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Abstract

Purpose: This study investigated the relationships between peer rating accuracy, peer feedback,

writing revision, and writing improvement as well as those between self-rating accuracy, writing

revision, and writing improvement.

Design/Approach/Methods: Data from self- and peer assessment worksheets and the abstract

writing task with 114 undergraduate students in Hong Kong were coded into primary variables

and then analyzed using structural equation modeling, allowing for a comprehensive exploration

of the research purpose.

Findings: The results indicated that peer rating accuracy had a direct positive impact on peer

feedback and an indirect impact on students’ writing improvement via the mediation of peer feed-

back and writing revision (i.e., peer rating accuracy → peer feedback → writing revision → writing

improvement). Additionally, self-rating accuracy had a direct positive effect on writing revision and
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an indirect effect on students’ writing improvement through the mediating role of writing revision

(i.e., self-rating accuracy → writing revision → writing improvement).

Originality/Value: This study deepens existing understandings of the interplay between rating,

feedback, and revision in the assessment process, highlighting their indispensable and mutually

reinforcing roles in integrated assessment. Educators can apply this insight to construct more

effective assessment processes that promote learning. Implications for enhancing students’ rating

skills are discussed.
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Introduction

In conducting peer and self-assessments, students evaluate the quality of their peers’ and their own
work, respectively, by providing both quantitative ratings and qualitative feedback (e.g., Cheong

et al., 2023; Stančić, 2021; Yan et al., 2022). These two assessment approaches have become

widely utilized instructional practices in higher education writing classrooms because they can

facilitate Assessment for Learning (AfL) and improve students’ academic writing proficiency

(e.g., Staberg et al., 2023; Xiang et al., 2022). There is a growing body of research on the qualitative

dimensions of peer and self-assessment, including the learning mechanism of providing and

receiving peer feedback (e.g., Gao et al., 2023), the importance of various features of peer and

self-feedback (e.g., Lu et al., 2021; Wu & Schunn, 2021), and the effectiveness of peer and self-

feedback on writing development (e.g., Cheong et al., 2023; Zou et al., 2023). Despite these

efforts, there remains a relative paucity of knowledge concerning the value of quality ratings

that students could assign to their peers’ work as well as their own.

To effectively engage in peer or self-assessment, students must first provide a judgment of their

peers’ or their own performance, which entails accurately evaluating the quality of work (Chang &

de Lemos Coutinho, 2022). Johnson et al. (2009) propose using rating accuracy to assess the quality

of this evaluation. Previous research has examined various factors that may impact the accuracy of

students’ ratings, such as their understanding of rating criteria and lack of prior experience in evalu-
ation (e.g., Carroll, 2020; Rico-Juan et al., 2022). Additionally, longitudinal studies have explored

changes in rating accuracy over time and the potential factors that influence these changes (e.g.,

Birjandi & Siyyari, 2010; Han & Riazi, 2018). Furthermore, previous studies have suggested peda-

gogical strategies to enhance rating accuracy, including providing specific rating criteria and rubrics

and training students on how to use them effectively (e.g., Zhang & Zhang, 2022b).
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Despite growing interest in this area, most studies have examined rating accuracy only within the

context of the rating activity itself. Very little scholarly attention has been paid to the potential impact of

rating accuracy on subsequent student engagement with other integral assessment components such as

qualitative feedback provision and writing revision. One concerning issue that arises from this lack of

attention is the potential for rating and feedback to be viewed as unconnected activities within the assess-

ment process, with ratings relegated to a perfunctory role in which students simply familiarize them-

selves with the assessment procedures. However, this perspective may fail to appreciate the

interdependent nature of ratings and feedback, which should be viewed as mutually reinforcing compo-

nents of an integrated assessment process. Furthermore, the possible implications of student rating

accuracy for subsequent learning outcomes may be underestimated, despite its potential to impact stu-

dents’ engagement with follow-up feedback and writing revisions.

