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Abstract

Peer feedback has gained increasing academic attention in the past several decades and evolved
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into a prominent form of feedback in various disciplines. In the field of EFL, a considerable num-
ber of empirical studies have been carried out to compare peer feedback and the more traditional
teacher feedback from various perspectives. These studies have predominantly focused on the
teaching of general English, albeit in different educational contexts. There is a dearth of research
on the comparative effects of these two forms of feedback in the context of English for Specific
Purpose (ESP) teaching. The present study aims to fill the research gap by investigating the effects
of both teacher feedback and peer feedback on students’ ESP writing development in a 16-week
BEC writing course. 49 second-year undergraduate students from a Chinese university partici-
pated in the present study and were classified into the teacher feedback group and peer feedback
group respectively. A questionnaire was administered to both groups to gather data concerning
their attitude toward the two forms of feedback while Paired-Sample t Test was performed to as-
certain the effects of teacher feedback and peer feedback on the improvement of their ESP writing
ability. The results indicate that while students were generally willing to make use of both two
forms of feedback, they tended to attach lopsided importance to them. Although both general Eng-
lish learners and ESP learners preferred teacher feedback over student feedback, ESP learners’ at-
titude towards peer feedback could be positively affected by hands-on experience of it. Further-
more, teacher feedback and peer feedback led to significant differences in the writing corrections
students subsequently made. The present study has practical implications for ESP teaching and
curriculum design, particularly the adjustment of feedback mechanism of ESP writing programs.
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1. 518

&) 45 2 15t (peer feedback), 7RFR [E] £k H.3¥ (peer review). [F)4k %% (peer editing). [F£E¥F4% (peer as-
sessment)5§ . Topping (1998)44 [F{f s 155 X o “ % 2 E X5 B CA AL % 21 RAS B[R] £1 0 2 2 iR B
FEH AR K A PR DA ISGEAT VRN (p. 250) [1]. IR St i R R iR vT LAIE B £ 20 i
40 80 FEAR. fE N2, FF R — BEREE S m BRI R E R . FEAN R R 20 S
TR i H i 52 380 O RN 2% AR A AT

DA WK ER T RGRBISHET T, W RBIRZ RN 12K, S 2 ik . Xt iR
B, SAE G T 58 A TR A 1) SIS DUEAT VR 9T HLgh O SR AR L, R St s
FITFHRTL A RIZCTAE ) VPAIGE S feH i e me 1S e Re, AR TGRS A 1% S 8hil, &
AR TFIT AR E B8 WEEE RN &A%, BER TR AR B bs, 2
PR AATTI 2l G

TETE S HUFAk, JH R R LGB/ NAME (BEFL)ZEE T, BT EiRRIIASL, R R AL
R 0 2 PRAR BN 0 TAE A . (EAE S DB, FUTR A RE SO R IR Z B = E . A
FARMEERE, WP TOEBITITEE A “— T NI HAES Tai it TAE” [2]. EFEF EFL
gl s AT I OREER, B R IE] T IR RS, EFL #eEh i EG R, ESRTLE 2 ) [F 78 4 0F
) 225 R T 1) 2 1 A €0, S G ) R B A I (R N 252 1 S A5 18 e o 4k, 6 ¥ EFL SEZE+,

DOI: 10.12677/0etpr.2023.51005 73 [ /b 2 i e 5 A


https://doi.org/10.12677/oetpr.2023.51005
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

pUE £

[ £ J2 157 8 A0 B B0 S st LA A ) 2 — Fo 2 B S A e A7 2

A 20T 20 A5 5 R SO R LU 7, 22 5846 T30 FH i (general English) (1%, 0T &1 TH]
B JLE (English for Specific Purposes) f U i E 5 /b o AT 5T LASIMr i 45 JEiEIE P 2R 1 S5 /R 3504 i #02
ol R LG R 45 TR B R, TR R [E) G R A 2 AR AR SCAB SR s e, [ B A e ] 2 A
O A [F % B 550 Sl R B A FE S BE
2. SCHKERIR

