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Abstract

The current study tried to explore the effects of assessment types and learners’ gender on EFL learners’ performance in speech
accuracy. To this end, 60 homogenous students out of 90 students from Rahe Farda Institute in Bastak in Hormozgan province
were selected based on the Quick Oxford Placement Test. The instruments of the study were an Oxford Placement Test, peer and
self-assessment questionnaires adopted from Patri and Weir’s Analytic Speaking Criteria. The results were calculated using SPSS
version 20. It can be seen that the means were close together, but the mean score for the male students was a little higher than
that of the female students. According to the outcomes, assessment types had a significant influence on performance in speech
accuracy and peer-assessment was more effective than self-assessment on performance in speech accuracy.
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1. Introduction

It is generally claimed that a large number of assessment strategies are essential for evaluating the learn-
ers’ performances (Birjandi & Hadidi Tamjid, 2012). In addition, students should be aware of their abilities
and they should know whether they can use the skills they have acquired (Javaherbakhsh, 2012; Gunduz
et al, 2017). Being unaware of this capacity makes them inefficient in learning. It is also stated that from
an educational point of view, understanding the students’ performances would be important for them,
and it makes the teachers aware of their individual needs. In the Iranian educational system, learning Eng-
lish is started from junior high school and it is continued until the end of the pre-university courses. In
other words, the students have the opportunity to study English for years in formal education systems.

In addition, it seems that those learners take part in private language centres and spend more time and
energy on learning English. However, in spite of the large amount of time and budget assigned to learning
English, most of the students have difficulty in this subject area (Hooshangi, Yousofi, & Mahmoudi, 2014).
In the area of oral proficiency skills, the problem seems more severe and the Iranian learners of a foreign
language have more difficulty. The students’ performances are still assessed by the teachers at schools,
and the students have a few chances to assess their own performances. In this regard, Luoma and
Tarnanen (2003) refer to self-assessment as a tool that helps students understand the aims of the tasks,
'reflect on what they have achieved with reference to such goals, and figure out what it will take to finally
reach their goals’. In spite of the significance of self-assessment, students do not often rate their own
performances (Housen & Kuikken, 2009).

According to Blue (1994, as cited in Coombe & Canning, 2016), interest in self-assessment was obtained
as a result of a general interest in the area of autonomous learning. Self-assessment has received great
attention from assessing the learners’ language competencies. In addition, self-assessment can monitor
the learners’ performance on a language learning task ‘after implementation or checking their success in
using a language’(Richards & Schmidt, 2002). They also believed that self-assessment can be an example
of a meta-cognitive strategy in second language learning. Self-assessment is an assessment technique that
refers to the process, whereby ‘learners simultaneously create and undergo the evaluation procedure,
judging their achievement in relation to themselves against their own personal criteria, in accordance with
their own objectives and learning expectations’ (Abolfazlikhonbi & Sadeghi, 2012).

Assessment is an issue that influences different aspects of individuals ’lives (Kargar, Salimi, & Zareian,
2014). It also affects the lives of those people dealing with children and those who work at schools. As-
sessment plays a key role in both learning and teaching. It also acts as a motivator for the learners and a
tool for teachers (Lindsay & Knight, 2006). Since assessment may affect learning, it is considered an inevi-
table factor in all educational systems (AbolfazliKhnonbi & Sadeghi, 2012). In addition, assessment may
influence motivation through meaningful involvement of students in the learning process. Furthermore,
through the assessment process, teachers are able to recognise the students ‘weaknesses and strengths.
Assessments can also be made valid, fair, ethical, feasible and efficient tools for learning using multiple
measures (Mousavi, 2012).

In line with the present study, Liang et al. (2020) evaluated the evaluation of nurses' professional compe-
tence and compared the evaluations using several methods: self-evaluation, peer evaluation and supervi-
sor evaluation. Nurse practitioners (NPs) require an increased effort to continuous learning for enhancing
professional competencies. Moreover, using multiple methods for assessment to obtain a more compre-
hensive and accurate evaluation of NPs 'professional competence (Liang, Tang, Wang, & Yu, 2021). Lee et
al. (2021) studied the reliability, effectiveness and benefits of peer evaluation in Chinese college English
language classes. The results indicated that the reliability of up to two peer assessors holistic scoring is
equivalent to that of one teacher assessor’s scoring; furthermore, qualitative comments made by peer and
teacher assessors were similarly effective; finally, peer assessment is beneficial for assessment receivers
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and peer assessors. Implications for college EFL teachers and students are discussed (Li, Huang, & Cheng,
2022). Colbran (2017) studied the evaluation of the usefulness of self-assessment, peer assessment and
academic feedback mechanisms (Colbran, 2017).