In light of the aforementioned concerns, it is crucial to explore the role of student rating accuracy

in the assessment process, particularly the ways in which peer and self-rating accuracy can affect

peer feedback and writing revision and, in turn, ultimately influence students’ writing performance.

This investigation has the potential to provide educators with a more comprehensive understanding

of effectively connecting rating, feedback, and revision activities. Such insights can facilitate more

potent peer and self-assessment in classroom contexts, maximizing the educational potential of

these assessment approaches.

Literature review

Rating accuracy and feedback in peer assessment and writing improvement
Johnson et al. (2009) suggested using rating accuracy as a measure to evaluate the quality of assess-

ment, which quantitatively compares the scores given by students with those given by their tea-

chers. The teachers’ scores are regarded as benchmark ratings for comparison (Han & Riazi,

2018). The smaller the differences between the two ratings, the more precise the students’ evalu-
ation. As students assign scores to different objects (i.e., either their peers or themselves), rating

accuracy can be further categorized into peer-rating accuracy and self-rating accuracy.

Peer-rating accuracy describes students’ ability to accurately evaluate their peers’ work (Han &

Zhao, 2021; Liu et al., 2019). Several studies have depicted this as rater accuracy (Wang &

Engelhard, 2019), underscoring the importance of students’ assessment literacy as peer reviewers.

According to a criterion-based approach (Han & Riazi, 2018), peer-rating accuracy is operationa-

lized as the difference between peer ratings and teacher ratings (set as criterion ratings). The smaller

the difference between these two ratings, the higher the level of peer rating accuracy.

Concerning the association between peer rating accuracy and peer feedback, existing literature

offers theoretical support based on the social constructivist perspective. This perspective suggests
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that engaging in peer assessment compels students to internalize assessment criteria by requiring

them to evaluate their peers’ work (Gielen et al., 2011). A deeper understanding, as indicated by

the accurate application of criteria, is suggested to potentially lead to higher quality feedback

and revision, as both processes require a profound grasp of the assessment criteria (Han & Zhao,

2021; Li et al., 2020).

Notably, while theoretical foundations exist, empirical research has not yet established whether

there is a direct relationship between peer rating accuracy and peer feedback. However, Davies

(2006, 2009) presents indirect support for their association, revealing students’ tendency to

provide feedback aligned with their perceived ratings of an essay. Specifically, low-scoring

essays attracted negative comments focusing on errors and weaknesses, while high-scoring

essays garnered positive feedback with praise. These findings suggest that peer ratings may

serve as an epitome of peer feedback. In other words, the accuracy of peer ratings can be considered

an indicator of the quality of peer feedback. Therefore, it can be inferred that the accuracy of peer

ratings is likely to directly impact peer feedback.

In this study, peer feedback was divided into two distinct components: amount and types. The

amount of feedback refers to the number of comments provided by peers (Wu & Schunn, 2021).

The types of feedback pertain to the functions that comments serve regarding the text and encom-

pass categories such as summary, praise, problem, and solution (Lu et al., 2021). Notably, “types”
in this study denote the total amount of comment types in the feedback rather than the quantity of

each feedback type. This integrated perspective aligns with arguments from previous research

(e.g., Lu et al., 2021; Mahboob, 2015; Wu & Schunn, 2020), suggesting that focusing solely

on individual feedback types, such as solutions, may inhibit the coherent presentation of informa-

tion necessary for effective student revisions. This study operationalized the construct of peer

feedback in terms of amount and types for two primary reasons. First, recent peer feedback

research has highlighted these components as having a unique impact on the writing process

and product (e.g., Wu & Schunn, 2023). Second, this conceptualization illuminates the tradeoff

students face between choosing issues to comment on in greater depth (generating more types)

and providing feedback on a greater number of issues (generating a greater amount) (Zong

et al., 2021).

