
Open Access

© The Author(s) 2022. Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits 
use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original 
author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third 
party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the mate‑
rial. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or 
exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// 
creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

RESEARCH

Al‑Rashidi et al. Language Testing in Asia           (2022) 12:59  
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40468‑022‑00209‑x

Language Testing in Asia

Learner‑oriented assessment (LOA) practice: 
the comparative study of self‑assessment, 
peer assessment, and teacher assessment 
on EFL learners’ writing complicity, accuracy, 
and fluency (CAF), speaking CAF, and attitude
Anwar Hammad Al‑Rashidi1, Muhammad Asif2  , Masoumeh Ghasemi Vanani3 and Amhara Aberash4* 

Abstract 

As the effects of self‑assessment, peer assessment, and teacher assessment on EFL 
learners’ writing CAF and speaking CAF have not examined in Iran, this research com‑
pared their effectiveness on developing Iranian EFL students’ writing CAF and speaking 
CAF. Moreover, this research examined the attitudes of EFL students towards the three 
types of assessments. To achieve these objectives, 75 Iranian intermediate EFL learn‑
ers were selected based on a convenience sampling method and divided into three 
groups. Next, all groups were pretested on two skills of writing and speaking. Then, one 
group was taught writing and speaking skills by using teacher assessment, the second 
group was taught the same skills through using self‑assessment; and the other group 
received the treatment by applying peer assessment. After an 18‑session instruction, 
writing and speaking posttests were administered to the three groups, and also, three 
attitude questionnaires were distributed among them. The outcomes of one‑way 
ANOVA tests revealed that the peer‑assessment and self‑assessment groups outflanked 
the teacher‑assessment group on the writing and speaking posttests. The findings 
showed that the respondents of the three groups presented favorable attitudes 
towards the three sorts of assessments. It was concluded that the peer and self‑assess‑
ment are useful techniques to develop EFL learners’ writing and speaking skills. At the 
end of the study, a couple of implications and recommendations were enumerated.

Keywords: Attitude, Assessment, Peer assessment, Self‑assessment, Teacher 
assessment, Writing CAF, Speaking CAF

Introduction
The assessment process is a crucial component of both learning and teaching. Without 
some sorts of assessment, it is not possible to confirm that instructional goals and objec-
tives have been met. The results of assessments can have a significant impact on educa-
tors’ and educational planners’ evaluation of the effectiveness of current programs and 
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on their ability to identify effective approaches to advance the future course of action 
(Jafarigohar, 2017).

While teacher-centered assessment still predominates in most instructional situations, 
concerns about the shortcomings and potential drawbacks of traditional assessments 
have prepared the way for alternative assessments to slowly but steadily emerge. The 
development of alternative assessment, according to Al-Mahrooqi and Denman (2018), 
was primarily a response to the critiques of the traditional teacher-centered types of 
assessments. One of the most glaring examples of these shortcomings is the traditional 
assessment’s focus on students’ long-term retention of the materials they were taught at 
the expense of their capacity to express their creativity and exercise their autonomy in 
a variety of learning activities (Bourke & Mentis, 2011). In other words, the majority of 
conventional teacher-centered assessment methods do not push students’cognitive abil-
ity to go beyond the subject given and to develop sound solutions when confronted with 
novel issues.

The conventional teacher-oriented assessments that undervalue the role of the student 
have been contrasted with alternative assessment strategies that are learner-focused. 
Learner-centered approaches to assessment place an emphasis on the involvement of 
students in assessment processes and also their decision-making in learning and teach-
ing (Coombe et al., 2007). Self- and peer assessment are two such cutting-edge learner-
oriented assessment techniques. After finishing a learning activity, self-assessment is the 
process of evaluating one’s performance and quantifying one’s accomplishment (Rich-
ards & Schmidt, 2010). It is a crucial component of language learning and helps students 
develop their autonomy (Harris et al., 2015).

One of the assessments through which students can explore, develop, and determine 
their performance in relation to the course is self-assessment (Marzuki et  al., 2020). 
Because it enables students to promote neutral learning and individual goal setting by 
raising their consciousness of their very personal learning, self-assessment is introduced 
to assist school students participate in class participation (Ma & Winke, 2019; Ünaldı, 
2016). As part of the self-assessment process, college students determine the standards 
that apply to their work and make assessments of whether or not those standards might 
be met by their work (Ounis, 2017; Liu & Brantmeier, 2019; Tigchelaar, 2019). Addition-
ally, self-assessment has been utilized frequently in English language testing to measure 
students’ language proficiency in the four English language proficiency areas, including 
speaking, reading, writing, and listening (Abdul et al., 2018; Hung, 2019).

On the other hand, peer assessment is “a method for students to designate the level, 
worth, or quality of a work or performances of other equal status students” (Topping, 
2009, p. 20). Peer assessment is a sort of formative assessment in which pupils receive 
feedback on their learning process from other pupils at the same level as themselves 
rather than from the teacher (Topping, 2009). It is a continual process that has been 
shown to empower learners with the ability and skills to examine and evaluate their 
peers’ work, and ultimately of their own, in addition to enhancing students’ strengths 
and addressing their deficiencies (Weaver & Esposto, 2011).

Peer assessment is a communicative method that language teachers use to actively 
include students in the learning process by asking them to evaluate the work of their 
peers in accordance with the teacher’s standards. Peer assessment is a type of formative 
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evaluation in which the students themselves provide feedback on what they have learned 
(Fulcher & Davidson, 2007). This student-generated feedback is afterwards shared with 
peers and utilized to enhance performance in both oral and written tasks after students 
have received peer-assessment training. Peer assessment, according to Topping (2009), 
is a method of learning evaluation in which the learner evaluates the degree, worth, or 
caliber of a product or performance of other equal-status learners. Teachers encourage 
their students to participate actively in their education and the language creation of their 
peers by basing it on this hypothetical situation. Students are also given the opportunity 
to take on greater responsibility when making choices that may eventually affect their 
peers’ work and achievement.

Using the mentioned assessments can be used to develop EFL learners’ writing skill. 
Writing is an ability that reflects a person’s mental and emotional state and fosters com-
munication by giving one the chance to share experiences and views (Hidi & Boscolo, 
2006). According to Topuzkanamış (2014), writing can be considered of as a language 
designed for the transfer of phenomena like feelings, thoughts, dreams, observations, 
experiences, and sensations, which are mental creations of the individual. The act of 
starting school lays the groundwork for writing. By actively participating in the individu-
al’s personal and social lives, this ability has a structure that simultaneously activates the 
high-level thinking abilities, affective, and cognitive structures of the person.

