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 Abstract 

The present study sought to investigate the effectiveness of teacher versus 

learner assessment activities on the Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ 

writing ability. In order to find an answer to the questions of this research, 

30 intermediate students from Zaban Iran Language Institute in Rasht, Iran 

were selected via administering Solutions Placement Test (SPT). Next, they 

were divided into three groups of 10. Learners were randomly assigned into 

two experimental groups of peer assessment and self-assessment, and one 

control group, teacher assessment. A pre-test of writing was then 

administered before the groups received 8 sessions of treatment through peer, 

self-, and teacher assessment techniques. After the treatment period, a post-

test of writing was administered to all groups. The results of descriptive and 

inferential analyses revealed that the peer assessment group attained the 

highest scores on the writing test, and a statistically significant difference 

among the effects of the teacher assessment, peer assessment, and self-

assessment on Iranian Intermediate EFL students’ writing ability was 

reported. Also, the group using teacher assessment technique attained higher 

scores than the group that used the self-assessment technique. The 

implications of this study can be considered for EFL teachers, learners, 

materials developers, and syllabus designers. 

Keywords: peer assessment, self-assessment, teacher assessment, writing 
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1. Introduction   

Assessment has been defined variously in the literature. Among the many, Linn and Miller (2005) define assessment 

of student learning as a systematic process of collecting information about student progress towards the learning goals. 

They maintain that students’ performance can be measured in various ways, including “traditional paper and pencil 

tests, extended responses (essays), performance of authentic task, teacher observation, and student self-report” (p. 75). 

Similarly, Dhindsa, Omar, and Waldrip (2007) characterize assessment as a key component of teaching and learning, 

“a systematic process of data gathering” about students’ progress (p. 1261). 

Learners’ assessment influences how they learn, and teachers play a powerful role in those perceptions (Schut, 

Driessen, van Tartwijk, van der Vleuten, & Heeneman, 2018; Watling & Ginsburg, 2019; Zare Toofan, Vaseghi, & 

Zare, 2019). Teaching happens through human interaction, and, therefore, the characteristics of teachers’ interaction 

and relationships with learners can make a substantial difference to the kind of learning environment they create 

(Ramani, Konings, Mann, Pisarski, & van der Vleuten, 2018; Telio, Ajjawi, & Regehr, 2015). 

Assessment can also be classified into three types according to the person who evaluates. The three types of assessment 

are self-, peer, and teacher assessment. Self-assessment, according to Dikel (2009), refers to the judgment and 

assessment made by the students themselves for their own learning. Self-assessment, as one type of alternative 

assessment, with the increased attention to learner-centered curricula, needs analysis, and learner autonomy has gained 

popularity in recent years and its potential value as an instructional tool to facilitate learning as well as a measurement 

tool has been a topic of much discussion (Butler & Lee, 2010). The increasing interest in such methods has been driven 

by increasing recognition of the need to engage learners as active participants in the learning process and to equip 

them with the skills required to be effective life-long learners (Wood, 2009). 

In peer assessment, however, the students are involved in rating and assessing each other’s works. It provides the 

opportunity for the students to develop the responsibility and also the ability of judgment throughout the process of 

exchanging the fair and accurate feedbacks (Brown & Glasner, 2007) and having comparisons (Liu & Carless, 2006) 

with one another which are connected to the final result. Peer assessment, as a source and tool that facilitates the 

cooperative learning, allows the students to be involved in assessing each other’s learning outputs and learning tasks, 

and in helping and scaffolding each other (Keith, 2005). They provide feedbacks to their peers according to their 

ability of judgment (Brown & Glasner, 2007) and there are benefits of it which is the promotion of the student learning 

through the cooperative learning.  

In teacher assessment, the teachers are the ones who play an important role in students’ learning by assessing their 

learning with the end in mind (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). In Matsuno’s (2009) view, teacher assessment refers to 

the assessment where the teacher is the one who assesses and evaluates the students’ learning. The teacher monitors 

the students in terms of their process, performances, and the learning outcomes, and gives them feedback to improve 

their weaknesses. He draws our attention towards teachers’ temporal traits and assessment standards in order to 

propose a substitute to psychometric assessment. 

