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Abstract

Individual and collaborative assessments have engaged all researchers' attention over the
last century. This study explored the probable improvement in Iranian EFL learners' writing with
respect to individual and collaborative self-assessment training as well as examining the effect of
gender on assessment training. The participants in this study were 80 (40 males, 40 females)
English learners in a language institute. This sample was divided into four equal groups. Two
groups worked on assessment individually, and two groups performed assessment collaboratively.
Data were collected from a self-assessment questionnaire and writing scores based on IELTS task
1 writing band score descriptors and Magoosh Essay Rubric for the GRE and GMAT. Results
revealed the positive effect of collaborative assessment training on writing. Additionally, the Two-
Way Analysis of Variance (Two-Way ANOVA) indicated that the female participants in the
collaborative group outperformed males in the same group. The study provides implications for
teachers and institutional policymakers in how to improve English learners’ writing proficiency.
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1. Introduction

Most learners decide to learn English with the aim of being able to speak, but few students
consider the importance of learning and practicing English writing. If one wants to be fluent in English,
one should aim at learning all language skills (Yang, 2013). It seems that second language (L2) writing
has established its status in current understandings of language education. L2 writing proficiency plays
an important role in any individual’s educational and professional progress (Costa, 2019; Simin &
Tavangar, 2009).

As a productive skill, writing has received much attention due to the effect it can exercise on
international communication. Therefore, writing skill, like other skills, can be rated and assessed.
Assessment has been described as an essential pedagogical activity process (Bijsterbosch et al., 2019;
Cheng, 2017). According to Ellis and Yuan (2004), teachers utilize writing as an important skill to
evaluate learners’ success, failure, achievement, and progress. Students are not usually able to evaluate
their writing task accurately (Bjork, 1999; Fahimi & Rahimi, 2015).

Two major types of assessment are used in evaluation, including teacher-assessment and self-
assessment. In traditional courses of writing, the teacher provides some information needed to write
about the topic for learners and then asks learners to write a text that includes certain criteria and finally
gives feedback. Learners improve their writing based on feedback. On the other hand, in self-assessment,
the learner participates in the feedback process (Comert & Kutlu, 2018).

Self-assessment is one of the most significant elements in strategy as well as autonomous
learning, which enable learners to evaluate their progress. If there is not any room for learner-directed
learning, learners become passive and demotivated because no progress can be experienced. Self-
assessment provides a situation for active and focused students to assess their progress according to
communication (Harris, 1997). Students can evaluate and judge their performance based on their criteria,
learning goals, and expectations (Henner-Stanchina & Holec, 1985).

As Chamot and O'Malley (1994) pointed out that: learners perform different types of thinking
skills in higher order and strategies of learning by using self-assessment as well as self-rating strategy
provides feedback to them and can be the direction for their future learning. In this way, there is little
individual goal orientation that leaves students any room for self-assessment. Blue (1988) suggested that
self-assessment has many constraints as the procedure of accurately assessing learner proficiency and
called learners' ability in assessing their progress.

Assessment individually and collaboratively has engaged various researchers’ attention
over the last century (Ballantyne et al., 2002; Brown, 2004; Herbert, 2006; Kurt, 2014; Mangelsdorf,
1992; Michael & Valdez, 1996; Topping, 1998). The motivation for introducing and combining these
types of assessments is that students can show more responsibility in learning a language. It is believed
that self-assessment may assist students to be responsible for their learning (Brown & Hudson, 1998;
Meihami & Esfandiari, 2020). Another characteristic of this assessment is locating and pinpointing the
strengths and weaknesses of students. In this way, they can think about their weaknesses and attempt
to provide a way for compensating their shortcomings (Davison & Leung, 2009).

The other significant point of assessment is related to the balance that is made by the
cooperation between students. The next effective point is associated to the constructive effect of
assessment on students' language learning (Hasani & Moghadam, 2012). In large classes that teachers
do not have enough time to monitor all members, assessment individually and collaboratively can play
a crucial role.

