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Abstract

In higher education settings with large class sizes, particularly in developing countries, the
development of academic writing skills in English for Academic Purposes (EAP) remains a
persistent challenge. Minimal feedback and insufficient writing practice result from the practical
limitations of traditional teacher-based assessment. Although peer assessment is considered a
scalable formative approach, further empirical research is needed to confirm its pedagogical
effectiveness and reliability. The aim of this study is to investigate whether structured peer
assessment in a digital environment within an EAP course can develop students' evaluative
competence, metacognitive awareness, and collaborative learning skills, while also producing
reliable assessments that align with teacher evaluations. Methods: A quasi-experimental mixed-
methods design with a single group was used. Participants were 150 first-year undergraduate
students at a public university in Egypt enrolled in a compulsory EAP course. The intervention
included three phases of structured peer assessment, conducted anonymously through a digital
platiorm and preceded by rubric training. Quantitative data (teacher and peer scores on a final
writing assignment on a 0-5 scale) were analyzed using descriptive statistics and Pearson
correlation. Qualitative data consisted of thematic analysis of observation logs and written student
feedback. Results showed that mean scores assigned by students (M=2.86; SD=0.97) and the
teacher (M=2.88; SD=0.90) were very close. A moderate positive correlation (r=0.570; p<0.01)
was identified. Qualitative analysis revealed a three-stage developmental trend: from initial
hesitation to confident, rubric-aligned assessment. Students reported a shift toward a collaborative
learning culture, increased self-efficacy (74% were more willing to share drafts), and deeper
metacognitive understanding of writing criteria. Structured peer assessment, supported by rubric
training and anonymity, represents a reliable and pedagogically valuable formative assessment
method for EAP writing in large classes. It develops transferable evaluative competence while
addressing scalability challenges. The study offers practical recommendations for implementing
peer assessment in online environments.
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Introduction

The concept presented in this study is that, especially in large-class settings where individualized
teacher feedback is logistically difficult, structured peer evaluation in a digital setting is capable of
being utilized to support the development of EAP (English for Academic Purposes) writing proficiency
at the tertiary education level. Of the four language skills, writing is generally acknowledged as the
most difficult to teach and evaluate in a second or foreign language context [Hyland, 2019]. English is
taught as a subject rather than a talent in many higher education systems, particularly in poor nations
like Egypt, with little opportunity for real-world writing practice and evaluation that frequently favors
memorization over original creation [Ahmed, 2010]. Teachers are unable to give regular, corrective
feedback in overcrowded classrooms, which frequently have more than 150 pupils per section. This
leads to demotivated students and underdeveloped writing skills. The selection of suitable writing
assessment techniques becomes crucial in this situation. Although authoritative, teacher assessment is
labor-intensive and causes feedback to be delayed. There is a need for complementary or alternative
approaches that are both pedagogically effective and dependable. Peer evaluation has drawn interest as
a scalable formative method. It is described as the mutual appraisal of learning outcomes among status
equals [Topping, 1998]. Its dependability is still questioned, nevertheless, and there is still little
empirical data from large-class, non-Western EAP situations. Peer evaluation can now be used
methodically thanks to recent developments in digital learning environments (LMS platforms,
anonymous submission systems, online rubrics). Muravev (2023) showed that learners' performance
on the Cambridge Assessment reading tests was much enhanced by a structured reading intervention
in a digital setting [Muravev, 2023]. In order to determine whether organized peer evaluation can be
just as successful, the current study applies this methodological technique to writing assessment. This
study's primary objective is to assess the efficacy of a structured peer review intervention for EAP
writing in a large-class Egyptian university setting. The study specifically tackles three research
questions: (1) How closely do mean scores and correlation between teacher-assigned and peer-assigned
scores match? (2) Over the course of three peer evaluation sessions, what developmental trajectory
does students display? (3) How do students view the educational effects of peer review on the dynamics
of the classroom and their own writing progress?

