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Among alternative types of assessment, Ipsative Assessment (1A), as a
Article History: comprehensive form of dynamic assessment, has recently attracted a lot
Received: December 2024 of attention among researchers. This study was an attempt to determine
Accepted: March 2025 the effect of IA on English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners’

argumentative writing components such as complexity, accuracy, and
KEYWORDS fluency (CAF). To so doing, 76 male and female EFL learners within the
Assessment, age range of 18-42 in a language institute in Tehran, Iran were selected
Ipsative out of 95 intermediate-level learners, based on their performance in a
Assessment, standard Oxford Placement Test (OPT). The selected participants were
Iranian EFL learners, randomly divided into two groups; the experimental group (N = 40)
L2 writing, received IA and the control group (N = 36) received teacher assessment.
Writing CAF The study participants went through the process of pretesting,

intervention, and post-testing. A measure of one-way Analysis of
Covariance (ANCOVA) and a Multivariate Analysis of Covariance
(MANCOVA) were run to probe the null-hypotheses. The results
indicated that IA strategies had a statistically significant effect on EFL
learners overall writing performance. In addition, the experimental group
significantly outperformed the control group on the posttests of
complexity, accuracy, and fluency, as L2 writing sub skills. The study
raised some pedagogical implications for EFL teachers and learners such
as using IA in the L2 classroom to enrich L2 writing development of
learners and some for EFL syllabus designers to encompass IA in the
syllabi they design for institutions and language schools. Also, some

suggestions for further research were made.

1. Introduction
Teaching an

riting in a Fo:eign Language (FL) have been challenging for both

writer and reader, who both work to communicate ideas and thoughts
hing L2 writing, then, is not just difficult, but also requires specialized
depends on stu iews, their planning methods, goal setting, drafting, reviewing, rewriting, and
editing. Hence, it J&not a product-oriented or linguistic knowledge-oriented activity.

In an EFL context, assessment of students’ writings is more popular now than ever (Jiang &
Hyland, 2024; Teng et al., 2022). Considering the loyalty of the Iranian EFL educational program to
traditional assessment, many critics have questioned its usefulness and authenticity pointing to the way
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L2 learners’ knowledge is only evaluated by a single score (Arani et al., 2012; Firoozi et al., 2019)
relying on a product-oriented mechanism (Rezai et al., 2021). Besides, traditional assessment provides
a limited way for the students to demonstrate what they have learned (Abedi et al., 2019; Rezai et al.,
2024). In addition, in the traditional assessment of L2 writing, learners feel pressured, which can cause
anxiety and stress among them affecting their performance (Firoozi et al., 2019; Norova & Haydarali,
2021). Students' potential is limited and does allow out-of-the-box thinking; in other words, learners
thinking is not creative (Kutbiddinova, 2021).

What is of paramount importance in the modern views on assessing L2 writing; such as Ipsative
Assessment (1A), is how much progress a student makes individually and not considering if a statistical
norm is met as a criterion which should be achieved for all learners without paying attention to their
individual differences (Jiang & Hyland, 2024; Hyland, 2020; Zhang & Hyland, 2023). Unfortunately,
in the Iranian EFL context, a problematic issue with the current state of testing and agsessment is that

in learning and continual assessment in the L2 classroom in general,
particular, especially in an EFL context like Iran where the traditional pes are on board

By comparing past and present activities, 1A deter
learning process (Hughes, 2011). Students are encouraged tq
in discourse with themselves, their peers, and the instr ;
is vital (Hughes, 2014; Malecka et al., 2021). Acc 014), thls method of prowdrng
feedback is helpful because it encourages students

g students are in their
pir performances and engage

ed by IA, according to recent research
; Winstanley, 2017; Zhou & Zhang, 2017).
students are more likely to take an active role in

, IA. Evidence from studies on English writing
assessment shows that IA encourages stQ flect on their own writing, self-regulate, and take
charge of their own learning (Malecka et al. \@@&1; Univio & Pérez, 2019). According to Malecka et al.
génts' work, it can motivate them to seek feedback,
ggrer writing. Moreover, feedback from teachers also
plays a crucial role i dents to identify areas for improvement in their writing. By offering
construcge criticj i t strengths, educators can guide students toward developing their