Moreover, several studies have revealed gender as one of the significant variables that
can influence students’ achievement and interest (Bernat & Lioyed, 2007; Zeynali et al., 2012) as well
as their writing skills (Beard & Burrell, 2010; Troia et al., 2013). Regarding assessment training, males
and female students might have differences in writing performance (Beard & Burrell, 2010;
Olinghouse, 2008; Troia et al., 2013). However, little research has examined both assessment training
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(individual and collaborative) types together in male and female learners. Thus, this research explores
the effect of individual and collaborative assessment on Iranian EFL learners' writing skill.

This study addressed the following research questions:

1. Does assessment training have any significant effect on Iranian EFL learners’ writing skill in
individual and collaborative groups?

2. Dose gender have any significant effect on Iranian EFL learners’ writing skill in individual
and collaborative groups?

2. Literature Review
2.1. Writing assessment

Nevertheless, a bulk of research has shown that there is much variation in the scores given to
essays (Alias, Masek, & Salleh, 2015; Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010; Brown & Hudson, 1998).
Learners know about various scoring by raters which can increase anxiety in their writing process.
Passing L2 writing exams is an essential part of graduation; therefore, the consistency and reliability of
scoring are necessary for students (Arter & McTighe, 2001; Perlman, 2003). It should be taken into
consideration that assessing and scoring L2 writing requires a meaningful and time-consuming effort
(Honsa Jr, 2013).

Lumely (2002) conducted a research on criteria of assessment in a large-scale writing test and
also explored that how raters signify these criteria. This study aimed to investigate the procedure that
marking decisions were made by raters and they used an analytic rating scale that was designed for
multiple-choice tests. In this study, four reliable, practiced, and trained assessors contributed and marked
two sets of 24 texts. After that, four raters provided some think-aloud protocols in which they described
the process of rating the second set. The researcher took advantage of assigning a code to explain the
data of thinking aloud for analyzing the subsequence of ratings, and the explanation the assessors
suggested about the categories of scoring in the analytic rating scale.

According to Andrade, Du, and Wang, (2008), teachers keep their criteria for assessment
without informing what constitutes their assessment of L2 writings, generating the inconsistent
assessment of student performance. For example, one teacher may prioritize the linguistic structures in
the assessment, while another may be more interested in idea development. This always results in
disputes between teachers and students when the results are publicized. The results are impressionistic
judgment of writing proficiency that depends more upon teacher-raters and text qualities. This kind of
assessment has been argued not to be successful in making a true distinction among learners’ writing
performance (Huang, 2012).

Recently, Mede and Atay (2017) studied Turkish English teachers’ assessment literacy at the
preliminary syllabus suggested by Turkish private and state universities. Most of the Turkish EFL
teachers were untrained, and they needed more advanced teaching in preparing classroom tests, applying
tests that were ready-made, giving feedback on assessment, and utilizing self-assessment or peer-
assessment. They found that most of the participants required basic or advanced assessment training.

2.2. Self-assessment

Self-assessment has developed as a specific research in pedagogical purposes of L2 learning
since 1976. Students are able to evaluate their performance based on assessment criteria by self-
reflective and self-assessment activities (Blanche & Merino, 1989). According to Noels, et al. (2000),
self-assessment could be used as a method for enhancing motivation and improving learners' autonomy,
and in this environment, they did not feel more anxious.

Sajedi (2014) proposed the impact of self-assessment on EFL learners’ writing performance.
The teacher asked learners to rate their compositions based on sub-skills such as organization, content
and structure, and grammar. The findings in this study recommended that learners in the experimental
group significantly performed composition better than learners in the control group. Moreover, Kostons,
van Gog, and Paas (2012) asserted that for improving self-regulated learning, the participation of
learners in self-assessment of their performance on a learning task could be more effective. The findings
in this study recommend that self-assessment and task-selection skills have the significant effect on self-
regulated learning, and teaching these skills can improve students’ knowledge which can achieve from
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self-regulated learning. In addition, they were often agreed with the impact of self-assessment on their
writing (Banli, 2014; Bayat, 2010; Bing, 2016; Coémert & Kutlu; 2018, Lam; 2010, Oscarson, 2009).