SRR, RIS NEE B E SRS B . #7E(2006)18 Hi, TEIE S B4, &
TRE SRR R AN Z B EA, FEFERA =M B\, SERBOMEEBSE L T3 iFi4E S,
HR, SIERBERMA T “32A” (audience) LS, T BIMEZ LI “HTHS/E” (writer-based)F] “J&
TiE#H5/E” (reader-based) 114548, ik #imt 5/ERE B B W[3]. SIEZEEFWFEG Rb, 18
MRIESIEES M R, AR R e . I RIR AR SRR AR
SIFEE . Vygotsky ) “HlE i X & FEi8” (Zone of Proximal Development) L& Liu Al Hansen (2002) “ —
RN ESR” [4]. B EGRGHE TG SEBCE B Oy — P E ) R BRI, 5 S BRI R
MAMAFME. RAARFEITEG I ARG AR R IF SOEF L. WA KE, K
TEEBCER RGO, EEERAELT AN 2 A BOMT [RGB 2 B R R oA
A 2 ) P R ) f b DA AN TR TR 2K [R5 Je 5t 2 ] FE B E o

21 FffRIBHIETE

A 2T [ GF SRS 432 BERI BT 9T, 22 SR T 5 A ol 43 ) A FH 380 s it f ) 45 S it A b2
90 AT, KEWFFIRGSHESE, (LR GF RGBT, EFL M ESL Z2AAEAE MR T-IU e e B0
S (4n Carson & Nelson, 1994; Leki, 1990; Paulus, 1999; Zhang, 1995) [5] [6] [7] [8]. X L6HIF 50Kt 2 A % #4
Il S R R, VAR g 2 AR R 2 B S ORI B gE s A RCEAEZ ISR R . BEA 21 T, A
WE L4k SIE S (W1 Cho & MacArthur, 2010; Gielen et al., 2010; Hu & Lam, 2010; Yang, Badger, & Yu, 2006)
[9] [10] [11] [12]. “2AEAESERRIMEE SRR T, BRI =S AT S i, B2 H [F 6% I A ),
AR T UM R BRI 10 47, 155 FFAEANRNE 5 HOFI L T R SR 7Tt 4k 2EIE Sk,
BIRNFHEN TR SAE SRS SR R R G S 51, (R AT TR AR 2 1 56 25 I 20 S 15t (4N Lee, 2015; Lei, 2017)
[13] [14]. 2FAEXT FIfE St B, AR E TR T T A5 &, JCH R R R R AR B 1) S S0P 2 15
PAFAEAT 28010 5 4 I B (Kaufman & Schunn, 2011; Liu & Carless, 2006; Wang, 2014) [15] [16] [17].

Zhang (2018)7F A i B IS £ B2 1 2 [F) 4% B it (1 42 52 FE[18] . dlad X 25 44 B Jeil SR BUM I U5
W, KO REL, o E EFL ZUMESERC: S, [RGB, S EF EFL ZUmEE AN,
[F 4% & it 5 76 o [ o 32 RO RO ECE A AHILED, 5 20 & 20k 32 A i v [ s DR A 20 A e
K, JE ) E AR EG R B IEE ST, WA 2R T B SRR SEE KA 2T B
2.2. FffRIRAZEAL

KT A SARAE EFL S AEZ A SR A 78, UE B [F) 6% S At RE 8 AE AN [R) 7 TR HES) 22 AR BB 5 5 2
HL1E 1994 4, Mendonca 1 Johnson (1994)h iF B 1 [R5 [ 15 B 8 B2 T =i 7K P B il 2 ) 2 I S ARG S R
71(idea generation) [19]. 7E Tsui and Ng (2000) It e, 2 U5RE) EFL 2243808, [RIGFEM ol DL
AT “SZ A" (a sense of audience), i BMBATNIRE CHIMRARNA L, (RHHES R B HMEY
(collaborative learning), #&FHEZ I “CAHERL” (ownership of text)&iR[20]. Min (2005) I 5T & I,
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[P o] LA B 2 A 5 mi A bt e, B AE B 110 J 4 (it B 22 1 i 42 (scaffolding) [21]. Yang et al.
(2006)F1 Shen et al. (2019)FHZKUESE, [FIFF PR O] DAG NS /E#H B JRAZ WA H , R aif22 S35 5 )
H M, B b 500 s 5 (s B AR st PRI 25 =0 35 1R 2% SRR PE[11] [22] Villamil F1T Guerrero (2006) (17
FRERFEAEN ESL SIELRE, HERER, FFFRGA AT AT RS 12 S B, i BT DLTE
SRS AR AR I 8 35 ST RE T B R S [23] 6

