation of data (Bahl & Bahl, 

2021; Paruzel-Czachura et al., 2021); accordingly, poor-quality journals gain from the rush 

for fast publishing by lowering their standards for editing and peer review (Marina & 

Sterligov, 2021). As a result of these trends, the review system may not reliably safeguard 

reproducible science. 

Practitioners recognize that traditional peer-review practices are ineffective, plagued 

with long delays, different quality standards, and inconsistent results (Ross-Hellauer et al., 

2023). Meta-analytic evidence shows substantial variation in how the same manuscript might 

be judged by different reviewers (Bornmann et al., 2010). Consequently, major manuscript 

errors are often overlooked, and reviewers miss errors linked to irreproducible results (Aczel 

et al., 2025). In the same vein, Ganji and Derakhshan (2020) state that this practice hinders 

original ideas, wastes time and financial resources, and remains highly subjective; 

furthermore, it often fails to identify the demerits of research. In addition, biomedical 

researchers often blame poor-quality peer review for irreproducibility (Cobey et al., 2024). 

The unreliability may be increased since most journals do not provide reviewers with quality 

guidelines or training (Song et al., 2021). As a result, reports can become idiosyncratic and 

biased (Bornmann & Mungra, 2011), especially in the social sciences and second round 

reviews (Aczel et al., 2025). 
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The effects of this inconsistency are more severe when it comes to the communicative 

aspect of the review process. Due to the very nature of applied linguistics, where the focus is 

on language per se, the language of feedback is of great importance. The reviewers should 

strike a balance between being critical and developmental; use language that is honest, 

respectful, and straightforward instead of being focused on insignificant details (Ellinger  

et al., 2013). Critical comments should be polite and properly structured, with proper hedging 

and specifics. On the other hand, unclear or culturally unrelated feedback may complicate the 

revision process. For example, responding to the reviewers' comments was one of the hardest 

problems faced by non-native English writers (Mudrak, 2013; Sizo et al., 2025). 

However, a comprehensive understanding of the feedback's communicative function 

has not yet been reached. In applied linguistics, the discourse of peer review has been 

investigated in several separate studies, but their results remain confined to small sub-areas. 

For example, such patterns as summarizing a judgment or overall opinion, offering critical 

comments, and providing recommendations have been identified (Kheradparvar & Dreyfus, 

2025; Mason & Chong, 2022; Yakhontova, 2019). Besides, some researchers have focused on 

the evaluative and interpersonal aspects of review language (e.g., Hewings, 2004), while 

there are also studies focusing on the appraisal mechanisms (Kheradparvar & Dreyfus, 2025) 

and politeness strategies in order to dilute criticism and create an egalitarian tone (e.g., 

Sönmez & Akbas, 2023), as well as those highlighting interactional aspects in reviews (e.g., 

Gosden, 2003). Empirical studies have addressed the discrepancy between content-based and 

language-based feedback, the tendency to favor lexical and syntactic elements (e.g., Belcher, 

2007; Kashiha, 2024), and the perceptions of the reviewers regarding their agency (e.g., 

Mohammadi et al., 2023). 

 

Literature Review 

The study of peer review reports and comments has become a popular trend in recent years 

(Kashiha, 2024), partly because the role of reviewers is vital in the creation of academic 

communication and the attribution of quality in the academic environment (Stupacher, 2025). 

Besides, a review is a complex social genre characterized by complex linguistic and 

rhetorical conventions. Recent studies in different fields have tried to unveil these 

conventions, investigating the impact of reviewer characteristics and final assessment on the 

given feedback (Atjonen, 2019; Buljan et al., 2020; Falk Delgado et al., 2019; Garcia-Costa 

et al., 2022). 
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As regards the general structure of the review reports, there were several studies mostly 

done in the field of applied linguistics. To describe the organization and key linguistic features 

of peer review reports, Kheradparvar and Dreyfus (2025) analyzed 18 accepted with revision 

peer review reports from applied linguistics journals. They identified the two-stage pattern of 

overview followed by recommendations for revisions in the reports, similar to previous studies 

on reports from different fields. Similarly, in Gosden’s (2003) analysis of peer review reports, 

the structure comprised a preliminary summarizing judgment regarding the manuscript's fitness 

for publishing, followed by the reviewer’s comments. This structure was also observed in 

Fortanet-Gomez (2009) and Paltridge (2017). Kheradparvar and Dreyfus (2025) also showed 

that reviewers open with explicit praise but deliver most criticism through implicitly negative 

evaluative language (e.g., modalized “should…” comments). In the end, the results of 

Kheradparvar and Dreyfus (2025) showed that peer review in applied linguistics, although still 

characterized by the same general structuring as in other scientific domains, has some 

peculiarities as far as the language of the reviewers and the feedback strategies are concerned, 

which are specific to the discipline, and even classified accordingly. 

Paltridge (2015) found that reviewers often frame their requests indirectly, using 

phrases such as "I suggest”, which might cause some difficulty for novice authors in 

interpreting them. In this way, the current evidence regarding the indirectness characteristic 

of review comments opens up a new area for research. Yakhontova (2019) worked with 34 

double-blind reviews (17 from each field) and identified a three-move structure consisting of 

summarizing the reviewer’s overall opinion, providing critical comments and 

recommendations, and, optionally, giving a final recommendation in the corpus. Furthermore, 

applied linguistics reviews were found to be more interpersonal, less formal, and more reliant 

on recommendations and suggestions than their mathematical counterparts.  In the same vein, 

analyzing 160 double-blind review reports on Iranian submissions to applied linguistics and 

engineering journals, Kashiha (2024) found that in both fields, reviewers’ comments were 

more language-oriented rather than being content-oriented, followed a major to minor or 

section by section issue identification pattern, and started with a synopsis which combined 

initial praise with subsequent criticism in a “positive news first, negative news later” pattern. 

Apart from empirical studies, as far as scoping reviews are concerned, a number of 

studies have identified various dimensions of peer review in different disciplines. Among 

these are scoping reviews of reviewers’ roles and responsibilities in biomedical journals 

(Glonti et al., 2017), investigations into peer review guidelines and checklists used in 

biomedical publishing (Song et al., 2021), an empirical synthesis of research on open peer 
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review practices and outcomes (Ross-Hellauer & Horbach, 2024), and mappings of criteria 

and quality indicators for effective peer review reports across disciplines (Ganji & 

Derakhshan, 2020; Sizo et al., 2025). However, despite the growing body of research on peer 

review discourse, no comprehensive scoping review has yet synthesized studies specifically 

examining peer review comments within applied linguistics. 

