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             Abstract: Writing remains a demanding skill for EFL students because it requires coordinating idea 
development, linguistic accuracy, organization, revision, and evaluative judgment. This study explored 
students’ perceptions of the integrated use of Collaborative Assessment (CA) and Self-Reflection (SR) in 
supporting writing development. Using a qualitative exploratory case study design, the research 
involved 51 English Education Department students from three writing classes at a State Islamic 
University in Indonesia. Data were collected through CA and SR questionnaires administered after six 
meetings of writing instruction incorporating collaborative assessment and reflective activities, 
followed by semi-structured interviews to obtain deeper insights into students’ experiences. The data 
were analyzed using thematic and interactive analysis involving data condensation, data display, 
conclusion drawing, and verification. The findings indicate that students perceived CA and SR as 
complementary learning-oriented assessment practices. CA supported writing development by enabling 
students to discuss drafts, exchange feedback, identify writing problems, learn from peers, and receive 
lecturer guidance during assessment. SR strengthened this process by helping students recognize past 
mistakes, understand the purposes of their writing, plan their ideas, monitor their language use, and 
identify areas for improvement. Together, CA and SR transformed assessment from a product-oriented 
judgment into an interactive and reflective learning process. These findings suggest that EFL writing 
instruction should integrate collaborative feedback cycles with structured self-reflection to help 
students move from receiving feedback to using it critically for revision, self-awareness, and continuous 
improvement in writing. 

Keywords: collaborative assessment, self-reflection, EFL writing, feedback literacy, writing 
development, exploratory case study 

1. Introduction 

Writing is widely recognized as one of the most demanding skills in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 
learning because it requires learners to coordinate idea generation, linguistic accuracy, organization, 
rhetorical awareness, and revision simultaneously. Unlike receptive skills, writing requires students to 
transform thoughts into coherent, meaningful, and reader-oriented texts, making it a complex cognitive and 
communicative process (Graham, 2019; Javadi-Safa, 2018). In EFL higher education contexts, this complexity 
becomes more pronounced because students often have limited exposure to authentic English use and 
insufficient experience in developing academic texts. As a result, many English Department students still  
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struggle to express ideas clearly, elaborate arguments, organize paragraphs coherently, apply appropriate 
vocabulary, and maintain grammatical accuracy (Chamba et al., 2019; Orooq & Razeq, 2022; Qin et al., 2022; 
Wang & Xie, 2022). These difficulties indicate that writing problems are not only linguistic but also 
conceptual, procedural, and reflective. Students do not merely need correction after completing a text; they 
need learning processes that help them understand how writing works, how weaknesses can be identified, 
and how drafts can be revised meaningfully. 

In many EFL writing classrooms, however, assessment is still frequently understood as a final judgment of 
students’ written products rather than as a learning process that supports development. When writing 
assessment focuses mainly on scores, errors, or teacher correction, students may become dependent on the 
lecturer’s evaluation. They may not develop the ability to judge the quality of their own writing. This limits 
their opportunities to become active participants in feedback, revision, and self-improvement. Recent 
scholarship on feedback and assessment emphasizes that effective writing development requires students 
to engage with feedback, interpret comments, evaluate the quality of their writing, and make informed 
revision decisions (Carless & Boud, 2018; Tai et al., 2018; Winstone et al., 2017; Yu & Liu, 2021). In this sense, 
assessment should not only measure writing achievement but also cultivate students’ feedback literacy, 
evaluative judgment, and self-regulated learning. Such an orientation is particularly important in EFL writing 
instruction, where students often need sustained guidance to connect feedback with actual improvement in 
content, organization, language use, and coherence. 

Collaborative Assessment (CA) offers one way to reposition assessment as a learning-oriented and 
interactive process. Through CA, students are not passive recipients of evaluation; instead, they participate 
in assessing written work, discussing draft quality, identifying problems, exchanging feedback, and learning 
from peers and the lecturer. This process allows students to compare different texts, recognize strengths and 
weaknesses, clarify writing problems, and negotiate possible revisions. Previous studies have shown that 
collaborative assessment and peer-supported feedback can improve students’ writing ability, enhance 
revision quality, and support the development of evaluative judgment (Cao et al., 2019; Fan & Xu, 2020; Gao 
et al., 2019; Kiasi & Rezaie, 2021; Taufiqulloh et al., 2024). Teacher-student collaborative assessment has 
also been found to help learners identify writing weaknesses more clearly and revise their drafts more 
effectively (Shuguang & Qiufang, 2018; Xiaomeng & Ravindran, 2023). These findings suggest that CA can 
make writing assessment more dialogic, constructive, and pedagogically meaningful, particularly when peer 
feedback is supported by lecturer guidance. 

