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Abstract— The present study was conducted to investigate the comparative effects of peer and teacher assessment on Iranian 

intermediate-level EFL learners’ lexical and grammatical writing accuracy. The participants of this study were 70 female Iranian students at 

Safir institute. The participants were randomly assigned to experimental and comparison groups. To accomplish the purpose of the study, 

initially, a PET test was administered to the participants. Both groups received writing assignments. The participants of the experimental 

group were given peer feedback whereas the participants of the comparison group received teacher feedback. At the end of the 

experimental period, both the experimental and comparison groups were tested using an in-class writing assignment used as the post-test. 

Data were analyzed using two independent samples t- tests. Results indicated that the experimental group outperformed the comparison 

group in terms of both grammatical and lexical writing accuracy. 

Index Terms— Peer assessment, Teacher assessment, Lexical accuracy, Grammatical accuracy, Writing.   

——————————      —————————— 

1 INTRODUCTION                                                                     

HERE  is little doubt about the importance of assessment. 
Language teachers draw conclusions about learner per-
formance by means of assessment (Brown, 2001). It is a 

major concern of those who learn, those who teach and those 
who are responsible for the development and accreditation of 
courses. From the researchers’ point of view, in the area of 
language teaching, teachers usually correct learners. However, 
rarely do these corrections lead to much improvement, espe-
cially in productive skills. Sometimes, the teacher asks stu-
dents to correct or, more generally, assess their classmates. But 
again, there is no significant development on the part of the 
learners being assessed in most cases. A reason may be the 
way peers offer their suggestions or corrections, which is 
usually unsystematic, occasional, and sometimes aggressive. 
Therefore, these efforts in correction do not usually result in 
any significant improvement.  
Writing, one of the two productive skills in language learning, 
can obviously improve if it is subject to systematic correction 
by teachers or peers. Since the feedback given by the teacher 
has not given rise to any significant progress, a alternative 
might be peer assessment. Several empirical studies have been 
done in this regard suggesting that ―the psychometric quali-
ties of peer assessment are improved by the training and expe-
rience of peer assessors. The development of domain-specific 
skills may also benefit from peer assessment based revision‖ 
(Marjo van Zundert, 2010, p. 270). In fact, one of the outstand-
ing features of studies of assessment in recent years has been 
the shift in the focus of attention towards greater interest in 
the interactions between assessment and classroom learning 
and away from concentration on the properties of restricted 

forms of test which are only weakly linked to the learning ex-
periences of students. This shift has been coupled with many 
expressions of hope that improvement in classroom assess-
ment will make a strong contribution to the improvement of 
learning. The number of empirical studies on peer involve-
ment in classrooms has increased recently. Some researchers 
have claimed that working with peers in the classroom is a 
critical means of promoting learning. In an attempt to verify 
the above statement, the present study focuses on the effect of 
peer assessment on grammatical and lexical writing accuracy 
of Iranian EFL learners. It attempts to answer the following 
questions:  
(1) Is there any significant difference between the effects of 
peer and teacher assessments on Iranian EFL learners’ gram-
matical writing accuracy?  
(2) Is there any significant difference between the effects of 
peer and teacher assessments on Iranian EFL learners’ lexical 
writing accuracy. 

2 REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

In recent years, the process approach to writing has become 
common in composition classes. This approach seeks to shift 
emphasis away from teachers assigning writing and students 
doing the writing and handing in the assignment to be marked 
by the teacher and handed back to the learners only to be for-
gotten by them as they start the next assignment. Instead, em-
phasis is on the process of writing itself and, in this process, 
pre-writing is needed, and multiple drafts should be revised. 
So feedback is seen as essential to multiple draft processes as it 
is what pushes the writer through the various drafts, and on to 
the end-product (Muncie, 2000). Traditional eventual stu-
dent/teacher relationships are unequal in terms of power. 
Students tend to accept the authority of teachers, while teach-
ers have the authority to pass or fail students (Hyland, 2000). 