Similarly, according to Jones (2010), students should have a clear-cut outline of the goals they are moving towards a 

thorough understanding of the criteria they are assessed against and should be engaged in self- and peer assessment to 

enrich their work. It is necessary to make use of various types of alternative assessments, so as not only to assess 

learners’ findings but also to promote the L2 teaching and learning.  

Along with new developments in language teaching and assessment which try to enhance students’ autonomy and 

learning, peer assessment and self-assessment are gaining momentum and are playing more significant role in 

language learning and teaching. They are procedures which give the students the right opportunity to judge their own 

learning because they need to know their own abilities, how much improvement they are making, and what they can 

do with the abilities they have achieved. As far as education is concerned, students’ awareness of their own 

performance is really important. If they can do this appropriately enough, they may not be obliged to depend on the 

teachers’ opinion. 

Generally, assessment makes the students evaluate their learning throughout their learning process with an active 

involvement in learning and teaching process. In other words, it promotes reflective learning. It develops the students’ 

evaluative skills and also provides an opportunity for them to be engaged to the reflective learning concurrently. 

According to Hinett (2012), the reflection that the students make for themselves in their own learning can improve 
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their understanding of learning and expand the quality and depth of learning by making them to judge and think of 

their own learning in the process of reflective learning. 

1.1 Statement of the Problem 

Assessment as an approach to teaching and learning that creates feedback is used to improve students’ performance. 

Traditionally, teachers play a pivotal role in procedure of grading. However, they never apply the potential capability 

of students, and they are not involved, and cannot have any diagnostic feedback of what they have done on the test. 

In support of this, Weigle (as cited in Khodashenas & Rakhshi, 2017) believes that traditional approaches to writing 

assessment are incomplete because they are not able to assess learners’ writing ability based on one draft which is 

written under strict timed conditions about an unfamiliar topic. On the other hand, the teachers are not in a position to 

make appropriate judgments about their students’ writing assignment. This concept is in line with Nunan (2003) who 

believes that writing should be taught as a process rather than a product. 

According to Pourverdi Vangah, Jafarpour, and Mohammadi (2016), in traditional methods of assessing writing, the 

teachers act like a reader and an editor; first they read the paper and then edit it for grammatical and mechanical 

mistakes while it contrasts with Brown and Harris (2013) who believe in incorporating both formal and informal 

assessment techniques for monitoring learners’ progress in writing. In traditional classroom, there is no collaborative 

assessment in classroom. It has diminutive role during assessing process. Student assessment as a part of collaborative 

assessment refers to the involvement of students and teacher during assessing process. This assessment is done in 

conference session between the students and teacher. 

Student-centered learning becomes a pioneer of development of learning approach. In this approach, students’ 

activities are important indicators in learning process and quality of learning product (Zohrabi, Torabi, & 

Baybourdiani, 2012). In the teaching and learning English, this approach links with flexible learning, experiential 

learning, and self-directed learning (Acat & Dönmez, 2009). According to these authors, in teacher-centered learning, 

teachers usually use particular textbooks, which are mostly grammar oriented and to compare the language structures 

of native and target languages. In this situation students tend to be more competitive and individualistic because they 

have less opportunity to think aloud or interact. The main problem is that testing is more common than using 

assessment in classes. We often imagine testing to be what happens at the end of the year but the assessments may 

vary in terms of the scores they provide, their timing, and their relevance. Students need to have the opportunity to 

demonstrate in rating their papers and understand what their real scores are. 

1.2 Research Question 

In light of what were presented above, the current study investigated the effectiveness of teacher vs. learner-assessment 

activities on the Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ writing ability. More precisely, the study strived to answer the 

following question: 

Is there any statistically significant difference between the effects of peer assessment, self-assessment, and teacher 

assessment activities on Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ writing ability? 

1.3 Research Hypothesis 

According the research questioned mentioned above, the following research hypothesis was proposed for the current 

study: 

There is not any statistically significant difference between the effects of peer assessment, self-assessment, and teacher 

assessment activities on Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ writing ability. 