In the realm of peer feedback and writing improvement, recent research has confirmed the posi-

tive impact of peer feedback on writing quality (e.g., Latifi et al., 2023; Wu & Schunn, 2021).

However, when examining the impact of peer feedback on students’ writing improvement, the

role of writing revision is equally essential. Research consistently indicates that revision serves

as an intermediary mechanism linking peer feedback and writing outcomes (Lu et al., 2023; Wu

& Schunn, 2021). Peer feedback alerts students to areas requiring improvement, while revision

acts as a critical conduit through which students translate feedback into revisions, thereby
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enhancing their writing. Therefore, writing revision may play a crucial mediating role between peer

feedback and writing improvement.

Based on the aforementioned considerations, we hypothesized that peer rating accuracy influ-

ences students’ writing improvement through two mediators: peer feedback and writing revisions.

This mediating effect may involve a sequential two-stage process, where peer-rating accuracy first

influences peer feedback (mediator 1) and writing revision (mediator 2), ultimately affecting stu-

dents’ writing improvement.

Rating accuracy in self-assessment, writing revision, and writing improvement
Self-rating accuracy, akin to peer rating accuracy, reflects a student’s ability to accurately

evaluate the quality of their own work according to given criteria (Panadero et al., 2016).

It is operationalized as the difference between self-ratings and teacher ratings, with a smaller

difference indicating higher self-rating accuracy. Examining the nexus between self-rating

accuracy and writing revision aligns with the theoretical underpinning of the self-regulated

learning perspective. This perspective posits that precise self-assessments fortify metacognitive

monitoring and self-reflection skills (Panadero et al., 2016). Accurate self-ratings are usually

associated with the ability to identify weaknesses and revision needs (Lu et al., 2024). The

potential impact of self-rating accuracy on writing revision and, by extension, writing improve-

ment, becomes apparent.

Prior research has also alluded to a correlation between self-rating ability and learning behaviors

in student writers. Skilled self-raters use feedback to reflect on the quality of their writing and con-

sciously apply effective revision strategies, leading to improvements in their writing (e.g.,

MacArthur, 2018). Although the positive impact of accurate self-evaluations on students’ revisions
seems intuitive, there is a lack of empirical evidence to support this claim. As Andrade (2019)

noted, “a study that closely examines the revisions to writing made by accurate and inaccurate self-

assessors, and the resulting outcomes in terms of the quality of their writing, would be most

welcome.” Thus, our study addresses this gap in the literature by investigating the impact of self-

rating accuracy on writing revision and, ultimately, writing improvement.

Overview of the literature and aim of the present study
Through a review of existing literature, this study revealed a limitation in exploring the intercon-

nections between various assessment components that facilitate meaningful learning for students.

Two main issues have arisen. First, while previous studies have established the relationship

between peer ratings and peer feedback (e.g., Davies, 2009), as well as peer feedback and

writing improvement (e.g., Latifi et al., 2023), there is a dearth of research examining the under-

lying mechanism of how peer rating accuracy impacts students’ writing improvement. A deeper

Cheong et al. 5



understanding of this mechanism may help educators establish a more cohesive peer assessment

process, enabling students to fully benefit from it. Second, the role of self-rating accuracy in self-

assessment, particularly its influence on students’ writing revisions, is not well understood in the

literature. This knowledge gap may impede the complete understanding of the potential benefits

of self-rating activities and the need to improve students’ self-rating accuracy.

Situated in the context of Chinese language learning, this study aims to address the aforemen-

tioned issues by investigating the relationships between peer rating accuracy, peer feedback,

writing revision, and writing improvement, as well as between self-rating accuracy, writing revi-

sion, and writing improvement. By shedding light on the crucial role of rating accuracy in the

peer and self-assessment processes, this study’s findings could potentially enhance the effectiveness
of these assessment practices for students.

