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Abstract

Although argumentative writing is a crucial skill for English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
university students, instruction in many contexts remains largely product-oriented, with
limited opportunities for feedback and revision. This study investigated the effectiveness of
formative assessment (FA), which included ongoing feedback and revision. A quasi-
experimental design was conducted with two intact first-year EFL classes, with one serving as
the experimental group and the other as the control group. Both classes completed pre-tests
and post-tests, but only the experimental class received multisource FA interventions,
including peer assessment, self-assessment, and teacher feedback. Results showed that the
experimental group improved significantly in post-test performance compared to pre-test,
t(64) = -6.96, p < .001, with a large effect size (d = 0.86), whereas the control group showed
only modest improvement, t(65) = -2.44, p = .018, d = 0.30. Between-group comparison
confirmed that the experimental class outperformed the control class in post-test scores,
t(129) =-3.63, p <.001, d = 0.63. These findings indicate that FA could support argumentative
writing development through timely feedback, self-regulation, and collaborative revision. The
study offers practical implications for EFL instructors seeking to improve students’ writing
skills through formative practices.

Keywords: Argumentative Writing, English as a Foreign Language, Formative Assessment,
Writing Performance, Quasi-Experimental Study

Introduction

In the academic context, argumentative writing is considered a foundational skill. While its
importance has long been emphasized in first language education, it has also attracted
increasing scholarly attention in EFL writing research in recent years (Darmawansah et al.,
2025; Guo et al., 2022; Nejmaoui, 2019). Argumentative writing is important because it
fosters both linguistic and higher-order thinking skills. By requiring students to formulate
claims, assess evidence, and address counterarguments, it promotes critical thinking rather
than mere opinion expression (Nejmaoui, 2019; Tan, 2023). In addition, argumentative
writing strengthens students’ reasoning and argumentation skills by requiring them to justify
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ideas logically and organize them coherently (Deane, 2018; Hyland, 2019; llyas & Arifin, 2025;
Ma, 2024). Therefore, argumentative writing is not only a key component of language
learning but also an essential tool for developing critical, logical, and independent thinkers.
However, despite its recognized importance, argumentative writing is also widely regarded
as one of the most challenging tasks for EFL learners because it places considerable demands
on their linguistic, cognitive, and rhetorical abilities (Inderawati et al., 2023; Murtadho, 2021;
Wale & Bishaw, 2020). Previous research on writing as a complex cognitive and social activity
has highlighted the multiple processes involved in planning, generating, and organizing text
(Li & Wang, 2024). Furthermore, challenges in argumentative writing may be intensified
further by learners’ developing linguistic resources and knowledge of disciplinary rhetorical
conventions (Bian & Wang, 2016; Hyland, 2019; Rahmat, 2019). Such challenges may become
even more prominent in educational contexts where writing instruction emphasizes final
products over process-oriented development.

In China, academic writing also holds an important position; nonetheless, focus is often placed
upon the quality of final written products over the writing process itself, despite ongoing
curriculum reform that calls upon writing instructors and language practitioners to shift the
focus on the process of developing language and writing skills (Cheng & Zhang, 2021; Zhang
& Cheung, 2018). As a result, students may receive limited process-oriented guidance,
including insufficient feedback for meaningful revision and sustained writing development
(Guo & Xu, 2021; Yan et al., 2024). Given that argumentative writing involves recursive
processes of planning, revising, and reflection, assessment approaches that support ongoing
learning and revision may be particularly valuable. In contrast to these summative assessment
practices, FA aims to enhance student learning, particularly when it provides detailed
feedback on strengths and weaknesses rather than numerical scores alone (Morris et al.,
2021).

A meta-analytic review commissioned by the Australian Education Research Organisation
(2024) found that FA is beneficial across different student subgroups and subject areas.
Through a review of studies published between 2014 and 2024, Song and Mukundan (2025)
highlighted a shift in tertiary EFL writing assessment from traditional summative evaluation
toward formative, learner-centered approaches. This shift is also evident in Chinese university
EFL classrooms. For example, Yan et al. (2024) examined university students’ perceptions of
multisource FA activities including peer assessment, self-assessment, and teacher feedback,
and found that FA promoted self-regulated learning and English proficiency. While their study
provided insights regarding FA, their data was qualitative, which could not demonstrate or
guantify the effectiveness of FA. Against this backdrop, this study will conduct a quasi-
experimental study with pre- and post-tests to examine the effectiveness of the intervention
on argumentative writing performance.