Alongside collaborative assessment, Self-Reflection (SR) is equally important because it enables students to 
examine their own writing process, recognize previous mistakes, evaluate their progress, and plan 
improvement for future writing tasks. Reflection helps students move beyond surface-level correction by 
encouraging them to consider why certain problems occur and how their writing can be improved. In EFL 
writing, SR is closely related to metacognitive awareness because students need to monitor their planning, 
idea development, organization, language use, and revision strategies. Studies have shown that reflective 
practices, including reflective journals and self-reflection-based instruction, can strengthen students’ writing 
awareness, improve organization and coherence, and support more strategic development of writing 
(Farahian et al., 2021; Gebremariam & Asgede, 2023; Simarmata & Sulistyaningrum, 2023; Sudirman et al., 
2021). Metacognitive writing research also confirms that students’ ability to plan, monitor, and evaluate their 
writing is strongly associated with writing performance (Qin et al., 2022; Teng et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2022). 
Therefore, SR can serve as a bridge between receiving feedback and using it critically to inform revision and 
self-improvement. 

Although CA and SR have both been recognized as valuable for writing development, previous research has 
often examined them separately. Studies on collaborative assessment tend to emphasize peer interaction, 
teacher-student feedback, or improvement in writing performance. In contrast, studies on self-reflection 
usually focus on reflective journals, metacognitive strategies, or students’ self-awareness in writing. Less 
attention has been paid to how students perceive the integration of CA and SR in EFL writing classes, 



Voices of English Language Education Society 10(1), 2026  
  

 

 
28 

 

especially when CA is used first to generate collaborative feedback, and SR is then used to help students 
internalize that feedback and revise their writing more thoughtfully. This gap is important because the 
success of learning-oriented assessment depends not only on the design of the activity but also on how 
students experience, understand, and value it. Students’ perceptions can reveal whether CA and SR are seen 
as meaningful, supportive, motivating, or challenging in actual classroom practice (Bader et al., 2019; Golzar 
et al., 2022; Vattøy & Smith, 2019; Xiang et al., 2022). Without examining students’ perceptions, educators 
may know that CA and SR are theoretically useful but may not fully understand how learners respond to 
these practices and how they believe these practices support their writing development. 

The novelty of the present study lies in its focus on students’ perceptions of CA and SR as integrated and 
complementary assessment practices in EFL writing instruction. Rather than investigating collaborative 
assessment or self-reflection in isolation, this study explores how students perceive both practices as part of 
a connected learning process. CA provides external support through peer discussion, lecturer guidance, and 
collaborative feedback, while SR encourages internal processing through self-evaluation, awareness of 
weaknesses, and reflection on previous writing experiences. By examining both practices together, this study 
offers a more process-oriented understanding of how assessment can become learning in EFL writing 
classrooms. This focus is relevant to the article’s classroom context, in which 51 English Education 
Department students from three writing classes participated in CA and SR activities and then reported their 
perceptions through questionnaires and interviews.  

If this gap remains unaddressed, writing instruction may continue to treat feedback and reflection as 
separate or incidental classroom activities rather than as mutually reinforcing processes. Students may 
receive peer or lecturer feedback without fully understanding how to use it, or they may reflect on their 
writing without sufficient external input to guide deeper revision. In such conditions, assessment may 
remain product-oriented, and students may continue to depend heavily on teacher correction rather than 
developing the capacity to evaluate and improve their own writing. Investigating students’ perceptions of 
integrated CA and SR is therefore important because it can help lecturers design assessment practices that 
are more interactive, reflective, and development-oriented. It can also show how students experience 
feedback, collaboration, and reflection as part of their journey toward becoming more independent and self-
aware writers. 

Based on this background, the present study aims to explore students’ perceptions of the implementation of 
Collaborative Assessment and Self-Reflection in supporting writing development in EFL higher education. 
Specifically, it examines how students perceive CA as a learning and assessment process, how they perceive 
SR in relation to writing awareness and improvement, and how integrating both practices contributes to 
their writing development. Accordingly, this study is guided by the following research question: How do 
students perceive the use of Collaborative Assessment and Self-Reflection in supporting the development of 
their writing skills? 

