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Abstract

As a significant instructional technique in second language writing, research on peer feedback has
flourished. However, studies specially focusing on peer backward evaluation are still limited.
Grounded in sociocultural theory, this study utilized 54 academic writing texts from the Peerceptiv,

EF|H: B BT Peerceptiv IV RS SEE T F A AEBIVES W ILL]. BB WAL, 2024, 12(9): 193-200.
DOI: 10.12677/ces.2024.129604


https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ces
https://doi.org/10.12677/ces.2024.129604
https://doi.org/10.12677/ces.2024.129604
https://www.hanspub.org/

&

the peer evaluation system, including first drafts, revised drafts, and 460 peer feedback comments,
as research data. Through textual and data analysis, the study investigated the linguistic features of
peer back evaluation comments and students’ emotional perceptions of peer comments. The results
reveal that: 1) Students in both high and low-scoring groups demonstrate consistency in types of
peer backward evaluation, with cognitive components being the most abundant; 2) Significant dif-
ferences exist in the frequency of occurrence of subtypes of backward evaluation between the two
groups of students; 3) Students in the high-scoring group exhibit a more positive attitude towards
peer evaluation and peer feedback, recognizing the value of peer comments and being capable of
proposing revision strategies independently. Conversely, students in the low-scoring group demon-
strate slightly lower positivity, with more ambiguous attitudes and a greater reliance on peers for
direct revision suggestions.

Keywords

Online Peer Feedback, Backward Evaluation Characteristics, Second Language Proficiency,
Peerceptiv

Copyright © 2024 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0

1. 518

VENSEI A A AR S GAE M EE T B, R PR Zis T, el fBE S K140
EEMERFED1][2], A3 LADEE AR S 1E(English Academic Purpose, EAP) IR FE. Hrr, Fb R4 B4k
P55 Peerceptiv 1K JEXT 28 bR FLVE STt BIHERNE R, DU RIZ O IIRe(BE 4 BVF. VPN ZERE 5.
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R —ANBIMERR . EFEWRI FEAE B WG, AR ATV 8, DU B[R R4 = B
PHER & .

[ £ 5 97

|
I T

HIk

Figure 1. A model of the peer assessment process including backward evaluation (adapted from Misiejuk & Wasson, 2021)
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[l PPAAIL 152 F T R PE A2, AT RE IR Ja SRR B O A R e A B SR CR (B ARt — bt
TCo ASORGR EUAN AT 1 257 31 B AR AR B AR B - BEAT [P DR IR AR O R TE LR A

2. WLz

FfEEVE, YRR VPN BRI A &, 485 )i UNARIE RIE RS 55, 8RR L
NIRRT S A S & B0 [8] . [ A ELVFRE AT LUK T B /E SRR St i A2 (R B VAN, L rf DA T
R B SV, B ) 2 e T2 T i, R A B R 5 BRI HRE, IR
B2 A AR S B AT SS AN AP B R m SRR . 20 4D 70 4EAHE, [RIAE EL 01 IR AE [ A 1 RRE B 1
WA, FARPBE I A [4]. X — 207 A 90 AEAR G N, WA HTE B SRR S5 S 1) iR
R, M OCHEFARBE S . AT A A VT 9T B OGTE [R] R G R RLRERIE A ke LUIE 7R LA R AR AT
Fo RIBAWIFHEE T FFEEIE B SRR R BIMBRRAER, YONFEEZIE, Feil Bk e
WIFRIFEREEL, R 8T 7, JRRRESCAB SR R AR TH[1]:  FIAE VB A BOm 5 B AT R I (R kR
F91.

B 2k LoV S A e, fELRCE P2 2 R0 . Horh, TLZEE8 K FF K 1) Peerceptiv A
HEEB MM E . F 5 I ST R AN R A5 B R 52 B N A SR AR YOl . H AT T
peerceptiv 252k b [F4E EAFRIWF A E IR T H AP FE[10] [11]. ELVPES (A &) [12]. BT &1L
JHAPAS 5 B[R T . Jorp, [Pk EL VP A2 B R BRI 9 2 H AT IZ AU 72 i H SR mT oY, 2347
AT AN A XHE 2R A BAP RO S AT T, SRS, B d, A% R e
PRBEAE, I\ R PR SCAS B VP B IE i R — B IR [10], S [ 20 S ik 3, [RIEE IR SR A 1 2
277 R [14]s R LS RN FTANE, 224X PR LR IR BAVPRR A T, YO — IS sl R BRI S 1
IR, WEREEEI12] [13].