The study will be guided by the FA frameworks proposed by Sadler (1989), Black and Wiliam
(1998, 2009), and Wiliam and Thompson (2008). Drawing on these frameworks, five
pedagogically relevant strategies will be incorporated into classroom practice: clarifying goals,
eliciting evidence of learning, providing feedback, peer revision, and self-regulation. These
strategies are operationalized as a multisource FA intervention designed to improve Chinese
EFL students’ argumentative writing performance. This study contributes to the literature on
EFL writing and assessment by providing empirical evidence from a quasi-experimental
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investigation of FA in a Chinese university EFL context. It examines measurable changes in
students’ argumentative writing performance through a multisource FA intervention. The
findings also extend existing research by demonstrating how FA can function as an integrated
instructional approach rather than a set of isolated assessment techniques.

Literature Review

Formative Assessment and Writing Development

Evidence indicates that FA enhances student achievement across contexts (Lee et al., 2020).
In writing instruction, FA helps students identify weaknesses, revise drafts, and improve
performance (McNamara & Kendeou, 2022; Palermo & Thomson, 2019). Its positive effects
have been reported in relation to writing performance, revision ability, learning attitudes, and
learner autonomy (Burner, 2016; Guo & Xu, 2021; Mohamadi, 2018; Prastikawati & Wiyaka,
2020). Previous studies have further demonstrated the positive effects of FA on EFL students’
argumentative writing development. For example, Zhong and Yang (2021) found that FA
practices involving peer feedback, reflective journals, assessment sheets, and e-portfolios
significantly enhanced students’ argumentative writing performance and promoted logical
thinking, self-regulated learning, and the quality of peer feedback. These practices reflect the
integration of multiple assessment sources, including teacher feedback, peer feedback, and
self-assessment, within the writing process. Similarly, Burner (2016) emphasized that
feedback, revision, self-assessment, and active learner involvement are essential conditions
for FA to function effectively in EFL writing classrooms. By integrating multiple perspectives
into classroom assessment, multisource FA may provide learners with richer feedback,
greater opportunities for self-regulation, and more sustained engagement in argumentative
writing tasks.

Recent studies increasingly suggest that FA practices are more likely to support English writing
development when they involve explicit standards, learner participation, and iterative
revision. Peer assessment can promote improvement when students engage with peers’
texts, comment on them using clear criteria, and revise accordingly, with positive effects
reported for content, organization, and language use (Shang, 2022; Storch, 2019). Self-
assessment can be effectively supported by explicit criteria, such as checklists or rubrics,
which help students evaluate their work against defined standards (Andrade et al., 2010;
Teng, 2022; Xiao & Yang, 2019). Similarly, criteria-referenced self-assessment has been shown
to promote student learning and achievement by helping learners identify strengths and
areas for improvement (Andrade et al.,, 2010). In addition, process-oriented FA involving
repeated cycles of drafting, feedback, and revision tends to be more beneficial than
assessment focused exclusively on final products, as meaningful writing development often
occurs during revision (Burner, 2016; Mohamadi, 2018; Palermo & Thomson, 2019). Research
also suggests that combining teacher feedback, peer feedback, and self-reflection may yield
stronger outcomes than relying on a single feedback source, because different sources can
contribute to different aspects of writing development (Demirel & Enginarlar, 2016; Teng,
2022; Xiao & Yang, 2019).

Despite growing recognition of the potential of FA to support writing development, several
important gaps remain in the literature. In particular, classroom-based evidence from
experimental, quasi-experimental, and longitudinal studies remains limited, making it difficult
to determine how and under what conditions FA is effective (Lam, 2015; Weber et al., 2024).
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In addition, the mechanisms through which FA facilitates writing development remain
insufficiently specified (Fiskerstrand & Gamlem, 2023; Vasu et al., 2020; Zhong & Yang, 2021).
While prior studies have pointed to such factors as feedback, goal setting, peer assessment,
and reflection, how these elements interact to produce improvement in writing has not yet
been systematically examined (Fiskerstrand & Gamlem, 2023; Vasu et al., 2020; Walls &
Johnston, 2020; Weber et al., 2024; Zhong & Yang, 2021).