2.3. Collaborative assessment

According to Brown (2004), self-assessment and peer-assessment improve students’ autonomy
and motivation. Moreover, there have been a relatively large amount of experimental studies focusing
on the impact of peer assessment and teamwork on writing performance (Meihami & Esfandiari, 2020;
Nicol, 2010; Sadler & Good, 2006)

Peer assessment can lead to student-centered learning and prepare learners to edit their work
(Lejk & Wyvill, 1996). It could have critical pedagogical values for students (Patri, 2002) because they
assess their peers’ learning by participating in the process of evaluation (Cheng & Warren, 2005).

Collaborative writing in EFL contexts can be described as a team working to perform a common
goal while the members communicate and negotiate with each other (Alhadabi & Karpinski, 2020;
Abrams, 2019; Hsiu-Chen Hsu, 2019; Orikassa, 2012;). According to McDonough, De Vleeschauwer,
and Crawford (2018), EFL college learners from Thailand composed accurate and precise paragraphs
when they wrote collaboratively compared to learners who performed individual writing.

2.4. Rubrics

One of the most important writing evaluation tools is a rubric. Rubrics can explain teachers’
expectations clearly and help learners in self-evaluation and identify their strengths and weaknesses
(Panadero & Jonsson, 2013). The term “instructional rubrics” refers to the rubrics supporting the
writings of learners and developing their works with respect to standards of writing and assessment
(Andrade, 2001). Instructional rubrics have some advantages for learners, including (a) rubrics can
define and describe the quality of writing as authentic writing, (b) rubrics can spot the weaknesses in
learners' writing, and (c) they can help learners in avoiding errors as well as rubrics can help learners in
evaluating the progress of their works (Arter & McTighe, 2001).

An acceptable and general educational rubric definition claims that a rubric is a scoring tool for
the qualitative scoring of valid written texts (Karkehabadi, 2013; Muhammad, Lebar, & Mokshein,
2018). These rubrics consist of some criteria rating the essential criteria of assessment proficiency and
various standards of attaining criteria. The rubric defines for both teachers and learners what should be
considered significant and what should be looked for in the assessment performance (Arter & McTighe,
2001; Cabrera, et al. 2017, Perlman, 2003).

For example, Shi (2001) made a comparison between native and non-native raters as well as
between experienced and novice ones. The purpose of the study was to explore which group outperforms
in using rubrics in assessing L2 essay writing. The findings indicated that each rater used their criteria
in scoring L2 writing, but the experienced raters scored more closely up to the standard rubrics.

Cohen, Lotan, Scarloss, Schultz, and Abram (2002) conducted research on the quality of writing
of content area with the beneficial effect of rubrics. In this study, 163 learners took part, and instructional
rubrics were employed in five 6™ grade classes. These groups were assessed based on their content
knowledge and showed a high improvement on formative assessments and essays. In addition, Schooen
(2012) conducted a comparative study between trained raters and the raters who never received any
training in scoring. Peculiarly, the results suggested that those who did not receive any training scored
the writing more precisely rather than the trained raters. Results also revealed the impact of previous
achievement and treatment on all writing scores. In addition, the best impact of treatment on scores for
participants' criteria on rubric was observed. Findings indicated that employing a model in generating
rubric criteria for all assignments and self-assessment improves learners' writing (Andrade et al., 2008).

According to Bradford et al., 2016; Thompson, 2013; and Zhang, 2012, using assessment rubrics
can enhance learners’ writing skills. Sundeen (2014) conducted a research on instructional rubrics for
writing quality. Participants were 89 high school students in the 10" grade. To collect the data, the
researcher used the 6-Point Writer’s Rubric developed by Education Northwest for assessing essays and
compositions. The six criteria in this set of the rubric are ideas, voice, organization, sentence fluency,
conventions of writing, and word choice. All participants along with three English teachers showed the
effect of explicit rubric teaching in improving writing.
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There is another study performed by Andrade and Bouley (2003). These researchers examined
the rubric referenced self-assessment in writing. They focused on examining the effect of self-
assessment on students’ written essays. These participants were in the 7" and 8" grades. In this study,
they wrote two essays on historical fiction and a response to literature. Researchers taught learners
instructional rubrics based on criteria and gradations of the best quality for these essays. Findings
indicated the positive effect of self-assessment on the writing skill.