T 
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2.1 Vocabulary assessment 

There is a wide variety of characteristics that need to be 
considered in a full specification of how a language test needs 
to be set up (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). There are 3 design 
options proposed by (Read, 2000). The first option is whether 
vocabulary is being assessed as a discrete construct. At the 
simplest level, the test is named a ―vocabulary test‖ and is 
seen as measuring some aspect of the learners’ target language 
words. The Vocabulary Levels Test (Nation, 1990) is a good 
example of a discrete test and measures the size of learners’ 
vocabulary; it represents the traditional conception of what a 
vocabulary test is like. On the other hand, vocabulary assess-
ment may also be embedded as part of the measurement of a 
larger construct ESL Composition. Profile (Jacobs et al., 1981) 
is an instrument to measure the construct of writing proficien-
cy in English by means of five rating scales, one of which fo-
cuses on the range and appropriateness of test takers’ vocabu-
lary use. In this case, first vocabulary is separately rated, then 
the rating is combined with those from the other four scales to 
form an overall profile of learners’ writing performance. 

Based on Read’s second dimension, we can distinguish vo-
cabulary tests which are selective. It means focus is on specific 
lexical items. But in a comprehensive analysis, focus is on all 
the content words either in an input text or in the learners’ 
response to a test task.  

 
Read’s third dimension is concerned with the role of con-

text in a vocabulary test. A context-independent instrument 
presents words to the test taker in isolation and requires them 
to select meanings for the words without any linguistic con-
text. A good example is TOEFL. 

2.2 Peer assessment 

Some experts view peer assessment as a strategy on its own, 
but more often it is seen to be complementary to self-
assessment (Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall & William 2004). 
Peer assessment has also been defined as a strategy involving 
students’ decisions about others’ work that mostly occurs 
when students work on collaborative projects or learning ac-
tivity. Peer assessment is usually intended as formative as-
sessment in the learning process (Johnson, 2004). Teachers use 
peer and self-assessment to enhance learning, to increase stu-
dent participation in the learning process, to increase social 
interaction and trust in others, to improve individual feed-
back, and to focus students on the process rather than product. 
Peer assessments used as formative evaluation are useful with 
group instruction and can both enhance learning experience 
and positively influence student achievement (Johnson, 2004).  
Peer assessment is a form of innovative assessment in which 
learners are assessed by other learners, both offering formative 
reviews to provide feedback and summative grading (McDo-
well & Mowl, 1996). This kind of assessment aims to enhance 
the learning quality including student involvement not only in 
the final judgments made by students but also in the selection 
of evidence of achievement (Biggs,1999; Brown, Rust & Gibbs, 
1994). 
Peer assessment is part of peer tutoring (Donaldson & Top-

ping, 1996). The potential advantages of peer tutoring include 
the development of skills of evaluating and using justifying 
knowledge (Topping, 1996). 
Self and peer-assessment have some common advantages. 
Peer assessment can facilitate self-assessment. By judging the 
work of others, students can improve their own performance. 
Peer and self-assessment enhance students’ judgment, which 
is a necessary skill for study and professional life (Brown, Rust 
& Gibbs, 1994). 
Zariski (1996), Race (1998) and others have described the fol-
lowing potential advantages of peer assessment for students: 
1.Increasing motivation and enhancing the sense of ownership 
of the assessment process, 
2. Encouraging learners to be in charge of their own learning 
and helping them to be autonomous learners, 
3.Considering assessment as part of learning, so that mistakes 
are opportunities rather than failures, 
4.Using external evaluation to provide a model for internal 
self-assessment of a student’s own learning (metacognition), 
5.Encouraging deep rather than surface learning, and 
6.Working on transferable skills needed for life-long learning, 
especially evaluation skills. 
Self and peer assessment enhance lifelong learning by helping 
students to evaluate their own and their peers’ performance 
realistically, not just expecting the evaluation of the tutor 
(Brown, 1996). 

2.3 Grammar 

In the late 1970s, when communicative methodology mat-
tered, it was believed that teaching grammar was not only 
unhelpful but might actually be harmful. However, recent 
research has revealed the importance of formal instruction for 
learners to attain high levels of accuracy. There has been a de-
bate regarding whether grammar should be a primary focus of 
language teaching, or be elicited completely, or be subordi-
nated to meaning-focused use of the target language (Howatt, 
1984). 

Theoretically, Krashen (1981) made a distinction between 
conscious learning and subconscious acquisition of language. 
He was against the formal instruction of language and claimed 
that language must be acquired through natural exposure. He 
also believed that there is no interface between declarative and 
procedural knowledge since they exist as two different sys-
tems in the brain; formal grammar lessons would develop the 
former and not the latter, to use forms correctly (Dekeyser, 
1998; Ellis, 2001; Skehan, 1998). 