2.3. FRFAREHTRE 5

BT [F) 4% S AR I T AN TR N, 22 ST UG SR AN R S [\ 6 S i, AEDTAE 52 FE L SEA
AIRAE ST AN o Filhn, A Tt B FE 44 [F) 4% S it (anonymous peer feedback)-5 2 44 [R5 S 15t
(identifiable peer feedback)#E4T ELik. XEUHF LI K AL, 2O RFFAN “EA LIAE — M2 EK
DR A7 3X— W A (Festinger, Pepitone, & Newcomb, 1952) [24]. iXEeFFRIESL, T35 4 (1 [ 6F
A ARV EE £ 0 R S o BB A, BRONEE 44 0] LAY/ N B R 26 5% [R5 B 5t 4 T4t (Carvalho
2013; Kaufman & Schunn, 2011; Wen & Tsai, 2006) [15] [25] [26].

PATH ML A A B[R] 65 5 i (computer-mediated peer feedback), 7R & 4E K 2: SR Fe iz —. 1
U1, Chan (2013)%F EFL SEMRE FRITHXS . AARE 5 SO AT I FRIGF R, i AR B R 746 5
R R R AT B . BEALEE BN, TR . DAARZE J7 AT X R e e, BRIl TR 5 3R
JEEERIMIE, TSR 58 B [R5 s 15 58 A6 3 0 344 5 4 o & RO VP 5 S it [27] o DRI i TR 3L,
EFL S{EH ROz B A R G RS &, A BeHE I R ARG 28 o

HFERRZ, AR TIOEEEET RGBT T, BAR C4 e iE B J0E H:  a 2 Ak,,
KA R LLIE FH 218 (General English) FBCE AR AT 3¢, 78 L T IR SCE 207 B h b4 T 11 [F) 6% S it
FHABTERFE N AHFOREEAA T E, BB EFL 20 RGO B g . HARki,
AT FEAR IR LU JUANF 5T i) -

1) ) ESP S A U] 43 il R FH B0 S 4R =] 45 S 1t

2) BT RN [RF T ESP 2 AR AR SCAS B S i A 4] 22 5722

3) HHE ) ESP A %ot 0 s RN | 45 I A5 20 il B B A RE S 2
3. MRt

AT e — T AR HEAT 0 56 T b [ 96 2K B AR 0 B b 22 A S PN SR R ) iR —, B
BRI
3.1 SEIEXR

AHIE G [ S IR G 1 R 7 — P B ) 49 A AR SE T AR AR AR . IX 49 A sEEREBEAL
3 T B 20T S i 20 (n = 25) RFIGF 52 (n = 24) o %o AT — 27 B9 20 25 25 19 K 2 005 DU 5 i B adb AT (1 4l
SEFEAR T RIS R R, B AR TERE KRS 2 7 (p > 0.05).

3.2. LIt

1E 16 J& 105 % 0B SRR iR b, WA A2 MR SIEB:, S0 3 T 8IMr 5 25 JEEE
FE IR EMEES), I RREA RS R

B B ) AR IR — A B S, SRR LB s S 1R s, IR R A5
ARG, S0 ) 4 2H [R50 T Sk B gk o %41 2 A B 5 MR 20 A i T A 11 Sk e s AL,
HATBSESS, FHT—EEh.
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[ G S AL ) 2 A AE BRI SR SAIRA I 55 — H B BB, JF TSI H, 8BS 5E 1/
A, TS T AT IR Sk R S BEE B . RRASAE AR E R I B, SRR — ik 2
AT 2, DA DR AEAEBEAT IO TSI AT, A 7870 B[R] BB AN S 1238 #% (Connor & Asenavage,
1994) [28]. RUGHEENESGEAIEAT, —BHFE=+ 0B, SEA AR R S AT AL .
FEHDN AR ARG, A AR IR DI S Se B S R is — I R 3 . AR Bl Ja el T — A i
8] FH 1 SCAE SO E R o