As a result of this gap, a systematic mapping of research on peer review reports is 

needed to integrate scattered findings and provide an evidence-based overview of prevailing 

trends, themes, and methodologies. A scoping review is uniquely appropriate for this study 

rather than a systematic review. While a systematic review is designed to answer a narrow, 

specific question often focused on the clinical efficacy of an intervention, a scoping review is 

meant to broadly map the extent, range, and nature of research activity within an area that 

contains heterogeneous and scattered literature (Peters et al., 2020). Hence, the current study 

aims to answer the following three research questions: 

1. What is the extent and distribution of research on peer review comments in applied 

linguistics with respect to publication profiles (years, types, and venues), geographical 

regions, study contexts, target languages, and data collection periods? 

2. What are the main themes examined in research on peer review comments in applied 

linguistics? 

3. What research paradigms, research designs, data collection methods, and analytical 

techniques are employed in the studies of peer review comments in applied linguistics 

journals? 

 

Methodology 

Design 

In this study, a scoping review design was chosen to map and describe the existing research 

on peer review comments in applied linguistics. In doing so, researchers are able to 

investigate how a topic is conceptualized, track methodological developments, and uncover 

knowledge gaps without a need to combine findings to reach a single conclusion (Hillman  

et al., 2021; Peters et al., 2020). 

Conforming to Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) guidelines (Peters et al., 2020), a formal 

quality appraisal or risk of bias assessment was not conducted. Rather than identifying best 

practices, this review aimed to map the wide range of methodological and conceptual choices 

currently used regarding peer review comments. Therefore, evaluating the methodological 

rigor of individual studies fell outside the scope of this review. 
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An a priori protocol guided this scoping review. It is worth mentioning that, given the 

small and exploratory nature of the study, the research team decided that formal registration 

on platforms such as OSF or Figshare was not performed. 

 

Frameworks 

The review protocol was conducted based on the methodological guidelines for scoping 

reviews published by the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) (Peters et al., 2020). In addition, steps 

for conducting a scoping review outlined by Arksey and O’Malley (2005) were followed in 

the study. Figure 1 illustrates the stages of the review: 

 

Figure 1. Arksey and O’Malley (2005) Methodological Stages for Conducting a Scoping 

Review (p. 22) 

 

In this review, the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-

Analyses Extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR) are used to ensure transparent and 

complete reporting (Tricco et al., 2018). PRISMA-ScR is used as a reporting guideline rather 

than a methodological framework, as it specifies what information should be reported when 

presenting scoping review methods and results. In particular, PRISMA-ScR is applied in this 

review to Stage 3 and the final Results section, where the study selection process will be 

summarized using the PRISMA-ScR flow diagram.  

 

Instruments 

Several instruments were utilized in this study to ensure the systematic and reproducible 

process of conducting the research. The SPIDER tool by Cooke et al. (2012) was used to 

develop search strings that would lead to the discovery of relevant studies, while Zotero 

software was used to manage, deduplicate, and screen the selected articles. Other research 

instruments that were utilized included a data-charting form (Appendix C) and thematic 

tables that were developed within Microsoft Word. Detailed explanations of how and where 

these tools were applied are provided in the subsequent stages of the methodology. 
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Scoping Review Procedure 

Stage 1: Identifying the Research Questions 

Following JBI guidance, three research questions were defined with the aim of mapping the 

scope and nature of research on peer review comments in applied linguistics. The questions 

are as follows: 

Mapping Question: Research question one on extent and distribution 

Theme Question: Research question two on main themes 

Methodological Question: Research question three on methodology 

Consistent with the purpose of scoping reviews, these questions were designed to 

support descriptive mapping, conceptual clarification, and methodological profiling. 

 

Stage 2: Identifying Relevant Studies  

Two major multidisciplinary and discipline-specific electronic databases were included in 

this search (Scopus, Web of Science) to provide the widest possible coverage of the literature. 

 

Search Strategy 

The search strategy followed the JBI three-step approach. The first step included an initial 

exploratory search, which used Scopus and Web of Science to find appropriate keywords and 

index terms. The second step involved conducting a complete database search through 

selected databases with the use of improved search terms and controlled vocabulary. Lastly, 

manual screening of the reference lists of all the included studies was conducted to identify 

any possible additional studies. Search engines such as Google Scholar and ResearchGate 

were also occasionally used to access the full-text version of the paper. 

As mentioned earlier, considering the qualitative, discourse-analytic nature of peer 

review comment research, the search terms were informed by the SPIDER tool (Cooke et al., 

2012). This tool facilitates the sensitive retrieval of qualitative and mixed-methods studies. 

A complete search was conducted using search terms that were created according to SPIDER 

criteria to examine the sample, phenomenon of interest, design, evaluation, and research type. 

The sample aspect included peer review texts and Applied Linguistics professionals using 

terms "applied linguistics", "TESOL", "EFL", and "peer reviewers". For the phenomenon of 

interest, the focus was on peer-review comments that evaluate and guide revisions, using 

terms such as “peer review,” “reviewer feedback,” and “manuscript evaluation.” The search 

included different study designs, such as discourse analysis and mixed methods, and 

examined features like stance, tone, and bias. The researchers used Boolean operators 
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(AND/OR) to show how these elements connect to one another. The researchers maintained 

an unbiased approach to research types, which allowed them to include all empirical studies 

that used qualitative, quantitative, and mixed-methods research approaches. It is noteworthy 

that each search string was adapted to the indexing syntax of the respective database. 

Searches were conducted from 1 to 20 November 2025, and results were restricted to 

English-language publications. It is noteworthy that adjustments were made to ensure 

compatibility with the specific search syntax of the databases. Shorter and alternative 

variations of the search terms were also used in each database to capture additional relevant 

studies. The search strings are outlined in Appendix B. 

 

Eligibility Criteria (PCC Framework) 

Eligibility criteria were developed according to the Population–Concept–Context (PCC) 

framework recommended for scoping reviews by JBI (Peters et al., 2020). Specifically, we 

included journal articles and book chapters that reported empirical analyses of peer review 

comments. Only studies with authors affiliated with applied linguistics or related language-

education fields were considered. Regarding the focus of the studies, included studies had to 

analyze actual peer review comments, rather than other aspects such as opinions on the 

review process. The studies were selected only if they examined some aspects of the 

comments themselves. In terms of document characteristics, we focused on English-language 

publications in English-medium applied linguistics journals. Furthermore, publications were 

limited to studies published between 1 January 2000 and 20 December 2025. The details of 

these criteria are presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Eligibility Criteria of the Study Based on the PCC Framework 

Criterion Include Exclude Rationale 

Population 
Journal papers, book chapters, 

peer reviewers, and authors. 

Student peer review in 

classrooms, grant proposals. 

Specifies the exact 

targets of the review 

process. 

Concept 

Empirical analyses of actual 

peer review comments on 

manuscripts 

Open peer reviews, theoretical 

discussions, editorials, non-

empirical research, and 

literature reviews. 