(Boucher et al., 2017 Mclintyre, 2017; Ti
According to Hughes (2014), this rese

ional views, many studies have reported on the weakness of Iranian EFL
ikhah et al., 2018; Abedi et al., 2019; Ebrahimi & Ebadi, 2024; Fathi &
Rahimi, 20 , X , , . ,
assessment is sed in Iran (Arani et al., 2012; Farhady & Hedayati, 2009; Firoozi et al., 2019;
Razmjoo, 2011, ai etal., 2021; Shams & Tavakoli, 2014). Speaking, reading, writing, and listening,
as the four EngliSh language skills, are taught in universities in the educational system, but these skills
are not assessed with equal degrees of importance (Afshar & Asakereh, 2016; Avanaki & Sadeghi,
2013). Sadly, still nowadays assessment is mostly considered as the teachers’ responsibility and in
isolation from learning. Furthermore, another problematic issue has to do with motivation. Since
writing in a foreign language is complicated and a challenging task, and learners have difficulty
generating ideas and setting the ideas into readable text, it can demotivate learners (Alharthi, 2021).
Thus, writing in English, when it is not the learners' first language, will create additional problems such
as demotivation and anxiety (Almulla & Alamri, 2021). According to Chai et al (2021), motivation is
related to academic success and could help academic outcomes. Hence, motivation is an important
reference that cannot be ignored in L2 learning and more specifically in L2 writing (Jiao, 2022; Hyland,
2020).
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Many studies have explored EFL instructors’ inclinations to employ Corrective Feedback (CF)
in L2 teaching-learning process (Carpenter et al., 2006; Lee, 2020; Lyster & Ranta, 1997, 2013).
Moreover, IA, as a meta-cognitively supported assessment type counts on the dynamicity of learners’
development which, in its core concept, relies on a continual assessment of learners’ performance by
themselves after receiving CF from their teacher (Hughes, 2011, 2017, Hughes et al., 2017), has
attracted a lot of attention among scholars in literacy development (Collier, 2018), motivation
enhancement (Malecka & Boud, 2021), increasing learners’ self-esteem (Farkota & Macneill, 2024),
assessing university-level science education (Kukol, 2024), teaching and learning grammar (Chernova
& Abbasi, 2022), teaching English for Academic Purposes (EAP) (Albert & Mudure-lacob, 2021), and
L2 writing in the ESL contexts (Mcintyre, 2017; Univio & Pérez, 2019). However, not many studies
have scrutinized the effect of IF, as a technique in IA, on EFL learners’ writing performance (Collier,
2018; Ebrahimi & Ebadi, 2024; Nishizuka, 2022; Univio & Pérez, 2019) and few studies have ever
focused on the effect of IA on EFL learners’ writing performance measured throug

2. Review of Literature
2.1. Theoretical Framework
The present study was investigated under a metacognitive p
essential skills: planning, monitoring, and evaluation (Schraw, 199
appropriate strategies and providing effective resources to achieve go

oS of three
Anvolves selecting
aking predictions
and saving time.

toward goals (Mahdavi, 2014; Skehan, 1998). FI
metacognition: metacognitive knowledge (persons yn

a0sed four subcategories of
ow they can affect their own

progress or likelihood of success at any one tim€). ignificant and positive relationship between
metacognition and writing proficiency amgg s been proven (Jiang & Hyland, 2024;
Teng, 2020). Accordingly, it is assumed tyeTr learners' metacognitive regulation skills is
crucial for their academic writing devejs er, irrespective of its pros, metacognition suffers

engaging metacognitive strategies
judgments/feelings such as negative self-eva on may detract learners from psychological well-being
(Norman, 2020).
Enhancing EF
in academic writing p
self-diregged learnj

nt, its drawbacks, such as impeding task execution and amplifying
e overlooked. Moreover, the negative impact of metacognitive
ogical well-being underscores the need for a balanced approach to
nowledging these complexities and providing targeted support, educators

2.2. Ipsative Ass€ssment (1A)
It is argued that IA is an approach to assessing students’ progress and covers an extensive range
of assessment and feedback practices (Martinez-Arboleda, 2021). IA values progress rather than
achievement and mainly motivates and empowers all learners (Hughes, 2017). ‘Ipse’ in Latin, meaning
‘of the self’, IA is similarly known as student referenced assessment (Hughes, 2011, 2017; Irmayanti et
al., 2024). Moreover, IA is considered as a system for referencing, which reports learning as an
approach, which facilitates learner development (Crosby, 2021). Lately, diverse kinds of alternative
assessments have been used in various educational settings: Some alternative assessments are journals,
portfolios, writing samples, and interviews (Tsedev & Purev, 2024). Particularly, formative assessment,
as an alternative assessment, is a means for further progress of learners’ development (Hyland, 2020).
By providing feedback in formative assessment the gap between students’ performance and
criterion-referenced demand is closed while in IA, students’ progress is checked by using their

22



Gholam-Shahbazi (2026)

performances as a criterion (Univio & Pérez, 2019). Moreover, in IA, feedback is based on comparing
students’ past with their present performance and is connected to long-term improvement, whereas
feedback in formative assessment is connected to external standards and norms instead of the process
of learning (Hughes, 2011). In addition, since 1A deals with personal achievement, it differs from other
sorts of assessment. Learners become aware of their improvement since they are assessed through self-
referential goals and learners become aware of their achievement and realistic progression over time
(Univio & Pérez, 2019). As Hughes (2001, 2017) points out shifting from criteria-driven feedback to IF
may encourage assessment for learning. The overarching goal of 1A is for students to think critically
about their own learning, articulate their understanding of course material, and suggest ways to improve
in response to instructor feedback (Hughes et al., 2019). The teacher gives the students constructive
criticism by comparing their present and previous work and by highlighting the importance of
generalized abilities. The term for this method is feed-forward assessment, and it is basgd not on criteria
but on students' individual performance (Hughes, 2011, 2017).