3.3. HIRWES ST

AHIFFE HBE M T A F OBt . SR TSR =5 5 Esh . R — RS IR SRS s+,
FOm I [R5 RS I 2 A RV B AR R, WA BRI AR A S OB, DURAE DN T
LHE RS KEA CHEN. F—. FRE5EES, FEARRHEIHAZES AR S B /N
MIEERE TR EE=REEESF, TSR RGH = ENVIRG, IEREERE, e
IR, REESIER BRI RIS 4. R R, ¥4 RRRE, R T
5 45 I EF IR s AT 2

TEWCER 1 PREHL A ) 28R A R A5 S A 4L IR SR Je . 280T% 16 A7 SEg o RB-ATUR BE VIR, IF Hogk
1T 138 o VRIS 20M m) B S50 X R s F TR A SRR 280 DL S it i (A PR ] 4% e 151 2 2
&) VIR EBENRETE: 1) BAESI0RISRE; 2) 1E& 5 R MR R E R R R A 3) 2
A RS 1 I 5T TR A JE .

TR = IR BAEE SN AR IRAE = KRG, —WiidmH Leki (1990)F1 Zhang (1995) K] il 454k A& il 4 4= 36
SIS SR [8] [29]. 1A T AN TN 2 : 1) AV BRI [F) 6 [ 15 E 2 KFZEE Xt
AT B 2) SRR R —Fh S R UM R R St P AR S A DR TR 22 R 157) -

PR AHL 27 A 5 =0 AR AR PN 28 e B 22 R OB 93 S 75 2% S TR IE B 25 XK PR A3 AT P40, IR DAL
AR T SR SCHEAE U T & v AR B

3.4, LRGSR B2

M TN 8 =56 B A 1% 30 o BT WSCER I El A 2E S50 SRR AE IR . R DL R L I B AR R AT T
SCARSHT. fE % Hyland (1998) KM%, FESTAR T, A7 5 A S it b BB — AN EE X S AR RE A (1) B
— 7T R WAL —A “BILA” , FFHAR A R WS4 “aTHE WA A AT H
B WRZE[30].

I AR ARG AT R L, AT IR S R St oA R L RS 2 AR S bR I U8 50Z — 1247 UL
B, mZHEHAEHELARRHZE, FEMESCRIE, B2 RAME SR =R, 2Rl Es
VBRI JE BT AT B SO AT 20 R B . FERBSCRIE T T, A AN & T BOM I A5 BRI 7F S 15t 51 %
PEEL #HAN “BHRIES”  EESERITH, AHFFWRYE Faigley A1 Witte (1981)[)7r387%, H#4%
A TP 0y AR 2 & B (surface changes) Fl & SUAE 2 (meaning changes) [31]. 3R EZ B SRR TR 245
M, IFBSCE. SR> JEA AR B, BB SER RN EAA N A AT R E S . 1B
RORTTIH, AHEFUAE % Conrad F1 Goldstein (1999) i, B “MInzek” « “AlIhizeg” .
UK “HBASAL” ZKK[32]. “HIMES” Fai2 “RES TR B St S I A R B
“ARIMEMT B SR AR GE IR SC . HE RS RO AISS L SCZ ek ” (Conrad & Goldstein,
1999: 154) [11]. %¥T BB RICRARE, BUHERE G T SERE, S Ferris (1995)F1# 1H
(2006) i, ABFFLIG N “IREGRHOERIBE” X —A[3] [33].
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4. BR5VL
4.1. BURR MRS R IRHFIRRMPRER