It can be said that the writing skill is developed more slowly and insufficiently than 
other talents due to the writing’s complex structure; the difficulty to follow the feed-
back, correction, and evaluation phases; the intensity of the classroom environment; and 
teacher-caused issues (Karatay, 2013). Students become bored and reluctant since writ-
ing is such a tough process, which makes writing even more difficult (Kurudayıoğlu & 
Özay, 2010). Unpleasant feelings like dread and tension in writing may harm the creative 
abilities. Writing is significantly influenced by cognitive and emotional factors like atti-
tude, motivation, anxiety, self-control, self-efficacy, and self-regulation (Ahıskalı, 2020).

Also, the mentioned assessments can be applied to improve EFL learners’ speaking 
skill. Speaking is one of the various language skills that must be learned as part of the 
process of learning a language. For most people, speaking is equivalent to learning that 
particular language (Celce-Murcia, 2001). The training of speaking ability has also his-
torically been one of the most difficult and significant duties; despite this, it is often-
times disregarded and overlooked (Bora, 2012). The majority of EFL students, according 
to Richards and Renandya (2002), want to speak English. Additionally, they characterize 
English speaking as a multifaceted ability that enables speakers to accomplish a variety 
of goals in a variety of settings. They contend that in addition to having extensive syntac-
tic and semantic knowledge, one needs to understand how a language is used in various 
social circumstances in order to become a proficient speaker of a foreign language. This 
is why learning to speak is challenging (Richards & Renandya, 2002).

Speaking has been described as a useful ability to convey message to others (Spratt 
et al., 2008). Speaking is often similar to knowing a language, according to Celce-Murcia 
(2001). Nunan (2003) disputes the idea that teaching and learning how to communicate 
in a second language is a difficult undertaking for both teachers and students, especially 
in situations when English is being taught and learnt as a foreign language. In relation to 
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the significance of speaking, Ellis (2004) asserts that acquiring the ability to express one-
self in a language is the most frequent goal of language learning.

Using peer assessment and self-assessment can produce positive attitudes towards 
English language learning. According to Montano and Kasprzyk (2008), attitude is deter-
mined by one’s beliefs of the results of engaging in a behavior and is weighed by assess-
ments of those results. In this way, students who strongly feel that the activity will lead 
to positively valued results will have a good attitude towards the behavior. This mindset 
is likely to be detrimental to individuals who have strong convictions about the results 
that are not highly valued (Rashidi & Nazemi, 2015). According to Kara (2009), students 
who have favorable attitudes towards their learning process are more likely to engage 
with it and work hard to learn more. Additionally, it has been noted that these students 
are more eager to engage in emotional activity, solve issues, and learn skills and knowl-
edge relevant to daily life.

Concerning the possible effects of self-assessment, peer assessment, and teacher 
assessment on language learning of EFL learners, the present research aimed at compar-
ing the impacts of the mentioned assessments on enhancing Iranian EFL learners’ writ-
ing CAF and speaking CAF. Furthermore, this research tried to examine the attitudes of 
EFL learners towards the three types of assessments.

The significance of this study lies in the fact that it includes three main assessments 
whose effects can greatly develop Iranian EFL learners’ speaking and writing skills. Also, 
this study can be significant since it works on a new topic that has not been worked 
before. Not only it examines the effectiveness of the three assessments but also it investi-
gates the attitudes of EFL learners towards the stated assessments. In addition, the find-
ings of this research can add more new insights to the literature review in the testing and 
teaching domain.

Review of the literature
In the literature, assessment has been defined in several different ways. Among the many 
definitions, Linn and Miller (2005) definition of assessment of student learning as a 
systematic procedure for gathering data regarding students’ advancement towards the 
learning goals stands out. They contend that a variety of methods can be used to gauge 
students’ performance, including “conventional paper and pencil assessments, extended 
replies (essays), completion of authentic tasks, instructor observation, and student self-
report” (p. 75).

Similar to this, Dhindsa et  al. (2007) describe assessment as a crucial element of 
learning and teaching, “a systematic process of data gathering” regarding students’ 
advancement (p. 1261). Teachers have a significant impact on how learners perceive 
evaluation, which affects how they learn (Schut et al., 2018; Watling & LaDonna, 2019; 
Zare Toofan et al., 2019). Since teaching involves human connection, the ways in which 
teachers engage with and relate to their students can have a significant impact on the 
type of learning environment they foster (Ramani et al., 2018; Telio et al., 2015).

Three categories of assessment exist: teacher, peer, and self-assessment. According 
to Dikel (2009), self-assessment is the judgment and evaluation that students make 
of their own learning. With the rising focus on learner-centered curriculum, needs 
analysis, and learner autonomy, self-assessment has become more and more popular 
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in recent years. Its potential utility as an instructional tool to support learning as well 
as a measuring tool has been a subject of much discussion (Butler & Lee, 2010). The 
desire to involve students as active participants in the learning process and to provide 
them the skills they need to be successful lifelong learners has led to an increase in 
interest in such methods (Jiang et al., 2022; Wood, 2009).

Self-assessment is connected to the students’ involvement in evaluating their 
learning, particularly their accomplishments and the outcomes of their learning 
(Birjandi & Bolghari, 2015). Peer evaluation and cooperative learning go hand in 
hand (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007). The importance of collaboration is highlighted in 
this method, which encourages greater student contact. It is also one of the options 
that can combine instruction and assessment. Researchers concur that self- and 
peer-guiding assessment’s principles have certain advantages (Brown & Hudson, 
2012; Heshmat Ghahderijani et al., 2021).

Self-assessment is proposed to respond to opposition to the traditional sorts of 
assessments. The practice of accepting responsibility for learning and assessment 
enables the student to develop greater autonomy and self-governance (Chen, 2008). 
Self-assessment is connected to the students’ involvement in evaluating their learn-
ing, particularly their accomplishments and the outcomes of their education (Birjandi 
& Bolghari, 2015). The use of self-assessment in the classroom helps students play a 
more active part in their education. This kind of evaluation is typically utilized for 
formative assessment goals to encourage the students to think about their learning 
process and outcomes (Harris & Brown, 2013). Additionally, Harris and McCann 
(1994) claimed that self-assessment is beneficial because it is quicker to ask students 
directly about their challenges.

The other type of assessment is peer assessment which is a type of group work that 
encourages social interaction and gives students a chance to support and learn from one 
another’s actions and perspectives (Alias et al., 2015; Rezai et al., 2022). In order for this 
kind of collaboration to be successful, there needs to be a pre-established assessment 
criterion that students can use to organize their thoughts and make informed decisions 
about the work of their peers. Peer assessors will therefore participate in “cognitively 
demanding activities” during this collaborative effort, which will ultimately reinforce 
their performance and result in a deeper comprehension of the subject.