Presentation of the main material of the article

A quasi-experimental mixed-methods design with a single group was used. The three-month
intervention took place during a typical EAP writing course. Participants were 150 first-year
undergraduate students (60% female, 40% male, aged 18—20) enrolled in a compulsory EAP course at
a public university in Egypt. Based on a standardized placement test, all had intermediate (B1-B2)
CEFR English ability. Informed consent, the confidentiality of all submitted writing, and the freedom
to resign without facing academic impacts were among the ethical considerations. The three-phase
educational approach used in the intervention was modified from Topping (1998) and Sluijsmans et al.
(2002) [Topping, 1998; Sluijsmans et al., 2002].
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Phase 1: Training (First Week). Students attended a two-hour workshop that covered the following
topics: (a) the goal and fundamentals of formative peer evaluation; (b) the use of a standardized
analytical rubric (0-5 scale) covering five criteria (task achievement, organization and coherence,
grammar and vocabulary range, cohesion and referencing, owverall clarity); (c) digital submission
procedures using the university's LMS (Moodle) with anonymous essay uploads; and (d) how to
provide constructive criticism.

Phase 2: Three rounds of peer evaluation (Weeks 2-8). Students finished three writing assignme nts,
each consisting of a 250-word academic essay or paragraph on a particular subject. Each student used
the rubric to anonymously evaluate the essays of three peers following each submission. The lecturer
kept an eye on inter-rater consistency and gave the class feedback on frequent scoring disparities.
Rubric criteria were clarified during debriefing sessions in between rounds.

Phase 3: Last Independent Writing Assignment (Week 10). Under exam conditions, students
composed a final essay without consulting their peers. Two raters evaluated this essay: (a) the course
teacher, who was blind to peer scores and used the identical rubric, and (b) the previous round's peer
assessors. Next, scores from teachers and peers were compared.

In addition, the quantitative data showed that each student received a mean peer-assigned score
(averaged from three peers) and a teacher-assigned score for the final essay. The range of scores was
0.5 increments from 0 to 5. Means, standard deviations, and ranges—descriptive statistics—were
computed. The linear relationship was evaluated using a Pearson correlation coefficient. Significant
mean differences were examined using a paired samples t-test (0=0.05). The qualitative data
documented that two sources were used: (a) researcher observation logs, which are comprehensive
notes made during each round that highlight student behavior, questions, hesitancy or confidence
indicators, and peer interactions; and (b) post-intervention student feedback, which is an anonymo us
survey with open-ended questions examining perceived advantages, difficulties, and attitude shifts.
Braun and Clarke (2006) were followed by thematic analysis [Braun, Clarke, 2006].

Key Findings Synthesis:

Quantitative results. The descriptive data are summarized in Fig. 1.

Peer and Teacher Score Alignment
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Figure 1 — Descriptive data for the alignment of teacher and peer scores (N=150)

The difference was 0.02 on average. No statistically significant difference was found using a paired
samples t-test (t(149)=0.34, p=0.73). Peer and instructor scores had a moderately strong, statistically
significant positive association, as indicated by the Pearson correlation of r = 0.570 (p < 0.01).
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Qualitative results: Stage 1: Hesitancy: nervous, shallow remarks (such as "good job"), mid-range
scores. Anonymity is mistrusted.

Stage 2: Increasing proficiency: Referenced rubric criteria (“organization could be improved..."
There was more peer-to-peer clarification. Although score dispersion increased, it was still in line with
the teacher.

Stage 3: Self-assured application: Provide thorough, helpful criticism without being asked. peer
discussion to support grades. Variability in scores declined.

impact as perceived. 74% of respondents to the post-intervention survey (N=142) were more at
ease sharing drafts, 68% had greater writing confidence, 81% had a better understanding of the writing
requirements, and 76% reported a more collaborative classroom. “Grading three essays made me see
my own mistakes more clearly” is an example of a comment (Student 47). There have been no
documented adverse long-term effects.