As for speaking ability, Ahangari, Rassekh-Alqol and Ali Akbari (2013) examined the effect of peer assess-
ment on oral presentation of Iranian EFL students. The results of their study specified a statistically signif-
icant difference among the groups. In addition, the findings of their study showed that peer assessment
can enhance the speaking ability of learners if they are given a valid criterion or framework (Ahangari et
al., 2013). Meihami and Varmaghani (2013) also investigated the use of self-assessment in EFL writing
classroom. The results of their analysis showed that self-assessment significantly improved the writing
proficiency of the participants. Their results confirmed that self-assessment is successful with EFL students
(Meihami & Varmaghani, 2013). In another study, Ariafar and Fatemipour (2013) examined the effect of
self-assessment on the speaking skill of pre-intermediate Iranian EFL learners. The results of their study
indicated that self-assessment practices helped the participants of the study to improve their speaking
ability (Ariafar & Fatemipour, 2013).

According to Javaherbakhsh (2010), ‘along with these problems of learning, the practices of self- and peer-
assessment also reflect new thinking about classroom assessment: assessment for learning and evaluation’
(Javaherbakhsh, 2012). It seems that the focus has been changed from summative to formative assess-
ment to prove that the students have this ability to provide feedback and it reveals that they are making
progress (Chen, 2008). Generally, syllabus and course designers, curriculum developers and university in-
structors in particular should pay more attention to students 'needs and styles, since they may have crucial
roles as contributing factors to the students ‘ultimate academic success (Chen, 2008). Hence, conducting
a research is necessary to let the students gain autonomy in and self-awareness of their learning. As a
conclusion, this study attempts to investigate whether learners ’self- and peer-assessment of the learning
process influence the development of their accuracy in speech.

2. Methods

Participants in this study were male and female students of Rah-e-Farda Institute in Bastkin province of
Hormozgan in the age range of 19-25 years. There were 90 learners who were given an OPT (Oxford Place-
ment Test) homogenisation test. Participants whose scores ranged from a standard deviation above and
below average were selected. About 60 students (36 girls and 24 boys) were selected from among 90
students as participants in the present study. Sampling method of this research is available sampling or
available. Oxford Level Test Questionnaire, Peer Assessment Questionnaire, Self-Assessment Question-
naire, Weir Analytical Speech Criteria and Pre-Speech Strategies (Cohen, 1996) were used to evaluate par-
ticipants and to analyse data obtained from descriptive and inferential tests (analysis of variance). An in-
dependent sample t-test was carried out using SPSS software version 20. Prior to the main study, a Quick
Oxford Placement Test (QPT) was used to homogenise the participants of the study. Therefore, all initial
90 students took part in QPT and students whose scores were between one standard deviation below and
one standard deviation above the mean participated in the main study. Table 1 shows the descriptive
statistics of the participants related to QPT. In the present study, ethical considerations have been ob-
served and participants have been assured that their information is safe.

3. Instruments
3.1. Oxford placement test

To identify the proficiency level of the students participating in the study, and to be sure whether the
students were homogeneous, an Oxford placement test was used by the researcher. This placement test
is a standardised validated and reliable placement test which uses inter-rater reliability, being used by
prestigious schools and universities all around the world. Each test includes two sections (listening and
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grammar). ‘These sections are also integrated with reading skills and vocabulary in context’ (Van Loon,
2007). According to Allen (2004), the QPT is a valid and reliable test and a highly effective instrument in
grouping students into appropriate levels. It can also be used as a quick measurement of students ‘general
language proficiency’. It includes two parts: part one (questions 1-40) and part two (question 41-60). Ac-
cording to Geranpayeh (2003), the test has been validated in 20 countries by more than 60,000 students.
There were three validation phases in the course of QPT development. In addition, Geranpayeh (2003)
reports that the typical reliabilities of the QPT have been calculated during the three validation phases;
they are close 0.9 for the 60-item test and 0.85 for the 40-item test.