Peer assessment, according to Richards and Schmidt (2002), is “an alternate assess-
ment technique in which students evaluate one another’s progress using some check-
lists provided by their teachers” (p. 47). It is also a successful alternate assessment 
method (Richards & Schmidt, 2002). Additionally, it is one of the options that can 
combine training and assessment (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007).

Peer assessment is considered to be one of the main categories of option evaluation. 
Differentiated informative learning and instructive examination both emphasize the 
need of associate evaluation. Slavin (1997) suggested that associate appraisal was one 
of the pinnacle accomplishments in educational history. Peer assessment improves stu-
dents’ learning by giving them “a sense of ownership and responsibility, motivation, and 
impression of the students’ own learning” (Saito & Fujita, 2009, p. 152). Shepard (2000) 
proposes peer assessment as one of the effective methods for classroom evaluation.
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The students participate in peer assessment by ranking and evaluating one another’s 
work. Through the act of exchanging fair and accurate feedback (Brown & Glasner, 2007) 
and making comparisons (Liu & Carless, 2006; Xu et al., 2022) with one another that are 
related to the outcome, it gives students the chance to acquire accountability and judg-
ment skills. Peer assessment, as a source and tool that supports cooperative learning, 
enables the students to participate in evaluating one other’s learning outputs and learn-
ing tasks, as well as in supporting and scaffolding each other’s learning (Keith, 2005). 
According to their capacity for judgement, students give feedback to their peers. This 
has advantages, one of which is the development of student learning through coopera-
tive learning (Brown & Glasner, 2007; Shafiee Rad et al., 2022).

In teacher assessment, the teachers are the ones who have a significant impact on stu-
dents’ learning because they evaluate that learning with the goal in mind (Wiggins & 
McTighe, 2005; Syairofi et al., 2022). According to Matsuno (2009), teacher assessment 
refers to evaluations in which the teacher examines and assesses the students’ learning. 
The teacher keeps an eye on the pupils’ actions, performances, and learning results and 
provides comments so that they can strengthen their areas of weakness. He suggested an 
alternative to psychometric testing by bringing up teachers’ temporal characteristics and 
assessment standards.

Some empirical studies were carried out on the effectiveness of the mentioned assess-
ments on developing English language learning. For instance, in a study on undergradu-
ate students of China, Patri (2002) compared assessments of oral presentation skills 
made by teachers, peers, and the students themselves. After the students had some 
training sessions to become familiar with the assessment criteria, they were divided into 
two groups, one of which conducted self- and peer-evaluation while receiving peer feed-
back, and the other of which did not. By primarily using Pearson correlations to analyze 
the data, it was discovered that there was much more agreement between teachers’ and 
peers’ assessments when peer feedback was present than between instructors’ and peers’ 
assessments when peer feedback was present or absent.

A sample of Iranian English major students’ paragraph writing abilities as well as the 
accuracy of their self- and peer ratings was examined by Birjandi & Siyyari, 2010 study. 
For this, pupils in two experimental groups composed eleven paragraphs over the course 
of eleven sessions, which they later evaluated either by themselves or their peers. The 
findings indicated that students’ rating accuracy and writing ability both benefited from 
self- and peer assessment. Comparing the effects of self- and peer assessment on the 
participants’ writing performance and rating accuracy, it was shown that peer assess-
ment was more effective than self-assessment in improving the students’ writing per-
formance. Additionally, none of the assessment techniques performed better than the 
others in terms of improving the students’ rating accuracy.

The impact of self-, peer-, and instructor assessments on Iranian undergraduate EFL 
students’ course performance was examined by Abolfazli Khoonbi and Sadegh (2012). 
To do so, 82 university students were divided into four entire classes and assigned 
at random to one of the self-, peer, teacher, or control groups. The students’ prior 
understanding of teaching methods was tested. The first experimental group under-
went self-assessment activities, the second underwent peer-assessment tasks, and the 
third underwent teacher evaluation after obtaining pertinent instruction and training; 
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however, the control group underwent no assessment-related interventions. The 
posttest results showed that peer assessment performed better than self-assessment, 
teacher assessment, peer assessment, and the control groups.

Iranian EFL learners’ speaking ability was the subject of an investigation by Ari-
afar & Fatemipour, 2013. Sixty Iranian EFL beginners participated in the study. The 
individuals in the experimental group got instruction and practiced self-assessment 
of their speaking abilities throughout the semester, but those in the control group 
had no such experiences. The findings showed that self-assessment exercises aided 
the study’s participants in honing their speaking skills. Participants also expressed a 
favorable attitude towards self-assessment.

In another study, Heidarian (2016) examined the potential impact of self-assess-
ment on EFL learners’ writing skill. It was discovered that self-assessment signifi-
cantly affected the writing ability of EFL learners. In the same line, Jafarigohar (2017) 
investigated how a cohort of Iranian English learners’ motivation for writing and self-
regulation were affected by three different evaluation procedures, including teacher, 
peer, and self-assessment. The researcher came to the conclusion that self-assessment 
was superior to the other two strategies in fostering writing motivation. The analysis 
of the coded think-aloud protocols and a one-way ANCOVA also supported the idea 
that alternative assessment, chiefly self-assessment, was superior in terms of encour-
aging the adoption of self-regulatory methods. Mazloomi and Khabiri (2018) inves-
tigated how dynamic self-assessment might affect EFL students’ writing. The results 
demonstrated a considerable improvement in the writing abilities of EFL students uti-
lizing dynamic self-assessment.

Using peer-assessment training, Salem Almahasneh and Abdul- Hamid (2019) looked 
at how writing performance among Arab EFL high school students was affected. There 
were 120 pupils between the ages of 15 and 16 in this research. The students came from 
two high schools in Malaysia that were Arab. Analytical marking scale was used to 
gather the data and evaluate the students’ writing performance on the pretest and post-
test. The findings of this study revealed a substantial difference between the experimen-
tal and control groups’ writing abilities. According to the results, students who received 
peer-assessment training produced better writing drafts than those who received only 
traditional essay writing instruction and received no peer assessment.