Z TR AL VTR 58 2 BARSE M) Uik OB H 5507 SRR R 224 (VP38 5 RV BP9 1 IS S S
(ESRAE N PG AN A B3, VPR S—&0 5, [FIRE AR % 5 50 S A I 22 AR X TR AR 45 T I PR
FRTPPAS B, E PR 2R 2 AR AR AR B R VE A 2 ) A Ak BV IX — B U RS B . (R N VPR 2
WA, SCERAEEXWCEITPAN R, BF “RIVE” AH AR FAR G SR BT AR A BR . H BT FL 32 2
BIPEE N A AR &, HHRE BV, RIFERGIL A EAR R 0156 R ([11] [15] [16], fH %X v [E 551
Tl KA, SRTEEIPPPPE B S BRI SR AR AR . AF N B IR EER R, o811
TS P RO IAE = 2 S R AN 45 R [17], B AF P 70 DR A SR B R O AR [R] 2 AR KT 22 2 7 TR £
VP B AR A T USCE B LA VRO, AT [EOVE PR R A, I AN ELVP R A AR R A [R] 2 A R A BV
B IR L.

3. ARt

3.1. #ARIEIRR
T AR R IR IR, A SCRERFERTFEES BIFEsh b SRS E, B N5 A &
1) REE KT B RS L% 72
2) ATV AT 25 et ) A 0 S P A T2 52

3.2. BIEKIE

AL DA Y T ol R AR RN BER) 56 4 2 A IR B, BLR 2 — R RN B R S 4
WA RSP St B B s SR P16 5 i s GTAL BR) 7 e 7 LA 20 4, BL Peerceptiv
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VG RAT T BR GRS o 35— S R, BT E W Peerceptiv 7] £ H VTSI WL, 12
ARG B IS T REANE R T, JFREECFIE B, RE WA AR AR T ST A . I S — IR S AEAE
%, AR T & EEE IRV T B RS KA G, A “WIFREAE - R -
BB A - [RIFERIPE - 24507 BT SAEMA M HIREs) . (R R PR fE g, S Aaiie®) 3
PB4 I R B, PEEXT IRPEE B, DA—50E (unity), 3% (support), JitF 5% 51 (cohesion & coher-
ence) flH) ¥ 5 1E 4+ 1 (sentence skills) PPN I 2 o B Ml Bk R 58 BRAS B SAE AR TS 10 2 N, FEH4E )
AR 54 R, FIFEVEAY 620 %%, TEE RV 460 24 (LARGH PEMAE T80T 30, FRhr 22 2R AT B 4A
Z PN AT«

3.3. BuESHT

B AL A I SOR S IREGUAT IO A t ke, SR BN RSAA B ER .
A EAR I HR 27 N, R HINE TIRIEIRIVTE 252 %, (KM HIL4S T [F)£E 81 DF 208 2% .

SR G i 4 RIS 23 4L ) VT PE 23 5N Nvivo 11.0, S#d il il ( O & I R SGA), A &5
AN A ) BRI, IRl AR 48 E 3R R = 7 AR EDLEN B

HRAEEVER gt o 44 0T 58 B T o e S B B vP AR A I, 225 00 R Wi i A5 L 4R 0 22 S 1)
17 [18], S5 & SEPRMEIVESCA, X EIFN A BT HES, K T LB RS E D AR R 1
RN MR RN R Ghd e R AT — BUERI, A BOEA S AT e, BRI

RJE G IR R UK, R SPSS 24.0 #HAT 2 BURFJE U kale, A& AR M54
FEIRPFIEIE T SR A LR MR . 25l ROTR I G vt A [ 4L 2428 1 el PR as B 20 S H 1
RT3 AR 0 2H PP ) 25 R SRR AN A 15 DLEAT SR R0 M, X s 7 AR 7 L 22
[ 4 [ P (14 25 2 AT HE LA 734

4. BR5TTR
41. FAEBEXKFEENETLEELER?

1) EPPPHESENABREH

FIVEECE T T, R SR NSRRI R (% 27 N), @ E B[R9 252 %, Jhit 12,519
(R 2512 49.67 dnl), K AR AL B RI9F 208 2%, FLit 8206 il(HE 251194y 39.45 dn]). Hr A
9 XHAEEEZ 5V,

I Nvivo A ), Fuih &R 7EAS R A 3 B AR A oAl =, G Rl 2. WA AEE
PPN BA—m . Hodr, S (thank) 7 9 20 25 A= 1 [ D o R BB #18 2 A van (S E 43 BE 43 ) s
340 10.22%, {%534H 6.75%), suggestion (17r4H 3.22%, 1404 3.12%) 1 useful (755204 2.79%, 1%4r4H.
4.550%) M2 B, RIS AR R AR [RIE R E S R R . AR, S AL R i 2
point (3.13%). 45 A FIVFIFIE L R X R I, o 42 A X V38 B 20 (000 A5 S P AT AR 1) S A A
[E19F, B SHE SCRIBLE ) — Bk (Unity) (567 . AR 41567E details (2.40%), [H3F_E N 4 H 5 BLIE
AR BRI, AR 124 2 AR G AR PR AN IRV 2 R 14 (sentence skills) (1 EE AR .