2. Literature Review 

With the arrival of sociocultural theory on the scene in 1986, learning is conceptualized as an enterprise shaped and 

reshaped through social interaction on the premise that the human mind is always mediated by virtue of interaction 

with self or others (Lantolf, 2000). Put it another way, SCT rests on the premise that higher forms of thinking are 

formed and enhanced through interaction in a social context, and then they are transferred from the social to individual 

level (Vygotsky, 1978). Vygotsky’s (1978) SCT of human learning describes learning as a social process and the 

origination of human intelligence in society or culture. The major theme of Vygotsky’s theoretical framework is that 

social interaction plays a fundamental role in the development of cognition. The value of self-assessment as a learning 

activity has been prominent in the literature for over 30 years (Falchikov & Boud, 1989), and has been shown to 
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encourage deep approaches to learning (Ozogul & Sullivan, 2007) and the acquisition of essential skills for life-long 

learning (Thomas, Martin & Pleasants, 2011), to be positively related to student achievement, in both review (Brown 

& Harris, 2013) and empirical (Jay & Owen, 2016) studies.  

Assessment is a major constituent of academic learning processes, and teaching and learning outcome focus heavily 

on it. The consequence of that focus is that assessment has the potential to drive student learning (Suri & Krishnan, 

2019). For most students, according to James et al. (2002), “assessment requirements literally define the curriculum” 

(p. 7); therefore, it provides a means by which teaching academics can help guide student learning and engagement to 

maximize the learning potential it harbors. Assessment activities have the capacity to inspire students to engage with 

criteria and evaluate their own performance, thereby becoming self-regulated learners (Tai, Ajjawi, Boud, Dawson, 

& Panadero, 2018; Villarroel, Bloxham, Bruna, Bruna, & Herrera-Seda, 2018).  

There is abundant evidence in the literature attesting that the use of self- and peer assessment has the capacity to 

enhance student learning (Boud, 2013; Falchikov, 2013; Yan & Brown, 2017). Neary et al. (2014, p. 9) point out that 

“engagement is created through active collaboration amongst and between students and academics.” While 

conventional assessment allows others to make judgments about competence and success (Ajjawi, Tai, Nghia, Boud, 

Johnson, & Patrick, 2019) and “limits the potential of learner development through assessment (Spiller, 2012, p. 2), 

by combining self- and peer evaluation, allows the learner to become a part of the teaching-learning-assessment 

process. Rezaee, Rahimi, and Mehrabi (2019) found that peer-dynamic assessment group of students outperformed 

non-DA group of students in learning English language structures. Their findings suggest that the offered mediations 

sensitive to the participants’ ZPD by their peers in a collaborative setting could lead to substantial changes in their 

grammatical learning, which was is in harmony with the theoretical foundations upon which DA is built. 

The findings of Javaherbakhsh’s (2010) investigation of the effect of Iranian advanced level learners’ self-assessment 

on their performance in writing in English indicated that the self-assessment treatment administered to the 

experimental group had a significant effect on the learners’ performance on the post-test of writing. In addition, the 

research conducted by Chang, Tseng, and Lou (2011) on the consistency and difference of teacher-, student self- and 

peer assessment among 72 senior high school students in the context of web-based portfolio assessment revealed that 

self- and teacher assessment were discovered to be consistent. However, consistency was not found between self- and 

peer assessment as well as peer and teacher assessment. In analyzing their consistency with the final examination, 

self- and teacher assessment demonstrated high consistency. They concluded that the teacher- and self-assessment 

outcomes reflect student achievements appropriately and hence had sufficient validity.  

Regarding individual versus collaborative pair work, Storch (2005) studied the effectiveness of collaborative writing 

on L2 argumentative essays. Her study analyzed both the final product of their writing task (in terms of fluency, 

accuracy, and complexity) as well as the nature of interaction during the task. The results revealed that collaboration 

among team members leads to many opportunities for idea exchanging and peer feedback. Meihami and  Razmjoo  

(2016)  investigated  the challenges  and solutions  of utilizing  self-  and  peer-assessment  in  writing  courses. By 

conducting a series of interviews and open-ended questions, Meihami and Razmjoo delved into the perspectives of 11 

English Language Teaching (ELT) teachers and 56 ELT students to find out their challenges and probable solutions 

to applying self- and peer-assessment in the writing classes. The results of their study indicated that ELT students 

thought of self and peer’s subjective judgment,  learners’  lack  of  assessment  literacy,  and  instructional  problems  

as  the main  challenges  of  self-  and  peer-assessment  in  writing  classes.  Moreover,  ELT teachers  believed  that  

the  challenges  were  the  feasibility  to  do  these  types  of assessment  and  ELT  teachers’  lack of  assessment  

literacy.  The common solution posited by both ELT teachers and students was development in teachers’ assessment 

literacy.   