Recently, Tunagür (2021) sought to determine whether the implementation of peer 
assessment has an impact on the writing motivation and anxiety of sixth-grade stu-
dents. Students in sixth grade made up the study groups; 35 students participated in 
the study, with 17 assigned to the experimental group and 18 to the control group. 
The “writing anxiety scale” and the “writing motivation scale” were used to collect the 
study’s data. A peer-assessment application was used for 6 weeks, during which the 
student writers’ texts were assessed by their peers using a peer-assessment form. The 
research’s findings led to the conclusion that the experimental group’s students’ writ-
ing anxiety dropped dramatically when compared to the control group’s pupils. When 
the students’ writing motivation was evaluated, it was discovered that the experimen-
tal group’s pupils had greater writing motivation scores than the control group’s stu-
dents. According to these results, peer-assessment application decreased students’ 
writing anxiety and boosted their enthusiasm to write.
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The impacts of teacher versus student assessment activities on the writing proficiency 
of Iranian intermediate EFL students were examined by Movahedi & Aghajanzadeh 
Kiasi, 2021. Thirty intermediate students were chosen via the solutions placement test 
(SPT) to reply the questions of the study. They were then split into three groups of ten. 
Two experimental groups of students utilizing peer and self-assessment and one con-
trol group of students using teacher assessment were created. A pretest in writing was 
administered prior to the groups’ eight sessions of therapy using peer, self, and instruc-
tor assessment techniques. After the instruction time, a writing posttest was given to 
all groups. The peer-assessment group scored the highest on the writing test, and it was 
discovered that there was a statistically significant difference between the effects of the 
teacher assessment, peer assessment, and self-assessment on the writing ability of Ira-
nian intermediate EFL students. These findings were supported by the findings of the 
descriptive and inferential analyses.

Reviewing the literature shows that using peer assessment and self-assessment is more 
effective than the traditional assessments for English language learning. Most related 
studies were conducted on a single skill; very few studies were done on the effective-
ness of the mentioned assessments on two or three skills and sub-kills simultaneously. 
Therefore, the current research compared the effects of the teacher-assessment, peer-
assessment, and self-assessment assessments on boosting Iranian EFL learners’ writing 
CAF and speaking CAF. Besides, this investigation inspected the attitudes of EFL learn-
ers towards the three sorts of assessments.

Based on the research objectives, the following questions were raised:

• RQ1: Does using peer assessment produce positive impacts on Iranian EFL learners’ 
writing CAF?

• RQ2: Does using teacher assessment produce positive impacts on Iranian EFL learn-
ers’ writing CAF?

• RQ3: Does using self-assessment produce positive impacts on Iranian EFL learners’ 
writing CAF?

• RQ4. Does using peer assessment produce positive impacts on Iranian EFL learners’ 
speaking CAF?

• RQ5: Does using teacher assessment produce positive impacts on Iranian EFL learn-
ers’ speaking CAF?

• RQ6: Does using self-assessment produce positive impacts on Iranian EFL learners’ 
speaking CAF?

• RQ7: Do Iranian EFL learners have positive attitudes towards self-assessment, 
teacher-assessment, and peer-assessment?

Methodology
Design of the study

Because we were unable to choose the participants at random for this investigation, we 
used a quasi-experimental approach. As a result, the participants in this study were cho-
sen using a nonrandom sampling technique, and pre-test-treatment-post-test design was 
applied to collect the needed data. In this study, the peer-assessment and self-assessment 
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groups were regarded as the experimental groups, and the teacher-assessment group 
was considered as the control group. The speaking CAF, writing CAF, and attitude were 
the dependent variables, and teacher assessment, peer assessment, and self-assessment 
were the independent variables.

Participants

Seventy-five Iranian EFL students who were chosen from 107 EFL students according 
to their performance on the Oxford Quick Placement Test (OQPT) were participants 
in the study. The participants studied English at Ghoya English Institution, Isfahan, 
Iran. They were all intermediate-level students who ranged in age from 17 to 25. Using 
a convenience sampling technique, we chose the respondents and separated them into 
three groups at random: self-assessment, peer assessment, and teacher assessment. Each 
group contained 25 members. We could only work with female kids due to the gender 
segregation in the Islamic environment of Iran. It should be emphasized that when the 
participants signed the provided consent forms, the ethical standards were taken into 
account.

Instruments

The OQPT, which was created by the Oxford University Press, was the first tool used 
in this study to homogenize the subjects. It had 60 questions that assessed the pupils’ 
reading comprehension, vocabulary, and grammar skills. The levels—elementary, pre-
intermediate, intermediate, and advanced—at which their respondents were functioning 
would be better understood by the researchers as a result. The target population for the 
research was decided to be students who scored between one standard deviation (SD) 
above and below the mean.

The other tool employed in this survey was a pretest of speaking prepared by the 
researcher that included numerous items from the course book of the participants (i.e., 
top notch 3). The respondents had 2 to 3 min to discuss the topics, and their voices were 
recorded for the second rater (the respondents’ speaking performances were evaluated 
by two raters). Applied linguistics professors of English have backed up the test’s valid-
ity. Three university professors from Iran with more than 13 years of English teaching 
served as the validators. Additionally, using Pearson correlation analysis, the speaking 
test reliability was calculated as (α = .83). It should be emphasized that this exam was 
used for both the research’s speaking pretest and posttest.

A writing pre-intermediate pretest created by the researcher was the third and most 
crucial tool for acquiring the information required to answer the writing questions. It 
was based on the course book for the pupils (practical writer with readings). There were 
two subjects, and the students had to write an essay about one of them at random. The 
participant’s composition on the chosen topic was to be written under the supervision of 
the researcher. The respondents were required to produce an essay of at least 150 words. 
To guarantee that the students complete the pretest independently, the researcher over-
saw its administration in the classroom. Following the writing on the subject, all the 
essays were gathered and scored by two English teachers using some standards. When 
evaluating the students’ writing ability, the raters took into account the grammati-
cal accuracy, the sentences’ meaning, and the length of each essay. Grammar, sentence 
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meaning, and length faults made by the pupils were all counted, after which they were 
given a grade. Two English specialists attested to the pre-test validity, and the inter-rater 
reliability of the test was determined using Pearson correlation analysis (α = 0.89).

In the present investigation, a writing posttest was applied. The topics that were pre-
sented to the groups constituted the basis for the post-test. The students were required 
to write about one of the two subjects on the posttest. The pupils’ compositions were 
graded by two raters. The posttest was given to participants to gauge how much their 
writing had improved as a result of the treatment. It should be mentioned that the valid-
ity of the post test was checked by two English experts, and its reliability was determined 
by utilizing Pearson correlation analysis (α = 0.87).