2. Method 

2.1 Research Design 

This study employed a qualitative, exploratory case study design to investigate students’ perceptions of how 
Collaborative Assessment (CA) and Self-Reflection (SR) support writing development. This design was 
selected because the study focused on understanding students’ experiences, interpretations, and perceived 
benefits of CA and SR within a specific instructional context rather than measuring causal effects or 
comparing experimental groups. An exploratory case study is appropriate when researchers seek to examine 
a contemporary educational practice in depth and generate contextualized insights into how participants 
experience a particular phenomenon (Baxter & Jack, 2008; Rashid et al., 2019). In this study, the case 
concerned the implementation of CA and SR in writing classes at the English Education Department of a State 
Islamic University in Indonesia. The qualitative orientation enabled the researchers to capture students' 
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perceptions of collaborative feedback, peer and lecturer involvement, self-evaluation, and reflective revision 
as part of their writing development process. 

2.2 Research Context and Participants 

The study was conducted in three writing classes at the English Education Department of a State Islamic 
University in Indonesia. The instructional process lasted for eight class meetings. During the first six 
meetings, students participated in writing instruction that incorporated CA and SR activities. The remaining 
meetings were used to collect and verify students’ perceptions of the learning experience. The participants 
comprised one English lecturer and 51 students enrolled in three classes: 18 from TBI.A, 16 from TBI.B, and 
17 from TBI.C. These participants were selected because they were directly involved in the writing classes 
where CA and SR were implemented, making them relevant sources of information for understanding how 
both practices were experienced in classroom writing instruction.  

Purposive sampling was used to select the participants. This technique was appropriate because the study 
required participants with direct experience of the phenomenon under investigation who could provide rich, 
relevant, and context-specific information (Moser & Korstjens, 2018). Since all students had participated in 
CA and SR activities, they were considered capable of reflecting on how these practices contributed to their 
learning to write, assessment experience, and revision process. 

2.3 Implementation of Collaborative Assessment and Self-Reflection 

Collaborative Assessment and Self-Reflection were implemented as connected instructional and assessment 
practices in the writing classes. In the CA stage, students worked collaboratively to review written work, 
discuss writing problems, exchange feedback, and assess drafts with support from peers and the lecturer. 
The assessment activities involved several combinations, including self-assessment, peer-assessment, 
teacher-assessment, peer–teacher-assessment, self–teacher-assessment, and integrated self-, peer-, and 
teacher-assessment. These activities were intended to help students identify strengths and weaknesses in 
their writing, better understand the writing criteria, and learn from multiple sources of feedback. 

After the CA activities, students engaged in SR to reflect on their writing experiences and reconsider their 
previous drafts. This stage encouraged students to identify mistakes, examine their understanding of writing 
principles, evaluate the quality of their ideas, and connect feedback from collaborative assessment with their 
own revision decisions. In this way, CA provided external support through discussion and feedback, while SR 
provided internal support through self-evaluation and reflective awareness. The integration of both practices 
was intended to help students move from receiving feedback to using it more critically and constructively in 
writing development. 

2.4 Research Instruments 

Data were collected using two questionnaires and follow-up semi-structured interviews. The first 
questionnaire was an eight-item Collaborative Assessment questionnaire designed to explore students’ 
perceptions of CA as both a learning and assessment practice. The items addressed students’ experiences of 
working in small groups, understanding writing material under the lecturer's guidance, explaining writing 
concepts using examples, gaining confidence after review, learning from peers, assessing writing under the 
lecturer's supervision, engaging in collaborative assessment activities, and experiencing the lecturer’s role 
in ongoing assessment. 

The second questionnaire was a Self-Reflection questionnaire designed to examine students’ perceptions of 
SR in relation to writing learning and assessment. The items focused on students’ understanding of writing 
purposes, planning before writing, expressing ideas logically, using appropriate and varied vocabulary, 
paying attention to language use, receiving feedback from others, improving writing through the CA process, 
and reflecting on weaknesses in writing. These questionnaire items were used to obtain structured 
information about students’ perceptions across the learning and assessment dimensions of CA and SR. 
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Semi-structured interviews were conducted to complement the questionnaire data and obtain richer 
explanations of students’ experiences. This interview format was appropriate because it allowed the 
researchers to explore predetermined issues and ask follow-up questions to clarify participants’ responses 
(Ruslin et al., 2022). The interviews focused on students' experiences with CA and SR, the benefits they 
perceived, the challenges they encountered, and how both practices helped them understand and improve 
their writing. 

2.5 Data Collection Procedures 

Data collection was carried out in several stages. First, students participated in writing instruction 
integrating CA and SR across six meetings. During these sessions, students produced written work, engaged 
in collaborative assessment activities, received feedback from peers and the lecturer, and reflected on their 
writing performance. Second, after students had experienced the implementation of CA and SR, the 
questionnaires were administered to collect their perceptions in a structured manner. Third, follow-up semi-
structured interviews were conducted with selected students to gain deeper insight into their questionnaire 
responses and clarify how CA and SR influenced their writing-learning experiences. 