In a study carried by Boumediene, Berrahal, and Harji (2016), the effect of the peer and self-assessment methods on 

writing ability of third year foreign languages learners enrolled at a secondary school in Algeria was investigated. The 

findings of the study exhibited a remarkable improvement in English writing performance of the peer group. Indeed, 

their study indicated a significant increase in the peer group’s use of writing processes as a result of the peer assessment 

method. They concluded that the peer assessment model is an effective instructional strategy as well as an evaluation 

tool. Further, it promotes the learners’ English writing performance by focusing efforts on writing products as well as 

writing processes. 

Peer assessment, on the other hand, has received mixed reactions in the literature. While both the positive and negative 

aspects of peer assessment have been canvassed previously (Kearney, Perkins, & Kennedy-Clarke, 2016), the authors 
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believe that as part of a formative process, despite culminating in a summative mark, peer assessment can be quite 

useful, and that most of the negativity can be mitigated by practice and the moderating effect of the grading system. 

In their recent meta-analysis on peer assessment, Li, Xiong, Hunter, Guo, and Tywoniw (2019) found that peer 

assessment in general has a nontrivial positive effect on students’ learning performance, which confirms previous 

literature on the benefits of peer assessment for student learning.   

The results of a study carried out by Khorami Fard and Derakhshi (2019) application of DA as an alternative procedure 

to standard testing has a positive effect on both test performance and writing linguistic accuracy of English as a Foreign 

Language (EFL) learners. In a study involving university students in Iran, Esfandiari and Myford (2013) compared 

severity of self-, peer, and teacher assessments in foreign language writing. They found that on average teacher 

assessors rated more severely while self-assessors rated more leniently. Peer assessors turned to be half way between 

those two assessor groups. They attributed these differences to the influence of cultural more on students’ abilities to 

self-assess and peer assess.  

In a study carried out by Mosmery and Barzegar (2015), the effects of using peer-, self-, and teacher-assessment on 

nurturing students’ accuracy in writing skill were analyzed and furthermore, the researchers intended to perform the 

study at three levels of task complexity (simple, medium, and complex), to find out whether being engaged in more 

complex tasks will help students improve accuracy in writing. The results indicated that although all three methods of 

assessment led to the students’ progress, however, Self-Assessment method was the most effective method and 

Teacher and Peer were the second and third respectively. Furthermore, although a rise in the complexity level led to 

increment in results consistently, the increment in the second level was much higher than the third one which was 

contributable to less concentration in the third level. 

In a similar study, but in a different culture, Matsuno (2009) compared self-, and peer assessments with teacher 

assessments in university writing classes. He found that in comparison with self-, and peer assessors, teacher assessors 

were neither lenient nor severe. Peer assessors produced fewer biased interactions compared with the self-, and teacher 

assessors. Based on the results of the study, here commended that, in some contexts, peer assessment can be used in 

writing classes. He concluded that “self-assessment was somewhat idiosyncratic and therefore of limited utility as a 

part of formal assessment” (p.75). Matsuno’s finding mirrors the finding of the study by Esfandiari and Myford (2013) 

in that, in both studies, self-assessors were found to be significantly more lenient than peer, and teacher assessors.  

3. Methodology 

3.1 Design of the Study  

The present study followed a quasi-experimental design in which the participants of this study were selected non-

randomly from intact classes, and they were designated to three different groups of teacher assessment, self-

assessment, and peer assessment non-randomly. Moreover, regarding the procedure, the present study followed a 

pretest-treatment-posttest design in which the participants took a pre-test at the onset of the study before they received 

the intervention programs of assessment techniques, and they took a post-test to know the effect of the programs on 

their writing ability. 

3.2 Participants 

The main population of the present study consisted of 45 Persian native speakers taking an English course at Zaban 

Iran Language Institute in Rasht, Iran. However, having been homogenized by SPT, 30 students were selected at the 

intermediate level. All participants were female students aged from 15 to 25. The participants were equally assigned 

as one control group (teacher assessment, N=10), and two experimental groups (peer assessment, N= 10), and (self-

assessment, N=10). 

3.3 Instruments and Materials  

The first instrument used in the present study was SPT which was administrated to 45 students in order to select a 

homogeneous sample of intermediate level students. This test contains 50 multiple choice items which assess 

participants’ knowledge of grammar and vocabulary from elementary to intermediate levels, a reading test with 10 

graded comprehension questions, and an optional writing task that assesses students’ ability to produce the language. 