2.5. Gender

In a study conducted by Read, Francis, and Robson (2005), they reported on results concerning
essay assessment and gender in history essays. This study focused on the assessment of and feedback
given to two sample essays by 50 historians based in England and Wales universities. Findings revealed
a significant variation attributed to the classification of essays and to negative and positive points and
interpretations put about quality and to back up the concept that the ‘quality’ of writings and essays for
assessment is eventually constructed by everyone that reads essays and cannot be objectively
determined. In this study, researchers concluded that gender constructions could be evident in
presentation more than practice.

According to the above-mentioned empirical studies, few researchers have addressed the effect
of individual and collaborative assessment training on learners' writing. Therefore, this literature gap in
this regard is filled by doing this research. Furthermore, this study tries to investigate the probable
improvement in male and female EFL learners' writing with respect to both types of assessments
(collaborative and individual).

3. Methodology
3.1. Participants

The participants in the study were 90 English learners in an Iranian English language institute,
Iran. Their homogeneity was examined by using a Preliminary English Test (PET) and 80 learners were
selected. Their level was upper-intermediate. There were 40 males and 40 females in the sample, aged
between 18 and 22 years. To evaluate the effect of assessment training on learners' writing, the
researcher divided this sample into four groups of equal size. Two groups worked on assessment
individually, and other groups worked collaboratively. The experiment lasted twelve 60-minute
sessions.

3.2. Instruments

To homogenize the learners, the Preliminary English Test (PET) was administered. The sample
of this test used in the present study contains three parts: listening (25 items), writing (7 items), and
reading (35 items). The reliability of 67 items of the PET test was estimated by the researcher, which
was 0.82.

This study employed an assessment questionnaire in order to investigate the probable effect of
self-assessment on improving learners' writing skills. This questionnaire was a reliable and suitable part
of English as a Second Language Program (ESLP) 182 questionnaire. The total reliability of the self-
assessment questionnaire is 0.95. Since the reliability of 0 < p > 1 is considered reliable, this
questionnaire can be reliable. This questionnaire has questions that include various aspects of students’
writing self-assessment; punctuation, grammar, as well as mechanics skills; general writing strategies;
before writing; during writing; after writing, punctuation, grammar and mechanics strategies; general
learning strategies. The participants were asked to evaluate their writing skills for each item on a Likert-
type scale between 1 and 5, ranging from never or almost never true to always or almost always true.

The next instrument in collecting and analyzing data was writing and analyzing scores based on
IELTS task 1 writing band score descriptors (Appendix A) and Magoosh Essay Rubric for the GRE and
GMAT (Appendix B) in learning writing and assessing it. IELTS task 1 writing band score descriptors
assess four criterion areas: coherence and cohesion, task achievement, lexical resource and grammatical
range as well as accuracy. Magoosh Essay Rubric for the GRE and GMAT evaluates the following
criteria: quality of ideas, organization, writing style, grammar and usage, as well as the summary. The
teacher defined essay rubrics for helping learners to evaluate their writings and practicing them to assess
their writings.

3.3. Procedures
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At the beginning of the experiment, the Preliminary English Test (PET) was performed to make
certain learners’ homogeneity, and 80 EFL upper intermediate male and female participants were
selected from 90 learners. Then, the participants were randomly assigned to four groups: one female
group and one male group performed assessment training individually, and the other ones (one female
group and one male group) received their treatment collaboratively.

At the second stage, the ESLP questionnaire was administered to the four groups. Although the
learners did not have any information about the assessment, the teacher asked them to fill the
questionnaire. Then, they were requested to do a piece of IELTS sample writing and assess it themselves
because learners did not have any information or idea about the assessment process in their writings at
this stage. This was done to be the basis of the following performance of students in the writing skill.
Then, the teacher scored all students.