Three attitude questionnaires were used as the last instrument in this study. One of 
them contained 20 items related to the self-assessment, and it was given to the self-
assessment group to check their general perceptions about self-assessment. Another 
questionnaire had 20 items pertinent to the peer assessment, and it was administered to 
the peer-assessment group to examine their general perceptions about peer assessment. 
The last one included 20 items related to the teacher-assessment, and it was given to the 
teacher-assessment group to investigate their general attitudes towards teacher assess-
ment. The researchers themselves made 20-point Likert items (highly disagree to highly 
agree) for each questionnaire and measured the reliability of each questionnaire (peer 
assessment = α = 0.81, self-assessment = α = 0.84, and teacher-assessment= α =.86). 
The validities of the three questionnaires were proven by a group of English specialists.

The speaking checklist of Hughes (2003) was used to aid the raters score the partici-
pants’ speech. The raters scored the participants’ speaking CAF based on the criteria or 
scales in mentioned speaking checklist.

To analyze writing CAF, we mostly referred to the metrics created and applied by 
Wigglesworth and Storch (2009). While we added words per clause, Wigglesworth and 
Storch (2009) only utilized the ratio of clauses to T units and the percentage of depend-
ent clauses of total clauses to measure complexity.

Collecting and analyzing the data

Three equal groups of 25 at the intermediate English proficiency level were selected to 
do this research. Next, all groups were pretested on two skills of writing and speaking. 
Then, one group was taught writing and speaking skills by using teacher-assessment; the 
second group was taught the same skills through using self-assessment, and the other 
group received the treatment by applying peer assessment. The peer-assessment group 
was assigned to five sub-groups of five, and peer assessment was used to measure their 
writing and speaking skills. Under the direction of the teacher, the students in the peer-
evaluation group evaluated the work of their peers. With the teacher’s assistance, the 
students in the self-assessment group analyzed their own performances following each 
test and made comments about their strengths and flaws. In the teacher-assessment 
group, the participants’ performances on their exams were evaluated by their teacher. 
After an 18-session instruction, writing and speaking posttests were administered to the 
three groups, and also three attitude questionnaires were distributed among them.

The researchers used the aforementioned methods to get the necessary data, 
which they then examined to arrive at the final findings. First, they used the 
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Kolmogorov-Smirnov test to confirm that the data’s distribution was normally distrib-
uted. Next, they used one-way ANOVA tests to evaluate the data from the pre- and post-
tests. Finally, they used a one-sample t-test to examine the data from the questionnaires.

Results of the study
Following evaluation of participants’ performance on the pretests and posttests, the col-
lected data were examined using SPSS software, version 23. The following tables show 
the obtained results (Table 1).

The mean, standard deviation, and standard error for each distinct group are included 
in the descriptive statistics provided by the preceding table (peer assessment, teacher 
assessment, and self-assessment). This table shows that the means of all groups on the 
pretests of speaking accuracy, fluency, and complexity were almost equal. As it can be 
observed under the mean column, the mean scores of all groups are between 12.12 and 
13.73, implying that they performed similarly on their speaking pretests.

In Table 2, three one-way ANOVA tests are run to help the researchers determine the 
differences among the speaking pretests of the three groups. As clearly seen under the 
Sig. column, the sig. values are higher than the pre-determined Sig. (.05), accordingly, 
there is not a statistically significant difference among the groups’ speaking pretests of 
accuracy, fluency, and complexity

In Table 3, the speaking posttests descriptive statistics (the mean, standard deviation, 
& standard error) of the three groups are depicted. The results in this table clearly indi-
cate that the means of all groups on the posttests of speaking accuracy, fluency, and com-
plexity are different; the two groups of peer assessment and self-assessment got higher 
scores on their speaking posttests compared to the teacher assessment group (Table 4).

The results of the ANOVA analysis are displayed in this table, along with whether 
there is a statistically significant difference in the mean scores between the groups. There 
is a statistically significant difference in the mean scores between the three groups, as 

Table 1 Descriptive statistics of all groups on the pretests of speaking accuracy, fluency, and 
complexity

N Mean Std. 
deviation

Std. error 95% confidence interval 
for mean

Minimum Maximum

Lower 
bound

Upper 
bound

SFPRE Teacher 25 12.29 2.07 0.42 11.41 13.16 8.00 16.00

Self 25 12.80 1.78 0.35 12.08 13.53 9.00 16.00

Peer 25 12.12 2.43 0.48 11.11 13.12 8.00 18.00

Total 75 12.41 2.10 0.24 11.92 12.89 8.00 18.00

SAPRE Teacher 25 13.25 1.59 0.32 12.57 13.92 10.00 16.00

Self 25 13.73 1.40 0.27 13.16 14.29 11.00 16.00

Peer 25 12.20 2.04 0.40 11.35 13.04 8.00 17.00

Total 75 13.06 1.79 0.20 12.65 13.47 8.00 17.00

SCPRE Teacher 25 12.70 1.65 0.33 12.00 13.40 10.00 16.00

Self 25 13.26 1.45 0.28 12.68 13.85 11.00 16.00

Peer 25 12.60 1.93 0.38 11.80 13.39 8.00 17.00

Total 75 12.86 1.69 0.19 12.47 13.25 8.00 17.00
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Table 2 Inferential statistics of all groups on the pretests of speaking accuracy, fluency, and 
complexity

Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.

SFPRE Between groups 6.55 2 3.27 0.73 0.48

Within groups 321.63 72 4.46

Total 328.18 74

SAPRE Between groups 31.05 2 15.52 5.38 .08

Within groups 207.61 72 2.88

Total 238.66 74

SCPRE Between groups 6.59 2 3.29 1.15 0.32

Within groups 206.07 72 2.86

Total 212.66 74

Table 3 Descriptive statistics of all groups on the posttests of speaking accuracy, fluency, and 
complexity

N Mean Std. 
deviation

Std. error 95% confidence interval 
for mean

Minimum Maximum

Lower 
bound

Upper 
bound

SFPOST Teacher 25 13.04 1.39 0.28 12.45 13.63 11.00 16.00

Self 25 14.96 2.21 0.43 14.06 15.85 10.00 18.00

Peer 25 16.96 1.36 0.27 16.39 17.52 14.00 19.00

Total 75 15.01 2.32 0.26 14.47 15.54 10.00 19.00

SAPOST Teacher 25 14.62 2.14 0.43 13.72 15.52 12.00 18.00

Self 25 16.38 1.81 0.35 15.65 17.11 12.00 20.00

Peer 25 17.08 1.35 0.27 16.52 17.63 15.00 20.00

Total 75 16.05 2.04 0.23 15.58 16.52 12.00 20.00

SCPOST Teacher 25 13.66 1.27 0.26 13.12 14.20 12.00 16.00

Self 25 15.53 1.77 0.34 14.82 16.25 12.00 18.00

Peer 25 16.44 1.19 0.23 15.94 16.93 14.00 19.00

Total 75 15.24 1.82 0.21 14.81 15.66 12.00 19.00

Table 4 Inferential statistics of all groups on the posttests of speaking accuracy, fluency, and 
complexity

Sum of squares Df Mean square F Sig.