As Hughes (2011) presents, should the learner pay attention to the lear nd self-
awareness level, they will benefit from IA manifested through feed-up, feedback, ard. In
Ipsative feed-up; students are encouraged to focus on their goals, as therefie a switch of fggus from
process to product. In Ipsative feedback; by comparing learners’ prgfent work adugg#? their past

Within the scope of IA, IF provides feedback to a s
through the written form and provides the learner with guidelinegflo comgre their current performance
in any skill; (i.e., L2 writing), with their previous perf; '
2021). This process of comparing learners’ perfo
concentrate more on the feedback they receive fro eacher who plays the role of a scaffold (Hughes,
2011). Besides giving longitudinal feedback at eath he main purpose of utilizing 1A is to give an
instrument to learners through which they grShortcomings, analyze the feedback that
they receive, and ask for specific feedba ughes et al., 2019). It is argued that IA is

considered as a systematic approac mm, 2018) to processes of power in learning
organization, mentioning that self-a ent whichils embedded in the IA creates a loop learning and
is a facilitative intervention in the learni lood & Romm, 2018). This is why Mason (2021)
considered that learning about noticing mal\@@learners’ go through noticing and get benefit from the

feedback they receive. In the same vein, Hanr

e composition), input awareness stage (intending to help learners go
S and learn from the authentic texts), and process writing and 1A (trying to
familiarize lea ith TA through the teachers’ explanations and practicing process writing).
According to Hugpes et al. (2011), using a scaffolding approach to teaching in which an expert in the
field offers studénts assistance to help them progress is the bridge connecting 1A to IF. In addition,
recent research has revealed that employing screencast technology, which records teachers’ feedback
on students’ writing, can promote IA and learners’ self-regulation (Ebrahimi & Ebadi, 2024). However,
the preferences of less knowledgeable versus more privileged learners in relation to the feedback
presented is a crucial factor that cannot be neglected. In this regard, as Hyland (2020) argues, continual
self-assessment can promote learners’ L2 writing wiseness. Moreover, considering writing as a
cognitive construct, Jalilzadeh and Coombe (2023) suggest learner-oriented assessment as a step
forward to involve learners in the process of classroom assessment and motivate them to rely on self-
assessment. In the same vein, Jalilzadeh et al. (2024) consider teachers’ updating of assessment
knowledge as a key element in promoting learners’ L2 classroom development. Moreover, Amiri et al.
(2024) suggest teacher assessment literacy and its continual promotion as a fundamental part of
Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) of foreign language teachers playing a significant role in their
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professional development. Likewise, IA has been considered effective in developing a new model of
PCK relying on expanding peace education among pre-service EFL teachers with an emphasis on L2
writing and reading (Amiri & Azizi, 2024). Also, alternative assessment types including IA and
portfolios can reflect learning-oriented assessment (Esfandiari et al., 2025). In such a perspective, in
line with the theory of moving towards a personal best manifested through 1A in higher education
(Hughes, 2011), continual self-assessment, as a cognitive and meta-cognitive process, can help learners
think deeply about their own understanding of peace while writing or reading. Moreover, Gandhi (2017)
found that IA made elementary learners compete with themselves and could increase their capability
awareness.

IA has been less taken into account in the in-service teacher training courses of institutions
(Ebrahimi & Ebadi, 2024). Nor has it been considered significant in the testing and assessment courses
offered to pre-service teachers in the TEFL teacher education program in the Iranian cgntext (Amiri et
al., 2024). Hence, doing research on this type of assessment and informing foreign |
its benefits can be advantageous. Moreover, employing A in the L2 writing classr
its impact on the overall L2 writing and writing subskills such as complexity, acc
learners can shed light on how effectively this type of assessment can be pyil

2.3. Argumentative Writing
The capacity to analyze critically and present one's arguments i

(Barrot & Gabinete, 2021). According to Nippold et al e expected to take a position
and back it up in argumentative writing. The goal s§to pers eader to see things from their
perspective or to do what they say. Whether in wrj

the author's effort to persuade the audience by soO easoning. Usually, it is a separate act of

7 2009). An argument is a fundamental
riter seeks to persuade a specific audience
e (Murtadho, 2021). The process of writing an
ically about a given issue, do their own research,
of their position. Taking a stand on a topic and

component of argumentative writing; it i
to accept something by presenting p

supporting it with evidence from reputable ¥
classes (Setyowati et al., 2017). Additionally, FSgRig#And De La Paz (2011) argued that students would

lection of statements (Indrilla & Ciptaningrum, 2018).

argumentative writing should be to persuade the reader to adopt the
iding convincing evidence and reasoning. A writer cannot just present
to present it in a way that makes sense and leads readers to believe what

al., 2017). WritingZan argumentative essay is a wonderful way to practice critical and metacognitive
thinking. The d&bility to write an argumentative essay smoothly is correlated with the writers'
metacognitive and critical thinking skills (Fisher, 2013). On the other hand, Ong and Zhang (2010)
found that there were no statistically significant differences in general writing patterns (like pausing and
flowing) between the descriptive and evaluative writing assignments. Their study is a quantitative
survey on writing fluency, with the independent variables being the amount of time spent planning,
providing supporting ideas and macrostructure, and having access to drafts during revision. Writing
fluency is measured by the mean number of words produced per minute and the linguistic complexity
of the texts (Alghizzi, 2017). A plausible reason might be that the quality of argumentation concepts in
writing is unrelated to writing fluency, which is assessed in words per minute.

In a similar study, Univio and Pérez (2019) examined how Ipsative assessment influences
argumentative writing. The data of the study was gathered using five instruments; pre questionnaire,
post questionnaire, Ipsative feedback form, learners’ assignments and learners’ assignments grades.
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This study was framed upon action research approach and a qualitative/quantitative method was
implemented. The results revealed that by grasping the structural and reflective nature, Ipsative
assessment enhanced learners' argumentative writing. Besides, comparing different drafts made learners
to reflect on their progress and also raise their self-awareness of it. Lastly, the whole procedure made
learners aware of the fact that their generic skills was being developed. In the present study, two standard
argumentative writing tests adapted from IELTS with different topics were administered as the pretest
and posttest.