At the third stage, the teacher taught all the groups the criteria of writings rubrics based on
IELTS task 1 writing band score descriptors and Magoosh Essay Rubric for the GRE and GMAT. Four
criterion areas of IELTS task 1 writing such as coherence and cohesion, task achievement, lexical
resource and grammatical range and accuracy as well as five evaluation writing criteria of Magoosh
Essay Rubric like the quality of ideas, organization, writing style, grammar and usage, as well as
summary were taught, and scores of each evaluation of criterion were analyzed by the teacher. In this
way, the writing performance of the participants based on evaluation criteria for achieving each of the
scores from zero to nine in IELTS task 1 writing and zero to six in Magoosh Essay Rubric were
described. At the end of each session, participants in all groups were asked to write some essays of the
IELTS, GRE, and GMAT writing samples, and assess them based on writing rubrics criteria. Two groups
(one male and one female) performed the task individually, and other groups (one male and one female)
did it collaboratively.

At the last stage, the ESLP questionnaire was administered to students again in order to examine
their views on their abilities in writing. This stage aimed to find the probable change in the students'
ideas about their capabilities.

3.4. Data Analysis

Data collected from the ESLP questionnaire was fed into the SPSS and analyzed quantitatively.
That is, descriptive statistical procedures were utilized to find out the status of learners' views on their
abilities on writing skills before and after the treatment sessions. Then, two-Way Analysis of Variance
(Two-Way ANOVA) which is an inferential test, was conducted to detect and compare two different
assessment training (individual and collaborative) on EFL learners’ writing skill across gender.

4. Results
4.1. Investigating First Research Question

The first research question aimed to explore whether individual and collaborative assessment
has any significant effect on EFL learners’ writing skills.

Table 1
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Post-Test

Type III Mean Si
Source Sum of Squares df Square F g
Corrected 2281.27 36 63.369 1.3 .
Model 32 88 51
Intercept 362087. 1 362087 793 .0
687 .687 0.754 00
Groups 242.992 1 242.99 5.3 .0

2 22 26
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Pre-Test 981.775 20 49.089 1.0 4
75 07
Groups * 1080.61 15 72.041 1.5 .1
Pre-Test 6 78 21
Error 1963.21 43 45.656
4
Total 571921. 80
000
Corrected 4244.48 79
Total 7

a. R Squared = .537 (Adjusted R Squared = .150)

Table 1 shows the sig value or probability value is .121, safely above the cut-off. The sig value
for the interaction is greater than .05, and the interaction is not statistically significant, indicating that
the assumption is not violated.

The actual difference in the mean scores between individual and collaborative groups is
quite large. As Table 2 indicates, the mean score for the individual group (M=82.12, SD=7.1) was
significantly different from that of the collaborative group (M=86.35, SD=7.01):

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics of Individual and
Collaborative Writing Skill

Dependent Variable: Post-Test

M Std.
Groups ean Deviation N
Individua 82 7.100 40
1 1250 70
Collabor 86 7.018 40
ative .3500 47
Total 84 7.329 80
2375 92

Table 3 shows that there is a significant difference in the writing skill through individual
group in comparison with the collaborative group:

Table 3
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of the Individual and Collaborative Writing Skill
Dependent Variable: Post-Test

Type III Mean Si Partial
Source Sum of Squares df Square F g Eta Squared
Corrected 522.989 2 261.49 S. .0 123
Model 2 5 410 06
Intercept 13405.0 1 13405. 27 .0 783
73 073 7.359 00
Pre-Test 165.977 1 165.97 3 .0 .043

7 434 68
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Groups 317.069 1 317.06 6. .0 .079
9 560 12
Error 3721.49 77 48.331
8
Total 571921. 80
000
Corrected 4244 .48 79
Total 7

a. R Squared = .123 (Adjusted R Squared = .100)

The sig value is .01, which is greater than .05; therefore, the collaborative group outperformed
the individual group on writing skill test scores.

4.2. Investigating Second Research Question

The second research question examined the impact of using two different assessment training
(individual and collaborative) on EFL learners’ writing skill across gender through conducting Two-
Way Analysis of Variance (Two-Way ANOVA).