Before data collection, students were informed about the purpose of the study and the role of their responses 
in understanding how CA and SR are used in writing instruction. They were encouraged to provide honest 
responses based on their actual classroom experiences. The combination of questionnaires and interviews 
allowed the researchers to collect both broad patterns of perception and more detailed qualitative 
explanations. 

2.6 Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed using thematic and interactive analysis following Miles et al. (2014) framework, 
which consists of data collection, data condensation, data display, and conclusion drawing and verification. 
First, the questionnaire and interview data were collected and organized around the study's main focus: 
students’ perceptions of CA, SR, and their contributions to writing development. Second, data condensation 
was conducted by selecting, simplifying, and focusing on information relevant to the research question. 
Responses that reflected similar meanings were grouped into preliminary categories, such as collaborative 
learning, peer feedback, lecturer guidance, confidence in writing, awareness of mistakes, planning, language 
use, and reflective revision. 

Third, the condensed data were displayed in tables and thematic descriptions to make patterns easier to 
identify. Quantitative summaries from the questionnaire, such as percentages of agreement and strong 
agreement, were used to support the qualitative interpretation of students’ perceptions. Interview excerpts 
were then used to explain and enrich these patterns. Finally, conclusions were drawn by identifying 
recurring themes across the questionnaire and interview data and verifying whether the interpretations 
were consistent across different sources of evidence. This interactive process allowed the researchers to 
move back and forth between the data, emerging themes, and interpretations to ensure that the findings 
accurately represented students’ perceptions. 

2.7 Trustworthiness 

Several strategies were used to enhance the study's trustworthiness. First, data were collected from multiple 
sources, including CA and SR questionnaires and semi-structured interviews, enabling the researchers to 
compare and validate patterns across different forms of evidence. Second, member checking was conducted 
by asking selected participants to confirm that the interpreted data accurately reflected their experiences. 
Member checking is widely used in qualitative research to strengthen credibility by returning interpretations 
to participants for confirmation (McKim, 2023). Third, coding consistency was maintained by using a coding 
template throughout the analysis. A systematic coding procedure helps make qualitative analysis more 
transparent, organized, and traceable (Bingham, 2023). These procedures were applied to reduce researcher 
bias and ensure that the findings were grounded in participants’ actual responses. 
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3. Findings 

The results show that students generally perceived Collaborative Assessment (CA) and Self-Reflection 
(SR) positively in supporting their writing development. In this study, CA and SR were implemented as 
connected assessment practices: students first engaged in collaborative assessment activities involving peers 
and the lecturer, and then used self-reflection to reconsider their earlier drafts, identify weaknesses, and 
revise their writing more consciously. The findings indicate that CA was perceived as particularly strong in 
the assessment dimension. At the same time, SR was valued for helping students understand their writing 
process, recognize mistakes, and improve planning, language use, and revision awareness. These patterns 
are consistent with the visual summary in Figure 1 of the manuscript, where CA received 91% for learning 
and 96% for assessment, while SR received 88% for learning and 89% for assessment.  

3.1 Students’ Perceptions of Collaborative Assessment in Writing Development 

Students reported positive perceptions of Collaborative Assessment as both a learning activity and an 
assessment practice. As shown in Table 1, most students agreed or strongly agreed that CA helped them work 
happily in small groups, understand writing material under the lecturer's guidance, explain writing concepts 
through examples, gain confidence after their writing was reviewed, and learn from peers through 
assessment. The strongest response in the learning dimension was for the item “learning from each other 
through assessment,” with 51% agreeing and 45.1% strongly agreeing. Similarly, 46% agreed, and 49% 
strongly agreed that they enjoyed working in small groups. These results suggest that students viewed CA as 
a collaborative learning process that allowed them to exchange ideas, compare writing, and learn from one 
another’s strengths and weaknesses.  