HYFNBEER T, o AR R R A AT DURE O A =38, R ISR AT A
RISy, BR TS AT AN, NN RAE R A B R BB B . A0 gy
W%, MR, SO RRAT R FEVPPHEM R L, SaH—REAN RS,
ARG “ TR — N (AT R )7 B IEERE, TAR7r 2H A I PP B g B —, Oy R
M NI 7 B CABIRESY T, AR AN [R] R R[] 52 DL SR ] ) B 2
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Figure 2. Word cloud of back evaluation comments for high and low achieving L2 writers
2. EoHEMESERTEEERR

2) BIVFPFEREA

i3 Nvivo Zifid, TF 5 AR RIS R B, I RS TER AL, M AR L R
% - BURSEE B0 0.000, SO8ARIER A, TREEFAEM 2 ERE U K. U AR s 24 (]
PPAB A FE R A S A7 72 B 2 72 7 (p = 0.000 < 0.05)0 P = 75 Ry, AGH I AN ) 2 31 25 2 11 17 S s 2
FERF— T RIEVFRAUOE S BRA RE R, K LREE RREHIP L 1.

Table 1. Chi-square test of backward evaluation categories between high and low achieving L2 writers
#* 1. SoEMRSERNTEFENSRIEARRARE

PG Tk — Mt R
D (i X
BARTER 63 59 122
HB o> HERL 15 5 20 y2=12.131,df =2, p =0.002
AR 7 21 28
INE e ’_ .
2 =23.775. df = 6, p = 0.001 g2k 40 48 88 ¥»=66,df =1, p=0.000
S8 28 15 43 ¥2=2.033,df =1, p=0.154
ool 7 1 8 72=2.168,df=1,p=0.106
HEA 4 1 5 ¥ =1.061,df =1, p =0.303
§5 R4 Tt 119 63 182 )(2 =8.824,df =1, p=0.003
#*=19.147,df = 1, p = 0.000 i 0 13 13 42 =8775 df=1,p=0.003
TR MR TT %= 55 24 79 ¥ =6.362,df =1, p =0.012
x*=18278,df =1, p=0.000 IR 11 30 41 2=4702,df=1,p=0003
Gt RER, SRk, S AR A = ME RSB RE BRI R R E E R B

B — KT T3S, IR, 2 4RV 23 41 (B0 P D8 7 12 5 P S i AR R 390 5 A
AN ) FIVTAE SR b AFAE S 22 5 (p (843 514 0.002 F1 0.000), 2543 2H 2 A AR B2 52 P38 43 42 52 [8) AT
W BARBCE e, P 4L 2 G BN R AR L, AR AU B 75 S SRR RN A s R, R 4L
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a5t R B REAT R FIVFE, MEA— PRI VRN, A I HE A1 43 4 5/ b o o581 P DV 3R A7
T EROR A, AR AR R B RIS T T p {E 38 0.003, i MH & 4 4L RV A3 L (B9 R, XA
ANTRARBOIAFAE B B 22 5, 5 o AL B8 2 RO0) [F) A B PE 0K B 3Bt TG 0 2E 000 25 2 xop Wic 31 )0
VBRI, Ui B v 43 20T TR ELPEBE 22 RE AR (S B, T A 43 2EL KT R ELPE A SR BB AT
TRER RS, PRI R (P = 0.012) F1Z 55k 2 (p = 0.003) I [ 3 3 2 AR B 7 AR R 24 A
RIS A AE TR PPB BRI T A F AT AR . = A 5 B AAT IR MR %, AR5 4L SE Al
] T (Rl pE sk B, A B A A5 O 2 B BB IUIME