The total score is 50. Those students who gain between 0-20, 21-30, and over 30 in grammar and vocabulary are 

regarded as elementary, pre-intermediate, and intermediate students, respectively. In reading, the scale is different. 

The total score is 10. The students who gain between 0-4, 5-7, and over 8 are considered as elementary, pre-
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intermediate, and intermediate students, respectively. The second instrument consisted of writing topics for pre-test 

and post-test. The pre-test consisted of a topic entitled as “Write a description of a person or a friend you know.” The 

topic of writing for the post-test was entitled as “Are you a pessimist or an optimist person? Elaborate.” This change 

of topic was done to control for the probable testing effect. The forth instrument was pertinent to the subjective nature 

of the writing skill that required the researchers to use a scoring rubric based on which the writing ability of the 

students could be reliably scored. In so doing, a scoring rubric developed by Brown (2007) was used to score the 

students’ writings in the pre-test and post-test (see appendix A).  

3.4 Data Collection Procedure 

The students took SPT for the purpose of being homogenized according to their English language proficiency level. 

Based on SPT scale, 30 students who scored (31+) in grammar and vocabulary and (8+) in reading and writing sections 

of the test were selected to participate in this study. Next, the students were randomly divided into three groups of a 

control group and two experimental groups with 10 students in each group. Later, all groups sat for the pre-test of 

writing. The purpose of this test was to assess the initial students’ writing ability. Next, the groups received treatments 

based on peer assessment and self-assessment and teacher assessment strategies. In the self-assessment group, the 

students scored their own writing based on the rubric already given to them. In the teacher assessment group, the 

teachers scored students’ papers based on the same rubric. In the peer assessment group, students scored each other’s 

papers based on the same rubric already given to them. During the treatment they asked question and shared their 

ideas together.  

After the treatment finished, the students took a post-test with the similar topic to the pre-test one in order for the 

researchers to know the effect of three types of assessments on the students’ writing ability. The students’ papers in 

the pre-test and post-test were scored by the researchers based on the same rubric. In order to measure the inter-rater 

reliability of writing scores, the Spearman’s Rank Order Correlation (rho) was used to provide the agreement of the 

two raters. The scores were first analyzed descriptively, and the standard deviations and the means scores of both pre-

test and post-test writing were calculated. 

3.5 Data Analysis 

To make sure of the scoring reliability, both pre-test and post-test writings were rated by the same two raters in this 

study. The inter-rater reliability of the writing scores (each student writing paper was scored by two raters in control 

group) was achieved via the Spearman Rank-order correlation. Regarding the results of the tests, in descriptive 

statistics, the means and standard deviations were calculated to find the difference among the results of three groups. 

With regard to the inferential statistics, the participants’ post-test scores were analyzed by using a one-way ANOVA 

to find a statistically significance difference at the generally accepted alpha level (p-value) of 0.05. A post-hoc Scheffe 

test was also employed to find out where the group differences occurred. 

4. Results 

The inter-rater reliability estimates for the pre-test scores of writing in the three groups, as shown in Table 1, was 

found to be .950, .956, and .922 which were highly positive and showed significantly acceptable correlations. 

 

Table 1. Inter-rater correlation for the pre-test scores of the groups 

 

Correlations 

teacher assessment group Spearman’s Correlation .950 

 .000 

 10 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

 self-assessment group Spearman's Correlation .956 

.000 

10 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 
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Table 2 represents descriptive statistics for writing test scores of the three groups on the pre-test before the onset of 

intervention program and applying the treatment. 

 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the pre-test of writing scores 

 

All groups obtained almost the same values on the pre-test. That is, the mean scores are highly close to each other 

implying that the three groups were homogeneous regarding their writing skill. Although the self-assessment group 

had a slightly better performance, the difference was not significant. 

According to Table 3, the measures of inter-rater reliability estimates for the post-test scores in the teacher assessment, 

self-assessment, and peer assessment were .962, .972, and .912 that were significant and showed a highly positive 

correlation between the raters.  