Table 1. Students’ Perceptions of Collaborative Assessment for Learning and Assessment 

Dimension Indicator Main Response Pattern Interpretation 

Learning Working happily in a small group 46% agreed; 49% 
strongly agreed 

Students experienced CA as enjoyable 
and collaborative 

Learning Understanding material under the 
lecturer's guidance 

35.3% agreed; 47% 
strongly agreed 

Lecturer's guidance supported 
students’ comprehension 

Learning Explaining writing concepts using 
examples 

45.1% agreed; 45.1% 
strongly agreed 

CA helped students understand writing 
through examples 

Learning Having confidence after the review 49% agreed; 33.3% 
strongly agreed 

Feedback increased confidence in 
revised writing 

Learning Learning from others through 
assessment 

51% agreed; 45.1% 
strongly agreed 

Peer learning was a major benefit of CA 

Assessment Assessing writing under the 
lecturer's guidance 

54.9% agreed; 43.1% 
strongly agreed 

Students valued guided assessment 

Assessment Activating collaborative assessment 
activities 

45.1% agreed; 54.9% 
strongly agreed 

CA was strongly accepted as an 
assessment process 

Assessment Activating the lecturer role through 
ongoing assessment 

45.1% agreed; 51% 
strongly agreed 

Ongoing lecturer involvement 
strengthened CA 

 

The interview findings support these questionnaire results. Several students explained that CA helped them 
understand writing principles more clearly by allowing them to discuss examples, ask questions, and 
compare their work with their peers’ writing. One participant stated that collaborative assessment helped 
students better understand the principles of writing, while another explained that it provided contextual 
learning through examples and explanations. A further response indicated that students could build writing 
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skills by learning from their friends’ writing and observing both strengths and weaknesses. These responses 
suggest that CA was not perceived merely as a scoring activity, but as an interactive learning process that 
helped students construct writing knowledge through discussion, feedback, and shared evaluation.  

In the assessment dimension, students’ responses were even more positive. The item “activating 
collaborative assessment activities” received the highest overall response, with 45.1% agreeing and 54.9% 
strongly agreeing. Similarly, 54.9% agreed, and 43.1% strongly agreed that assessing writing under lecturer 
guidance was useful, while 45.1% agreed and 51% strongly agreed that the lecturer’s role was activated 
through ongoing assessment. These findings indicate that students valued the combination of peer 
involvement and lecturer guidance. CA was perceived as meaningful because it allowed students to 
participate in the assessment while still receiving support from a more knowledgeable source. Thus, students 
appeared to view CA as a constructive, guided assessment process rather than merely an independent peer-
review task. 

3.2 Students’ Perceptions of Self-Reflection in Writing Development 

Students also expressed positive perceptions of Self-Reflection as a practice that supported learning to write 
and assessment. As shown in Table 2, students generally agreed or strongly agreed that SR helped them 
understand the purpose of writing, begin writing with planning, express ideas logically, use appropriate and 
varied words, pay attention to language use, receive feedback positively, improve writing through CA, and 
reflect on weaknesses in their writing. In the learning dimension, the strongest response was to 
“understanding the writing purpose,” with 66% agreeing and 27% strongly agreeing. This indicates that SR 
helped students become more aware of the direction and purpose of their writing.  

Table 2. Students’ Perceptions of Self-Reflection for Learning and Assessment 

Dimension Indicator Main Response 
Pattern 

Interpretation 

Learning Understanding the writing 
purpose 

66% agreed; 27% 
strongly agreed 

SR helped clarify the writing direction 

Learning Starting writing with 
planning 

63% agreed; 31% 
strongly agreed 

SR supported strategic preparation 

Learning Expressing ideas logically 65% agreed; 10% 
strongly agreed 

SR helped, but logical organization remained 
more challenging 

Learning Using appropriate and varied 
words 

65% agreed; 22% 
strongly agreed 

SR supported vocabulary awareness 

Learning Giving attention to language 
use 

61% agreed; 31% 
strongly agreed 

SR promoted awareness of accuracy and 
language form 

Assessment Feeling happy to get feedback 
from others 

36% agreed; 59% 
strongly agreed 

Students valued feedback as part of reflection 

Assessment Improving writing from the 
CA process 

59% agreed; 35% 
strongly agreed 

SR helped students use CA feedback for revision 

Assessment Reflecting on writing 
weaknesses from CA 

57% agreed; 22% 
strongly agreed 

Most students could identify weaknesses, though 
some still found it difficult. 

 

The interview data further clarify how SR supported students’ writing development. Students reported that 
SR helped them identify previous mistakes, understand examples of appropriate and less appropriate 
paragraphs, learn how to write better paragraphs, recognize weaknesses in their writing, and improve 
sentence construction. One participant stated that SR helped identify past mistakes, while another explained 
that SR made it easier to understand reasonable and less appropriate paragraphs. Other students noted that 
SR helped them understand their weaknesses and learn how to write appropriate sentences. These 
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responses show that students perceived SR as useful because it encouraged them to look more critically at 
their writing and to connect feedback to future improvement.  