The study posits a hypothesized model, presented in Figure 1. The model proposes that peer rating

accuracy influences students’ writing improvement through two sequential mediators: peer feedback

and writing revisions. Furthermore, self-rating accuracy was hypothesized to influence students’ writing
improvement through its effect on writing revisions. The following research questions guided this study:

RQ1: To what extent does peer rating accuracy affect students’writing improvement through the

sequential mediators of peer feedback and writing revision?

RQ2: To what extent does self-rating accuracy impact students’ writing improvement through

writing revision?

Figure 1. Hypothesized model.
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Methods

Contexts and participants
This study is a subset of a broader research endeavor that examines how university-level students

acquire knowledge from different forms of in-class assessment, such as self- and peer assessment,

in the context of learning Chinese. The participants were 116 BA (Hons.) students (male= 26,

female= 90;Mage= 21.97, SD= 1.04) enrolled in an academic writing course at a Hong Kong uni-

versity. The course was designed to teach research methods and academic writing skills. The AfL

approach has been promoted as a pedagogical device to activate student-centered learning by Hong

Kong’s Education Bureau since the early 2000s (Curriculum Development Institute, 2004).

Therefore, the participants were familiar with peer and self-assessment through frequent classroom

use. All students provided informed consent to participate voluntarily. Two students did not

complete the peer assessment as they were absent from the peer rating session, and their data

were omitted, leaving the data of 114 participants for analysis.

Materials
Abstract writing task and rating criteria. Composing an abstract is an important learning task in aca-

demic writing. Students were asked to write an abstract for a selected Chinese academic research

article. The article “The challenges in teaching non-Chinese speaking students in Hong Kong

Chinese language classrooms” (Kwan, 2014), published in the Newsletter of Chinese Language

(later renamed “Current Research in Chinese Linguistics”), was chosen as it was published

without an abstract.

The quality of the students’ abstract writing was measured on five dimensions: research purpose,

method, findings, implications, and language convention (Lu et al., 2021). These criteria are con-

sistent with the “IMRaD” (Introduction, Method, Results, and Discussion) structure generally

required for academic writing in the social sciences (Tabuena, 2020) and highlight the importance

of readability in a well-structured abstract (Tankó, 2017). Since both competencies to organize the

content logically (the first four criteria) and express the content concisely (the last criterion) are

important for academic writing, we assigned the same weight to each criterion. Each criterion

was rated out of five, all provided with descriptors, with each level ranging across two marks.

The highest level was 7–8, which reflected an excellent writing performance, and the lowest

level was 0, which indicated an unacceptable writing performance. This design was confirmed

and approved by the Curriculum Review Board at the university where this study was conducted.

Peer and self-assessment worksheets. Peer and self-assessment worksheets were designed to help stu-

dents review their own writing and that of their peers; both instruments provided the same rating
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criteria. The self-assessment worksheet required students to score their own performance, while the

peer assessment worksheet (see Appendix A) required students to mark their peer’s abstracts,

provide justification, and share their opinions for improvement.

Procedure
This procedure was conducted over two lessons in two weeks, as shown in Table 1. During the first

lesson, the students attended a lecture on abstract writing and its rating criteria, wrote and submitted

an abstract to the course’s online learning platform, and conducted a self-assessment. The total reac-

tion time was 150 min. One week later, students completed a peer assessment in pairs randomly

assigned to the platform. They provided both quantitative scores and qualitative comments in

30 min, and later revised their own text according to the received peer assessment in 50 min.

Students then submitted their final drafts.

Marking and coding
Abstract writing quality. The first two authors of this article, both with over 10 years of experience in

teaching academic writing, marked the students’ first and final drafts based on the rating criteria.