Evidence from studies on the acquisition of English mor-
phology supports this position, particularly the findings that 
different L1 speakers learn English morphemes in a similar 
order (Bailey, Madden & Krashen, 1974; Dulay & Burt, 1974). 
This may imply that if L1 learners do not need formal struc-
ture to learn language, neither should L2 learners (Krashen, 
1981, Schwartz, 1993; Zobl, 1995). Schwartz (1993) claims that 
―only positive data can affect the construction of an interlan-
guage grammar that is comparable to the knowledge system 
that characterizes the result of first language acquisition‖ (p. 
147). Considering Universal Grammar and its application to 
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SLA, researchers argue that if UG is accessible to L2 learners 
and learning, like L1, it occurs mainly through the interaction 
of UG principles with input (Cook, 1994; Dulay, Burt, & kra-
shen, 1982; Goldschneider & DeKetser, 2001). 

At the same time, there are those who argue that leaving 
grammar to be acquired is leaving to much to chance and that 
grammar needs to be addressed in the language class. Swan 
(2002) gives two reasons of acceptability and comprehensibili-
ty to justify the need to teach grammar. The controversies sur-
rounding the issue of whether or not grammar should be di-
rectly taught influence the type of assessment. In other words, 
there is still a controversy as to whether grammatical errors 
should be corrected or indirectly. Another remaining issue, 
which is more relevant to the purpose of this study, is who 
should provide the feedback: the teacher or the peers. 

To resolve part of the controversies surrounding the above-
mentioned areas, the present study aims to investigate the 
effect of peer assessment and teacher assessment on Iranian 
EFL learners’ lexical and grammatical writing accuracy. 

3 METHOD 

3.1 Participants 

The participants of the present study were initially 90 Iranian 
Intermediate level students at Safir Language Institute. After 
homogenization, there remained 70 students. The experimen-
tal group consisted of 35 learners aged between 18 and 30; the 
control group was made up of 35 learners aged between 17 
and 28. It should be mentioned that they were all female. 
  
3.2 Materials and Instruments 

To answer the research questions and collect data the follow-
ing materials and data collection instruments were employed: 
To determine the homogeneity of the participants and to re-
duce the effects of their proficiency level on the results of the 
study, the PET was administered. The test is published by 
Cambridge University Press for English Speakers of Other 
Languages (ESOL, 2009). The PET includes 3 sections through 
which the four language skills are put into test: Section 1: 
Reading Comprehension and Writing; Section 2: Listening 
Comprehension, and Section 3: Speaking. The test consists of 
35 reading comprehension items, three writing tasks, 25 listen-
ing comprehension items, and four speaking tasks. The writ-
ing section of PET consists of three sub-parts. The first writing 
sub-part includes five questions which are scored objectively. 
Nevertheless, the other two writing sub-parts are scored sub-
jectively. The second sub-part of the writing section requires 
the participants to write a paragraph of 30-35 words on a giv-
en topic. The third writing sub-part, however, requires the 
participants to write between 80 and 100 words on a different 
topic. The researchers used the PET analytic scale to score the 
last two sub-parts of the writing section. Based on this scale, 
the participants are given scores from 0-5 in the second sub-
part, while they are given 0-15 in the third sub-part. The last 
two sub-parts of the PET writing section were scored by two 

raters. In the writing part, the participants in both the experi-
mental and control groups were given a writing pretest. They 
were asked to write a paragraph within 20 minutes on a topic 
chosen by the researcher based on the topic in PET. The stu-
dents in both groups were asked to write on the same topic. 
To test the learners’ writing accuracy and progress, in-class 
writing tests were administered to the learners, which were 
also considered as their final exam. They were provided a pick 
from some topics and were supposed to write an essay ap-
proximately three paragraphs long in ninety minutes. 
  