Table 3. Inter-rater correlation for the post-test scores of the assessment groups 

 

 

 

 

 peer assessment group Spearman's Correlation .922 

.000 

10 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Self-assess G. 10 16.6667 3.61498 .67518 11.5147 15.3148 11.00 17.00 

Teacher assess  G. 10 15.9000 3.92282 .75467 11.5874 14.2186 10.00 16.00 

Peer assess G.  10 15.4667 3.44560 .63145 10.8758 14.8210 10.00 16.00 

Total 30 16.0441 3.66113 .40095 11.3259 14.7848 10.33 16.33 

Correlations 

teacher assessment group Spearman's Correlation .962 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 10 

 self-assessment group Spearman's Correlation .972 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 10 

 peer assessment group Spearman's Correlation .912 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 10 
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Table 4 demonstrates descriptive statistics for writing test scores of the groups on the post-test. The values obtained 

for the experimental groups showed a considerable difference in range, minimum, maximum, sum, and mean 

compared to the control group. 

 

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of the post-test of writing scores 

 

For the writing test administered as the post-test, the mean scores for two experimental groups of self- and peer 

assessment, and the control or teacher assessment group were 18.46, 24.20, and 22.13, respectively. It can also be seen 

that the mean scores of the post-test writing were different from the pre-test scores demonstrating the different levels 

of writing ability. The participants’ pre-test and post-test scores were also analyzed using a one-way ANOVA to find 

a statistically significance difference at the generally accepted alpha level (p-value) of 0.05. The Levene’s test for 

homogeneity of variances was estimated for the pre-test writing scores to test whether the variance in scores was the 

same for each of the three groups.  

 

Table 5. Results of Levene’s test for the pre-test of l2 writing scores  

 

According to the result (Table 5), the significance value (Sig.) for Levene’s test is greater than .05. It means that the 

Sig. value of .343 is greater than .05. So, the assumption of homogeneity of variance was met for the pretest writing. 

Reporting the one-way ANOVA, as shown in Table 6, the three groups were not statistically different in terms of 

writing ability at the beginning of the study before the immense of the treatment sessions. 

 

Table 6. Results of One-Way ANOVA for the writing pre-test scores of groups 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 262.121 2 125.459 .214 .387 

Within Groups 36123.012 27 7.598   

Total 62321.138 29    

 

F-tests are used to statistically assess the equality of means in the analysis of variance. The F (2, 27) statistics is equal 

to 0.214 and the probability value is 0.387. Since the F statistics is smaller than the probability value, it can be 

concluded that no statistically difference in the performance of the three different groups at the beginning of the study 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Self-assess G. 10 18.4667 3.92550 1.01356 16.2928 20.6405 12.00 20.00 

Teacher assess  G. 10 22.1333 4.08598 1.05500 19.8706 24.3961 17.00 24.00 

Peer assess G.  10 24.2000 2.90812 .75087 22.5895 25.8105 20.00 25.00 

Total 30 21.6000 4.80719 .71661 20.8224 23.6157 12.00 23.00 

Levene Statistic  df1  df2  Sig. 

.736  2  272  .343 
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was reported. Running one-way ANOVA to the post-test writing scores of the groups, the researchers ran the Levene’s 

test for homogeneity of variances for the post-test scores as shown in Table 7. 

 

Table 7. Results of Levene’s test for the writing posttest scores of groups 

 

According to the significance value for Levene’s test (.354) that is greater than .05, the assumption of homogeneity 

of variance is met as well in the groups’ writing post-test scores. 

 

Table 8. ANOVA results for the post-test scores of L2 writing 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean F Sig. 

Between Groups 448.933 2 224.467 5.602 .000 

Within Groups 567.867 27 13.521   

Total 1016.800 29    

 

The results showed statistically significant differences between the groups at the p = .000. It means that the F statistics 

(2, 27 = 5.602) used to assess the equality of means is greater than the probability value of 0.000. Therefore, it can be 

concluded that there were differences among the three different groups after the intervention programs. Furthermore, 

the effect size was calculated by dividing the sum of squares for between-groups (448.933) by the total sum of squares 

(1016.800). The resulting eta squared value was .4, which in Cohen’s (1988) terms would be considered an almost 

medium effect size. The ANOVA test reported that there was an overall difference between the groups, but it did not 

report specific groups differed. Because post-hoc tests are run to confirm where the differences occurred between 

groups, they should only be run when there is an overall statistically significant difference in group means. 