Before rating, a meeting was held to ensure that both the markers used the rating criteria accurately

and consistently. Sixty first and final drafts were double-marked and the results were reviewed. A

mean score was assigned if the gap between the two scores was less than two; otherwise, a score

was provided by a third marker (a teacher on the same course), and the score was summed and aver-

aged with the closest score assigned by one of the original markers. The inter-rater reliability for the

double-marked data was computed using the intra-class correlation coefficient, 0.88 for the first

draft and 0.82 for the final draft, showing good inter-rater reliability. The remaining abstracts

were independently marked. The improvement in writing quality was calculated by subtracting

the final draft score from the first draft.

Table 1. Procedure of the abstract writing task.

Time Activity Procedure

Week 1 1 (50 min) The course teacher taught students how to write an abstract and explained its rating

criteria.

2 (80 min) The teacher introduced the writing task, and students drafted the abstract.

3 (20 min) The students self-assessed their own work.

Week 2 4 (30 min) The students assessed their peers’ work and provided scores and comments.

5 (50 min) The students revised their abstract based on the received peer assessment.
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Rating accuracy. Rating accuracy was calculated in two steps. To compute peer rating accuracy, the

score assigned by the markers for the student’s first draft was subtracted from the peer rating for the

same draft to obtain the difference between the scores. A higher difference score indicated less

accurate peer evaluation. However, this association was not intuitive. To simplify the interpretation

of the results, a second step was taken to reverse-code the difference score obtained in the first step.

Specifically, the maximum score among all the different scores (20.5) was used to subtract the value

given to individual drafts calculated in the first step. This reverse-coded score, where a higher value

indicated greater peer-rating accuracy, was used in subsequent analyses. For example, if a student

initially self-evaluates their first abstract as 30 while the teachers assign a rating of 25, the first step

would yield a difference of 5. By subtracting this difference from the maximum value of 20.5, the

self-rating accuracy value would amount to 14.5. A higher value represents a more accurate peer

evaluation. This same method was used to calculate self-rating accuracy.

Ideas segmentation and coding. The third author and a trained research assistant segmented the peer

comments, coded them, and wrote revisions. First, all coders and authors convened to establish con-

sistency in understanding the coding scheme, and trial coding of ten randomly selected sets of peer

comments and ten sets of writing revisions was conducted. One coder then continued to code all the

remaining sets of peer comments and writing revisions, and the other independently coded 60 sets

of randomly selected peer comments and writing revisions. All disagreements were resolved

through discussion to minimize coding noise. The inter-rater reliability of the double-coded data

was calculated using Cohen’s kappa. Idea segmentation and coding were used to analyze the

data collected during the assessment process, including the amount and types of comments, as

well as the classifications of writing revisions.

Amount of comments. Comments were segmented into separate idea units, because a single

comment often conveyed more than one issue. An independent idea unit was defined as stand-alone

information that addresses a single aspect of a text (Wu & Schunn, 2020). In total, 1,375 idea units

were produced as a result of the segmentation process. The interrater reliability had a kappa value of .78.

Types of comments. Adapted from Wu and Schunn (2020), each idea unit of the peer comment

was first coded into the following types (Appendix B): summary (kappa= .82), praise (kappa=

.88), problem (kappa= .92), solution (kappa= .84), and suggestion (kappa= .84). Then, the follow-

ing steps were taken to treat this variable as a continuous variable: (1) counting the quantity of types

in every criterion shown in the peer assessment worksheet (Appendix A) and (2) summing up all the

types in the five dimensions of criteria. The higher the student’s value, the more types of peer com-

ments he or she received.
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Writing revision. Microsoft Word’s “Compare Document” tool was used to track the changes

between the first and final drafts. Writing revision was coded as the presence or absence of

surface revision and meaning revision (Appendix B) (Wu & Schunn, 2021). The difference is

that surface revision did not alter the meaning of the original text, but meaning revision did.

Format changes were not considered. The surface revision and meaning revision made by each

student were added up, and a total of 490 writing revisions were found (kappa= .80).