Ensures focus on 

evidence-based insights 

Context 

Peer-reviewed academic 

publishing (journal articles and 

scholarly book chapters) within 

applied linguistics and its 

subfields, published in English 

between 1 January 2000 and 20 

December 2025 

Publications outside applied 

linguistics, conference papers, 

dissertations, grey literature, 

non-English manuscripts, and 

studies published outside the 

date range. 

Ensures disciplinary 

relevance, maintains 

comparability of high-

quality sources, and 

captures contemporary 

editorial developments. 
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Stage 3: Selecting Studies 

All the retrieved records were exported to Zotero reference management software. A total of 

114 studies from Scopus, 106 from Web of Science, and 33 from manual searching and 

snowballing were found. All duplicates were identified and removed (n=50). Deduplicated 

results (203 studies) were then imported into a separate Zotero library to manage the 

screening process. 

Screening was conducted in two steps: (1) title and abstract screening, and (2) full-text 

screening. Each stage was performed independently by two reviewers. In the first stage, the 

reviewers skimmed the titles and abstracts of the studies to decide whether they should be 

included for full-text screening. After excluding 157 studies, 46 studies were selected for 

retrieval, one of which was not retrieved because it was only available in print and not 

accessible online. 

In the second stage, after full-text screening of 45 studies, 12 were excluded due to a 

different focus, field, language, corpus, or non-empirical design, not being retrievable, or 

being a book chapter of the same paper. Finally, 33 studies were chosen as the final corpus to 

be included in the scoping review. 

In the event of a disagreement, it was resolved by consensus; if necessary, a third 

reviewer arbitrated to ensure consistency. Reasons for exclusion at the full-text screening 

stage were documented for full transparency. The selection process is summarized in the 

following PRISMA-ScR flow diagram, showing the number of records identified, screened, 

excluded, and included. 

 

Materials 

The final materials of the study, as suggested in the PRISMA-ScR diagram, included 33 

empirical studies. They were either journal articles or chapters in books, which formed the 

basis of the analyses in the next stages. Full details of the included studies are available in 

Appendix A. 

 

Stage 4: Data Charting 

A data charting form was constructed on Microsoft Word by the researchers following JBI 

(Peters et al., 2020). The purpose of this form was to help us consistently and clearly collect 

the same information from all the studies we included. The researchers created data-charting 

categories by using both the common patterns found in the included studies and the research 

inquiries established for the review. In doing so, the trends in publications, the main themes, 
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and the research methods used were more convenient to identify and document. Table 2 

displays the variables we looked for in the selected papers. 

The final charting form is available in Appendix C. 

 

 

Figure 2. PRISMA-ScR Screening Process 

 

Table 2. Data-Charting Scheme of the Study 

Category Variables 

Bibliographic Author, Year, Journal/Source, Publication type 

Context Country (Affiliation & Study), Region, Target language 

Aim Research purpose / Objectives 

Sample / Data Sample size (number of reviews), Data collection period 

Thematic Focus Primary themes, Key variables/constructs 

Method Research design, Analysis type 

Framework Theoretical or Analytical model 

 

 

 

 

Records identified from databases: 

• Scopus (n = 114) 

• Web of Science (n = 106) 

 

Records identified from other sources: 

 

• Hand searching and snowballing (n = 33) 
 

Records screened (title/abstract) (n = 203) 

Studies excluded (n=12) 

• Not focused on peer review comments 

(n = 1) 

• Full text not in English (n = 2) 

• Not based on applied linguistics 

journals (n = 6) 

• Non-academic online source (n = 1) 

• Not empirical (n = 1) 

• Book chapter version of a prior paper 

(n=1) 

 

Reports sought for retrieval (n=46) 

Studies assessed for eligibility (n=45) 
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To make sure that the form was able to capture the necessary details about peer review 

comments, it was pilot-tested in five of the included studies. Each of the two reviewers 

assessed the included studies independently. Inter-rater agreement was calculated via Cohen’s 

kappa, which yielded a value of 0.87, indicating strong agreement levels. Next, the team 

compared the charted entries to identify differences, which they resolved through discussion 

until they reached agreement on uniformity. The research team conducted multiple meetings 

to refine the charting categories and decision rules until they achieved clearer and more 

reproducible assessment methods. 

For the first and third research questions, a data charting approach was used. 

Descriptive information, including publication year, journal, author affiliation, study context, 

target language, and data collection period (RQ1), as well as research paradigm, design, data 

sources, and sample size (RQ3), was extracted directly from the texts of the included studies. 

Since the aim was to provide a descriptive account of these study characteristics, no 

interpretive coding was applied. On the flip side, RQ2 involved an inductive thematic coding 

process. The specific analytical focuses of each study (e.g., “positive/negative expressions”) 

were extracted and then assigned to emergent themes (e.g., Pragmatics, Metadiscourse). 

 

Stage 5: Collating, Summarizing, and Reporting the Results 

In this stage, the charted data were organized and summarized to address the research 

questions of the review. Descriptive and qualitative methods were used to present an 

overview of the extent, thematic focus, findings, and methodological characteristics of 

studies on peer review comments in applied linguistics. 

To answer the first research question, the research team compiled descriptive statistics, 

which included publication year, journal, country, target language, and sample size, using 

tables and figures to display the resulting trends and distributions. Regarding the second 

research question, the emergent themes identified in inductive thematic analysis were 

presented to show the main thematic orientations of the studies. Frequency counts of themes 

and their codes were calculated and illustrated in figures. Finally, to answer the third research 

question, we summarized the methodological details from each article included in the study. 

Information on research paradigms, study designs, data collection methods, and analysis 

techniques was then organized into charts and tables to help show the overall methodological 

landscape of the field. 

 

 



 

 

184  Applied Research on English Language, V. 15 N. 1 2026 

 

AREL         

Results 

Research Question One: Extent and Distribution of Included Studies, Including 

Publication Profiles, Geographical Coverage, and Study Contexts 

The first research question aimed at describing the included studies in terms of publication 

profiles, geographical coverage, study contexts, target languages, and data collection periods. 

The reviewed studies span more than two decades (2004–2025), with the earliest publication 

appearing in 2004 (S9: Hewings, 2004). Only a limited number of studies (n = 5; S2, S7, S8, 

S9, S10) were published before 2010. From 2015 onwards, the volume of research increased 

substantially, with n = 24 studies published between 2015 and 2025, including a noticeable 

concentration in 2020–2025 (n = 15). Figure 3 displays the change in the number of 

publications from 2004 to 2025. 

 

 

Figure 3. Number of Included Studies by Year (2004–2025) 

 

Most studies were published as journal articles (n = 23; 69.7%), while a smaller 

proportion appeared as book chapters in edited volumes and monographs (n = 10; 30.3%). 

Figure 4 shows these proportions. 