In the assessment dimension, students responded most positively to receiving feedback from others, with 
36% agreeing and 59% strongly agreeing that they felt happy to receive feedback. This suggests that students 
did not perceive feedback as threatening; rather, they saw it as a useful resource for improving their writing. 
The item “improving writing from the CA process” also received strong responses, with 59% agreeing and 
35% strongly agreeing, indicating that students were able to use collaborative feedback as a basis for 
revision. However, the item “reflecting on writing weaknesses from the CA process” received a slightly lower 
response, with 57% agreeing and 22% strongly agreeing, while some students disagreed. This suggests that 
although most students benefited from SR, some learners still found it challenging to identify weaknesses 
independently. 

3.3 The Integrated Role of Collaborative Assessment and Self-Reflection 

The results indicate that CA and SR were perceived as complementary rather than separate practices. CA 
helped students obtain external input through peer discussion, lecturer guidance, and collaborative 
feedback. In contrast, SR helped them process that input internally by identifying mistakes, reconsidering 
writing choices, and planning improvement. The visual summary in Figure 1 supports this interpretation: CA 
received higher percentages than SR, particularly in assessment, but both practices were positively perceived 
in learning and assessment dimensions. This suggests that students valued CA for its interactive and guided 
nature, while they valued SR for its reflective and self-awareness-building function.  

The integration of CA and SR appeared to support writing development in three main ways. First, it helped 
students understand writing principles more clearly through examples, explanations, and discussion. 
Second, it encouraged students to recognize their strengths and weaknesses by comparing their work with 
others and reflecting on their own drafts. Third, it supported revision by helping students use feedback more 
purposefully. The findings therefore suggest that students experienced CA and SR not only as assessment 
activities, but as learning processes that promoted participation, feedback use, reflective thinking, and 
writing improvement. These results answer the research question by showing that students perceived the 
use of Collaborative Assessment and Self-Reflection positively in supporting the development of their writing 
skills. CA was viewed as especially useful for collaborative learning, guided assessment, peer-supported 
understanding, and lecturer-supported feedback. SR was perceived as useful for clarifying writing purpose, 
planning ideas, improving language awareness, receiving feedback positively, and reflecting on weaknesses. 
However, the findings also indicate that deeper self-evaluation and logical idea development may require 
further scaffolding, as these aspects received relatively fewer responses than other items. 

4. Discussion 

The findings of this study indicate that students perceived Collaborative Assessment (CA) and Self-
Reflection (SR) as meaningful practices for supporting writing development in EFL higher education. Rather 
than viewing assessment merely as a mechanism for assigning scores or identifying errors, students 
experienced CA and SR as learning-oriented processes that helped them understand writing concepts, 
receive useful feedback, recognize weaknesses, and revise their work more consciously. This finding is 
important because writing development requires more than correcting linguistic errors; it involves the 
gradual construction of knowledge about ideas, organization, coherence, vocabulary, grammar, and revision. 
In this sense, the positive student responses suggest that CA and SR can reposition writing assessment from 
a product-oriented activity into a developmental process in which students actively participate in improving 
their own texts. This interpretation is consistent with Carless and Boud’s (2018) notion of feedback literacy, 
which emphasizes that students need to understand, evaluate, and use feedback rather than simply receive 
it. It also aligns with Andrade and Brookhart’s (2020) view that classroom assessment can function as a form 
of co-regulation, helping students monitor and improve learning through interaction, guidance, and 
reflection. 
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Students’ positive perceptions of CA show that collaborative assessment created a more interactive and 
supportive writing environment. The results revealed that students particularly valued working in small 
groups, learning from peers, discussing writing problems, and assessing drafts under the lecturer's guidance. 
These findings suggest that CA helped reduce the isolation often associated with writing by allowing students 
to share difficulties, compare drafts, clarify concepts, and learn from multiple perspectives. This is 
pedagogically significant because EFL students often struggle not only with grammar and vocabulary but 
also with understanding how to develop, organize, and revise ideas. Through CA, students were able to 
observe examples of stronger and weaker writing, discuss why certain choices were effective or problematic, 
and become more aware of the quality of their writing. Similar findings have been reported by Shuguang and 
Qiufang (2018), who found that teacher-student collaborative assessment helped learners identify 
weaknesses in their writing and revise more effectively. Recent studies also confirm that collaborative 
assessment can enhance writing performance and create more positive attitudes toward writing instruction 
(Kiasi & Rezaie, 2021; Xiaomeng & Ravindran, 2023; Taufiqulloh et al., 2024). The present study extends this 
line of research by showing that students valued CA not only for its support of assessment but also for making 
learning to write more dialogic, engaging, and socially mediated. 