In response to these research gaps, the present study investigates the impact of FA practices
on students’ argumentative writing performance in a Chinese university EFL context.
Conceptualizing FA as an instructional intervention, the study examines how integrated
multisource FA practices—including teacher feedback, peer-supported revision, and self-
assessment—can contribute to writing improvement over time. By adopting a quasi-
experimental design, this study seeks to provide theoretically grounded and pedagogically
relevant evidence regarding the role of FA in enhancing argumentative writing outcomes in
higher education.

Formative Assessment as an Instructional Intervention

FA is viewed as a process through which evidence of learning is elicited, interpreted, and used
to support improvement. A central assumption is that feedback can promote learning only
when students understand the target, identify the gap between current and desired
performance, and act on that information (Sadler, 1989). In classroom settings, this process
is commonly associated with explicit criteria, feedback, learner participation, and
opportunities for revision (Black & Wiliam, 1998, 2009; Wiliam & Thompson, 2008). Recent
studies suggest that these elements are most effective when implemented systematically as
an integrated instructional approach rather than as isolated techniques (Lee, 2025). On this
basis, the present study conceptualizes FA as a criteria-guided, feedback-oriented, and
learner-engaged intervention in argumentative writing instruction. More specifically,
multisource FA practices are understood as integrated classroom enactments that combine
teacher-led actions, such as clarifying writing goals, eliciting evidence of student
understanding, and providing process-focused feedback, with learner-engaged practices,
such as peer revision and self-regulation. The framework assumes that when these elements
are systematically integrated into classroom instruction, they can support improvement in
students’ argumentative writing performance. This conceptualization is illustrated in Figure
1.
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Feedback Logic for Learning Improvement Iterative Evidence-Use Process in Formative Assessment
(Sadler, 1989) (Black & Wiliam, 1998; 2009)
Defining Standards Using Eliciting
Evidence Evidence

Evaluating Performance

Closing Learning Gap

Interpreting Evidence

Integrated Formative Assessment Practices Improvement in
(adapted from Wiliam & Thompson, 2008)
Argumentative Writing
Teacher-led Learner-engaged
*Goal clarification
*Peer revision

+Evidence elicitation
*Self-regulation

*Process feedback

Figure 1 Conceptual Framework of Formative Assessment and Writing Improvement

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The present study examines the effect of FA on EFL university students’ argumentative
writing. The investigation was guided by the following research questions and corresponding
hypotheses:

RQ1: Does the FA intervention improve the experimental group’s argumentative writing
performance?

Ha1: The FA intervention will significantly improve the experimental group’s argumentative
writing performance.

RQ2: Is the FA intervention more effective than traditional instruction in improving
argumentative writing performance?

Ha2: The FA intervention will be more effective than traditional instruction in improving
argumentative writing performance.

Methodology

A quasi-experimental pre-test—post-test design was adopted in this study to examine the
impact of FA practices on students’ argumentative writing performance in a university EFL
context. As illustrated in Figure 2, the research procedure involved participant grouping,
instructional intervention, scoring procedures, and statistical analysis.
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Participants: First-Year EFL Undergraduates

Experimental Group Control Group

Pre-test Writing Task

FA Intervention Conventional Instruction

Post-test Writing Task

Independent Rating (Two Trained Raters)

Statistical Analysis: Descriptive & t-tests

Figure 2 Quasi-Experimental Research Design of the Writing Intervention Study

Participants and Context

The participants were first-year undergraduate EFL students drawn from two intact classes at
a comprehensive university in eastern China. The two classes, each consisting of
approximately 70 students, were designated as the experimental group and the control
group. Such class sizes are typical of College English instruction at the university, where large-
class teaching is common. Using intact classes also allowed the FA intervention to be
implemented under regular instructional conditions. All participants had completed the
National College Entrance Examination and shared relatively similar English learning
backgrounds and proficiency levels, as reflected in their comparable entrance examination
scores and pre-test writing performance. The use of intact classes with similar class size and
consistent instructional conditions supported the comparability of the two groups prior to the
intervention.