 

 

Figure 4. The Proportion of Publication Types 
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As regards publication venues, the most frequently represented journals were Ibérica (n=2; 

S14, S33), System (n=2; S4, S5), and Journal of English for Academic Purposes (n=2; S7, S12). 

Other journals appeared once each, including English for Specific Purposes (n=1; S27), Studies in 

Higher Education (n=1; S21), and Text & Talk (n=1; S13). Several chapters in the books “The 

Discourse of Peer Review” (n=3; S22–S24) and “The Inner World of Gatekeeping in Scholarly 

Publication” (n=2; S17, S28) served as recurring venues for book-chapter publications in the 

corpus. All in all, there was a total of 27 distinct venues for the 33 studies. 

The geographical distribution of the included studies was examined in terms of the first 

authors’ institutional affiliation country. There was a total of 15 countries represented by the 

affiliations. The largest shares belong to Australia (n = 7; 21.2%; S16, S21–S26) and Oman 

(n = 5; 15.2%; S11–S15), mainly due to the significant contributions by Paltridge and 

Kashiha in those countries, respectively. Next most frequently represented countries were 

Spain (n = 3; 9.1%; S3, S7, S8) and the United Kingdom (n = 3; 9.1%, S9, S10, S29). The 

United States (S2, S27), Ukraine (S31, S32), Russia (S18, S19), and Hong Kong (S4, S5) 

accounted for a small portion of research, with each one contributing two studies (6.1% 

each). The remaining countries were represented by single studies (n = 1; 3% each): Canada 

(S28), Iran (S33), Japan (S20), Saudi Arabia (S1), Sweden (S17), Thailand (S30), and the 

United Arab Emirates (S6). 

As far as the data sources of the studies are concerned, they were categorized as is 

evident in Table 3. 

 

Table 3. Distribution of Study Contexts (Data Sources) 

Category Subcategory / Details Study IDs 
Frequency 

(n) 

Percentage 

(%) 

Single Journal 

Contexts 

English for Specific Purposes 

(ESPJ) 

S2, S9, S10, S21, 

S22, S23, S24, S25, 

S26, S27 

10 30.3% 

 System S4, S5 2 6.1% 

 Russian Journal of Linguistics S18, S19 2 6.1% 

 Ibérica S3 1 3.0% 

 ReCALL S29 1 3.0% 

Specified Multi-

Journal 

Datasets listing specific 

journals or publishers 

S11, S12, S13, S14, 

S15, S16, S17, S33 
8 24.2% 

General / 

Unspecified 

International 

Datasets from multiple 

journals without specific 

names listed 

S1, S6, S7, S8, S20, 

S28, S30, S31, S32 
9 27.3% 

Total  S1–S33 33 100% 



 

 

186  Applied Research on English Language, V. 15 N. 1 2026 

 

AREL         

Totally, 48.5% (n=16) of studies focused on a single publication outlet. The journal 

English for Specific Purposes (ESPJ) served as the most prominent context, accounting for 

30.3% of the total research corpus. However, 24.2% of studies mentioned the specific multi-

journal databases, and 27.3% obtained their data from international or regional sources 

without disclosing the journal names. 

English served as the main target language for the majority of the studies (n=31; 

93.9%), with only two studies examining a bilingual English–Russian corpus (S18, S19; 

6.1%). Regarding temporal coverage (i.e., the timeframe from which the analyzed peer-

review reports were drawn), reporting was inconsistent across the included studies. An 

explicit data collection period was provided in half of the studies (n = 17; 51.5%; S1–S5,  

S9–S10, S15–S18, S20, S27–S29, S32–S33), specifying either a particular year or a clearly 

defined date range. Six studies referred to a one-year period without stating the exact year  

(n = 6; 18.2%; S21–S26). Nine studies did not report a clear data collection period (n = 9; 

26.5%; S6–S8, S11–S14, S19, S31), and one additional study provided only an imprecise 

timeframe (“last few years before 2013”; S30, 3.0%). Details are presented in Table 4. 

 

Table 4. Temporal Coverage (Data Collection Periods) Reported in Included Studies (N = 33) 

Reporting category n % Study IDs 
Temporal coverage reported 

(exact wording/years) 

Explicit year/range reported 17 51.5 

S1 

S2 

S3 

S4, S5 

S9 

S10 

S15 

S16 

S17 

S18 

S20 

S27 

S28 

S29 

S32 

S33 

2016–2020 

1998–2001 

1999–2013 

2003–2011 

Dec 2001 – Apr 2004 

Dec 1998 – Apr 2004 

2015–2020 

2014–2020 

2012–2022 (over the last decade) 

2014–2019 

2017–2021 

2007 

2010–2019 

2015–2022 

2006–2022 

2009–2014 

One-year period (year not 

specified; stated or inferred) 
6 18.2 S21–S26 

One-year period (calendar year 

not specified) 

Imprecise timeframe 1 3.0 S30 
Last few years before 2013 

(specific year not mentioned) 

Not reported / not specified 9 27.3 
S6, S7, S8, S11, S12, 

S13, S14, S19, S31 
Not reported / not specified 

Total 33 100.0 — — 
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Research Question Two: Thematic Focus of Included Studies 

To answer the second research question, which focused on the main themes explored in the 

selected studies, a thematic analysis of the 33 studies was conducted. As a result, six main 

thematic categories, including Comparative analyses, Pragmatics, Comment focus (targets of 

critique, language vs content), Genre structure, Metadiscourse (stance/engagement), and 

Association emerged. The operational definitions and some details on the inclusion and 

exclusion criteria, and some examples from the included studies are provided in Table 5. 

 

Table 5. Thematic Classification of Peer Review Studies: Definitions, Criteria, and Examples 

Theme 
Operational 

Definition 
Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria 

Example from 

Dataset 

Comparative 

Explores the 

ways reviewers' 

comments vary 

in different 

situations. It 

considers the 

effects of 

editorial 

outcomes, 

discipline of 

study, reviewer 

backgrounds, 

cultural settings, 

and review 

methods. 

Studies systematically 

comparing comments 

across two or more 

distinct variables  

(e.g., editorial 

outcomes, disciplines, 

author backgrounds). 

Studies analyzing 

comments from a 

single, uniform 

group without any 

cross-group 

comparison. 

Comparing the 

discourse 

moves in 

accepted vs. 

rejected 

manuscripts 

reviews (e.g., 

S1) or 

between 

Anglophone 

vs. non-

Anglophone 

authors  

(e.g., S3). 

Pragmatics 

Investigates how 

reviewers use 

language when 

evaluating 

manuscripts to 

balance their 

roles as advisors 

and evaluators 

using politeness 

Studies focusing on 

speech acts, 

politeness/impoliteness, 

mitigation, tone, or 

how reviewers perform 

identity roles (e.g., 

gatekeeper vs. mentor). 

Studies analyzing 

only content or 

genre without 

considering 

interpersonal 

strategies. 