3.3 Procedures 

To achieve the purpose of the study, the following procedures 
were followed: 
Initially, the participants were selected based on cluster sam-
pling from among the students of Safir English Language 
School, and they were randomly assigned into experimental 
and control groups. 
Second, the pre-test (PET) was administered in the first week 
of the semester to both experimental and control groups. The 
homogenization process resulted in the exclusion of 20 learn-
ers from all subsequent analyses. 
Then, the learners of the experimental group were asked to 
write a three paragraph essay; they were supposed to correct 
their peers’ writing. In the control group, the learners’ writ-
ings were corrected by the teacher. In both groups, the learn-
ers could see their corrected writings by the teacher or peer. 
In the fourth phase of the study, the learners were supposed to 
write essays each session on a specific topic such as friends, 
crime, beauty and physical attractiveness, letter of complaint, 
etc. again, the writings of the experimental group participants 
were corrected by their peers and those of the control group 
by the teacher. The participants of both groups were required 
to revise their writings on the basis of the feedback they had 
received. This was carried out each session over 12 weeks of 
the semester. 
 Finally, at the end of the experimental period, both 
the experimental and control groups were tested using an in-
class writing post-test. They were asked to write an essay ap-
proximately three paragraphs long in ninety minutes. 
  To analyse the obtained data, two separate independent 
samples t-test procedures were used, one to measure the dif-
ference between the mean scores of the experimental and con-
trol groups in terms of grammatical accuracy, and the other in 
terms of lexical writing accuracy.  

4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

4.1 Investigation of the first research question 

The first research question sought to investigate the effect of 
peer and teacher assessment on learners’ grammatical writing 
accuracy. To this end, a t-test was run. The summary of the 
descriptive statistics is given in Table 1.  

 

TABLE 1 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS NEEDED FOR THE T-TEST ON GRAMMATICAL ACCURACY 
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 group N Mea
n 

Std. Devia-
tion 

Grammatical 

Accuracy 

Teach
er 

3
5 

8.89 2.220 

Peer 3
5 

13.1
7 

3.321 

 
It can be seen from Table 1 that the peer assessed group has 

the higher mean (X̅= 13.17) than the teacher assessed group 
(X ̅= 8.89). Nevertheless, these results do not show that the dif-
ference between the groups is statistically significant. In order 

to see whether or not the difference between the groups is sig-
nificant, the t-test was run. The result of the t-test is shown in 
Table2.

.  
TABLE 2 

THE RESULT OF THE INDEPENDENT SAMPLES T-TEST ON GRAMMATICAL ACCURACY

 

 F S
i
g
. 

T Df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean Differ-
ence 

95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 

Lower Upper 

Equal variances 
assumed 

5.00 .
0
2
9 

-
6.347 

68 .000 -4.286 -5.633 -2.938 

Equal variances 
not assumed 

ŋ2 = .37 -
6.347 

59.
327 

.000 -4.286 -5.637 -2.935 

 
Based on Table 2, the Levene’s test for equality of variances 
indicated that the variances of the experimental and control 
groups were not equal on the writing post test. So, the lower 
row of the table (with equal variances not assumed) was 
checked. Nonetheless, the obtained t value and the level of 
significance indicated a significant difference between the two 
groups (t= -6.34, p < .05). Therefore, it can be concluded that 
there is a significant difference between the peer-assessed and 
teacher-assessed groups, and that the peer assessed group has 
outperformed the teacher-assessed group in terms of gram-
matical writing accuracy. The index of strength of association 

shows that around 37% of the total variance observed in the 
dependent variable (grammar accuracy) is accounted for by 
the independent variable. This means that the remaining 63% 
of the variance remains unaccounted for . 

 
4.2 Investigation of the second question 

The second research question sought to investigate the effect 
of peer and teacher assessment on learners’ lexical writing 
accuracy. To this end, another t-test was run. The summary of 
the descriptive statistics is presented in Table 3. 

  
TABLE 3 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF THE T-TEST ON LEXICAL ACCURACY

 

 Gr
ou
p 

N Mea
n 

Std. Devi-
ation 

Std. Error Mean 

Lexical ac-
curacy 

tea
ch
er 

35 9.37 2.302 .389 

Pe
er 

35 12.6
0 

2.902 .491 

 
It can be seen from Table 3 that the peer assessed group has a 
higher mean (X ̅= 12.60) than the teacher assessed group (X ̅= 
9.37). To see whether or not the observed difference between 
the groups is significant, the t-test was run, the results of 

which are shown in Table 4. 
Based on Table 4, it can be argued that there is a significant 
difference between the peer and teacher assessed groups, and 
that the peer assessed group (t= -5.15, p < .05) has outper-



Journal of Social Issues & Humanities, Volume 2, Issue 9, September 2014                                                                                         
ISSN 2345-2633 
  

96  

formed the teacher assessed group in terms of lexical writing 
accuracy. The index of strength of association shows that 
around 28% of the total variance observed in the dependent 

variable (lexical accuracy) is accounted for by the independent 
variable. This means that 72% of the variance remains unac-
counted for. 