Accordingly, the post-hoc Scheffe test as a post hoc of multiple pairwise comparisons was used to confirm where the 

differences occurred between groups (Table 9). 

 

Table 9. Post Hoc Scheffe test for the post-test of L2 writing 

(I) Study Groups (J) Study Groups 
Mean Difference (I-

J) 
Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Self-assess G. 
Teacher assess G.  -3.6666* 1.25987 .032 -3.0739 -.2594 

Peer assess G. -5.7333* 1.25987 .000 -3.1406 -2.3261 

Teacher assess G. 
Self-assess G. +3.6666* 1.25987 .032 .2594 3.0739 

Peer assess G. +2.0666* 1.25987 .016 -3.4739 -.3594 

Peer assess G. 
Teacher assess G. -2.0666* 1.25987 .000 2.3261 3.1406 

Self-assess G. +5.7333* 1.25987 .016 .3594 3.4739 

 

A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of self-, peer, and teacher 

assessment on the Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ writing ability. There was a statistically significant difference at 

the p < .05 level in L2 writing scores for the three groups: F (2, 27) = 5.6, p = .000. The effect size, calculated using 

Levene Statistic  df1  df2  Sig. 

.731  2  27  .354 
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eta squared, was .04. Post-hoc comparisons using the post-hoc Scheffe test indicated that the mean score for peer 

assessment group (M = 24.2, SD = 2.98) was significantly different from self-assessment group (M = 18.46, SD = 

3.92) and teacher assessment groups (M = 22.13, SD = 4.08).   

5. Discussion 

The present research aimed at investigating the impact of teacher and learner assessment (peer and self-assessment) 

on the writing ability of the Iranian intermediate EFL learners. According to the results of the statistical analysis, the 

participants’ overall performance on writing was poor before the study; the overall low means on the pre-test of the 

three groups assumed that the participants were not good at writing skill in general. However, the participants’ 

knowledge of L2 writing ability improved significantly over the course of the experiment and treatment. The three 

treatment conditions resulted in varying degrees of learning achievements; that is, the three groups did not improve 

equally across the pre-intervention and post-intervention programs in which the L2 writing ability of the participants 

was measured. The peer assessment and teacher assessment groups gained greater achievement, but the peer 

assessment group benefited the most from assessment techniques. 

The results of current study are mostly supported by the literature in the field. In some cases, however, the findings 

are opposed by some studies. For example, the findings are in line with the findings of Cheng and Warren (2005) who 

displayed the advantages of peer assessment in English language programs for undergraduate engineering students 

attending a university in Hong Kong. The results of their studies yielded that the students scoring their peers’ papers 

showed higher language proficiency compared to the teacher assessment. That is why Boumediene, Berrahal, and 

Harji (2016) believe, based on their study, that the peer assessment model is an effective instructional strategy as well 

as an evaluation tool. Further, it promotes the learners’ English writing performance by focusing efforts on writing 

products as well as writing processes. 

Another study that partly supports the findings of the present study and partly opposes it is done by Chang, Tseng, 

and Lou (2011). Investigating the consistency and difference of teacher-, student self- and peer assessment among 72 

senior high school students in the context of web-based portfolio assessment, they found that the results of self- and 

teacher assessment were consistent. However, consistency was not found between self- and peer assessment as well 

as peer and teacher assessment. Peer assessment showed a low level of consistency as opposed to finding of the present 

study. They concluded that the teacher- and self-assessment outcomes reflect students’ achievements appropriately. 

The effect of learners’ self-assessment on their performance in writing showed that the self-assessment treatment had 

a significant effect on the learners’ performance on the post-test of writing (Javaherbakhsh 2010). This finding is 

opposed to the finding of the present study as in the present study where the students in the self-assessment group 

were the poorest in the writing skill compared to peer assessment and teacher assessment groups. Similarly, the results 

are not compatible with the findings of the study conducted by Mosmery and Barzegar (2015), who found that although 

the results indicated that although all three methods of assessment led to the students’ progress, self-assessment 

method was the most effective method and teacher and peer were the second and third respectively. 