To sum up, argumentative writing, which was focused in the present study, required both
cognitive and metacognitive strategies for its development (Teng, 2020; Teng & Zhang, 2018; Thomas
& Rose, 2018; Yabukoshi, 2021; Yeni et al., 2021). Hence, it was assumed that IA could most likely
help learners engross such strategies in their L2 wiring.

2.4.Writing Complexity, Accuracy, and Fluency (CAF)
The first paradigm addressing CFA to measure L2 acquisition levels wa
(1998). CAF has been used as a separate variable in SLA research since the 1

errors in performance, possibly reflecting higher levels of co
Moreover, accuracy is considered the capacity to cons
is often seen as the most basic CAF structure. In t
with the percentage of error-free T-units based on

are grammatically correct. It
racy was computed in accord
et al. (2016) derived from Skehan and Foster’s

(1999) study, arguing that global units (i.e., T “uni e more practical and rational measures of
accuracy. On the other hand, fluency referg general language proficiency (Craven
2017) and is estimated as “the number of§¥ al units a writer is able to include in their
writing within a certain amount of timgl(¥ roetal., 1998, p. 14). In line with Alghizzi (2017)

and Plakans et al. (2016) who have/# cal approach to scoring L2 writing, fluency was
based on counting the words in error-fre 1gON units or just production units (e.g., T-units and
clauses).

Now, when evaluating one's language cy, it becomes evident that accuracy and fluency
play crucial roles i ining one's lingStic capabilities. Accuracy, the ability to craft
grammatically soundjfsent sets the fouhdation for effective communication (Ellis, 2019)
Meanwhj overall language proficiency, ensuring a seamless and natural flow
of ex Ily, thefSpeed at which one can incorporate words and structures into their
wri r accuracy skills (Ellis, 2019; Plakans et al., 2016). Together, these

compone ehensive view of an individual's language proficiency, showcasing not only
their gramm rowg$s but also their ability to convey thoughts with ease and efficiency (Alghizzi,
2017).

Having inppnind the issues presented above, the researchers noticed the necessity to use 1A as
an alternative approach in assessing L2 writing in order to develop learners’ abilities to get benefitted
from the feedback presented | the L2 writing classroom and enhance their L2 writing skills by noticing
the errors they have committed in their previous performances. With regard to the study purposes and
the likely significance of IA in promoting EFL learners’ argumentative writing, the researchers raised
the following questions:

1. Does Ipsative assessment affect EFL learners’ overall writing performance?
2. Does Ipsative assessment affect EFL learners’ writing components (i.e., complexity, accuracy, and
fluency)?
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3. Method
3.1. Participants and Setting

Selected out of a population of 95 EFL learners through convenience sampling, the study
participants were 76 intermediate-level female (N = 64) and male (N = 12) individuals at TEFL Research
Center in Tehran with an average age of 29.11 years (SD = 1.94). The selected EFL learners were those
whose scores fell within one standard deviation above and below the mean on a standard Oxford
Placement Test (OPT). They were then assigned randomly to the experimental group (N = 40) receiving
IA (abbreviated as IAG) and the control group (abbreviated as CG) receiving teacher assessment (N =
36).

3.2. Instrumentation
Learners’ homogeneity was gained through OPT whose reliability had been geported as (o =

.91) based on Cronbach’s alpha (Berthold, 2011, p. 674). Moreover, the construc ity of the test
has been confirmed in different studies (i.e., Motallebzadeh & Nematizadeh, 2011;4Vi ., 2009).
The reliability of OPT was estimated in the present study based on KR-21 as (r = on, two
standard argumentative writing topics selected from among the standard tg ilable at

(https://www.ielts-blog.com) were used as the writing pre- and post-t
were scored analytically using Plakans et al., (2016) writing rubric co
learners written performances and the results of Pearson correlati
significant agreements between the two raters on the pretests o p ,
(78) = .679], and fluency [r (78) = .772], and posttests of co 2], accuracy [r (78) =
.608], and fluency [r (78) = .786], representing a large effect/izg

WO raters scored
that there were

3.3.Procedures
Once the subjects were selected and hom ed through the results of OPT, they were asked

to take the writing pretest. The treatment perlod I ssions. The semester lasted five weeks, with
participants attending courses twice a wee i ions. In order to make the class more
interesting and to increase the effectiveng i riting classrooms, the researchers divided
the participants into smaller classes.