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis
The data collected from the marking and coding processes were first entered into SPSS 25.0 for

statistical analysis. Descriptive statistics were performed to examine the data distribution character-

istics and are shown in Table 2. The mean values for peer rating and self-rating accuracy were 10.25

and 13.54, respectively. Since a higher value indicates a higher rating accuracy, this result indicated

that students as self-reviewers make relatively more accurate evaluations. The mean values were

12.06 for the amount of comments and 13.13 for the types of comments. Notably, these two vari-

ables have distinct implications, with the former suggesting that students may receive comments

that address more issues, while the latter indicates that students may receive comments that elab-

orate in greater depth. The mean improvement score of students was 3.76. All kurtosis and skew-

ness values were below 3, suggesting normal distributions of the variables (Kline, 2015).

Pearson correlation analysis was then administered to examine the relationship between the

primary variables. As expected, peer rating accuracy was positively correlated with peer feedback

(r= .36 for amount, r= .45 for types) and writing revision (r= .26); self-rating accuracy was also

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlations for the measured variables.

1 2 3a 3b 4 5

M 10.25 13.54 12.06 13.13 4.30 3.76

SD 4.96 4.96 2.92 2.49 1.78 2.68

Skewness 0.17 −0.33 0.75 −0.01 0.19 1.05

Kurtosis −0.75 −0.82 0.27 −0.14 −0.88 1.39

1. Peer rating accuracy 1

2. Self-rating accuracy 0.59** 1

3a. Amount of comments 0.36** 0.28* 1

3b. Types of comments 0.45** 0.26** 0.66** 1

4. Writing revision 0.26** 0.32** 0.26** 0.32** 1

5. Writing improvement −0.17 −0.24* −0.22 0.09 0.29** 1

Note. *p< .05; **p< .01.
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positively correlated with writing revision (r= .32). The correlation between writing revision and

writing improvement was 0.29. All of the absolute correlation coefficients between these variables

were at a weak to moderate level, ranging from 0.24 to 0.66 at the p < .05 or p < .01 level.

Structural equation modeling
AMOS 25.0 was employed to further execute structural equation modeling to examine the mechan-

isms of peer and self-rating accuracy on students’ writing improvement. According to Hu and

Bentler (1999), the following indices were used to examine the model data fit: comparative fit

index (CFI; good > 0.90), Tucker Lewis index (TLI; good > 0.90), and root mean square error of

approximation (RMSEA; acceptable < 0.08). Figure 2 shows the standardized coefficient estimates

for the final path model. The model fit the data well [χ2(6)= 11.99, χ2/df= 2.00, CFI= 0.97, TLI=

0.92, RMSEA= 0.08]. The model accounted for 25.2% of the variance in peer feedback, 16.4% of

the variance in writing revision, and 9% of the variance in students’ writing improvement.

Concerning RQ1, a bootstrapping procedure with a bias-corrected confidence interval (95%)

was used to test the significance of the mediating effects in the model. The mediating effects

were assumed to be significant when zero was beyond the confidence interval (MacKinnon

et al., 2004). The results showed that peer rating accuracy exerted a positive effect on peer feedback

(β= .50, p= .002), whereas no significant effect of peer feedback on students’writing improvement

was found. Peer comments alone could not mediate the relationship between peer rating accuracy

and writing improvement (β= .01, 95% CI [−0.10, 0.09], p= .75). Moreover, peer rating accuracy

Figure 2. Final path model with standardized coefficient estimates.
Note. ***p< .001, **p< .01, *p< .05, ns= not significant (dotted line).
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can indirectly affect (β= .05, 95% CI [0.02, 0.14], p= .003) students’ writing improvement via the

mediators of peer comments and writing revisions. With regard to RQ2, self-rating accuracy was

found to have a positive effect on writing revisions (β= .22, p= .038). Particularly, writing revi-

sions mediated the relationship between self-rating accuracy and writing improvement (β= .08,

95% CI [0.02, 0.17], p= .013).