Peer and teacher assessments had a moderate association (r=0.570), which is consistent with meta-
analyses [Falchikov, 1995; Double et al., 2020]. There is no systematic score inflation if there is no
substantial mean difference. Social bias was lessened by LMS anonymity [Li et al, 2020].
Sociocultural scaffolding is shown in the three-stage trajectory (hesitancy — competence —
confidence) [Vygotsky, 1978]. Students developed evaluative judgment by internalizing the criteria of
the rubric [Boud, Falchikov, 2006]. The digital environment was crucial since it lowered instructor
effort through automatic aggregation and allowed for honest feedback. Peer assessment shifts the role
of the teacher from solo assessor to facilitator in big classrooms (150 students) by distributing input in
asustainable manner. The single-group design restricts causality; the setting may limit generalizability;
there is no long-term writing measure; and the teacher's role as the investigator may bring bias (which
is lessened by anonymous peer scores and a standardized rubric).

Conclusion

For EAP writing in big classes, structured peer review in a digital setting is dependable and
pedagogically successful.

Reliability: There is a moderate correlation (r=0.570) and no discernible difference between peer
and mstructor scores. Students’ approximate teacher judgments with training and anonymity.

Pedagogical value: Promotes collaborative learning, metacognitive awareness, and evaluative
competence. Students absorb the standards and use them in their own writing.

Scalability: Reduces teacher burden while increasing engagement by providing frequent feedback
in classrooms with more than 150 students.

Digital environment: Systematic implementation is made possible via anonymous LMS
submission, which lessens social prejudice.

Suggestions: Teach students how to utilize rubrics and how to give constructive criticism. Make
use of anonymous submission. Start with low-risk assignments. Keep an eye on comments and offer
adjustments. Instead of using peer evaluation for summative grading, use it formatively.
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AHHOTAIUSA