TABLE 4 

THE RESULT OF THE INDEPENDENT SAMPLES T-TEST ON LEXICAL ACCURACY. 

 F Sig. T Df Sig.(2-
tailed) 

Mean Differ-
ence 

95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 

Lower Upper 

Equal va-
riances as-
sumed 

1.65
8 

.202 -5.15 68  .000 -3.229  -4.478  -1.979  

Equal va-
riances not 
assumed 

ŋ2=.28 -5.15 64.64 .000 -3.229 -4.479 -1.978 

 
4.3 Discussions 

Some of the findings of the present study are in accordance 
with previous studies which favor peer assessment. In accor-
dance with the present study, Rollinson,(2005) believed that 
peers can provide useful feedback and that peer feedback 
leads to better revision. The beneficial effects of peer assess-
ment have been mentioned by researchers like Arndt (1993), 
too. Supporters of this idea point out that learners’ attitudes 
toward writing can be improved with the help of peers, and 
that their apprehension can be reduced. Moreover, Chaudren 
(1984) states that since all students experience the same diffi-
culties, apprehension will be lowered and writers’ confidence 
will increase. Learners’ critical analysis skills will be devel-
oped by considering an audience, and this encourages stu-
dents to focus on their intended meaning by discussing alter-
native points of view that can lead to the development of those 
ideas (Paulus, 1999). According to Tsui and Ng (2000), peer 
comments as well as peer response sessions lead to enhancing 
the sense of ownership of the text. In other words, it is the 
writer, not the reader who makes the final decision about his 
own text. In addition, peer comments enhance students’ 
awareness of their own weaknesses and strengths and encour-
age collaborative learning, and as a result, students will learn 
more from each other. 

At the same time, the findings of this study contradict the 
finding of a number of other studies. Unlike the above results, 
Penny and Grover (1996) in Heywood (2000) conclude that 
peer grading is to some extent less effective than tutor grad-
ing. 

It is worth noting that one reason why the peer assessed 
group outperformed the teacher assessed group may be that 
the former group participants were less anxious than the latter 
during the assessment process. Since their audiences were 
peers and assessment was done by them, apprehension was 
low and better performance resulted. Another reason could be 
that in peer assessed group, mistakes were discussed and oral 
feedback was given by peers, so they understood their mis-
takes and it lead to the better performance. They could learn in 

a dynamic situation while trying to discover their peers’ mis-
takes, and by judging the work of others, students could im-
prove their own performance. Another reason why the stu-
dents in the teacher assessed group had lower performance 
than the peer assessed group could have been confusion in 
teacher’s comments. Students may have used teacher feedback 
without understanding the logic behind it. 

The above mentioned areas of conflict are probably indica-
tive of the need for further research. Perhaps what makes this 
study different from other studies is that the present research 
was carried out in EFL context while most of the mentioned 
studies were conducted in ESL settings. 

5 CONCLUSIONS 

On the basis of the result obtained from the independent sam-
ples t-tests (Tables 2 & 4), it can be concluded that peer as-
sessment significantly influences learners’ grammatical and 
lexical writing accuracy in Iranian context. It appears that Ira-
nian learners learn from their mistakes and perform better 
when they are assessed by their peers, and it improves their 
grammatical and lexical writing accuracy. Although, teacher 
assessment improved students’ lexical and grammatical writ-
ing accuracy, students in the peer-assessed group significantly 
outperformed the teacher-assessed group. Therefore, peer as-
sessment can be used as an effective treatment to improve 
learners’ grammatical and lexical writing accuracy.  
The findings of this study may have pedagogical implications. 
Iranian EFL learners attend writing courses and classrooms 
with different aims. They tend to learn how to perform appro-
priately in different situations. By testing two ways of assess-
ment, teachers can determine how learners improve better. 
Additionally, based on the information that teachers get from 
the learners, they can take important and influential steps to-
ward improving the learning- teaching situation in their class-
rooms. However, obtaining the information is not as easy as it 
might be thought.  
In addition, by using peer assessment, a learner-centered ap-
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proach can be encouraged and learners can improve in their 
writing and learn to be in charge of their own learning. In light 

of the results of the present study, teachers should be aware 
that learners need to learn to be independent, and that this is 

possible by the means of peer assessment and interaction. The 
awareness of the effectiveness of peer assessment on learners’ 

writing accuracy can also have implications for language as-
sessment.
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