In the experimental group (I eived |A and IF both in an oral and written forms.
The learners relied on comparing their ¢ jOrmance in writing against their latest performance
(Hughes et al., 2011), thus the Iearners in INg@moup were asked to keep a portfolio of their writing
ormance along with the teacher’s feedback. It is
IF in the sense that portfolios are “a collection of

g was compared against their first writing, while learners' third writing was
compared agai econd writing. In order to implement IA in the L2 writing class, the researchers
designed the follo§ng instructional steps:

By using’a PowerPoint, the teacher (who was one of the researchers) explained the 1A concept
to the students and familiarized them with IA as an alternative form of assessment, IF as a teaching L2
writing strategy, the study objectives, and the procedure to be followed throughout the semester. Hence,
the teacher’s role was identified as a scaffolder, designer, planner, and facilitator. Then, the teacher
introduced an argumentative writing topic and explained how process-based writing (Hedge, 2005),
which is used in the 1A approach (Hughes, 2011), can be put into practice: Hence, the five steps of
brainstorming (recalling prior knowledge or schemata for generating ideas), outlining (organizing the
gathered ideas in an outline, based on rhetorical structure which helped concentrate on the structure of
the text), drafting (writing the first version of the argumentative text), revision (improving the identified
aspects of the written work), and finalizing (finishing the revised work) were introduced and practiced
in the class (Hughes, 2017).

26


https://www.ielts-blog.com/

Gholam-Shahbazi (2026)

Once the learners in the IAG became familiar with the five steps of process-based writing and
IA, they worked on a specific topic. Every two sessions a new standard argumentative writing chosen
from (https://www.ielts-blog.com) was given to the students and in every other session 10 students
received feedback, meaning that the teacher read the students’ first draft and provided them with
direct/indirect CF both orally and in the written form, enriched through focused/unfocused CF and
metalinguistic feedback. In direct feedback, usually the right form of the incorrect form is given;
however, in indirect feedback, the teacher shows the error’s location by highlighting or underlying it
without providing the correct form. In the focused form the teacher only concentrates on what has been
taught and avoids what has not been taught even if it is incorrect, but in the unfocused feedback all
errors (grammatical, lexical, or sociolinguistic) are corrected by the teacher (Ellis, 2009; Lee, 2020).
Metallngmstlc feedback as Ellis proposes, takes either the form of error coding |n WhICh the teacher

problems students have (for instance, prep=preposition) or a short grammatic
committed errors presented briefly at the end of the text (E||IS 2009; Zhang & H

After receiving the learners’ second draft the teacher compared it with t comments
if needed. Finally, the learners were asked for the last time to revise thei bmit them to the
i pic chosen from

(https://www.ielts-blog.com) was introduced. The learners the Internet, read
books/articles, and consult others to gain enough informatio e topic and later follow the
five stages of process writing in order to hand it over to t ition, this group was tracked

on time series design, as a subgroup of longitudin T (Schnell, 2021), the developments
of learners in L2 writing were monitored.
The learners in the control groug
traditional method, by which students
https://www.ielts-blog.com) and relig teacher's feedback. The learners in this group
received one final direct CF both org#y form for their writing by the teacher. However,
if learners in this group had any questionSqgamarg#fig how to make use of a specific structure or word
dictions, they were provided with explanatiOW@enly by the teacher. Moreover, learners in this group
relied on the teacher’s training, the teacher’s and their own ability to write in English. It is
noteworthy to mentio > learners’ writings in this group in accordance with

criterion-rgference eagh session. The criteria based on which the learners’ writings were
assesse s et al., 2016). Subsequent to the intervention, the participants in
bot w standard writing task. The writing posttest was used to assess the
participa L2 writing. Besides, the participants’ writing CAF, as the sub-categories

of writing,

3.4.Design

The study adopted a quantitative and quasi-experimental design due to the fact that a pretest/
posttest was used and a treatment was incorporated in the study between the two tests, and the study
focused on the learning procedure the student experienced (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2023). 1A was
considered as the independent variable and the three components of CAF and argumentative writing as
the dependent variables of the study.

3.5. Data Analysis

The results thereof were put into statistical analysis and reported. The collected data were
analyzed through SPSS software, version 26. Descriptive statistics was used to calculate the mean and
standard deviation of the OPT which was used for homogenizing participants. The OPT had a reliability
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of (r=0.87). For estimating the inter-rater reliability of writing pretest and posttest measures of Pearson
correlations were computed. The results indicated that there were significant agreements between the
two raters on the pretest of complexity [r (78) = .685, representing a large effect size, p < .05], pretest
of grammatical accuracy [r (78) = .679, representing a large effect size, p < .05], and pretest of fluency
[r (78) = .772, representing a large effect size, p < .05]. Furthermore, the results indicated that there
were significant agreements between the two raters on the posttest of complexity [r (78) = .752,
representing a large effect size, p < .05], posttest of grammatical accuracy [r (78) = .608, representing
a large effect size, p < .05], and posttest of fluency [r (78) = .786, representing a large effect size, p <
.05]. A one-way ANCOVA was run to compare the experimental and control groups’ means on the total
posttest of writing performance after controlling for the effect of their entry writing performance ability
as measured through the pretest. Likewise, a Multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was run
to compare the experimental and control groups’ means on posttest of writing comp grammatical
accuracy, and fluency after controlling for the effect of the pretest in order to probgfthe se esearch
guestion.