B ycnoBusx Bwiciero o6pa3zoBaHusi ¢ OOJIBIIMM KOJIMYECTBOM CTYJCHTOB B IpyMIax, 0COOCHHO
B Pa3BUBAIOLIMXCS CTpaHaX, pa3BUTHE HABBIKOB aKaJ€MUYECKOTO MHChbMA B paMKaxX JIMCLMIIIMHBI
«AHTIIMVCKHM s akagemmdeckux menei» (EAP)  ocraércs mocTosHHOW TIpOOIIEMOiA.
MunumaneHas oOpaTHas CBs3b M HEAOCTaTOYHAs IpaKTUKAa IHCbMa SIBJISIOTCS CIEICTBUEM
MPaKTUYECKUX  OTPAaHMYEHMI TPaJAULIMOHHOIO OLEHHUBAHHUS, OCHOBAaHHOIO Ha padoTe
npernojaaBaresis. X0oTs B3aUMOIpoBepKa (Peer assessment) paccMaTpuBaeTcs Kak MacIrabupyeMsl i
GdopMHUpYOLMI  NOAXOJ, HEOOXOAMMBI JaJbHEHIME AMIMPUYECKUE MCCIEIOBaHUS JUIs
noATBepKAeHUs e mnemarorudeckod dsddexruBHOCTH UM Hané&kHoctu. llenms Hacrosmero
U CCIIEIOBAaHU S — U3y4UTh, MOXKET JIU CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHOE B3aMMOOLIEHUBaHUE B LI (PPOBOI cperie B
pamkax Kypca EAP pa3BuBaTh y CTYAEHTOB OILICHOYHYIO KOMIIETEHIIMIO, METAaKOTHHUTHBHYIO
OCBEJIOMJIEHHOCTb M HaBBIKM COBMECTHOrO OOydeHHus, a Tawke OOeceuynuBarh IOIydeHHE
HaJIE&XHBIX OIEHOK, COITIaCYIOIIMXCS C MpPernoAaBaTeNbCKUMH. MeToapl: OBl MCIOJIB30BaH
KBA3UAKCIIEPUMEHTAIbHBIA CMEIIAHHBIA [W3aliH ¢ OAHOW Ipynmnoil. YdyactHukamu craiu 150
CTYJEHTOB IIE€PBOTO Kypca OakajaBpHara rocylapcTBEHHOro yHuBepcuteTa Erunra, obyqaronmxcs
Ha oOs3arenbHOM Kypce EAP. HMHTepBeHIMd BKIOYajga TpU ITana CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHOIO
B3aMMOOLIEHUBAHMS, TPOBOJUMOIO AHOHMMHO C TOMOLKI HUPPOBOH miuaTgopmbl U
npensapsieMoro  oOydeHueM pabore ¢ pyOpuxoil. KommdecTBeHHbIe gaHHBIE (OLIEHKA
MperoaBaTes U PEEr-oeHK! 3a UTOI0BOE MUChbMEHHOE 3a/1aHue 1o 1Kasie 0—5) aHaau3upoBaIuch
C TOMOIIBI0 ONHUCATENIbHOM cTaTUCTHKM U Koppensuuu Ilupcona. KauecTBeHHble AaHHbBIE
COCTAaBWJIM PE3yJbTAaThl TEMAaTHUECKOTO aHAIM3a )KypHAJIOB HAOIIOJEHUN U TUChMEHHBIX OT3HIBOB
CTYIEHTOB. Pe3ynpTaThl mokaszanu, 4TO CpelHHUE OLIeHKU, BbICTaBJIeHHbIE cTyaeHTamMu (M=2,86;
SD=0,97) u mnpenomaBatenem (M=2,88; SD=0,90), okaszanuch oOdYeHb ONU3KUMH. BbIsSBICHA
yMepeHHas monoxuTensHas koppemsuus (r=0,570; p<0,01). KadecTBeHHBIN aHanmm3 mokazan
TPEXATAHBIN TPEHI Pa3BUTHS: OT IEPBOHAYATILHON HEPEIIMTETLHOCTH 10 YBEPEHHOTO OI[€HHUBaHUS
B COOTBETCTBUU C pyOpUKOr. CTyAEHTHI COOOLIIN O TEPEXO0JIE K KYJIbTYpe COBMECTHOTO 00y4eHN,
noBbiieHUN camoddexktuBHocTH (74% ctanu Oosiee OXOTHO JENUTHCS YEPHOBUKAMH) U Oosee
ITyOOKOM  METAaKOTHUTHBHOM  ITIOHMMaHUU  KpuTepueB  mnucbMa.  CTpPYKTypHpOBaHHOE
B3aMMOOILIEHUBaHHE, O0ecrieueHHOE 00ydeHreM pyOpHKe M aHOHUMHOCTBIO, IPEICTaBIIsIeT cOOOH
HaJIEXHBIN U MearorTH4ecku LEeHHbIH MeTO/1 (POPMUPYIOIIETO OLeHUBaHUs rpu oOydennu EAP B
6onpimx rpynmnax. OHO pa3BUBAET MEPEHOCHUMYIO OLIEHOUHYIO KOMIIETEHIMIO, pelas npodiemMy
Macurrabupyemoctd. McecnenoBanue mnpeanaraeT IOJE3HbIE PEKOMEHJALMU 110 BHEAPEHUIO
B3aUMOIIPOBEPKU B OHJIAMH-CpELE.
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Assessment in a Digital Environment: A Quasi-Experimental Study // Tlenaroruyeckuii >xypHai.
2026. T. 16. Ne 5A. C. 383-389. DOI: 10.34670/AR.2026.56.26.050

KarwoueBslie c1oBa
BzaumonpoBepka (peer assessment), akagemuueckoe nucbMo EAP, dopmupyroee
OIICHUBAHWE, KBa3UIKCIIEPUMEHTAIBLHOE HCCIIeI0BaHMe, MU(pOoBas cpeia, BhICIIee 0Opa3oBaHUE,
HaBBIKA MUCbMEHHOU peuH, HAAEKHOCTh OLICHUBAHMUSL.

Gerges S.N.N.