SFPOST Between groups 188.10 2 94.05 31.81 .00

Within groups 212.88 72 2.95

Total 400.98 74

SAPOST Between groups 78.16 2 39.08 12.14 .00

Within groups 231.61 72 3.21

Total 309.78 74

SCPOST Between groups 97.72 2 48.86 23.46 .00

Within groups 149.95 72 2.08

Total 247.68 74
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can be seen from the fact that the significance values are all 0.01 (i.e., p = .01), which are 
lower than 0.05. To determine the exact differences among the speaking posttests of the 
three groups, a post hoc Scheffe test is done in the following table (Table 5).

As of now, the data indicate that the groups as a whole differ statistically significantly 
from one another. Which groups varied from one another is seen in the multiple com-
parisons table above. Although there are many alternative options, the Scheffe post hoc 
test is typically the one used for one-way ANOVA post hoc tests. One can observe that 
there are statistically significant differences among the posttests of all groups except the 
posttests of speaking accuracy of peer-assessment and self-assessment groups (Table 6).

The table above presents the descriptive statistics for the three groups of teacher 
assessment, peer assessment, and self-assessment, including the mean, standard devia-
tion, and standard error. Based on the results, the mean scores of the three groups on 
all writing pretests are almost equal. By taking a look at the above table, we see that the 
mean scores of all groups are between 12.44 and 13.76, meaning that all groups con-
ducted similarly on their writing pretests.

The results of the three one-way ANOVA tests in in Table 7 determine the differences 
among the writing pretests of the three groups. As clearly observed under the Sig. col-
umn, the sig. values are all above the Sig. (.05); therefore, there is not a statistically signif-
icant difference among the groups’ writing pretests of accuracy, fluency, and complexity.

In Table 8, the writing posttests descriptive statistics (the mean, standard deviation, 
& standard error) of the three groups are shown. The outcomes in this table obviously 
show that the mean scores of all groups on the posttests of writing accuracy, fluency, and 
complexity are different; the two groups of peer-assessment and self-assessment got bet-
ter scores on their writing posttests compared to the teacher assessment group (Table 9).

Table 5 Post hoc Scheffe test (all groups’ posttests of speaking accuracy, fluency, and complexity)

Dependent 
variable

(I) groups (J) groups Mean 
difference 
(I-J)

Std. error Sig. 95% confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

SFPOST Teacher Self −1.91 0.48 .00 −3.13 −0.70

Peer −3.91 0.49 .00 −5.14 −2.69

Self Teacher 1.91 0.48 .00 0.70 3.13

Peer −1.99 0.48 .00 −3.20 −0.79

Peer Teacher 3.91 0.49 .00 2.69 5.14

Self 1.99 0.48 .00 0.79 3.20

SAPOST Teacher Self −1.75 0.50 .00 −3.02 −0.49

Peer −2.45 0.51 .00 −3.73 −1.17

Self Teacher 1.75 0.50 .00 0.49 3.02

Peer −0.69 0.50 0.38 −1.95 0.56

Peer Teacher 2.45 0.51 .00 1.17 3.73

Self 0.69 0.50 0.38 −0.56 1.95

SCPOST Teacher Self −1.87 0.40 .00 −2.89 −0.85

Peer −2.77 0.41 .00 −3.80 −1.74

Self Teacher 1.87 0.40 .00 0.85 2.89

Peer −0.90 0.40 .00 −1.91 0.10

Peer Teacher 2.77 0.41 .00 1.74 3.80

Self 0.90 0.40 .00 −0.10 1.91
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The outcomes of the ANOVA analysis are shown in this table, along with whether 
there is a statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the three 
groups. There is a statistically significant difference in the mean scores between the 
three groups, as can be seen from the fact that the significance values are all 0.01 (i.e., 
p = .01), which are less than 0.05. To determine the exact differences among the writ-
ing posttests of the three groups, a post hoc Scheffe test is conducted in the following 
table (Table 10).

Based on the results gained so far, one can understand that there are statistically 
significant differences between the groups as a whole. This table helps us to know 
which groups had different performances on the writing posttests. The results of 
Scheffe post hoc test indicate that the performances of the teacher assessment group 
on the three posttests of writing were different from the performances of the other 
two groups. The results demonstrate that there are not significant differences among 
the posttests of peer-assessment group and self-assessment group.

Table 6 Descriptive statistics of all groups on the pretests of writing accuracy, fluency, and 
complexity

N Mean Std. 
deviation

Std. error 95% confidence interval 
for mean

Minimum Maximum

Lower 
bound

Upper 
bound

WFPRE Teacher 25 12.91 1.66 0.34 12.21 13.62 10.00 16.00

Self 25 13.26 1.53 0.30 12.64 13.89 11.00 16.00

Peer 25 12.44 1.87 0.37 11.66 13.21 8.00 17.00

Total 75 12.88 1.70 0.19 12.48 13.27 8.00 17.00

WAPRE Teacher 25 13.20 1.99 0.40 12.36 14.05 8.00 17.00

Self 25 13.23 1.45 0.28 13.64 14.81 12.00 17.00

Peer 25 13.32 1.93 0.38 12.52 14.11 11.00 17.00

Total 75 13.60 1.83 0.21 13.17 14.02 8.00 17.00

WCPRE Teacher 25 12.54 2.24 0.45 11.59 13.48 8.00 16.00

Self 25 13.76 1.33 0.26 13.22 14.30 11.00 16.00

Peer 25 12.80 1.73 0.34 12.08 13.51 10.00 17.00

Total 75 13.05 1.85 0.21 12.627 13.47 8.00 17.00

Table 7 Inferential statistics of all groups on the pretests of writing accuracy, fluency, and 
complexity

Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.