Analyzing 

specific 

speech acts 

like directions, 

suggestions, or 

indirect 

requests  

(e.g., S21),  

or cultural 
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Theme 
Operational 

Definition 
Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria 

Example from 

Dataset 

strategies, 

directives, 

persuasive 

language, and 

role positioning. 

differences in 

mitigation  

(e.g., S18). 

Comment 

Focus 

Takes into 

account the ways 

reviewers 

classify their 

feedback to 

address content 

or the language 

of the 

manuscripts. It 

also focuses on 

the distribution 

of comments in 

different sections 

of the 

manuscripts. 

Studies categorizing 

what the feedback is 

about (e.g., content vs. 

language, 

methodology) or where 

it is located in the 

manuscript. 

Studies analyzing 

how the critique is 

delivered 

rhetorically rather 

than what specific 

manuscript flaws it 

targets. 

Categorizing 

linguistic 

infelicities 

(e.g., S3) or 

classifying 

comments by 

manuscript 

section and 

quality criteria 

(e.g., S30). 

Genre 

Investigates the 

peer review 

report as an 

academic genre, 

focusing on its 

overall structure, 

discourse moves, 

and the way 

judgments, 

comments, and 

recommendations 

are organized and 

communicated. 

Studies analyzing 

structural moves, 

schematic organization, 

overall macro-

structure, or formulaic 

lexical bundles. 

Studies focusing on 

the semantic topic of 

the comments 

without analyzing 

the report's overall 

rhetorical structure. 

Identifying 

typical 

rhetorical 

moves (e.g., 

summarizing, 

critiquing, 

recommendin) 

in review 

reports (e.g., 

S20, S28). 
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Theme 
Operational 

Definition 
Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria 

Example from 

Dataset 

Metadiscourse 

Involves the 

investigation of 

the use of 

different 

metadiscourse 

devices, whether 

interactional or 

evaluative, to 

project a social 

presence and 

manage 

interactions with 

authors. 

Studies explicitly 

utilizing 

metadiscourse/stance 

frameworks (e.g., 

Hyland, 2005) to 

quantify markers (e.g., 

hedges, boosters, self-

mentions). 

Studies analyzing 

broad speech acts or 

politeness without a 

specific focus on 

defined 

metadiscourse/stance 

markers. 

Quantifying 

the frequency 

of hedges, 

boosters, and 

attitude 

markers across 

disciplines 

(e.g., S8). 

Association 

Explores links 

between 

characteristics of 

reviewer 

comments and 

contextual 

factors, such as 

editorial 

decisions, 

reviewer 

agreement, or 

manuscript 

quality. This may 

involve statistical 

correlations or 

descriptive 

patterns. 

Studies aiming to 

establish correlations or 

direct links between 

feedback patterns and 

external 

variables/outcomes 

(e.g., rejection). 

Studies that merely 

describe comment 

types without linking 

them to external 

variables or 

subsequent editorial 

outcomes. 

Statistically 

testing the 

correlation 

between 

review length 

and the final 

verdict, or 

geography and 

acceptance 

(e.g., S4, S5). 

 

The following sections present the findings for each theme across the 33 included 

studies: 

 



 

 

190  Applied Research on English Language, V. 15 N. 1 2026 

 

AREL         

Comparative (How Review Comments Vary Across Groups and Conditions): 

Out of thirty-three included studies, twenty-four (72.7%) focused on this theme. The main 

comparative areas were editorial outcomes (e.g., accepted vs. revised vs. rejected) (S1-S3, 

S14, S21- S24, S26, S27), disciplinary variation (S1, S7, S8, S11, S13, S31, S33), author or 

reviewer background (e.g., native vs. non-native / Anglophone vs. non-Anglophone / EIL vs. 

EL) (S2, S3, S5, S10, S25), cultural variation (e.g., British vs. Russian) (S18, S19), and genre 

modalities (e.g., written peer reviews vs. spoken PhD defenses, or post-publication article 

comments vs. pre-publication reviews) (S12, S15, S32). 

 

Pragmatics (How Reviewers Do Evaluation, i.e., Politeness, Directives, Persuasion, Roles): 

Sixteen studies (48.5%) investigated the pragmatics of reviewers’ comments. Focusing on 

interpersonal dynamics of reviewer comments, specific attention has been paid to 

politeness/impoliteness and mitigation (S2, S18, S19, S24, S27, S31, S32, S33), speech acts 

(S7, S21, S31, S32), and persuasive strategies (S15). Moreover, several studies (S9, S17, S22, 

S29, S31) dealt with the broader stance/role positioning, mapping how reviewers use 

language to demonstrate their professional identities as gatekeepers versus mentors, 

facilitators, or advisors. Additionally, some studies explicitly examined evaluative tone, 

sentiment, and valence (S1, S20). 

 

Comment Focus (Targets of Critique and Language-versus-Content Emphases): 

Sixteen studies (48.5%) traced the particular objects of reviewers' criticism (S2-S6, S9, S10, 

S13, S20, S23, S28-S33). These studies mainly focused on broad content versus language 

distinctions (S13, S28, S33), as well as specific, language-focused accounts of linguistic 

problems (S3, S10). Other studies focused on the allocation of comments to particular parts 

of the manuscript (S2, S4, S5, S6, S20, S23, S29-S32), and the particular research quality 

standards, such as clarity, originality, and methodological quality, highlighted in the 

comments (S4, S5, S9, S13, S30-S33). 

 

Genre (Structure of Reviewer Reports): 

Fourteen studies (42.4%) considered the peer review report as an occluded academic genre 

and investigated its macro-structural design and linguistic building blocks. This genre-related 

research usually focused on move/schematic-level structure and discourse functions (such as 

summarizing judgments, comments, and recommendations) (S1, S2, S6, S7, S16, S20, S23, 

S27, S28, S31, S32), and in some studies, on formulaic lexical bundles as phraseological 



 
 

Mapping the Field of Peer Review Reports in Applied Linguistics: A Scoping Review      191 

 

               AREL 

patterns of reviewer discourse (S11, S17). One study explored the concept of “genre” in a 

broader sense as the peer-review cycle as a process/practice, not limited to the report 

structure (S29). Some studies also explored how positive vs. negative evaluations are 

allocated to different parts of the report (S1, S2, S20, S23, S27, S31, and S32). 

 

Metadiscourse (Stance and Engagement Resources in Reviewer Language): 

Six studies (18.2%) employed the metadiscourse and/or stance-engagement perspectives of 

Hyland (2005) to examine interactional features in reviewer reports. This theme included the 

quantification of interactional stance features (e.g., hedges, boosters, attitude markers, self-

mentions) (S8, S12, S22, S25) and engagement strategies (e.g., reader pronouns, directives, 

questions, personal asides) (S14, S26) to explore how reviewers position themselves in 

relation to authors /readers through evaluative discourse. 