Both classes shared the same instructor, curriculum, and teaching materials. The compulsory
English writing course followed the university’s regular alternating weekly schedule, with four
45-minute sessions in one week and two 45-minute sessions in the next throughout the
semester. The instructor was also the researcher who implemented the intervention and had
over ten years of teaching experience. Although this dual role may have introduced potential
researcher bias and expectancy effects, standardized instructional procedures and analytic
scoring rubrics were applied throughout the study to reduce these threats. In addition, having
the same instructor teach both groups helped ensure consistency in instructional delivery.
The study was conducted within the regular classroom setting without altering the existing
institutional timetable or course structure, thereby preserving the authenticity of the
instructional environment.
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Design and Intervention

At the beginning of the semester, both groups completed an argumentative writing pre-test
under comparable conditions. During the 16-week semester, the experimental group
participated in two structured FA writing cycles initiated in weeks 4 and 9, respectively. In
each cycle, the teacher clarified the writing goals and assessment criteria, students produced
an initial draft, engaged in peer review using a checklist on content, language, and
argumentative strategies, revised their drafts in response to peer comments, and then
completed a self-assessment task based on a rubric and written comments. Further revisions
were made by the students where necessary before teacher evaluation. In contrast, the
control group followed conventional writing instruction, which mainly emphasized
summative evaluation and offered limited structured opportunities for feedback-based
revision. At the end of the semester, both groups completed a post-test writing task.

Measures and Data Analysis

Students’ argumentative writing performance was measured using pre-test and post-test
tasks adapted from previous CET-4 writing prompts, which are widely used in China to assess
the English proficiency of non-English-major university students. The tasks were selected to
ensure an appropriate level of difficulty and relevance to university EFL learners. Students
were required to compose essays of at least 120 words within 30 minutes. Writing
performance was evaluated using a holistic scoring rubric consistent with standard CET-4
writing assessment practices. The rubric assesses overall writing quality by integrating
content development, organizational clarity, language use, and overall coherence into a single
score. All essays were independently rated by two experienced university English teachers,
each with more than six years of experience in evaluating CET-4 writing sections. The use of
parallel writing tasks and standardized scoring procedures helped enhance comparability and
reliability in performance measurement.

Prior to conducting parametric tests, assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variances
were examined. Normality was assessed using the Shapiro—Wilk test, which indicated that the
data did not significantly deviate from a normal distribution (p > .05 for all groups).
Homogeneity of variances was confirmed by Levene’s test (p > .05). Given the robustness of
t-tests to moderate violations of normality and the confirmation of baseline equivalence,
parametric tests were deemed appropriate.

For data analysis, descriptive statistics were first calculated to summarize the mean scores
and standard deviations of both groups. Paired-sample t-tests were conducted to examine
within-group changes from pre-test to post-test, while independent-sample t-tests were used
to compare differences between the experimental and control groups. Effect sizes (Cohen’s
d) were calculated to evaluate the magnitude of the observed differences. These analyses
enabled the study to determine the extent to which FA practices contributed to
improvements in students’ argumentative writing performance.

Validity, Reliability, and Ethics

Validity was addressed through the selection of writing tasks. Both pre-test and post-test
argumentative writing tasks were drawn from previous CET-4 writing prompts, standardized
assessments developed by language testing experts (Jin & Jie, 2024). A holistic scoring rubric
aligned with CET-4 practices was employed to evaluate overall writing quality. Two
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experienced CET-4 raters independently scored all essays after rubric training. To strengthen
internal validity in this quasi-experimental design, the experimental and control groups were
intact classes with identical instructional conditions (same instructor, curriculum, and
materials). Baseline equivalence was confirmed by pre-test scores, the intervention spanned
a full semester to mitigate history effects, and consistent testing procedures were applied
across groups (Shadish et al., 2002). Reliability was established through standardized scoring
procedures and independent double rating. Inter-rater reliability was examined using the
intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC = 0.81), indicating good agreement between the two
raters (Koo & Li, 2016). Discrepancies were resolved through discussion, and parallel writing
tasks were used for pre-test and post-test to ensure measurement stability.

This study strictly adhered to the ethical guidelines for educational research and received
ethical approval from the relevant institutional review board prior to data collection. All
participants were fully informed of the research purpose and procedures and provided
written informed consent before participation. Participants were assured of their right to
withdraw at any time without affecting their academic standing. All data were anonymized,
used solely for this research, and kept strictly confidential. The intervention was integrated
into the regular instruction of the experimental group and posed no additional risks to
participants. To ensure equitable benefits, students in the control group received the same
instructional intervention after the completion of the study.