Discussion

This study aimed to investigate how peer rating accuracy works together with peer feedback and

writing revision to affect students’ writing improvement and how self-rating accuracy works

with writing revision to affect the improvement outcome in a Chinese language learning context.

The major findings are discussed below.

Effects of rating accuracy in peer and self-assessment processes
The structural equation modeling (SEM) results demonstrated that rating accuracy exerted a signifi-

cant positive influence on both peer feedback and writing revision. More specifically, peer rating

accuracy had a direct positive effect on peer feedback, which in turn had a positive impact on

writing revision and ultimately led to writing improvement. Similarly, self-rating accuracy had a

direct positive effect on writing revision, which contributed to writing improvement. The results

could be interpreted in two ways. First, students were able to align their quantitative evaluations

with the qualitative feedback provided to their peers. This finding aligns with those of Davies

(2009), who asserted that students were consistent in their performance when providing ratings

and feedback. Second, students may benefit from a combination of ratings and feedback. This is

in line with the findings of Li et al. (2020), who reported that the effect size on learning was

smaller when feedback alone was provided (g= .176, p< .05) compared to when both ratings

and feedback were provided (g= .349, p < .001). These findings suggest that ratings can be used

to supplement feedback.

Furthermore, they suggest that the utilization of ratings can serve a dual purpose by not only

acting as a warm-up exercise to enhance students’ familiarity and sense of ownership in classroom

assessment but also by yielding significant impacts on their learning. Given that each component

(i.e., rating, feedback, and revision) of the assessment is intimately linked to students’ comprehen-

sion, internalization, and utilization of the assessment criteria (Han & Zhao, 2021), rating accuracy

may play a crucial role in determining whether students can fully engage in the assessment and

derive its full benefits (e.g., learning from rating, feedback, and revision). Additionally, as Han

and Zhao (2021) have argued, successfully providing accurate ratings can promote students’ per-
ception that such practices are meaningful to their learning and stimulate their participation in

the assessment.
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The mediating effect of writing revision between peer and self-rating accuracies and

writing improvement
The SEM results demonstrated that peer feedback can function in tandem with writing revision to

enact a dual-stage mediation process for writing improvement. Specifically, peer rating accuracy

was found to positively impact feedback, which in turn motivated students to integrate the feedback

into their revisions, ultimately leading to writing improvement. Considering the insignificant medi-

ating effect of peer feedback as a single mediator, writing revision appears to play a pivotal role in

amplifying the effect of peer feedback on writing improvement. The revision process not only links

peer assessment with its outcome, but also embodies the process of interaction, negotiation, and

co-construction of meaning among peers (Wang & Lee, 2021). That is to say, students are more

likely to incorporate feedback provided by peers into their revisions only when they successfully

engage in this “dialogue” and recognize the feedback as valuable. Notably, participating in this

“dialogue” can further foster students’ metacognitive development by promoting their reflection

on how to effectively use language to construct meaning (known as “languaging”) (Zhang &

Zhang, 2022a).

Furthermore, students with high rating accuracy tended to be more sensitive to numerical

scores and exhibited a strong performance-approach goal orientation, indicating a desire to

achieve high scores. Consequently, these students were more likely to take advantage of the

information provided by their peers, including both ratings and feedback (Cheong et al.,

2023), and actively incorporate it into their writing revisions to improve their scores. This

may also explain that both peer and self-rating accuracies inevitably affect students’ writing
improvement via writing revision.

Pedagogical suggestions
The research findings offer some pedagogical insights for the writing classroom in higher education.