 

Association (Correlation/Relationship Patterns): 

Five studies (15.2%) directly investigated whether characteristics of reviewers’ comments 

were related to editorial decisions or contextual factors. Some studies statistically tested these 

relationships (e.g., S4-S5 tested links with verdict, length of review, agreement of reviewers, 

geography, and language standard; S33 tested the link between discipline and type of 

comment). By contrast, other studies made descriptive links (e.g., S30 proposes that rejection 

is a consequence of the cumulative diversity of criticisms; S3 relates profiles of language-

related feedback to acceptance and rejection rates). Figure 5 presents the included studies’ 

thematic orientations. 
 

 

Figure 5. The Included Studies’ Thematic Orientations 
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As is evident in the above chart, most studies showed a multi-thematic approach. The 

overall frequency of each theme is also presented in Figure 6. 

 

 

Figure 6. Total Frequency of Individual Themes Addressed in the Studies 

 

Research Question Three: Methodological Characteristics of Included Studies Including 

Paradigms, Designs, Data Collection, and Analytic Techniques 

The third research question sought to identify the research paradigms, research designs, data 

collection methods and instruments, and analytical techniques employed in the included 

primary studies. As regards research paradigms, the qualitative approach predominated 

(27/33) (S1–S3, S6–S8, S11, S13–S32). The mixed-methods approach was the next most 

common, appearing in four studies (n = 4; S4, S5, S12, S33). A purely quantitative approach 

was only utilized by two studies (n = 2; S9, S10). Figure 7 provides an overview of the 

paradigms. 

 

 

Figure 7. The Distribution of Paradigms in the Included Studies 
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Within the three paradigms, the studies employed a variety of specific research designs. 

Descriptive comparative design was the most dominant one (n = 21; 63.6%), used to compare 

variables such as editorial outcomes, disciplines, or author backgrounds (S1–S3, S7, S8, S10, 

S11, S13–S15, S18, S19, S21–S27, S31, S32). The next top design was descriptive, with four 

studies (n = 4; 12.1%) utilizing a purely descriptive design (S6, S9, S16, S20). Four 

qualitative studies (n = 4; 12.1%) were categorized as case studies, often focusing deeply on 

a single journal or a specific author's own review history (S17, S28, S29, S30). Furthermore, 

three mixed-methods studies (n = 3; 9.1%) used a convergent design to analyze qualitative 

and quantitative data concurrently (S4, S5, S12). One study (n = 1; 3.0%) also utilized an 

explanatory sequential design, following up document collection with questionnaires and 

interviews (S33). Table 6 displays the details of the research paradigms and designs of the 

included studies. 

 

Table 6. Research Paradigms and Designs Utilized in the Included Studies 

Category 
Frequency 

(n) 

Percentage 

(%) 
Study IDs 

Research Paradigm    

Qualitative 27 81.8% S1–S3, S6–S8, S11, S13–S32 

Mixed-methods 4 12.1% S4, S5, S12, S33 

Quantitative 2 6.1% S9, S10 

Research Design    

Descriptive 

Comparative 
21 63.6% 

S1–S3, S7, S8, S10, S11, S13–S15, S18, S19, 

S21–S27, S31, S32 

Descriptive 4 12.1% S6, S9, S16, S20 

Case Study 4 12.1% S17, S28, S29, S30 

Convergent 3 9.1% S4, S5, S12 

Explanatory 

sequential 
1 3.0% S33 

 

Regarding the data collection methods and instruments, all studies (33/33; 100%) relied 

on document collection of peer review reports/texts as a core data source. In addition, five 

studies (5/33; 15.2%) incorporated supplementary data sources/instruments beyond peer 

review reports. These included transcripts of oral examinations/PhD defenses (2/33; 6.1%) 

(S12, S15), questionnaires (2/33; 6.1%) (S21: open-ended questionnaire, S33: online 

questionnaire), Interviews (1/33; 3.0%) (S33: semi-structured interviews), and post-



 

 

194  Applied Research on English Language, V. 15 N. 1 2026 

 

AREL         

publication article comments as an additional text type (1/33; 3.0%) (S32). These details are 

illustrated in Table 7. 

 

Table 7. Data Sources and Collection Instruments 

Data Source / Instrument Frequency (n) Percentage (%) Study IDs 

Document collection (Peer review reports) 33 100.0% S1–S33 

Transcripts of oral examinations / PhD defenses 2 6.1% S12, S15 

Questionnaires 2 6.1% S21, S33 

Semi-structured interviews 1 3.0% S33 

Article comments (Post-publication) 1 3.0% S32 

 

Concerning the corpus size (peer review reports), based on the extracted sample sizes 

for peer review reports, corpora ranged from 18 to 268 reports in most studies (median 82 

reports), with one study reporting a macro-corpus of >1,000 peer review reports. These 

sample sizes are shown in Figure 8. 

 

 

Figure 8. The Corpus Size of the Included Studies 
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targets of reviewer critiques and identify themes (S1–S5, S13, S20, S23, S28–S30, S33). 

Grounded theory, thematic analysis, and narrative analysis were occasionally incorporated 

into these broader qualitative coding frameworks in studies S4, S33, and S29, respectively. 

The descriptive statistics (such as frequency counts and percentages) were highly prevalent, 

appearing in 30 out of 33 studies (90.9%). Nevertheless, their role varied based on the 

research design. In the vast majority of studies (n = 28), descriptive statistics were used only 

as a secondary and supportive technique to quantify the occurrence of linguistic features or 

comment types that were derived from the primary qualitative analyses. However, in the two 

purely quantitative studies (S9, S10), descriptive statistics served as the main analytic method 

to map the distribution of reviewer feedback. The details are provided in Table 8. 

 

Table 8. Data Analytic Methods Utilized in the Included Studies 

Analytic Method Frequency (n) Percentage (%) Study IDs 

Discourse analysis 24 72.7% 
S1, S2, S6–S8, S11–S19, 

S21–S28, S31, S32 

Content analysis 12 36.4% 
S1–S5, S13, S20, S23, S28–

S30, S33 

Descriptive statistics (Total) 30 90.9%  

As primary analytic method 2 6.1% S9, S10 

As companion/supplementary method 28 84.8% 
S1–S8, S11–S15, S17, S20–

S33 

Inferential statistics 4 12.1% S4, S5, S12, S33 

 

Finally, a minority of studies (n = 4; 12.1%) ran inferential statistical tests. These tests, 

which are presented in Table 9, were mainly done to establish significant associations or 

group differences. 