Table 4 summarizes the results of the post-tests, including the means and standard deviations of
the two groups for the female and male EFL learners. As Table 4 indicates, the mean score for the
collaborative female group (M=89.60, SD=5.86) was significantly different from that of the
collaborative male group (M=83.10, SD=6.67):

Table 4

Descriptive Statistics of Individual and Collaborative Groups
across Gender

Dependent Variable: Post-Test

G M Std.
Groups ender ean Deviation N
Individ F 83 6.95455 20
ual emale 4500
M 80 7.17158 20
ale .8000
T 82 7.10070 40
otal 1250
Collab F 89 5.86156 20
orative emale .6000
M 83 6.67202 20
ale .1000
T 86 7.01847 40
otal .3500
Total F 86 7.07102 40
emale 5250
M 81 6.93542 40
ale 9500
T 84 7.32992 80
otal 2375

Table 5 shows the results from the Two-Way ANOVA and whether there is a statistically
significant difference between the group means. It is shown that the significance value is 0.00, which
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is below 0.05 and, therefore, there is a statistically significant difference in the mean of the writing
skill post-test scorers between individual and collaborative groups across gender:

Table 5

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Individual and Collaborative Groups across Gender

Dependent Variable: Post-Test

Type IIT Mean Si Partial
Source Sum of Squares df Square F Eta Squared
Corrected 849.737 3 283.24 6.34 .0 200
Model a 6 1 01
Intercept 567676. 1 567676 1270 .0 .994
513 513 8.864 00
Groups 357.013 1 357.01 7.99 .0 .095
3 3 06
Gender 418.613 1 418.61 9.37 .0 110
3 2 03
Groups * 74.113 1 74.113 1.65 2 .021
Gender 9 02
Error 3394.75 76 44.668
0
Total 571921. 80
000
Corrected 4244 .48 79
Total 7

An interaction between groups and gender could not be demonstrated, F (1, 76) = 1.65, p =
0.2.” Further, the partial eta squared is only 0.021 for the interaction effect. This can be insignificant.
Since there is no interaction effect, we should regard to the significant impacts, both of which have p
= 0.00. The Partial eta squared is 0.95 for groups and 0.11 for gender. That is, the relative impact of

groups and gender is strong.

The mean differences between individual and collaborative groups were significantly
different, and it is assumed that they were not at the same level of writing skill. It is shown in the

figure below graphically:
Graph 1 Relationship between Individual and

Collaborative Post-Test Scores across Gender

Estimated Marginal Means of PostTest

20.00—

=500 //

8500 /,

54.00— yd

Estimated Marginal Means

&2.00-]

=000

Incliviciual Collaborative

Groups

The preceding graph (Figure 1) visually illustrates the individual and collaborative group scores
across gender. Further, it shows that EFL learners in the collaborative group outstripped the ones in the
individual. It also shows that EFL learners in the female group outperformed the ones in the male group.
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5. Discussion

As discussed earlier, this study tried to investigate whether assessment training had any significant
effect on Iranian male and female EFL learners’ writing skill in individual and collaborative groups or
not.

The results confirmed that passing the treatment sessions about assessment training could help
learners write a good writing and soon specify mechanics of writing in essays. Learners learned which
components in essays are important. This finding is in line with those trying to find out the items
required for writing scoring in that their findings revealed that idea and content, vocabulary,
organization, grammar, and the mechanics of writing as the key components in L2 writing assessment
(Rafoth & Rubin, 1984, Davidson & Lloyd, 2005, Betsis et al. 2012).

Results of the present study showed that there was a significant difference between individual
and collaborative assessment of essays in the post-treatment sessions. It means that, writings of the
collaborative groups outperformed the individual groups. These findings are in line with those of Chang,
et al. (2012), in which they worked on portfolio assessment and confirmed that mean scores of peer-
assessment were high and scores of self-assessment and teacher-assessment were low. The same results
were found by Abolfazli and Sadeghi (2013) who concluded that when peer-assessment is compared to
self-assessment due to their effects on learners’ scores, the peer-assessment group performed better than
the self-assessment group. In another study, Meihami and Esfandiari (2020) confirmed the positive
impact of collaborative methods in teaching language, especially learners’ performance in writing.

In addition, in the collaborative groups, the females outperformed males in the same group.
These findings of the current study are consistent with those of Jafari and Ansari (2012), who found
female EFL learners who performed writing accuracy collaboratively outperformed males in the same

group.
6. Conclusion and implications

The findings of the present study indicated that there is a significant difference between
individual and collaborative assessment of essays in the post-treatment sessions. In addition, results
confirmed that passing the treatment sessions about self-assessment collaboratively could help learners
write a good writing and soon specify mechanics of writing in essays. Therefore, the students were often
satisfied with the impact of self-assessment on their writing skills. Moreover, the study found that female
learners in the collaborative group outperformed the male group who performed assessment writing
collaboratively.