4. Results

First, in line with Field (2024) the assumption of normality of tained and then a
osttest of writing
easured through the
le (posttest of writing
d homogeneity of variances
dependent variable (posttest
ased on the results displayed in Table
effect size) it was claimed that the statistical
not a linear one was rejected. In other
variable and the covariate.

pretest. The assumptions of ANCOVA,; linearity between th
performance) and covariate (pretest), homogeneity of regres

of writing performance) and covariate (pretest) is
1 (F(1,75)=28.95,p <.05,1n2=.676 representing a

null-hypothesis as the relationship between va
words; there was a linear relationship bet

Table 1
ANOVA Test of Linearity of Relationship between Posttest of Writing Performance and Pretest
Sum of Mean Sig
Sguares Square '
(Combined) 12480.054 45 277.335 1574 .086
N gf(t)"sj’gg” Rinearity ’ 5103270 1 5103.270 28.958 .000
Pretest Deviation from Linearity 7376.785 44 167.654 .951  .567
Within Groups 5991.833 34 176.230
Total 18471.887 75
Eta-Squared .676
Second, -way ANCOVA assumes that the linear relationship between the dependent

variable and the’covariate is the same across the groups, i.e., homogeneity of regression slopes. As
shown in Table 2, the non-significant interaction between the covariate and the independent variable
F(1,74)=2.39,p> .05, partial N2 = .031, representing a weak effect size, indicated that the assumption
of homogeneity of regression slopes was met.

Table 2
Testing Homogeneity of Regression Slopes; Posttest of Writing Performance by Groups

Type 11l Sum . Partial Eta
Source of Squares df Mean Square Sig. Squared
Group 1257.558 1 1257.558 33.288 .000 305
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Pretest 3887.157 1 3887.157 102.895 .000 575
Group * Pretest 90.380 1 90.380 2.392 126 .031
Error 2871.111 74 37.778

Total 339403.000 76

And finally, ANCOVA assumes that the variances of the groups be roughly equal; i.e.,
homogeneity of variances. As shown in Table 3, the non-significant results of the Levene’s test, F(1,
74) = .581, p > .05 indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met.

Table 3
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances; Posttest of Writing Performance by Groups
F dfl df2 Sig.
581 1 74 448
As Table 4 displays the experimental group (M = 74.77, SE = .982) meangthan the

control group (M = 51.89, SE = .892) on the posttest of writing perfor
effect of the pretest. This ensures that the IA procedure employed ental group was
effective leading to the development of overall argumentative writing a earners.

A
Table 4

Descriptive Statistics; Posttest of Writing Performance by Groups with Pretest

S -
Mean  Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval

Group Lower Bound Upper Bound
Experimental 74.777a  .982 72.822 76.733

Control 51.898a  .982 49.942 53.853

Note. a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Pretest = 50.83.

Moreover, as shown in Table, one-way ANCOVA [F (1, 74) = 270.59, p < .05,
i indicated that the experimental group had a
ing performance after controlling for the effect of
effect on Iranian EFL learners’ overall writing

significantly higher mean on the posttest
pretest. Thus, IA had a statistically signifi

performance. A

Table 5
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects; Posttest of Writing Performance by Groups with Pretest

Type 11l Sum . Partial Eta
Source of Squares df Mean Square  F SIg. Squared
Pretest 4014.385 1 4014.385 104.376  .000 575
Group WY 0407.127 1 10407.127 270.590  .000 778
Error 2961.490 74 38.461
Total 339403.000 76

Multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was run to compare the experimental and
control groups’ means on the posttest of the writing task encompassing CAF after controlling for the
effect of pretests in order to probe the second research question. First, data normality was retained, and
then the assumptions of MANCOVA, linearity of relationships between variables, homogeneity of
regression slopes, and homogeneity of variances were retained: Based on the results displayed in Table
6, below, it can be concluded that the assumption of linearity of relationships between pretests and
posttests of components of writing was retained.

Table 6
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Test of Linearity of Relationship between Pretest and Posttest of CAF

Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Betwee  (Combined) 338.827 16 21.177 1.474 138
n Linearity 193.273 1 193.273 13.45 .001
Groups 2
Post- Deviation 145.553 15 9.704 675 .798
Complexity * from Linearity
Pre-Complexity ~ Within Groups 905.161 63 14.368
Total 1243988 75
Eta Squared 272
Betwee  (Combined) 528.512 14 37.751 .000
n Linearity 305.423 1 305.423 .000
Groups Deviation from  223.089 13 17.161 122
Linearity
Post-Accuracy  Within Groups 717.675 65 1
* Pre-Accuracy  Total 1246.187 75
Eta Squared 424
Between  (Combined) 481.931 16 435 .006
Groups Linearity 242.718 19.61 .000
8
Post-Fluency * Deviation 239.213 . 1.289 .236
Pre-Fluency | from Linearity
Within Groups 456 12.372
Total .388

Eta Squared

The results in Table 6 indicateg
F(1,75) = 13.45, p < .05, 02 = .27
F(1,75)=27.66,p < .05, %= .424, repres
p <.05, n? =.382, representing a large effect
In the same vein, the results displayed

of regression slopes WN

ptieh of linearity was met on writing complexity
large effect size, writing grammatical accuracy
e effect size, and writing fluency F(1,75) = 19.61,

7 indicated that the assumption of homogeneity

Table 7
Test of Homogeneity of Regression Slopes; Pretest of Writing CAF by Groups
Type 111 Sum . Partial Eta

Source 0 ]}/ gquares f Mean Square F Sig. Squared
Group 63.010 1 63.010 13.945 .000 155
Pre-Complexity 184.893 1 184.893 40.920 .000 .350
Group *