 

Table 9. Inferential Statistical Tests Used in the Studies 

Statistical tests/procedures reported Study IDs 

Pearson correlation S4 

Cohen’s kappa S4, S12 

Kruskal–Wallis one-way ANOVA S4, S5 

Post-hoc Scheffé tests S4 

Chi-square test of association S5, S33 

Log-likelihood (LL) ratio tests S12 
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Discussion 

The aim of this study was to map and synthesize the literature on peer review reports in 

applied linguistics. The researchers worked on 33 empirical studies (2004-2025) to explore 

their publication volume and dispersion, dominant themes, and methodological traits. 

 

Extent and Distribution of the Literature (RQ1) 

One of the major findings was that the number of studies focusing merely on blind peer 

review reports in applied linguistics is still relatively small (as presented in the PRISMA flow 

diagram) but has been expanding noticeably in recent years. Although the studies included in 

this review range from 2004 to 2025, only a few studies were published before 2010. 

The number of publications increased significantly after 2015, with a clear peak in 

2020-2025. This increase mirrors broader concerns regarding the viability and productivity of 

the peer review process in an academic context that encourages researchers to publish more 

(Drozdz & Ladomery, 2024; Publons, 2018). 

Most of the studies were published in the form of journal articles (69.7%), while the 

remaining were published as book chapters in edited volumes and monographs (30.3%). This 

might be due to the publish-or-perish reward system, where journal articles are viewed as 

more legible and valued in the review, promotion, and tenure processes (Niles et al., 2020). 

Consistent with this explanation, the number of journal articles per person grew from 2011 to 

2019, while the number of books per person dropped significantly across all disciplines 

(Savage & Olejniczak, 2022). 

In addition, studies are being published at various venues and not being centralized to 

specific multidisciplinary journals, with 27 different publication venues in 33 studies. On the 

one hand, this variety shows the interdisciplinary appeal, as scholars from the fields of 

academic writing, publication pedagogy, and research evaluation are drawn to this area. On 

the other hand, it shows the methodological diversity of this area, as different venues focus 

on different lenses (e.g., genre analysis, pragmatics, or corpus linguistics). This finding 

corroborates the observation that peer review practices are often highly idiosyncratic and 

dependent on local disciplinary communities (Bornmann, 2011; Bornmann & Mungra, 2011). 

More importantly, in terms of data sources, nearly half of the studies (48.5%) obtained 

their data from a single journal, with English for Specific Purposes (ESPJ) being a prominent 

source of data (30.3%). This is hardly surprising, given EAP’s historical focus on occluded 

academic genres and publication practices. Such reliance on a single journal, however, comes 

with generalizability issues. This, however, is in contrast with the much larger corpus sizes 
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investigated in other disciplines, such as Garcia-Costa et al. (2022), who analyzed 1.3 million 

first-round review reports from 740 Elsevier journals, and Buljan et al. (2020), who analyzed 

472,449 peer review reports across 61 journals. Bornmann et al. (2010) showed that peer 

review is not a highly reliable process and that different referees often make incongruent 

decisions about the same paper. Thus, findings that are largely dependent on a single journal 

would be most usefully interpreted as reflecting norms of the journal rather than those of 

reviewers per se. 

Moreover, while 24.2% of studies utilized multi-journal datasets that were clearly 

specified, 27.3% of studies utilized unspecified sources. Therefore, research relying on 

undisclosed venues creates a methodological blind spot since researchers cannot synthesize 

the results or replicate the analysis without knowing where the data came from. It also 

indicates that peer review reports are part of an occluded genre and are not disclosed in the 

public record by nature (Swales, 1996, as cited in Gosden, 2003). 

In addition, a very strong English-dominant preference was discovered, with 31 of 33 

studies conducted only on English manuscripts' review reports and comments. To 

multilingual academics, the communicative burden of interpreting and addressing the 

comments is proportionally high (Mudrak, 2013). However, this focus on English is 

thoroughly justifiable, as most journals are published in English, and it is the main lingua 

franca of the world. 

 

Thematic Focus (RQ2) 

The findings reflected the portrayal of peer review as a socially constructed interpersonal 

phenomenon. The themes Comparative (72.7%) and Pragmatics (48.5%) dominated the 

literature. Therefore, it is evident that the papers focused heavily on the ways feedback differs 

between groups (editorial decisions, disciplines, author demographics, etc.), and how 

reviewers navigate their complex dual roles. Accordingly, this approves of the argument by 

Tumin and Tobias (2019) and Kelly et al. (2014), who suggest that peer reviewers must walk 

a tightrope between establishing themselves as gatekeepers and supporters. 

Another clear pattern of thematic co-occurrence supporting this social orientation is the 

fact that the studies whose thematic focus was metadiscourse (18.2%) were always coupled 

with comparative themes. This suggests that interactional features (e.g., hedges, boosters, and 

attitude markers) are hardly ever the object of a separate study. On the contrary, they are 

constantly utilized in comparison with different editorial outcomes or NNES/NES author 

backgrounds in order to uncover reviewer biases in the deployment of authorial stance. 
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Apart from these interpersonal relationships, a considerable extent of studies was 

devoted to Comment Focus (48.5%) and Genre (42.4%), which indicates that EAP and genre 

strongly guide researchers in their efforts to discover these hidden texts. More specifically, 

researchers were particularly interested in the difference between language and content 

comments in the Comment Focus category. In other words, they sought to address whether 

reviewers were acting as proofreaders concerned with superficial grammar and style, or as 

gatekeepers with respect to deeper issues, such as methodological and theoretical 

contributions of the papers. Essentially, this category of study is an answer to Chong and 

Mason’s (2021) call to demystify hidden academic genres. 

Furthermore, researchers frequently combined Genre, Comment Focus, and Pragmatics 

within the same studies. By triangulating these three themes, scholars treated the peer review 

report as a complete, interconnected textual ecosystem. In doing so, they hoped to grasp not 

only the focus of the critique (content versus language) and its rhetorical positioning (move 

structure), but also to determine the ways in which it is softened through interpersonal 

strategies like hedging or indirectness. 

However, an important research gap was discovered through thematic mapping. 

Despite the broad emphasis on the structure and object of the reviewers’ comments, only a 

few studies (15.2%) examined Association themes. This is in marked contrast to the recent 

large-scale scientometric studies in the medical and hard sciences (e.g., Buljan et al., 2020; 

Garcia-Costa et al., 2022; Falk Delgado et al., 2019), which often relied on large data sets to 

directly associate the reviewers’ language with the final editorial outcome. The lack of 

emphasis on association aspects is consistent with the results of the scoping review of 

language testing by He et al. (2025). Without further analysis of association patterns, it would 

be difficult to determine the effect of particular patterns of feedback or mitigation approaches 

on manuscript outcomes. 