The findings of the present study imply that teachers can incorporate assessment-training
strategies into their classes. They can try to teach learners to evaluate their writing by using essay rubrics.
Assessment training strategies with applying appropriate writing rubrics can also be helpful for EFL
syllabus designers and material developers because they play a significant role in learners’ writing
performance by paying attention to main writing scores criteria such as coherence and cohesion, task
achievement, lexical resource, grammatical range, quality of ideas, organization, writing style, as well
as the summary.

This study has some limitations. Firstly, the age of the participants was limited to the range of
18 to 22 years of age. Therefore, the findings of the study would not be applicable to young learners or
those in far different age ranges. Secondly, the present study was limited to the EFL learners at the
upper-intermediate level. It is likely that the results would differ with learners at the beginning level of
language proficiency. Furthermore, regarding the limited time, it was not possible to conduct the study
with a large sample to obtain more generalizable outcomes. In this way, further studies should be done
with a large number of EFL/ESL learners to decrease the probable limitations in the generalization of
the results. More studies are necessary to employ more reliable instruments in screening assessment to
find more reliable and valid findings.
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Appendix A

ELTS

WRITING TASK 1: Band Descriptors (public version)

Task achievement Coherence and cohesion Lexical resource

Grammatical range and accuracy

B o fully satisfies 3l the requinements of the tagk  +uses cobesion in such 3 way that it strscts no atiention + uses 3 wide rangs of vocabulary with very natural and = uses 3 wids range of structures with ful fexibility and
» ciearly presens a fully developed response + skifully manages paragraghing suptisfisted control of eizal features; mre minor e aCoUraCy, raE MnGr £TORS oCCUI only 35 ‘sins'
oocur only 3 ‘slips’
§ » covers all requirements of the task sufficiently -+ sequences information and idess lagically « 55 3widz range of vocabuizry fusndy and fesibly to « uses 3 wide range of structurss
 presents, highights and ilustrates key features! bult « manages all aspects of cohesion wel canigy precise meanings +the marty of sentances 3ng emrfize
naints clearly and appropriately » uses parapraphing sufiiently and appropriately » shiffll uses unzammon lexical items butthere may be - makes only very accasional emars or inanprogriaciss
necasional inaccurscies in ward chaiz and calocation
« producs rare emors in splling andior woed fomation
T+ covers the reguirements of the task »ogically arganizas infarmation and ideas; these iz ckear + uses 3 sufficient range of vocabulary to allow some +uses 3 variety of compiex structurss
o [A) presents & ceat view of main ends, dferencesor - progression throughaut Pty and precizion » rodhuces reguent emor-fee sentenies
sfages » uses 3 range of cohesive devices appropriaiely athough + uses less comman lexial items wilh some awsneness of «has goad control of grammar and punciuation but may
| ) presans & cear purpose, with the tonz consizizntand  there may be soms under-'over-use style and callacstion make a faw emors
appropriate » may produce oczasianal emars inward chaice, spelling
» leary presents and hghiighis key featuresibuli: painis andlor word formation
but could be more fully extended
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» presents and adequately highlights key features! bullt
paints but details may be irrelevant. inapprogrizts or
inaccurate
§  » penerally addresses the task; the frmat may be + presents nimation with same omanisation but hers may + uses 3 fimited rang of vacabutary, but his isminimally = uss only 3 limited rangs of siruciures
inappropriats in places be 3 lack of overal progression adequate for the task » gitempts complex sentences but these tend to be less
» [A) recounts detail mechanically wih no clear gvesvien, + makes inadequats, inaczurate o overuse of cobesive « may make noticeatle emors in speling andarword  acoursts than simple sentences
thers may be no data fo support the descrption. devices famaian that may cause same dffeuly for the reader = may make fraquent prammatial emors and punchuztion
+ [GT) may presant a purpose fo the leter that i unclear af « may be rapatifive becaysz oflack of referencing and may be fauly; ermors can causs same dificufy for the
fimes; the fane may be variabie and sometimes  subsfitution reader
nappropriate
» przsents, but madequately covers, key faztures! bullt
points; thare may be 3 tendency to focus on detalls
4 o atempisto addess the task bt does niot cover all ey« presents nfomatin and idess Dut hese ar ot ananged « Uses only basiz vocanulary whih mey be used repettiely + uses oy  vary imited range of strocturss with arly rare
featuras/oullet paints; the famat may be inappropnate  coherenily and there is no clear progression in the  or which may be inappropriats for the task usz of subardinat clauses
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Appendix B