Another important finding is that lecturer guidance remained central in students’ positive experience of CA. 
Although peer collaboration was highly valued, students also responded positively to being assessed on their 
writing under lecturer supervision and to the lecturer’s ongoing role in the assessment process. This 
indicates that collaborative assessment was most meaningful when peer interaction was supported by expert 
guidance. In EFL writing classrooms, students may not always feel fully confident in judging the quality of 
peers’ writing or in deciding how to revise their own drafts. Lecturer involvement can therefore help validate 
feedback, clarify writing criteria, and prevent misunderstandings during peer assessment. This finding 
supports Han and Xu’s (2020) argument that teacher feedback can shape the development of students’ 
feedback literacy and influence how students engage with peer feedback. It also resonates with Tai et al.’s 
(2018) concept of evaluative judgment, which highlights students’ ability to make informed decisions about 
the quality of work. In this study, CA appeared to support evaluative judgment by allowing students to 
compare texts, discuss quality indicators, and receive guidance from both peers and the lecturer. Thus, CA 
should not be interpreted simply as peer assessment; it is more accurately understood as a guided, dialogic, 
and shared assessment process. 

The findings also show that SR played an important role in helping students develop greater awareness of 
their writing process. Students perceived SR as useful for understanding the purpose of writing, planning 
before writing, selecting appropriate vocabulary, paying attention to language use, and identifying previous 
mistakes. These responses suggest that SR encouraged students to move beyond surface-level correction and 
reflect on how their writing was constructed. Reflection enabled students to look back at their drafts, 
consider the feedback they had received, and identify what needed improvement. This finding is consistent 
with research showing that reflective practices can strengthen metacognitive awareness and support writing 
development (Farahian et al., 2021; Sudirman et al., 2021; Simarmata & Sulistyaningrum, 2023). It also 
supports the findings of Gebremariam and Asgede (2023), who demonstrated that self-reflection-based 
instruction positively affected undergraduate students’ essay-writing achievement. In the present study, SR 
was valuable because it helped students connect prior writing experiences to new understandings, making 
revision more purposeful rather than merely corrective. 

However, the results also suggest that some aspects of SR were more challenging than others. Although 
students generally responded positively to SR, responses regarding expressing ideas logically and reflecting 
on writing weaknesses were lower than for other items. This indicates that deeper reflection and higher-
order writing awareness may not develop automatically. Students may be able to recognize surface-level 
issues such as vocabulary or grammar more easily, but identifying problems in logic, coherence, idea 
development, and argument structure requires more advanced metacognitive ability. This interpretation is 
supported by Qin et al. (2022) and Teng et al. (2022), who argue that planning, monitoring, and evaluating 
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are important metacognitive strategies that strongly influence writing performance. It is also consistent with 
Dyment and O’Connell’s (2011) reminder that reflection varies in quality and does not necessarily lead to 
deep learning unless students are guided in reflecting. Therefore, while SR is beneficial, lecturers need to 
provide clear reflection prompts, writing criteria, examples of reflective responses, and guided questions 
that direct students’ attention to content, organization, coherence, and language use. 

One of the most significant contributions of this study is the finding that CA and SR were perceived as 
complementary processes. CA provided students with external input through peer discussion, lecturer 
feedback, and collaborative evaluation, while SR helped students internalize that input through self-
evaluation and reflective revision. This sequence is pedagogically powerful because feedback alone does not 
guarantee improvement. Students need opportunities to interpret feedback, compare it with their own 
understanding, and decide how to apply it in revision. CA helped students see their writing from others’ 
perspectives, whereas SR helped them process those perspectives and transform them into personal 
learning. This finding aligns with To and Panadero (2019), who found that peer assessment can strengthen 
students’ self-assessment processes. It also supports Yu and Liu’s (2021) argument that feedback literacy in 
academic writing requires students to engage actively with feedback and use it for improvement. In this 
study, the integration of CA and SR helped connect feedback reception with reflective action, which is 
essential for sustainable writing development. 

The findings further suggest that integrated CA and SR can help address common problems in EFL writing 
instruction. Many EFL students experience writing as a solitary and difficult task, especially when the 
assessment focuses mainly on errors or final products. Under such conditions, students may become 
dependent on teacher correction and may not learn how to evaluate or revise their own writing 
independently. By contrast, CA and SR create a more participatory writing environment. CA allows students 
to engage in dialogue about the quality of their writing, while SR encourages them to examine their own 
choices and weaknesses. This combination supports both social and individual dimensions of writing 
development. Socially, students learn through discussion, peer comparison, and guidance from lecturers. 
Individually, they develop self-awareness, planning ability, and reflective judgment. This dual process is 
particularly relevant for EFL higher education, where students need to become more autonomous writers 
capable of revising and improving their work beyond teacher correction. 

