1 =2

49 119 : mIanvulTsuisunavesmamnduuumFaniuasiuusiannseting
ffdensud lvnudsuveaindnymminedesuiiseunusanguiiuniun
A191szmA (EFFECTS OF ELECTRONIC PEER RESPONSE IN COMPARISON
WITH FACE-TO-FACE PEER RESPONSE ON CHINESE EFL UNIVERSITY
STUDENTS'WRITING REVISION) 0101367115011 : fasenans1nsd

a3. Asanwal gaine, 247 i,

Y = Ao vy A 1 a -4 = J v =2 = = Y
LL?J’J'Ii]%lNTLl’Ji]‘c’lul,iJLl?JfJ‘VIW“]J’Nﬂ'Ii’JWWﬂfJ\‘ﬂULSUEluigﬂ’lNuﬂﬁﬂ‘H'l MNﬁﬂ@ﬂﬂﬁLLﬂhlsU

[
1 % ~

@ < o ] a 4
YSudgsnui@ounaiy uatis 1w biviminfdnsudSeufiournavesn1sIninduuy

]
] ~

a L adg a g awv :/l J,
INBYHUT Llﬁgll‘]ﬂj@!aﬂﬂiE]Uﬂﬁ'ﬁE]Q'IUL%ﬂu ﬂ'li')i]Elﬂi\‘lﬁﬁ’ﬂﬂll\?ﬂll'lflﬂi]gﬁﬂ‘hl'lﬂiglﬂ‘ﬂﬂlﬂﬂ

Q Q

o A 4 Yo a d

AINNG winvesdImng  untmueiausisulumslidainndaenuwdeu myiide
a 4 9 9 [ = = o A Yo
Aandg 11 lunsud TvdSudsnudion uazamn e su@ouduileaw1nns 148
Y
a d v [ 1
AINININITOUVVAINGAT?
1 [ 1 Y 1 v K =} [ a [ 09/' = d' a [ d' =)
naual0619 laun dnAnuuszAuuINedesuiln 3 vuenniuidingy NiSou
@ I~ [ o @ a = Y
musanguiumpiaelseme 119U 40 au wanmMsHndssiunannuS ey Iy
9 g o 1w ' Yo = Yo a P ~ A
tandluner 2 ¥ Tue nguaiee1s 20 au lasumsdnlddainndaudiouveuiounyy
a 9 1 = Yo = Yo A -4 ad a d I )
YWY d2udn 20 au lasumsdnlddinind uuudannseting Wua 2 ¥ Tug
1 @ L] as}l U = ~ 9 9 A = 1 A 9y 1
NYUAIBEITDINGUIVEUANNTo DD T 3 1599 TumsWsuuaaziTo s uIaas
9 (% = 09/' 1Y d‘ Yo o A -4 d‘ 1 0o A o
auazud lvSuljsnudsuvesan 2 a59 vawni lasudimndnnweulungy fAanng
= AN Yo A Y a 4 o = o a 4 =~
e Idsuuazignldesalumsud lvdsulgsanudsugnmiliamsziuazanuiGeann
Q" Yo a Y A o
Fu lasumsdszdunnfiFersny 1 s au

J Y 1 a -4

9 )
HAN15398N U1 NguAI0819NIdeInguldAIwmIndaonuloualsnuiiosnin

Q

a 4

y ' o ' v ' { o a o A Jdo
ﬁﬂ"lWLL’JﬂéllmJﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁ"ﬁﬁNﬂu ﬂqumaasmﬁGl,ﬁ’ﬂmN"msummwmgwﬁﬂﬁ’m’mmﬂmmu

1 1 4' = = 0o o A o 9y a FY) [ =S 1 1
w1 uaenlssuieumsiidiinng 11495 lumsun lvdfudssnudsunuiingu

[
=1

] [ Yo Aa 4 Aad a q Yo A P Yo Aa ~ 1 Y1 o °
g1 a1 Imnduuudannietnd a1 mngn kasululFuanuinnii udndaudm
a 4 9 (=] = 1 o A L&Y 1 =\ g FY) [
Andazloannan Fruea1u Manndasnaniilse Texiaenisud lwlsulgeu
=\ di =1 =1 Yo a 4 1 Yo Aa 4 a Y
Wen enfTeumeunaveIms 1A IMNGFoUUNUI NI TRAININSUDUINT YIS0
o Y =) = ddg’ 1 o w 4 dil ~ Yo Aa 4
Mrnuweuliguamadulundvesmidwnuaziiiont Tuvazins a1 awninduuy

adg a  Jda o 9 = = dg ] di’ ~ ~ 1 3
E]mﬂ‘l/liﬂuﬂﬁ"’]f’JEJ‘VIﬂWxﬂH!ﬁUEJHiJﬁ]mﬂ1‘1/‘1?]61]1!111!!,!,\1%’0\1Lu@'ﬂulﬁ%ﬂﬁljfJ‘]J!,)'fN E]EJNllifW’Hll



] 9
WenlFeumeununMYoITeu WU NUTeUeINqUAIeIIINIToIngy lnana 1Ny

IS [

AN L ALGLY

g

A1UIFINTHIOINY Y aeileTeUnNANY

= = A A S (=
1nsANYT 2552 28U D19158NUT Y
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Although a considerable number of studies on L2 students’ compositions
have shown that peer response has a profound and positive effect on the students’
revision, few investigations have examined the results of electronic peer response in
comparison with face-to-face peer response. The present study aimed to examine
types of comments Chinese EFL university students made, functions that these
comments served, roles that students’ relevant cultural behaviors played in providing
comments, how the students used the comments in revising their writing, and the final
writing quality after revision.

40 Chinese EFL third year university students participated in the study. After
a 2-hour training session on how to assess an argumentative essay, they were divided
into two groups for an additional 2-hour training session on peer response techniques,
one being trained on how to give face-to-face peer feedback, the other on electronic

peer response. The students in both groups wrote three argumentative essays, each
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followed by two revisions after receiving peer comments. Comments made and those
actually used by the two groups were categorized, counted and analyzed, and the
students’ essays were rated by five trained raters.

The findings revealed that the students’ preference in providing comments
was different in both groups because of their apprehension in different communicative
environments. More comments were produced by the face-to-face peer response
group, resulting in more comments used in revisions. However, although fewer
comments were made by the electronic peer response group, a higher percentage of
the comments made were used in revisions. In other words, the electronic peer
response group’s comments were more revision-oriented. The use of face-to-face peer
response significantly encouraged the students to outperform in the aspects of
vocabulary and content, while the use of electronic peer response helped the students
greatly improve their revisions at the levels of content and organization. In terms of
final writing quality after the experiment, however, there was no significant difference

in the two groups.
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