First, the ratings are recommended to be conducted as regular activities in peer and self-assessment

rather than as only warm-up exercises, as combining rating with feedback promotes more student learn-

ing (e.g., Li et al., 2020; Middleton et al., 2023). Second, students should be trained or given explicit

instruction on how to provide an accurate judgment of the quality of their own work and that of

their peers. Since the evaluation process is closely associated with the use of assessment criteria, teachers

could conduct an exemplar analysis in the use of the essay’s criteria and create opportunities for inde-

pendent practice (Li et al., 2016).Moreover, providing timely guidance and feedback on students’ accur-
acy in peer and self-rating could raise their awareness as peer and self-reviewers, especially when

students are novices in evaluation (Siyyari & Ghorban Daei, 2016). Time spent at this initial stage is

worthwhile, as the rippling effect will benefit the students in subsequent engagement in the assessment.

Lastly, as the current study showed that writing revision played a vital mediating role, teachers could
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encourage students to follow up on feedback by constructively and critically facilitating inner reflection

during revisions (Zhang & Hyland, 2022) as well as by requiring students to cross-check the feedback

against their revisions and, subsequently, their writing outcomes.

Conclusions

This study contributes to the literature in three ways. First, it extends the existing research on the

role of rating accuracy in the assessment process by distinguishing between the different roles of

peer and self-rating accuracy. Specifically, it provides empirical evidence that peer rating accuracy

fosters peer feedback and self-rating accuracy promotes writing revision. This finding deepens our

understanding of the connected nature of rating and feedback, which together constitute a more

cohesive peer assessment process. Furthermore, it advances knowledge regarding the impact of

rating on students’ engagement with follow-up feedback and their revision practices. Second,

while previous research has extensively explored the relationship between feedback and revision,

the link between rating and revision has received less attention. This study addresses this gap and

highlights writing revision as a key factor connecting the roles of peer and self-rating accuracy in

improving writing outcomes. The findings provide a more comprehensive understanding of how

students can optimize the benefits of rating, feedback, and revisions—critical components of the

assessment process—to enhance their writing learning.

There are a few limitations worth mentioning. First, we did not elucidate the source of revisions.

Although students mainly revised their work based on the peer feedback they received, they also com-

pleted extra revisions motivated by new thoughts generated from reflecting on peer feedback (e.g.,

Pham, 2022). Indeed, peer rating accuracy may be an important factor influencing the source of revi-

sions as students may form an initial judgment on the usefulness of peer feedback according to the

quality of the peer rating. Future research could explore the relationship between peer rating accuracy,

peer feedback, and the source of writing revisions, which would provide valuable information on how to

promote students’ use of peer assessment. Second, the results were primarily quantitative and could be

complemented with more qualitative data, such as semi-structured interviews, to further delve into stu-

dents’ processes for conducting and using peer and self-ratings.
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Appendix B. Coding scheme for peer comments and writing revisions.

Category Definition Example

Peer comments

Summary Comments on what the author wrote You summarized the difficulties encountered by

non-Chinese speaking students in learning

Chinese in Hong Kong.

Praise Comments that indicate good features of the

current writing

Your abstract was well written.

Problem Comments that point out errors in the

current writing

Some of the research findings you mentioned

were not clear enough.

Solution Explicit advice with a specific description of

how to resolve the problems or improve

the quality of the current writing

It would be better to state that the uneven

quality of teachers was caused by

inappropriate assessments for teachers.

Suggestion General or heuristic advice on how to

resolve the problems or improve the

quality of the current writing

You should use more concise expressions.

Writing revision

Surface

revision

Changes that did not alter the meaning of the

original text

First draft: Hong Kong’s educational institutions

should focus on these issues.

Peer comments: It is not clear what you mean

by “issues.” I suggest you add “discussed

above.”

Final draft: Hong Kong’s educational

institutions should focus on the issues

discussed above.

Meaning

revision

Changes that altered the meaning of the

original text

First draft: In sum, there are still several

challenges in teaching non-Chinese speaking

students in Hong Kong.

Peer comments: I suggest you also state what

should be done to deal with this situation.

Final draft: In sum, there are still several

challenges in teaching non-Chinese speaking

students in Hong Kong. Relevant educational

departments should pay more attention to

these challenges and find appropriate

solutions.
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