WFPRE Between groups 8.81 2 4.40 1.53 0.22

Within groups 207.10 72 2.87

Total 215.92 74

WAPRE Between groups 15.98 2 7.99 2.45 .09

Within groups 234.01 72 3.25

Total 250.00 74

WCPRE Between groups 21.21 2 10.60 3.28 .06

Within groups 232.57 72 3.23

Total 253.78 74
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As shown in Table 11, the amount of statistic T-value is 50.23, 55.78 and 48.02, df = 
19, and the three Sig. values are lower than 0.05. This infers that Iranian students had 
positive attitudes towards the effectiveness of the mentioned assessments on their lan-
guage learning development. In short, the findings show that peer-assessment and self-
assessment groups outdid the teacher-assessment group on their posttests of speaking 
CAF and writing CAF. In fact, peer assessment and self-assessment are more effective 
than teacher assessment for learning English as foreign language. Also, the results indi-
cate that participants held favorable attitudes towards all three assessments.

Discussion and conclusion
Respecting the impacts of teacher assessment, peer assessment, and self-assessment 
on boosting speaking CAF and writing CAF of Iranian EFL learners, the findings of 
the present study demonstrated that applying the peer assessment and self-assessment 
was more beneficial than the teacher assessment on the mentioned dependent variables 

Table 8 Descriptive statistics of all groups on the posttests of writing accuracy, fluency, and 
complexity

N Mean Std. 
deviation

Std. error 95% confidence interval 
for mean

Minimum Maximum

Lower 
bound

Upper 
bound

WFPOST Teacher 25 14.12 2.02 0.41 13.26 14.98 10.00 18.00

Self 25 15.76 1.70 0.33 15.08 16.45 12.00 18.00

Peer 25 16.56 1.55 0.31 15.91 17.20 13.00 20.00

Total 75 15.50 2.01 0.23 15.04 15.97 10.00 20.00

WAPOST Teacher 25 15.29 2.36 0.48 14.29 16.29 12.00 19.00

Self 25 16.92 1.64 0.32 16.25 17.58 14.00 19.00

Peer 25 16.84 1.24 0.24 16.32 17.35 15.00 20.00

Total 75 16.37 1.92 0.22 15.92 16.81 12.00 20.00

WCPOST Teacher 25 14.45 1.99 0.40 13.61 15.30 12.00 19.00

Self 25 16.57 1.87 0.36 15.81 17.33 12.00 19.00

Peer 25 16.12 1.09 0.21 15.66 16.57 13.00 18.00

Total 75 15.74 1.91 0.22 15.30 16.18 12.00 19.00

Table 9 Inferential statistics of all groups on the posttests of writing accuracy, fluency, and 
complexity

Sum of squares Df Mean square F Sig.

WFPOST Between groups 75.34 2 37.67 12.03 .00

Within groups 225.40 72 3.13

Total 300.74 74

WAPOST Between groups 41.38 2 20.69 6.36 .00

Within groups 234.16 72 3.25

Total 275.54 74

WCPOST Between groups 61.24 2 30.62 10.55 .00

Within groups 208.94 72 2.90

Total 270.18 74
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(speaking CAF and writing CAF). On their posttests, the teacher-assessment group and 
the peer-assessment and self-assessment groups actually performed in very different 
ways. Furthermore, the outcomes depicted that the respondents held positive attitudes 
towards utilizing the three types of assessments.

The results of Jafarigohar (2017) study, which looked at the influence of instructor, 
peer, and self-assessment on Iranian English learners’ writing motivation and self-regu-
lation, support our research findings. His research showed that self-evaluation promoted 
writing motivation more effectively than the other two strategies. Additionally, his find-
ings supported the idea that peer and self-assessments are more effective than instructor 
evaluations at encouraging the use of self-regulation techniques.

The current study is further supported by Ariafar and Fatemipour (2013), who looked 
into how Iranian EFL learners’ self-assessment of their speaking abilities affected their 
progress. Their findings showed that the study’s participants were able to increase their 

Table 10 Post hoc Scheffe test (all groups’ posttests of writing accuracy, fluency, and complexity)

Dependent variable (I) groups (J) groups Mean 
difference 
(I-J)

Std. error Sig. 95% confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

WFPOST Teacher Self −1.64 0.50 .00 −2.89 −0.39

Peer −2.43 0.50 .00 −3.69 −1.17

Self Teacher 1.64 0.50 .00 0.39 2.89

Peer −0.79 0.49 0.28 −2.02 0.44

Peer Teacher 2.43 0.50 .00 1.17 3.69

Self 0.79 0.49 0.28 −0.44 2.02

WAPOST Teacher Self −1.63 0.51 .00 −2.90 −0.35

Peer −1.54 0.51 .01 −2.83 −0.26

Self Teacher 1.63 0.51 .00 0.35 2.90

Peer .08 0.50 0.98 −1.17 1.34

Peer Teacher 1.54 0.51 .01 0.26 2.83

Self −.08 0.50 0.98 −1.34 1.17

WCPOST Teacher Self −2.11 0.48 .00 −3.32 −0.91

Peer −1.66 0.48 .00 −2.87 −0.44

Self Teacher 2.11 0.48 .00 0.91 3.32

Peer 0.45 0.47 0.63 −0.73 1.64

Peer Teacher 1.66 0.48 .00 0.44 2.87

Self −0.45 0.47 0.63 −1.64 0.73

Table 11 One‑sample test of the attitude questionnaires

Test value = 0

T df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean differences 95% confidence 
interval of the 
differences

Lower Upper

Teacher 50.23 19 .04 3.25 3.98 4.25

Self 55.78 19 .02 5.02 4.32 4.69

Peer 48.02 19 .00 4.58 4.55 4.78
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speaking skills, thanks to self-assessment exercises. Heidarian (2016) and Mazloomi and 
Khabiri (2018), who investigated the possible impact of self-assessment on writing of 
EFL learners, corroborate our findings. They discovered that self-evaluation significantly 
affected the writing of EFL learners.

Additionally, Salem Almahasneh and Abdul- Hamid (2019), who looked at the impact 
of peer-evaluation training on writing performance among Arab EFL high school stu-
dents, support the findings of our study. According to their findings, students who par-
ticipated in peer-assessment training performed better on the writing posttest. Tunagür 
(2021), who looked at whether peer-assessment application has an impact on writing 
anxiety and writing motivation of sixth-grade pupils, supports our findings in a similar 
manner. The use of peer assessment, he concluded, decreased students’ writing anxiety 
and improved their motivation to write.

The results of the current study also concur with those of other researchers, such as 
Patri (2002), whose investigation confirmed the beneficial impacts of peer and self-eval-
uations on college students of Chinese oral presentation skills. Furthermore, the results 
of Abolfazli Khoonbi and Sadegh (2012), who corroborated the impacts of self- and peer 
assessment on Iranian undergraduate EFL students’ course achievement, are consistent 
with our own findings.