The results of the present study supported the idea that students’ writing scores would improve by writing practices 

through peer-assessment. Accordingly, peer-assessment can be used in EFL writing classes as a technique whereby 

the LOA is put into practice. They can be combined to improve the development of EFL students’ writing ability. The 

present study might have both micro implications in the form of in-class teaching and macro implications in the form 

of curriculum planning and development, instructional design, and policymaking. This study shed light on the status 

of teaching English and the effect of peer-assessment on writing in an EFL context. It provided additional insights 

into better identifying existing challenges regarding assessment and in taking a more realistic perspective in regards 

to the ELT situation in Iran. The results of the study carry the following pedagogical implications: 

The first implication is that LOA can be put into practice successfully through peer-assessment. Based on the findings 

of the current study, the integration of LOA and peer-assessment is effective both in theory and in practice as it had a 

significantly positive effect on EFL learners’ writing ability. Moreover, peer-assessment can provide valuable 

information about the participants’ writing process. Therefore, peer-assessment can perform the role of an alternative 

method whenever traditional ways of teaching writing do not bring the expected effect. The result of current study is 

also persuasive for relevant authorities to consider this new aspect of dealing with writing instruction and assessment. 

To integrate and employ peer-assessment, learners and even teachers need specific guidelines and supports. They 

might need a longer time to implement this new technique appropriately. In other words, in order for peer-assessment 
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to perform a constructive role, teacher training is definitely a major factor. Teachers need to be trained in applying an 

appropriate procedure for implementing an integrated approach. The findings of this study recommend textbook 

writers and material designers to pay special attention to representation of writing in terms of processes where writing 

is broken down to different stages. The peer-assessment lets learners practice writing in a process-oriented system. 

6. Conclusion 

The current study used a quantitative method to study the effect of three techniques of teacher assessment, peer 

assessment, and self-assessment on the Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ writing ability. The results of data analyses 

showed that one experimental group (peer assessment) and the control group (teacher assessment) improved 

significantly from the pre-test to the post-test. However, the peer assessment group outperformed the other two groups. 

It is concluded that the peer assessment is more efficient in teaching writing than the other methods. Based on the 

findings of the present study, it can be concluded that peer assessment enhances L2 learning, and it brings a shift in 

students’ roles from passive learners to active participants and a change in using learning strategies as a result of 

engaging in assessment. Furthermore, as Topping (2009) argues, students in peer assessment are critically engaged 

with the materials assessed, they compare and contrast performance with their peers, and they identify errors in their 

own knowledge. In addition, students in their interaction or communication of feedback, may use similar and familiar 

language that will reduce negative feelings of being evaluated by their teacher as an authority (Liu et al., 2016). 

Therefore, feedback characteristics practiced in the peer assessment programs deemed important by current theories 

of peer assessment play a significant in students’ learning achievements. 
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Appendix A 

 

The Scoring Rubric Used to Score the Students’ Writing Paper 

 

Scores Descriptors Criteria 

1 1. Having problems with focus or failing to address the writing task  

 

Focus 

2 2. Inadequately addressing the writing task 

3 3. Addressing the writing task adequately but Sometimes straying from the task 

4 4. Addressing most of the writing task 

5 5. Specifically addressing the writing task 

1 1. Using few or no details or irrelevant details to support topics or illustrate ideas  

 

Elaboration 

2 2. Using inappropriate or insufficient details to support topics or illustrate ideas 

3 3. Using some details to support topics or illustrate ideas 

4 4. Using appropriate details to support topics or illustrate ideas 

5 5. Using specific appropriate details to support topics or illustrate ideas 

1 1. The logical flow of ideas is not clear and connected  

Organization/

Support 

2 2. The logical flow of ideas is less clear and connected 

3 3. The logical flow of ideas is mostly clear and connected 

4 4. The logical flow of ideas is generally clear and connected 

5 5. The logical flow of ideas is specifically clear and connected 

1 1. Standard English conventions are poor with frequent errors Conventions 

(spelling, 

grammar and 

punctuation) 

2 2. Standard English conventions are inappropriate with obvious errors 

3 3. Standard English conventions are fair with some minor errors 

4 4. Standard English conventions are almost accurate 

5 5. Standard English conventions are perfect or near perfect 

1 1. Little knowledge of English vocabulary, idioms and verb forms  

 

Vocabulary 

2 2. Frequent errors of word/idiom form, choice, usage; meaning confused or obscured 

3 3. Occasional errors of word/idiom form, choice, usage but meaning not Obscured 

4 4. Almost effective word/idiom form, choice, usage; almost appropriate register 

5 5. Effective word/idiom form, choice, usage; appropriate register 
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