. 410 1 410 .091 764 .001
Pre-Complexity
Error 343.396 73 4518
Total 25779.000 76
Group 48.248 1 48.248 13.982 .000 155
Pre-Accuracy 182.575 1 182.575 52.908 .000 410
Group 512 1 512 148 701 002
Pre-Accuracy ' ' ' ' '
Error 262.260 73 3.451
Total 21249.000 76
Group 123.411 1 123.411 50.406 .000 .399
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Pre- Fluency 217.656 1 217.656 88.900 .000 539
Group *

Pre-Fluency 8.597 1 8.597 3.511 .065 044
Error 186.072 73 2.448

Total 16031.000 76

As Table 7 above displays, the non-significant interaction between covariates and independent
variable indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes was retained on the writing
task F(1,74) = .417, p > .05, partial n2 = .005, representing a weak effect size), complexity F(1,74) =
091, p > .05, partial n2 = .001, representing a weak effect size), accuracy F(1,76) =.148, p > .05, partial
n2 = .002, representing a weak effect size), and fluency F(1,74) = 3.51, p > .05, partial n2 = .044

covariance matrices were also significant at .000 based on Box's Test of Eq
Matrices. As the sample sizes are almost equal in the two groups of the study, the
ignored (Field, 2024; Pallant, 2016; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).

As Table 8 displays the experimental group had higher means ogghr f writing
in the posttest after controlling for the effect of the pretest.

Table 8

Descriptive Statistics; Posttests of Components of Writing b,

Dependent Variable Group Mean 5% Confidence Interval

ower Bound  Upper Bound

Post-Complexity Experimental 19.453 20.444
Control 14.581 15.572

Post-Accuracy Experimental 18.149 19.143
Control 12.482 13.476

Post-Fluency Experimental . 16.031 17.032
Control 251 10.143 11.144

Note. a. Covariates appearing in thg are evalated at the following values: Pre-Complexity =

13.51, Pre-Accuracy = 13.39, Pre-Fluen® .

Table 9 displays the results of MANCO Phe results [F (3, 71) = 43.72, p < .05, partial n? =

.782 representing a |
experimental and ¢ omponents’ means on the posttest of writing after controlling for the

Table 9

MANCOVA,; of Components of Writing by Groups with Pretests

Effect Value F Hypothe  Error Sig. Partial Eta

sis df df Squared

Intercept Pillai's Trace 755 54.553 3 71 .000 755
Wilks' Lambda .245 54.553 3 71 .000 .755
Hotelling's Trace 3.073  54.553 3 71 .000 755
Roy's Largest Root 3.073 54.553 3 71 .000 755

Group Pillai's Trace 782 63.723 3 71 .000 782
Wilks' Lambda 218 63.723 3 71 .000 782

Table 10 displays the results of Between-Subjects Effects. Based on these results, and the
descriptive statistics displayed in Table 3. It can be concluded that in all the L2 writing sub-skills (CAF),
the IAG (M = 19.94) outperformed the CG (M = 15.07) on the writing complexity posttest [F (1, 71) =
171.64, p < .05, partial n? = .699]. Also, the IAG (M = 18.64) could outperform CG (M = 12.97) on the
writing accuracy posttest [F (1, 71) = 230.87, p < .05, partial n? = .758]. In addition, the IAG (M =
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16.53) could significantly outperform the CG (M = 10.64) on the writing fluency [F (1, 71) = 245.19, p
<.05, partial n? = .768], representing a large effect size.

Table 10
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects; Posttests of Writing Components by Groups with Pretests
Source  Dependent Variable Type Il Sum of  df Mean F Sig.  Partial Eta
Squares Square Squared
Group  Post-Complexity 374.085 1 374.085 171.649 .000 .699
Post-Accuracy 506.149 1 506.149 230.872 .000 57
Post-Fluency 546.331 1 546.331 245195 .000 .768
Error  Post-Complexity 161.273 73 2.179
Post-Accuracy 162.233 73 2.192
Post-Fluency 164.883 73 2.228
Total Post-Complexity 25779.000 76
Post-Accuracy 21249.000 76
Post-Fluency 16031.000 76

5. Discussion

The first research question of the study aimed to determine i studegts' overall writing
ynificantly improved
lus®n comes from research
by Univio and Pérez (2019) on how Ipsative essay assessmeris ¢ @lEFL learners reflect on their
own learning and develop a sense of self-awareness. NG is _i@g@he with a recent study on Al
and L2 writing (Ebrahimi & Ebadi, 2024), reveali pased |A engaged participants in
Ipsative self-assessment. Hence, their self-regulatj ills in writing were enhanced and learners felt

supported, knowing that their mistakes are part of the g procedure. Likewise, in the present study,

atmosphere with lots of interaction. ng aligns with Zhou and Zhang’s (2017) study
advocating the use of [A which imy earning strategies, made learners aware of their
learning goals in L2 writing, and fostered"(as self-efficacy. Similarly, the present study findings

ding that IA made elementary learners compete with

rners. In addition, the positive effect of A on L2 writing performance
cIntyre's (2017) study on raising L2 learners’ self-efficacy through 1A

study on 1A whi ved that 1A could pave a secure way for the freshmen to be more comfortable in
learning new matgfals. The same has been probably taken place in the present research in which learners
who received their training through 1A outperformed the control group who did not practice this method.
As L2 writing development is in close connection with noticing, the present study findings in terms of
the impact of 1A on overall writing of EFL learners is in line with another study on the effect of learning
about noticing and L2 writing development (Mason, 2021) indicating that the techniques of 1A can
increase learners' noticing in L2 writing. This result also is in line with a previous study on the impact
of 1A and encouraging students to reflect on their progress in writing (Tilley & Roach, 2017). The
combination of ipsative and praised feedback enhanced learners’ progress. In a study by Nishizuka
(2022), it became evident that 1A, as a part of inquiry learning in high schools, could help EFL learners
gradually improve their overall writing skills.