Our results also agree with those of Movahedi and Aghajanzadeh Kiasi (2021), who 
supported the value of peer and self-evaluation in improving Iranian intermediate EFL 
students’ writing skills. The current study’s findings also align with those of Birjandi and 
Siyyari (2010), who found that writing performance among EFL students was enhanced 
by self- and peer evaluations. Additionally, Imani (2022) compared the effects of self-
assessment and peer assessment on reflective and impulsive EFL learners’ speaking 
skill, and his findings support our own. According to his findings of a two-way ANOVA, 
speaking skill was affected by self- and peer evaluation equally in impulsive and reflec-
tive learners.

The cooperation that peer evaluation fostered among the students may be one rea-
son for the peer-assessment group’s improved performances as compared to the teacher 
assessment group. Peer assessment can foster cooperative learning among students, 
where they are eager to help and evaluate their peers and take ownership of their own 
language learning success. This can lead to improvement of social skills, better evalu-
ation, and more accurate evaluations. The social interdependence theory, which holds 
that students help one another learn better because they care about the group and its 
members and want to accomplish the same goal, supports our findings (Slavin, 2011). 
According to the social interdependence hypothesis, the students’ collaboration can aid 
them in achieving their common goals. Our research also supports Vygotsky’s social 
constructivism theory, which contends that cooperative learning activities are beneficial 
for students because they allow them to work in each other’s zones of proximal develop-
ment (ZPD) and observe how others behave, which is more beneficial than having them 
work alone (Webb, 2008).

Receiving additional input and feedback is another factor that contributed to the 
study’s improved outcomes. The peer-evaluation group students received more input 
and comments, which improved their speaking and writing abilities. Peer evalua-
tion also gave the students a greater sense of agency in their language acquisition. Peer 
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assessment helped students become more conscious of classroom discussions since they 
were required to evaluate both their own performances and those of their classmates. As 
a result, they were more attentive to the assessment procedure as a method of learning 
and language development.

The success of the self-assessment group on the writing and speaking posttests may 
have resulted from the use of self-assessment, which encouraged students to learn inde-
pendently to meet their learning objectives and enhance their capacity for future per-
formance. According to Fraenkel et  al. (2011), self-assessment encourages students to 
improve and succeed in meeting all requirements by enabling them to see how much 
they have achieved the learning goal. Self-evaluation may also encourage pupils to take 
on more responsibility for enhancing their speaking performance. This is important as it 
is endorsed by Ma and Winke (2019) who stated that self-assessment allows the learners 
to have some consciousness about their duty towards the learning objectives in term of 
students’ speaking skills.

Briefly stated, the results of this study demonstrate that in contrast to common meth-
ods of teaching writing and speaking skills, which may not give students the chance to 
evaluate their own or their peers’ performance, both self- and peer assessment can sig-
nificantly improve speaking and writing skills of EFL learners. Therefore, it is strongly 
advised that language teachers, especially those who focus on speaking and writing 
skills, incorporate more educational practices like self- and peer assessment into their 
lessons.

Many different elements might contribute to learners’ language learning. Assessment 
might be one of them. With both self- and peer assessment, the students actively par-
ticipate in the evaluation procedure and assist to foster language learning. Self- and 
peer assessment encourage lifelong learning by assisting students in objectively assess-
ing their own and their peers’ accomplishments. Peer assessment helps students feel 
like they are a part of a community of academics since it allows them to engage in an 
important component of higher education while also providing a critical evaluation of 
the work of others.

This research can have some implications for EFL teachers, learners, and syllabus 
designers. Language learners can become accustomed to many forms of examinations, 
including those that were the subject of the current study, with the help of EFL teachers 
and instructors. Teachers can improve their assistance of students by using the evalua-
tive feedback obtained through peer and self-assessments. Peer and self-assessment are 
useful tools for the development of speaking and writing skills, and teachers may find it 
advantageous to use them. In addition to using a variety of assessments in the classroom, 
teachers can encourage students’ autonomy by having them participate in self-assess-
ment activities. As a result, EFL students can gradually grasp what it takes to become 
self-directed learners. Peer-evaluation activities are another way that teachers can pro-
mote cooperative learning.

As for EFL students, the outcomes might recommend that being familiar with 
diverse kinds of assessment in general and self-assessment and peer assessment in 
particular would assist them to develop their speaking and writing skills in the same 
manner. Also, by using self-assessment activities, students can recognize the exact 
areas in which they need assistance and support, and then, they can ask help from 
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their teachers. Furthermore, since the positive effects of self-assessment and peer-
assessment on EFL learners speaking and writing skills were found in this research, 
teaching methods and material development in language classes can be designed in 
such a way that encourage self-assessment techniques and accordingly influence for-
eign language learners’ language skills.

Learners typically have more to gain from self- and peer-assessment settings than 
they do from having their work graded by a tutor. They gain knowledge via doing 
assessments and frequently from receiving oral as well as written feedback. To ensure 
that all students receive fair and equal treatment, the tutor should monitor the feed-
back and, where necessary, elaborate it. The assessment criteria can be created by the 
tutor, but it adds more value when the students are actively participating in the pro-
cess. The students participate in the group during peer assessment and exhibit leader-
ship skills.

Material developers and syllabus designers are also the beneficiaries of the cur-
rent investigation. The results can assist syllabus designers to grasp a better picture 
of three assessments and how they can affect EFL learners’ language learning. As 
peer- and self-assessment sorts were found to be useful in the same way on EFL learn-
ers’ speaking and writing skills, syllabus designers are suggested to integrate various 
assessment kinds in their syllabi. The outcomes of this research may also help mate-
rial developers in preparing various activities and tasks adequately suitable to the EFL 
students’ speaking and writing skills.

Like other research, this one had some limitations and was unable to cover all the 
pertinent problems.

1. The study’s inclusion of only individuals between the ages of 17 and 25 is one of its 
limitations. As a result, the findings cannot be applied to other age groups.

2. There were no more than 75 persons in the present study. This cannot, therefore, be 
applied generally.

3. Because only female students were included in the study, it is possible that the find-
ings do not apply to male students.

There are a few recommendations made for additional research. It is suggested that 
the treatment of the present study be repeated over a prolonged length of time in the 
next studies. To give the researcher(s) more precise and broadly applicable results, 
the same study can be conducted on a bigger sample of EFL students. It is possible to 
do research on the impact of peer and self-evaluation on other language proficiency. 
As this research did not include a delayed posttest, future studies can fill this gap by 
examining the long-term effects of self-, teacher, and peer- assessment on language 
learning. Additionally, qualitative research on the use of various assessment types 
and their effects on students and teachers can be done by conducting interviews and 
observing what happens in the classroom.
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