Results

To examine the impact of FA intervention on students’ argumentative writing performance,
an independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the pretest scores between the
experimental and control groups. Prior to the t-test, assumptions of normality and
homogeneity of variances were checked. Graphical inspection of the Normal Q—Q plots
(Figures 3 and 4) showed that the data points for both groups generally followed the diagonal
line, indicating approximate normality. This observation was further supported by non-
significant Shapiro—Wilk test results (control: p = .132; experimental: p =.157). Levene’s test
confirmed homogeneity of variances (F = 0.138, p = 0.711). The t-test revealed no significant
difference between the experimental group (M = 74.22, SD = 6.47) and the control group (M
= 75.00, SD = 6.08), t(129) = -0.45, p = .65. This confirms baseline equivalence and supports
the validity of subsequent comparisons.

3

Expected Normal
(=]

50 60 70 80 90

Observed Value

Figure 3 Normal Q-Q Plot of Pretest Scores for the Control Group
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Figure 4 Normal Q-Q Plot of Pretest Scores for the Experimental Group

Within-Group Changes

Paired-samples t-tests were conducted to examine within-group changes from pre-test to
post-test. The control group showed an increase under traditional instruction. Their mean
scores rose from 75.00 (SD = 6.08) to 77.59 (SD = 5.55), and although the change was
statistically significant, t(65) = -2.44, p = .018, the effect size was relatively small (d = 0.30),
indicating limited improvement. The experimental group also showed improvement in writing
performance following the multisource FA intervention. Scores increased from pre-test (M =
74.22,SD = 6.47) to post-test (M = 81.02, SD = 5.25), with a statistically significant difference,
t(64) = -6.96, p < .001, and a large effect size (d = 0.86). The detailed results for both groups
are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1

Within-Group Changes in Writing Scores
Group (N) Pre-test (M £SD) Post-test (M +SD) t(df) p Cohen’s d
Exp (65) 74.22 £ 6.47 81.02 £5.25 -6.96 (64) <.001 0.86
Ctrl (66) 75.00 + 6.08 77.59 + 5.55 -2.44 (65) 018 0.30

Note. Exp = experimental group; Ctrl = control group; M = mean; SD = standard deviation.

Between-Group Comparison

To examine between-group differences at post-test, an independent-samples t-test was
conducted. The experimental group (M =81.02, SD = 5.25) achieved significantly higher scores
than the control group (M =77.59, SD = 5.55), t(129) = -3.63, p < .001, with a medium-to-large
effect size (d = 0.63). These results indicate that students exposed to FA outperformed those
receiving traditional instruction. The between-group comparison is presented in Table 2.

Table 2

Between-Group Comparison of Post-test Scores
Group (N) Post-test (M £ SD) t(df) p Cohen’s d
Exp (65) 81.02 % 5.25 -3.63 (129) <.001 0.63
Ctrl (66) 77.59 £5.55 - - -

Note. Exp = experimental group; Ctrl = control group; M = mean; SD = standard deviation.
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Distributional Patterns of Writing Score Changes

In addition to mean score improvements confirmed by t-tests, boxplots revealed how score
distributions changed across groups and testing occasions. Both groups showed improvement
from pre-test to post-test. The boxplots (Figure 5) indicate a more pronounced upward shift
in the experimental group. Notably, the entire box moved into a higher score region at post-
test, with the median increasing from approximately 75 to 81 and the interquartile range
shifting from about 70-79 to 77-85. The upward movement of the lower edge of the box
suggests improvement among lower-performing students, while the simultaneous rise in the
upper quartile reflects gains among higher-performing students.

In contrast, changes in the control group were relatively modest, with only a relatively small
increase in the median and little change in the position or spread of the box. Although the
median rose slightly from around 75 to 78, the position and height of the box remained
broadly similar across testing occasions, indicating relatively stable score dispersion.
Individual observations shown on the boxplots further support this pattern. At post-test,
experimental-group scores appear more densely clustered within the 80-88 range, whereas
control-group scores remain more widely scattered, with several observations still located in
lower performance bands.