Methodology and technology of professional education 389

bubauorpadus

1. Axven, AM. (2010). KonTekcTyampHbIe HpPOOJIEMBI Pa3BUTHS MHUCHMEHHBIX HABBIKOB Y ETHUIIETCKUX CTYJCHTOB.
Me:xayHap O HBIH XypHAI HCKYCCTB 1 Hayk, 3(14), 503-522.

2. baxman, JI.®., u ITanmep, A.C. (1996). SI3pIkoBO€ TecTHpOBaHHME HA MPAKTHKE: Pa3paboTKa MOJE3HBIX SI3BIKOBBIX TECTOB
(tom 1). U3matensctBo OKCOPACKOTO YHUBEPCUTETA.

3. Beiikep, 3., u Makroy, b. (2010). MexayHnapoanas sHuukiIoneaus odpasosanus. Elsevier Academic.

4. bmx, I, u Yumeam, H. (1998). Ouenka u oOyuenue B kimacce. OueHka B 00pa3oBaHUM: MPHUHLMUIBL, MOJUTHKA U
npaktuka, 5(1), 7-74.

5. Byn, J., u ®ampunxos, H. (2006). CornmacoBaHue OLIEHKU € JOATOCPOUYHBIM 00yueHueM. OLeHKa M aHaIU3 B BBICIIEM
obOpasoBanumu, 31(4), 399-413.

6. bpayHn, B., u Knapk, B. (2006). Mcnosnb30BaHHe TeMaTHUECKOTO aHajM3a B MCHUX0JOTUH. KauecTBEHHbIE HCClEI0BaHUA
B mcuxojoruu, 3(2), 77-101.

7. Hmxex, I'.Jx. (2019). CnpaBodHuk 1o GopMUpYIOLICH OlleHKe B quciuIuiiHax. IIpaktuka, 18(1), 5-25.

8. Hullapno, A., u ®puaman, C.B. (1988). I'pymnibl B3aUMHOM OIICHKH B KJlacce MHChMa: TEOPETHYECKHE OCHOBBI U HOBBIC
HamnpasieHus. O630p 00pa3oBaTebHBIX HcchenoBanui, 58(2), 119-149.

9. Haon, K.C.,, Makrpeiin, Ix.A., u Xondpeubek, T.H. (2020). BimusHue B3aMMHOW OICHKM Ha aKaJeMHYECKYIO
YCIEBAEMOCTh: METaaHAIN3 UCCIICAOBAHUIA KOHTPOJIBHBIX rpym. O030p megarormdecko it ncuxonoruu, 32(2), 481-509.

10. ®anpumkoB, H. (1995). Ouenka oOpaTHO# CBA3M OT CBEPCTHUKOB: pa3pabOTKa B3aMMHOU olleHKH. VHHOBanmuu B
oOpazoBaHNM U 00y4eHun, 32(2), 175-187.

11. Tunen, C., doun, ®., u Onrena, I1. (2011). MuBeHTapusanmus pazHooOpasus B3auMHOW oneHkd. OICHKa W aHAlM3 B
BEICIIEM 00pa3oBanuy, 36(2), 137—-155.

12. Tonnbwuny, JIx., u Peitcaiin, P. (1990). Pa3paboTka MeTONMKH B3aHMMHOW OLEHKH I TOJY4YEHHUS WHIMBHIYaJhHBIX
OIICHOK 3a IPyNIoBOH npoekT. OneHka W aHamM3 B BeIcIIeM oOpasoBanuy, 15(3), 210-231.

13. Xaitnenn, K. (2015). IlpenonmaBanue u uccnenoBanue nucbMma. Routledge.

14. Xatinenn, K. (2019). TIuceMeHHas pedb Ha BTOPOM si3bike. M3matensctBo KeMOpHDKCKOTO YHHBEPCHUTETA.

15. JIu, X., Cion, 1O., Xantep, KB., T'o, C., u TeiBonus, P. (2020). CnocoOcTByeT 1M B3aMMHOE OIl€HUBaHUE 00YUEHHUIO
ctyneHToB? Meta-anamu3. OueHKa W aHanu3 B BeicmieM oOpaszoBanuy, 45(2), 193-211.