 

Methodological Traits (RQ3) 

As regards the research approach and design, there was a clear dominance of the qualitative 

paradigm (81.85%), with discourse analysis (72.7%) being the primary analytical method and 

nearly two-thirds of the studies employing a descriptive comparative design (63.6%). These 

methodological preferences align with the findings of research question two. Since 

researchers in this area are interested in the rhetorical organization of peer review reports 

along with the interpersonal aspects of evaluative feedback, qualitative discourse-analytic 

methods are the best fit for investigating these issues in their contexts. This is in line with the 
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notion that the use of qualitative approaches is on the rise in applied linguistics, specifically 

as it gives a more nuanced understanding of the phenomenon of interest (Alisoy, 2025). 

The heavy use of descriptive comparative designs in the majority of the studies may 

reflect the field’s aim to examine whether there are differences in reviewers’ comments based 

on their nativeness and the final publication outcome. Within the predominantly qualitative 

approaches to analyzing the research articles, however, there was a split in the methods 

researchers used to process the texts. While discourse analysis was chosen as the main 

method for analyzing the texts’ microlinguistic elements (e.g., speech acts, hedges, moves), 

content analysis was also used in 36.4% of the studies. These two methods indicate that peer 

review is conceptualized in two main ways within applied linguistics: how the interaction is 

expressed (discourse) and what the critique actually addresses (content). 

The sizes of the corpora utilized in the selected studies, however, were relatively small. 

This is evident in that the majority of studies examined fewer than 100 research reports 

(66.6%), with only one study utilizing over 1,000 research reports within its macro-corpus. 

This pattern of using smaller review corpora reflects both the labor involved in performing 

qualitative analysis on research articles and the difficulty in gaining access to blind peer 

review reports in large quantities. Consequently, quantitative research, which generally 

necessitates larger corpora, is rare within the field altogether. 

Finally, there was a limited use of advanced statistical testing across the included 

studies. Despite the high prevalence of descriptive statistics (90.9%), they were used almost 

exclusively as a supplementary technique in the forms of frequency and percentages to 

summarize the results of the qualitative analysis. Only a minor number of studies (12.1%) 

employed inferential statistical tests (e.g., Kruskal–Wallis, Chi-square, or Cohen’s kappa) to 

test the significant associations or group differences. 

This relatively limited incorporation of advanced statistical analysis should not be 

considered simply a matter of disciplinary preference, but rather a direct function of the type 

of data. Due to the small, naturalistic data sets that are often used, these studies may not have 

the power or the standardized variable types required for advanced quantitative analyses. This 

heavy dependence on descriptive statistics may limit the field’s ability to move beyond 

exploratory mapping into predictive modeling. 

 

Conclusion 

This scoping review sought to provide an overview of the current landscape of literature on 

peer review comments published in the field of applied linguistics in terms of extent, themes, 
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and methodologies. We discovered that although the field is still rather narrow, it has been 

expanding in recent years. This increase suggests a growing appreciation among academics 

for the role of review in academic work. The 33 included studies were dispersed across many 

publication outlets, showed a strong preference for English-language reports, and often relied 

on a limited set of reports as their corpus. 

From the thematic mapping, we identified four primary areas of focus in studies on 

peer review comments, namely comparisons, pragmatics, comment focus, and genre. The 

reviewed studies also treated the peer review report as a socially constructed, evaluative, and 

systematic text rather than as a tool for objective measurement of scientific quality. 

Regarding methodology, we found qualitative research paradigms, discourse analysis, and 

descriptive comparative designs to be highly prevalent. 

Moreover, our review revealed a lack of research connecting reviewer language to 

editorial outcomes. This may point to a significant lack of insight into how particular 

feedback features affect a manuscript’s final acceptance or rejection. 

Furthermore, the exclusive use of an English-language corpus, combined with limited 

sample sizes and inadequate reporting of data collection periods, makes it difficult to 

generalize the findings and compare them across publication contexts and time periods. 

Expanding the scope to include larger, multilingual datasets from different journals, along 

with mixed-methods approaches or statistical analyses where applicable, would significantly 

enrich this area of research. 

Overall, to our knowledge, this review provides the first consolidated overview of how 

peer review comments have been studied in applied linguistics, offering a foundation for 

future work in this area. However, this scoping review suffers from some limitations. Firstly, 

although we searched major databases (Scopus and Web of Science) and conducted hand 

searches, some relevant studies may have been omitted due to indexing limitations or lack of 

access to full texts. Secondly, due to the nature of scoping reviews, we did not seek to assess 

the methodological quality of the included studies or synthesize effect sizes. Thirdly, this 

study focused on blind review comments and excluded open review reports to maintain a 

focused scope. Finally, our inclusion of only English-language publications means that 

studies published in other languages, including those analyzing non-English peer review 

practices, may have been missed. 

Future secondary research can benefit from mapping other aspects, such as reviewers’ 

and writers’ opinions on the publication process, writers’ responses to reviewers, or even 
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open peer review comments. They could also map the findings of the literature to find the 

recurrent patterns, areas of convergence and divergence, and broader trends across studies. 
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Appendix B 

Search String for Each Database 

Database Search String 

Scopus TITLE-ABS-KEY ("applied linguistics" OR "linguistics journal*" OR "language 

education" OR TESOL OR ELT OR EFL OR ESL) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ("peer 

review" OR "peer-review" OR "reviewer report*" OR "review report*" OR 

"reviewer comment*" OR "reviewer feedback" OR "editorial decision letter*") AND 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (comment* OR feedback OR evaluation OR criticism OR stance 

OR tone OR directive* OR praise OR "reviewer bias" OR "reviewer impact") AND 

TITLE-ABS-KEY ("discourse analysis" OR "qualitative study" OR "content 

analysis" OR "mixed methods" OR "corpus analysis") 

Web of 

Science 

Topic ("applied linguistics" OR "linguistics journal*" OR "language education" OR 

TESOL OR ELT OR EFL OR ESL) AND Topic ("peer review" OR "peer-review" 

OR "referee report*" OR "review report*" OR "reviewer report*" OR "reviewer 

comment*" OR "reviewer feedback" OR "editorial decision letter*") AND Topic 

(comment* OR feedback OR evaluation OR criticism OR stance OR tone OR 

politeness OR appraisal OR directive* OR hedge*) AND Topic ("discourse analysis" 

OR "qualitative research" OR "corpus-based analysis" OR "content analysis" OR 

"mixed methods") 

 

Appendix C 

Data Extraction Form 

Categories Variables 

Bibliographic and study profile (RQ1) Study ID  
 

Publication type  
 

Journal / Source  
 

Publication Year  
 

Author(s)  
 

Author Affiliation Country  
 

Target Language  
 

Data Collection Period  

Conceptual and contextual characteristics 

(RQ2) 

Study Context (Country/Region)  

 
Analytical / Theoretical Framework  

Thematic focus and analytical variables 

(RQ3) 

Primary Thematic Focus (allows multiple codes per 

study)  

+1 
 

Specific Analytical Framework applied  
 

Key Variables / Categories Examined  
 