I Control | | Experimental |
90 + 90 ° 90 *
° °
88 ° Load
° ° £ )
86 @ e C) I
85 + ° 85 QD
@ ety @D
@ ) @
At @ * L)
@ 81 SRR QB 81 QB
80 ° ° L) 3333
79 @ G2 79 D R
) 78 =) Q3B D
S35 @ C) 77 3D
@ D B L)
8.) 75 75| =Y D 75 3> %Y
o @ 74 == Q3D =)
© EE) @ R o
14 ) ) a2
71 —— 2 C ) *
70 @ ° 70 L
=] ° °
@ ) °
o £
@
65 a 65 °
3 64 e
°
°
@
60
59 @ 59 )
55 -
Pre Post Pre Post

Figure 5 Distribution of Writing Scores by Group and Testing Occasion

In combination, these visual patterns suggest that the intervention was associated with an
upward redistribution of scores across the performance range rather than a substantial
reduction in score variability. Visual inspection of score distributions provides converging
descriptive evidence for the statistically significant improvement observed in the
experimental group.

Discussion

This study found that the experimental group demonstrated significantly greater
improvement in argumentative writing performance than the control group. Although both
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groups made progress, the gain in the experimental group was substantially larger. These
results indicate that multisource FA could effectively enhance writing development in the
university context.

Interpretation of the Intervention Effects

The effectiveness of FA observed in this study may be accounted for by the theoretical
frameworks of the study. Effective feedback requires three conditions: defining standards,
evaluating performance, and closing the gap (Sadler, 1989). In the present study, teachers
clarified writing standards using rubrics; students evaluated their own performance through
ongoing feedback and peer assessment; and subsequent revisions were aimed at reducing
the discrepancy between current performance and target standards. Meanwhile, evidence of
student writing was elicited through classroom observations, written drafts, peer feedback,
and self-assessment. Teachers and students jointly interpreted this evidence, and students
subsequently used it to guide their revisions. This iterative process enabled continuous
improvement for writing (Black & Wiliam, 1998, 2009). At the level of concrete strategies, the
integrated framework proposed by Wiliam and Thompson (2008) illustrates how FA may be
operationalized in classroom practice. Teachers set goals, elicited evidence, and provided
process-oriented feedback, while students engaged in peer revision and self-regulation. The
synergy between these two dimensions likely contributed to the observed gains.

Both groups made progress, but the experimental group improved more. Two reasons may
account for the control group’s progress. First, regular instruction itself may have had some
effect. Second, practice effects from taking the pre-test may have contributed to better post-
test performance (Shadish et al., 2002). However, the control group’s progress was relatively
limited. Previous theoretical and empirical work on FA may help explain this pattern.
According to Sadler (1989), the control group may have experienced only the first two steps
of effective feedback, i.e., defining standards and evaluating current performance without
fully engaging in the third condition of closing the gap. In accordance with Black and Wiliam
(1998, 2009), the control group may have remained largely at the stage of eliciting evidence
(e.g., receiving a score) without fully interpreting and using that evidence to improve
performance. From the perspective of Wiliam and Thompson (2008), the control group lacked
the learner-engaged strategies, such as peer revision and self-regulation, which may support
the internalization and use of feedback. In contrast, the experimental group engaged more
fully in the feedback cycle: they clarified standards, evaluated their performance, and closed
the gap through targeted revision. They participated in the iterative process of eliciting,
interpreting, and using evidence to guide their writing. In addition, the combination of
teacher-led support and learner-engaged practices may have strengthened the effectiveness
of the intervention. These theory-informed interpretations help explain why the experimental
group showed greater improvement.

As first-year non-English-major undergraduates, many participants may have had limited
prior experience with peer assessment, self-assessment, and iterative revision practices. In
this context, the use of multisource feedback may have reduced ambiguity regarding writing
expectations and provided students with clearer performance standards and more
opportunities for reflection and revision. Rather than relying solely on teacher correction,
students in the experimental group actively participated in peer review, self-assessment, and
iterative revision, which may have contributed to their greater improvement in
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argumentative writing performance. The intervention was implemented within a large-class,
examination-oriented Chinese EFL context, where writing instruction has traditionally been
characterized by teacher-centered practices and a strong emphasis on final written products
and test performance. In such settings, opportunities for sustained formative interaction and
learner-centered revision practices are often limited. Therefore, the integration of
multisource formative feedback in the present study may be considered particularly relevant,
as it attempted to introduce process-oriented writing development within a traditionally
product-oriented instructional environment. This suggests that FA approaches, when
implemented through multisource feedback, may be adaptable to traditional EFL classroom
environments. The novelty of the present study lies in its implementation as a multisource
feedback system integrating teacher feedback, peer assessment, and self-assessment within
a unified criteria-based framework.