4.2. ARIBIEKEZEENEHITFENSERLER?

1) AR

f 7 SIS 3 20 5 AR ) BLVP R S R R A B — 3, BRE S AR I I o AT = i
gy, BAMUZL. BAETmE, —2HEAmmaBEVERESEEZ, 2 RBREE, U mAE S AR
BN EEELS MR, &€ T IEERERNE, XEE X iSRS E . [, &ad
AR A 2HAE S B8 PSR S5 5 AR I A 38 22 5, UG MR A 224, AR J3EAT [l P )k A2 Hoxt
HOMSESEMBES R T A, HERLERRGEEATEE A . B RE B AR
SRR FE BT — AR 78 7 TR B 2 A RN — TR B, AU BVF,  [RIVFR[RIFE R H
B

RN [RIPE VRS AN E AT B R RDRE D IRBGE . AR RS NI —,  SERSTE BT I /NI
HRH IR B e o IX 5 22 R8I AR IUARML, AR B AR AR BLVPRAAE, Bef8 A RUBR KIS A
T, 2R VRS PR T R 3R . 1X— 25 R U B AL 2 AR AR OR T R AE 1) ELVPAT RIS T B
INAFRERA N EN GRS, HMEE T RELPX—iEs). MRS RN “ P52 & WL
PEFIEY [191A 1, FIReE Tt Fo b ByPE 3 K AR AE R 2 R 2k 2 ), ANF IR 2SR 5l
RFPECT BV B R, AR RN BV R A A S AR 2 A, O A A B R R R AR
WV, &5 R AT 205 E B AR N R A FIPEL, DL SEGPR” [20]. Saeed & A&
W, AT, 2 EREE LI AR A E 2 A VY, eI, Gl Fdt
BWIR, XEAT NEAE R T R B PP I R P ARG B i, AT i BLVE B R PR [21] .

2) ZR7H
b T _LIRRIARINE, & o AR 43 4 A 5 AR T B PEE TR AR B 2% B X R B — iE sh AN TR
15 IR

H, ARIPFFEHEMBERE, s ARt 58RI mod e sz
5 [l PP B B AR IR 2 K TR 4, MR A2 42 5 R AR, PRESER A B B N s —,
Hrpfy 9 XA S AR TN mEUXITA SR, BT PHERE, PPHEECE AE NSRS
FAT SR R RE AN TN DI RE[22] o IXARRE T N4 AL 2 R RERS TE 2 3 2 5 B[RV P A, 105 5=
B 5 IR AN AN, ety R SR 12 ST A5 BE[23] o X [ f AT (0 AR (] 7 (A B 4 85 43 2 25 A 0 [ £
HIFEEAE @i, ik 7 RIFIZEIERE, AR T2 a2 2 R IR JE -

Hxk, WHIFPFE T & SRR KA, o AR o 2AE PP PSP AR AR 2y o 15 I 7 A4 T
NE R YIE T ZES . BOEARKIAFIR R ER i, 24l B S 51E50, AIERE SR,
e 7 U R PR VPR S AR B RIS R, AN XS R AR IR, REME B R A0 X6 P N R b AT AR S
BB EIE A, I AR R . SN, R AR X [ PRI BEAT S R
AATTEE 7% 5 ELEHU (R A I PPE RIE AN, JFAEAT R R R R o B A R AT e ok . A 2 R fERE
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R ERLRIMF RIS 2RI Cho S NTEH, AT FIFEZ 104 52 ISR MRS, AP e K
SGA AL JG R BB P AE & N5 FE[10]. A7 40 7] 4 fAME AR A AR TR B CXf
VESCHEAT JE BB R 5

5. £5iE

ARV T Peerceptiv £ ESAET G H A ELAF b A [F/NE I PF AT IRGES R, R8s o AR
APIPPSBERA Bk, WALEAEE RIS TIARSY . BB AT N RIS, R B2t R
PEBUAT RO B o (RN P 2 A 2 [ PP A SR A B AR B R

PAERT S R, S b PTAE 2 A00 [R] A B PP — TGS RR RS L, RE TS 70 IR 3l 22 AL A
T, IRt B e s b A sk brAT 3. R, s L REE AL Eahit 2 5 Bligshid e, A
TG B PR AR R Rt e B0 ELB A IR R PR PR IE S e AR, BINRN AN S, I
TIHE BATR VBT & TR XRS5 HERE WX R AEE, HICERK
W IF) P25 T 2 S AR B AR L S AME O

E&WE

AL FR 2023 FEFEPRMR K F AR E I ST “AH SRS R TR EHRE S iES
TETGEE I (i’ : K2023-156). 2022 FEE PRI/ M2 #0E U ORI 70 <3618 U= 90 St
BEAEESCE RS9 (' WWWT22007) A SRR .
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