16. JIro, k. (2012). B3aumHast olieHKa B MMCHMEHHOI peun Ha BTOPOM sI3bIke. B DHIuKIoneauu MpUKIATHON JITHTBU-
ctukd (ctp. 1-6).

17. JIyaactpom, K., u beiixep, V. (2009). laBaTs mydmie, 4eM MOJIydaTh: IPEUMYIIECTBA B3AUMHOTO PEIIEH3UPOBAHUS IS
coOCTBEHHOTO MHCHbMa peneH3eHTa. JXKypHas nucsMeHHOH pedn Ha BTopoM s3bike, 18(1), 30-43.

18. MypaBsbes, 0. (2023). YaydmeHue yCBOEHHS BTOPOTO SA3bIKa MOCPEACTBOM OOMIMPHOTO M aHAIUTUYECKOTO UTEHHS B
uudporoii cpene. XKypruan urenus u 00ydeHus B kowwemke, 53(1), 3—19.

19. Tlanazmepo, 3., Pomepo, M., u Crpuiiboc, Ix.-B. (2013). Bnusnue pyOpuku u ApyObl HAa OILEHKY CBEPCTHHUKOB:
BJIMSIHAC HAa KOHCTPYKTHBHYIO BAaJMIHOCTh, PE3yJIbTAThl U BOCIPHUSTHE CIIPaBeIMBOCTH U KoMdopTa. HccnenoBanus B
obnactu oOpasoBatenbHOi oneHku, 39(4), 195-203.

20. IMamunuak, T., dur, JI., u I'poysc, M. (2007). AHanu3 OLIEHKU CBEPCTHUKOB, CAMOOLICHKU U OLIEHKHU MpernoiaBatelisi B
paMKax npo0JeMHO-0pHEHTUPOBAaHHOTO 00yueHus. [IpenogaBatens Memuunbl, 29(5), €122—e132.

21. Ponmuucon, I1. (2005). Mcnonp3oBaHue 0OpaTHOM CBS3M OT CBEPCTHUKOB HAa YPOKaX MUChMa Ha aHTIIMHCKOM SI3BIKE KaK
nHOCTpaHHOM. JKypHas npemnojaBaHus aHMIMHCKOTO s3bIKa Kak HHOCTpaHHoro, 59(1), 23-30.

22. Cunxapaii, C. (2010). O630p cratucTiKH B 00pazoBanuu. B MesxayHapomHOo# sHIMKIO e quu 00pasoBanus (ctp. 1-10).

23. Cmoiicmanc, JI.M.A., bpaun-I'pysen, C., u Bau Meppuendoep, [x.J[x.I'. (2002). OO0ydeHHe B3aMMHOW OLIEHKE B TIe-
JarOTHYeCKOM 00pa30BaHMM: BIHMSHIE Ha pe3ysbTaThl U Bocnpusate. OneHKa M aHaJn3 B BEICIEM oOpa3oBanum, 27(5),
443-454.

24. Tommunr, K. (1998). B3anMuas oneHka MEXIy CTYJICHTAMHU B KOJUIC/DKaX W yHUBepcuteTaX. (O030p MeIarorudeckux
nccnenoBanui, 68(3), 249-276.

25. Ban T'ennmm, H.A.D., Cerepc, M.CP., u Twuema, X.X. (2010). Bsaumuas olleHKa Kak COBMECTHas ydcOHas
JeATENFHOCTR: POJIb MEXKIMIHOCTHBIX TIEpEeMEHHBIX U npeacTaBieHnii. O0ydenue u HHCTpyKTax, 20(4), 280—-290.

26. Beirotckuit, JI.C. (1978). Pa3ywm B o01iecTBe: pa3BUTHE BBICIINX IICHXOJOTHIECKUX MPOIeccoB (ToM 86). M3matenbcTBO
I'apBapackoro yHuBepcuTeTa.

Enhancing Academic English Writing Proficiency Through Structured ...