3.2. Peer-assessment questionnaire

This questionnaire was adopted from Patri (2002). It is a Likert-type questionnaire with five options from
1 (poor) to 5 (excellent). The reliability of the instrument was reported to be 0.70 (Saito, 2008). The ques-
tionnaire was validated by Sluijsmans (2002). The questionnaire included 14 questions in 4 categories.
Category 1 comprised questions 1-6 that composed of organisation and content of presentation. Category
2 (questions 7-9) was about the use of language. Category 3 (questions 10—12) was related to manner.
Finally, Category 4 contained questions 13 and 14 which were related to the interaction with the audience
(Sluijsmans, 2002).

3.3. Self-assessment questionnaire

The same questionnaire was used for self-assessment with slight adjustments. As mentioned earlier, the
instrument was adopted from Patri (2002). The reliability of the instrument was reported to be 0.70 (Saito,
2008), and was validated by Sluijsmans (2002). This questionnaire included 14 questions in four categories:
part 1 was about organisation and content of their presentation (questions 1-6); part 2 was related to the
use of language (questions 7-9); part 3 was concerned with the manner (questions 10-12); and part 4
(questions 13 and 14) was about the interaction with the audience.

3.4. Weir's analytic speaking criteria

These criteria were modified from Weir (1993). In the current study, these criteria were applied in order
to assess the students ‘speech. These criteria involved five factors which should be considered for as-
sessing the oral performance. These factors were fluency, pronunciation, vocabulary, grammatical accu-
racy and interactional strategies (Weir, 1993).

3.5. Pre-speaking strategies (Cohen, 1996)

The instrument contains 16 items. The instrument was adopted and adapted from Cohen (1996). The orig-
inal instrument has three sections: before you speak, while you are speaking and after you speak. The
details of the classification were compiled by three teachers. For this study, only before you speak was
employed. The questionnaire was given in the pre-test and post-test phases. Eight students were selected
randomly before giving pre-test to answer the questionnaire for the purpose of piloting the instrument.
The reliability of the questionnaire base on Cronbach’s alpha was 0.84 (Moradi & Talebi, 2018).

4. Results

Based on the results of QPT, 60 homogenous students were selected and were divided into 4 experimental
groups: female peer-assessment group, female self-assessment groups, male self-assessment group and
male peer-assessment group (Group 1 = 18, Group 2 = 18, Group 3 = 12 and Group 4 = 12). Groups 1 and
2 became experimental group A and groups 3 and 4 became experimental group B.
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Table 1. The results of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) among the four different groups

Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between groups
Within groups

total 7.139

287.444

294.583 3

56

59 2.380

5.133 0.464 0.709

As indicated in Table 1, the sig. level between four experimental groups were 0.709 (0.709 > 0.05). Thus,
it means that there were not significant differences between four groups based on their OPT scores, and
all experimental groups were at the same proficiency level. In this study, we examined whether there is a
significant difference between their effects and peer assessment on the performance of English language
learners in accurate speech.

Table 2. Independent sample t-test for the pre-test scores of self- and peer-assessment experimental groups

Levene’s Test for T-test for equality of means
equality of vari-
ances
F Sig. t df Sig.(2- Mean dif- Std. Error 95% confidence in-
tailed) ference difference  terval of the differ-
ence
Lower Upper
Equal
Pre- vari- 1.96 0.166 176 58 0.861 0.133 0.757 -1.38 1.64
speech ances
scores as-
sumed

As shown in Table 2, the sig. level between the pre-test scores of the two experimental groups (peer and
self) was 0.861 (0.861 > 0.05). So, it can be concluded that the two experimental groups were at the same
level before the treatment. After the treatment and in order to compare the effects of two types of as-
sessment (peer- and self-assessment on the performance in speech accuracy of the students in two exper-
imental groups), an independent sample t-test was run.
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Table 3. Independent sample t-test for the post-test scores of self- and peer-assessment experimental
groups

Levene’s Test for t-test for equality of means
equality of vari-
ances
F Sig. t df Sig.(2- Meandif-  Std. Error 95% confidence
tailed) ference difference interval of the
difference
Lower Upper
Equal var-
Post- iances as- 0.0 1.00 -336 40 0.001 -2.00 0.59 -3.19 0.85
speech sumed

scores

As shown in Table 3, the sig. level for the effect of assessment types on post-test scores was 0.001 (0.001
< 0.05). With this in mind, assessment types had a significant effect on the learners ’scores. Moreover,

students in the experimental peer-assessment group had better performances in comparison to the stu-
dents in experimental self-assessment group.