ML RIARH, FERIRR P B R AR — BB LT, Bum i AR R AR R B WP I E T
A N R AR RS WP H . — 7T, XA REYE E BUT AN S AR S OKE B R, 5
—J7 B AT REVR B BUNH A 2. SR, A S S R SOOKE A R A 2 U, B
g4 v SN T AN PR ) S A St 4% 1 RIS, B0 St R 2 L R 67 S 4 BE i e 92.3% I AT I 24
I A L S AR B e, TR 57.1%) ] FH 25 AR SO I R R o 5 SR AT IR B
VIR, A A T BOM S L R Sl “AEASARME " B “RERRAREE” R CRENESCIE .
FOM 5 WA RN B W SRR “TVEERMR 7, B2 AR DR AN R 78 40 BR AR B0 B A5t th B 1 1
e “ARTERRL” ZRHIEF AR, AR ZABINE BB EUE . REERN R RS W
IR AR 2R CANIERR” B “AREEE B IR o XTI A AT AR . AR RS T
XREA T K46 (Paired-Samples T Test) 45 RE7R, WA A RIWIFR ARG a3 A B %25, UMW
i s s SRR RESR A R I B AR BT (WL 2)o ARG S, 0 B A5t e B R 2 3 35 B 2 A i v S
Jii & .

Table 1. Utility of teacher feedback and peer feedback
& 1. BUDRIRMEFT RIREFI AR

. T AR LA A5 R S o L A
TRTHRE (R T i) (K1 5 L)

H e i 2 452 26 92.3%

[F] 55 S i 2 446 14 57.1%

Table 2. Subsequent writing improvement of teacher feedback and peer feedback

2. BUDRIGMEIGT R IRE BB IR IR LA

WIRE 1543 AR T84 ARAYI P
Ho 2 3.74 4.23 0.49
IR 477 S e 3.82 421 0.39

4.2. B RIFEFMEGTRBEIMEXIEHHTMER

P 3 AN T UM R AN [FF RASE 1 45 SR B AR IS A A L ABSUZ IR B RAB AN T T 2
o (EMEBIARET T,  EARTE RIS (R SR UG, ARE SR A 2 AR b . 5 SR
M RRE VIR R, SETRFAEIE, FFF RS T AR ARTE, T2 5 5 A pr
fRANEEZ o BEAL, NN BIAE CRI FTESE, [ R & B VR APE O S A 1 DG T 1 Sk A2 i ipL 2,
REMETEAR RAR S Lk iR A S s . R RTE SIS R, B — 2 R S U5 1 FE R 0 e gk Jse 15t
BB TR TS . #157(2006) 48 i, R S st i 11 Sk A2 98 Hh 7 S P (negiotiation of meaning),
VS5 X7 TR P45 (equal footing) i 2E itk b Bt ANHL iR 2 AbHE4T 78 437418 (Gass & Selinker, 2001: 272)
[34]. SUbTERREFIAXT LU, JRTEE EFL ot Rl RPN T, B0 R A GE L — X —2
T SR . ST S AFUE RGN A T R BRI ET W A B T Sk R S R, EAR KRR B IR T U
55 @ e . FIGE R AT DAE — e FERE RRAUIT R IR IX — A2, RITE EFL SE R B A
BRI HAMME .
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Table 3. Comparison of the influence of teacher feedback and peer feedback on composition revision

3 3. BB RIRFEIGT R IR E S A EL 8]

WIS AREs BABR REXCR REBHR BEBKR AKX
(5tb) (=19 (5Lb) (R¥%H) (A k) (A k) (R¥%H)

U i 67.3% 6.4% 25.6% 0.2 34.5% 65.5% 0.16
[E6F I it 95.4% 1.91% 0.39 0.17 82.7% 17.3% 0.29

TEABSUEIR AT, W& 3 FiR, AR, EETTHBEESERRS, FfRBHNRES
MU %, TN R BRI = BB % . 1X 5 Zamel (1985). Connor £l Asenavage (1994). #%1 (2006)[1]
WS A —5[3] [28] [35]. HHT Lk JLIGURH 7 #05 2 7 18 A DB 3 MR R gb AT 10, T At 0 SR AR 7 45
JUBEENEE, X8R SR FG RREAFRE S 85, iR ENBHE BRI . o
AW FURE R, BTF#AES KPR ASESE CHMESRARZE O, MIEEAREREES
MEYLS EC T “RE” BN, RN RS RS SE WM E TS “RE X7 JiiH. AR
REW, ELITHEIENSERS S, ARG EERFE SN SERAREN . 1HE. WIEAHE
fbEE AR PS5 R Mo XA AT RES b E A L TR R DA, AR A A T e )
SCKPAE IR R FEAR B R A %