With respect to the second research question of the study, the findings showed that not only
had the overall writing of the learners improved, but their L2 writing command in terms of CAF. This
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is in line with the studies focusing on the impact of corrective feedback on the L2 writing components
such as Uysal (2010) who found that written corrective feedback (WCF) could significantly affect
learners' paying attention to both accuracy and fluency in writing. In terms of the impact of WCF on the
development of writing components among learners, the results are in line with Villarreal and Gil-
Sarratea's (2020) study revealing that the peer assessment which enhances discussions among learners
through collaborative writing significantly affects their writing performance. Moreover, as participants
of the IA group could improve in the writing components, it could be deciphered that the assessment
type presented could help them measure their personal improvement which is one of the main tenets of
IA (Crosby, 2021).

6. Conclusion

The present study highlighted the significance of IA in promoting EFL learnery’ argumentative
writing measured by CAF. It can be concluded that the process-oriented assessm edded in IA
empowers learners to improve their L2 writing abilities with respect to a dynami
only benefits from different types of feedback provided by the teacher but enhanc

writing wiseness. The findings also indicated the positive role of IF
intermediate EFL learners’ argumentative writing development. Ipsati
students' previous work but also provided instructors with an overvie r stu@ents' progress and
i y of 1A procedures

as it allowed teachers to provide feedback that was more tailogf g . The use of |A appears
to have promoted students' self-regulation and self-assessmefi itigll, it seems to have developed
a socially secure environment in which students coul ting development and could
make mistakes as they progressed through their Pvever, the teacher’s IA could
promote the definition of L2 writing assessment iding learners with an ongoing, process-based
accumulative sort of development that is mainly Iear iented. Based on these results, EFL teachers
may use Ipsative portfolios and detailed IA {g ove their L2 writing. Moreover, teachers
can use |A to promote self-assessment in et ave them talk to their teachers about their
work so that they could get their questin answerey nd concerns addressed. Since IA allows teachers
to access students' prior work for ay asizes the integration of Ipsative portfolios and
Ipsative feedback into IA.
The study findings have important | ations for EFL teachers, EFL learners, and curriculum
designers. Teachers mlght be interested in Y@ML in their classes, as it combines instruction,
evaluation, and motiv the same time. In g¥hier words, while concurrently comparing students’
performance with th formance, the teacher helps them and acts as a facilitator, planner,

on the results of the current study IA can encourage a learner to engage in meta-
cognitive self-assg#ment through a comparison of his/her current performance with a prior one. Hence,
learners will be @ware of their progress and address their learning needs (Chapman et al., 2005). In
addition, 1A allows learners to start with what they know and go beyond it. Accordingly, their linguistic
competence develops along with their cognitive competence (Gee, 2003). Learners’ self-esteem and
confidence are achieved and competition will be reduced in the 1A-based L2 writing classroom.
Additionally, learners are given a sense of socially-safe freedom for the sake of respecting their
identities and achieving positive and social emotions (Rattray, 2018). In addition, argumentative writing
is considered a complex higher-order cognitive function that cannot be measured by traditional memory-
replay tests, but it requires an alternative assessment which could check if the learner has improved in
developing arguments in his/her writing (Malecka & Boud, 2021; Seery et al., 2019). This seems to be
possible in 1A (Hughes et al., 2019). Lastly, with IA learners go through the process of noticing and get
benefit from the feedback they receive (Mason, 2021).
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Additionally, curriculum designers can improve the L2 classroom curricula utilized in language
institutes, high schools, and universities by paying more attention to IA. In simpler terms, this study
puts forward some implicit pedagogical suggestions for EFL instructors to explore novel ways of
teaching writing presented in IA and refine their current writing instruction procedures. Since I1A proved
to be successful in making the EFL learners aware of their mistakes and errors, it helped the learners to
be active and responsible for their learning. Moreover, learners’ motivation was increased because in
every session they were making progress due to the fact that their new performance was constantly
being compared with their last performance.

While the findings of this study are promising, it is vital to acknowledge certain limitations.
The study took place with a limited sample size (N = 76). The small amounts of differences between
the pretest and posttests of all three components (CAF) of writing can be attributed to the small size of
the sample and the short period of treatment time, which took only five weeks. Bearingain mind that the
development of surface-level and deep-level skills of writings takes place over a lo , the present
researchers believe that further studies with larger samples and with longer ti ent are
required before making valid conclusions. In addition, the present study too lexity,

language skills of speaking, reading, and listening comprehension j ore valid
conclusions in terms of the effect of IA on the holistic development of le language. Future
studies may be needed to replicate the findings with other language s nents. Also, this

study concentrated on intermediate EFL learners. Other stud d at advanced and
beginner levels. Moreover, the quantitative measures for comg ponents were T-units.
It is possible to carry out the study with other quantitative njeagsfes. Laglly, this study was conducted
with male and female participants but did not address theah ender on employing 1A in the

L2 writing classroom. It will be possible to run a ne
ability of exclusively male or female learners.
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