In the present study, we examined whether there is a significant difference between male and female
English language learners in terms of self-assessment and peers.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics related to post-test scores of participants based on their gender in terms of assess-
ment types

Assessment types N Mean Std. Deviation Variance
Post-test Female 30 15.80 2.64 6.9
Male 24 16.00 2.37 5.6

As shown in Table 4, the mean scores and SD for female students in the post-test were 15.80 and 2.64 and
were 16.00 and 2.37 for male students, respectively. It can be seen that the means were close together,

but the mean score for the male students was a little higher than that of the female students. In addition,
a two-way ANOVA was run.

Table 5. Two-way ANOVA on male and female students’ post-test scores in term of assessment types (peer & self)

Source Type lll sum of df Mean square F Sig.
squares
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Self and peer 56.01 1 56.01 10.19 0.002
Male and female 0.000 1 0.000 0.000 1.00
Self, peer*male, 0.278 1 0.278 0.051 0.823

female

According to Table 5, the sig. level for the effect of assessment types was .002 (sig. = 0.002 < 0.05). Thus,
it can be concluded that the differences between the means of the different assessment groups are signif-
icant at.05. Sex is not significant because the sig. level is 1.00 (1.00 > 0.05). In addition, there were two
independent variables that might mutually affect the dependent variable. This was known as the interac-
tion between the variables and is shown in Table 5 as self, peer*male, female, which is not significant. The
calculated significance was 0.823, which is greater than 0.05. Therefore, generally it can be concluded that
there were not any significant differences between male and female EFL learners in speech, with regard
to self- and peer-assessments.

5. Discussion

The results of this study showed that self-assessment group had lower mean scores in the post-test than
that of the peer-assessment group. In other words, the peer-assessment group outperformed the self-
assessment group. Post-test data analysis revealed that the type of assessment had a significant effect on
the results. According to Yamini and Jafarpoor (2016), self-assessment and peer-assessment are believed
to be in line with current learner-centred education. In addition, according to Abolfazlikhonbi and Sadeghi
(2012), ‘such a finding can be attributed to the introduction between self and peer-assessment, which
were new to the students in their associated groups, promoting self-regulatory learning and autonomy
(e.g., Dann, 2002; Oscarson, 1989, 1997; Paris & Paris, 2001) and leading to the claim that learning ad-
vances from assessing one’s own and others’ performances’ (Stone Wiske, 1999). The present study is in
line with the previous research (Ahangari et al., 2013; Ariafar & Fatemipour, 2013; Abolfazlikhonbi &
Sadeghi, 2012; Cheng & Warren, 2005; Colbran, 2017; Khonbi & Sadeghi, 2012; Liang et al., 2020; Lee et
al., 2021; Meihami & Varmaghani, 2013; Yamini & Jafarpoor, 2016) and is inconsistent with the Javaher-
bakhsh (2012) and Ghen’s (2014) studies.

Yamini and Jafarpoor (2016) also believed that in comparison with self-assessment, peer-assessment is
more influential in terms of its effect on students ‘course achievement scores. The same results were ob-
tained in a study by Chang et al. (2012), who found that the peer-assessment group outperformed the self-
assessment and the teacher-assessment groups. Similarly, Chang et al. (2012) and Sadler and Good (2006)
reported that peer-raters are stricter than self-raters. ‘Peer-evaluation of writing has also been found to
have a significant impact on the improvement of the student writers’ (Brown, 2001).

The findings of a study by Sadler and Good (2006) supported the findings of the present study. Their find-
ings indicated that peer-based scores were lower than self-based scores. In other words, it may mean that
‘peer-raters tend to under-grade while self-raters tend to over grade’. In better ways, it can be said that
peer-raters are stricter than self-raters. Thus, it will be a good reason for better speech performance in
peer-group that that of the self-group.

As a final remark, since both peer and self-assessment will assist students ‘to map their knowledge and
their peer knowledge of the language at various points within a course and/or semester’, it seems that
taking advantage of these two types of assessments will have better results than those old assessments
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like the teacher assessment in language learning and teaching. They also assist students in the develop-
ment of critical faculties (Coombe & Canning, 2002). These types of assessment may also help students
‘look at language in more concrete terms’. Through the use of peer-assessment, students will be motivated
to find their classmates ’'strengths and weaknesses. So, they become more autonomous learners and feel
they are real teachers, which can be the main part of the learning process.
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