The effectiveness of FA may also be closely related to the cognitive and structural demands
of argumentative writing, which requires students to construct logical arguments, organize
ideas coherently, and support claims with evidence. These genre-specific demands make
argumentative writing particularly responsive to feedback and revision processes. In the
present study, the multisource FA approach provided students with repeated opportunities
to refine their arguments, reorganize their ideas, and improve coherence through iterative
feedback cycles. This sustained engagement with feedback and revision may help explain the
observed improvement in students’ overall writing performance.

The findings of the present study have implications for theory, practice, and pedagogy.
Although FA is not a new concept and its positive effects on writing performance have been
widely documented (e.g., Cheng & Zhang, 2021; Guo & Xu, 2021; Yan et al., 2024), the present
study suggests that its effectiveness may be better understood in terms of how it is
implemented rather than whether it works. Specifically, the findings indicate that the
integration of multisource feedback may strengthen the FA cycle by providing clearer
performance standards and multiple opportunities for revision. From a theoretical
perspective, this implies that FA should not be conceptualized as a single feedback
mechanism, but rather as an interactive system involving multiple sources of assessment
(teacher, peer, and self).

The study also has practical implications for curriculum design and assessment. The positive
effects observed in the experimental group suggest that structured multisource FA practices,
such as teacher feedback, peer review, and self-assessment, can be meaningfully
incorporated into regular writing instruction to support students’ development over time. In
this respect, the study indicates that writing instruction may benefit from moving beyond a
predominantly summative orientation toward a more process-focused model that embeds
feedback and revision into the curriculum. The use of CET-4-based writing tasks in the present
study further suggests that standardized assessment materials can also serve formative
purposes when they are integrated with feedback and revision cycles. At the same time, the
implementation of FA may require institutional support, including sufficient time for feedback
and revision and classroom conditions that enable sustained teacher and student
engagement.
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Pedagogically, the findings highlight the importance of organizing writing instruction around
explicit standards, multiple sources of evidence, and opportunities for revision. Teachers need
to make writing expectations visible before students begin writing so that learners can judge
their own work against clear criteria. They also need to gather evidence from varied sources,
including student drafts, peer feedback, self-assessment, and classroom interaction, in order
to develop a fuller understanding of students’ progress. Most importantly, feedback should
not remain at the level of comments or scores; it needs to be used to guide concrete revision.
Structured peer review and self-assessment can play an important role in this process by
helping students internalize criteria, reflect on weaknesses, and develop greater self-
regulation in writing. In this sense, the pedagogical value of FA lies not in adding more
assessment activities, but in ensuring that assessment evidence is used to support
improvement.

Limitations and Future Directions

Several limitations of the study should be acknowledged, along with directions for future
research. One limitation concerns the research design. This study employed a quasi-
experimental design with intact classes, as random assignment of students to different classes
was not feasible in authentic educational setting. Where circumstances permit, future
research employing randomized controlled designs would provide more evidence.

A further limitation concerns the intervention duration. The intervention spanned one
semester, leaving it unclear whether the observed effects can be sustained over longer
periods. Longitudinal designs across multiple semesters or academic years would help
determine the durability of FA effects on writing development.

The study is also limited in terms of outcome measures, which were confined to writing
scores. Incorporating process data such as drafts, reflections, or interviews would yield a more
comprehensive understanding. It mainly relied on quantitative measures and did not explore
in depth students’ qualitative experiences with FA. Future research could incorporate
gualitative methods, such as interviews or think-aloud protocols, to illuminate how students
interpret feedback, engage in self-regulation, and develop metacognitive strategies during
FA.

Conclusion

This study examined whether FA could improve argumentative writing among university EFL
students, and the findings indicate that it can. The experimental group showed significantly
greater improvement than the control group, suggesting that FA can effectively support
argumentative writing development in this context.

The contribution of the present study lies not merely in examining FA in a university setting,
but in showing how major perspectives on FA can be operationalized within a coherent
classroom-based intervention. By integrating feedback, evidence use, peer review, self-
assessment, and revision into a connected instructional process, the study provides empirical
support for FA as an integrated pedagogical approach rather than a set of isolated techniques.
It also shows that such an approach can be implemented through authentic regular classroom
practices. In this respect, the study contributes not only context-specific evidence, but also a
practical model for enacting FA in university writing instruction. Overall, these findings
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suggest that FA has considerable value for university EFL writing instruction and warrants
further investigation across other contexts and writing tasks.
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