The pedagogical implications of these findings are clear. First, writing lecturers should integrate 
collaborative assessment into writing instruction as a regular part of the drafting and revision process, not 
merely as an occasional peer-review activity. Students need structured opportunities to discuss drafts, 
identify writing problems, evaluate examples, and exchange feedback using clear assessment criteria. 
Second, lecturer guidance should remain visible throughout CA activities, as students benefit from expert 
clarification, modeling, and feedback validation. Third, SR should be scaffolded with specific reflection 
prompts that guide students in examining the purpose of their writing, organization of ideas, paragraph 
coherence, vocabulary choice, grammar, and revision decisions. Fourth, CA and SR should be deliberately 
sequenced: students can first receive and discuss feedback through CA, then complete SR tasks that require 
them to identify what they have learned, what problems remain, and how they will revise their drafts. Such 
a sequence can help students move from external feedback to internal regulation and from participation in 
assessment to independent improvement in writing. 

Despite its contributions, this study has several limitations. First, the study focused on 51 students from three 
writing classes within one English Education Department, so the findings may not be fully generalizable to 
other EFL contexts, institutions, or proficiency levels. Second, the study relied on students’ perceptions, as 
captured through questionnaires and interviews; therefore, the findings reflect perceived benefits rather 
than direct measurement of improvements in writing. Future studies should include an analysis of students’ 
drafts before and after the implementation of CA and SR to examine how these practices influence the quality 
of actual writing. Third, although the study explored students’ perceptions after classroom implementation, 
it did not examine how these perceptions changed over time. Longitudinal research would be useful to 
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investigate whether repeated engagement with CA and SR gradually improves students’ feedback literacy, 
reflective ability, and writing autonomy. Fourth, the study did not conduct a detailed comparison of the 
individual contributions of CA and SR, since both practices were implemented as an integrated approach. 
Future research may compare CA-only, SR-only, and integrated CA-SR models to identify how each approach 
contributes to different aspects of writing development. 

These findings demonstrate that CA and SR can make writing assessment more interactive, reflective, and 
development-oriented. Students perceived CA as valuable because it enabled them to learn from peers, 
receive lecturer-supported feedback, and participate actively in evaluating writing. They perceived SR as 
useful because it helped them recognize mistakes, understand the purpose of their writing, plan more 
carefully, and become more aware of their weaknesses. Most importantly, the integration of CA and SR 
appears to transform assessment into a learning process: CA brings feedback into dialogue, while SR turns 
feedback into self-awareness and revision. This supports the study's central argument that writing 
development in EFL classrooms can be strengthened when students are not only assessed by others but also 
guided to assess, reflect, and revise more consciously. 

5. Conclusion  

This study explored students’ perceptions of how Collaborative Assessment (CA) and Self-Reflection 
(SR) support EFL writing development. The findings show that students perceived both practices positively, 
not merely as assessment techniques but as complementary learning processes that helped them 
understand, evaluate, and improve their writing. CA was valued because it enabled students to learn through 
peer discussion, collaborative feedback, lecturer guidance, and shared evaluation of writing problems. 
Through this process, students gained a clearer understanding of writing principles, became more confident 
after their drafts were reviewed, and learned to identify strengths and weaknesses in written texts. SR 
further strengthened this process by encouraging students to revisit past mistakes, clarify their writing 
purposes, plan their ideas more carefully, pay attention to vocabulary and language use, and reflect on areas 
for improvement. The integration of CA and SR, therefore, helped transform writing assessment from a 
product-oriented judgment into a more interactive, reflective, and development-oriented practice. However, 
the findings also indicate that some aspects, particularly logical idea development and deeper self-evaluation, 
still require stronger instructional scaffolding. Pedagogically, writing lecturers should integrate collaborative 
feedback cycles with structured reflection prompts so that students can move from receiving feedback to 
using it critically to revise and self-improve. Although this study provides useful insights, it was limited to 
students’ perceptions within a single institutional context and did not directly measure changes in writing 
performance. Future research should involve larger, more diverse samples, analyze students’ written drafts 
before and after the implementation of CA-SR, and examine how repeated engagement with collaborative 
assessment and self-reflection develops students’ feedback literacy, reflective capacity, and writing 
autonomy over time. 
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