Magoosh Essay Rubric for the GRE & GMAT

A clear organizational siructure A 6 respanse s a precizs,
Inzsghifully develops 2 wilh & logical progression, knking A wide vanety of sentence  Shows asuperiorcontrol of  well-arliculated analysis of the
poaition on & lopic of iess fo supporing ponts from  struchures and lengths,  writing, wiih impeccable complexities of ihe asue o

E argument with compelling,  siart to finish, from paragraph fo  showing & superar control of grammar, mechanics, and  argument, and demonatrates
persugsive exampies and  pararaph and sentence b word cholce wih 3 clear,  usage—yetmay haveafew  mastery of the elements of effective

FES0MS senlence concise atyle Fanar, non-repealed emors wiling.
A 5 response |5 a wel-developed
Develops aposifionona A well-organized strucfure with & Vanety in sentence Shows a control of language,  analysts of the complexities of the
5 topic.or angument with progression of keas, linking struciures, showing contrel — with sirong grammar, lasue and demonstrates 8 sirong
well-chosen examples and  (deas o supporting points from  of wiord cholce with & clesr — mechanics, and usage—yel  cantral of the elements of effective
PRGSO start 1o finish atyle may have a few minor emors  witing,
Some, 10 lifle, vanety in
Dewslops & posifion ona  Crganized with some progression: sentence stucture, showing Ad respanse |s a competent
4  topicor argument with of ideas, Bnking ideas and adequate control of word — Shows contral of standard enalyals of e lzaue and
relevant examples and supparting paints with some cholce with an English but confaing some  dempnstrales adequate controd of
BSOS consistency Incanaiztently clear style  flawa the elzments of writing.
Dexelops & vague o limited Shows some kack of contral in A 3 respanas has some
position on & topic or A |ack senfence varlely,  grammar, mechanics and competenca in s enalysis of the
3 arguiment with few examples Poory orgenized with unclear  showing imprecise use of  usage, containing occasaonal  (ssue and in s control of the
of regsong of questionabée  links between ideas and wand cholcs with an major flews with more frequent  slements of wiiting but s clearty
Imparance supparting paints Inconaistent, wordy style  minar flaws flawed.
Senous &nd fraquent Sheows & lack of contrad in

Ideas on & bopic or angument Dsorganized and provides few, If problems with word cholce  grammar, mechanics, and
2 Afe UNCiear or seriously any, relevant inks betwean ideas and sentence stuciure, LEB0e, containing numeraus, A 2 responss has serous

limited and examples showing & lack of style repeated emos weakneazes in analytical writing.
Shows & comglete kack o
Provides lifile evidence of Mo organization of logic, Severe and persistent emors  control in grammar,
{ thesbliylodeveopa  containing imelevant detils and Inwond choice,language,  mechanics, and usage, making A 1 respanse has fundamental
position inresponsetoa  examples with btle 1o no and sentence struciure,  the essay unreadable and oeficiancies in analytical writing
fopic o argument distinction between the twe showing no real style Incomgrehensibie kil

Blark respanse, not writtzn in
Engliah, or no regard for
0 Complately off topic, blank,  Entire lack of structure, bank, or Englsh grammar, mecharics A 0 respanse has & complete ack
o nat written in English  nat writen in English Blank or nat in English and usage of analybical wriing skils.

https://2aih25gkk2pi65s8wfa8kzvi-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp
content/uploads/2014/04/Magoosh-Essay-Rubric-for-the-GRE-GMAT.pdf
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