4.3. FENBUTR M EGT RIRFAFSENER

FEAAAE RS PR S 05277 ST R S FE DT I, ABEFCRIR, 29 969 ST SN #UM S 45t H el e
A, R 30%IH AL R SRR A R AL S g Tt e BoR . FE R R B
AR 54%IN 2 AN R A AR A, TIE O RBHE, R R R IR0, 8%, R
X5 A S it 75 200 i 5 75 T > 60% F 0T B 1 4L 1A 2 A b B 80T S 5, 209 14 27 A= 1B B80T S A =] %
Wt FEFGTRBRAL, ik 79.1% ) 52 A 35 RIS FH PR S 45205 32K, T AT 4% 27 25 e 5% BB A P 0
Bfite IXEHARU], FGT RIS 528, Wit Ax R 67 SRR AR, A R sk
s SR, R T R G R E S (R 4).

Table 4. Attitude towards teacher feedback and peer feedback
= 4. FENHITRIRME G R IRETRFASE LR

U [R5 B 5t
NH it NH i E
FEAIEH 1 2% 13 26.5%
M 1 2% 21 42.9%
#H 22 44.9% 13 26.5%
FEHAH 25 51% 2 4%

5. ZRS5RR

BT RGBT, 2 RETHEAZERAY:, 6T THBREEZEERNRERD, Tk
TR S [ 6 S B0 AN R ) EFL 22 AR BRI . 28Tk, ASHIE TR [R] 0 S ot RO BIF 58 40 Joe 31 78 95 948 5
PEde, WETE T [E ESP iR HUAX R e #Ur A R, X RIGE S BN B0 S SR JT BB 7T . ASHIE 7T
UESE, SEMICEHE R, ERTTHBIGERSET, SIFERBZE T EFL 220 FH T REN. K28
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AR A O OB UM R R, R T BRI, XA CKSEE TS, BESURRCEE
HYiRErR s, AT g L B EER . TR DR G R BE R EUT R R RN, SIER
SR LAE EFL SARHCA R RIEEEIER . R, AR MR R, £LTTHRIGEAAT, 2Un
S AN IR S AE A 236 B o e RME SR T RTERAFAE — e 2257 . AT AT Son P 2 TRV
Moy 25, SRR EMSOEACAIAE P T AT T E I LB LSS e, TR XWMESE X
W7 AR B SR I ERIE ST T, BOZ™ i X 70 il Y Se B #Ue L MR SaE 0. &)a,
AHFCRIL, B 7 R0 FERASR IS, R R BUESh RS PR A R AR B AR . A REER S 1R
WREOTATRENE . PRIUE, [FIOF OBTRENSAE — € L RERSTRAM EFL KEEHC AR IE A TS 70 1 el AL AEAL T
LR BUBI b [ e s, SRR RO S 520, MOORAT LUK IESR AT 1 [ 6% S A3 A AT L
BORMA RIS 5 R GF A5

AWAREE TS B BRI IR B R BE, X EFL SIEBEFIUH R TR IESIEA
P R RIS, ARORIRRE L. fERNAE, BEESBORMREEY, EFL SEHUN
CIF IR S T AT R DTS T D5 S8 T B R St e A A AT TSR LB fth 7% 21 3 TR
WA BTN EIEE) . APPSR, REEEIMX &%, BILRA —ErRmEE, Famngdgie
7R LU TR 2R AT R R 67 B, T34 e A

E&WmE

AR HKEEH SR =17 MRIINERS BT I (B BT AE AR 5 A 2
CHEVRT HeEAR BT AT) (GD19WXZ21) M BRI 5T A R

SE 3k
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