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A B S T R A C T

This study investigated the effects of assessor gender (male vs. female), fictitious assessee gender 
(male vs. female), and assessment training (with vs. without) on peer feedback specificity (i.e. 
localisation and focus) and intrapersonal factors (i.e. trust in the self as an assessor and 
discomfort). This study involved 240 undergraduate psychology students (nMen=120, 
nWomen=120), with half receiving assessment training and the other half receiving the task in
structions. Participants were divided into eight subgroups based on training condition and their 
self-reported gender to provide peer feedback to three writing samples (poor, average, excellent 
quality) by fictitious male or female peer assessees in Eduflow. A total of 3017 peer feedback 
segments were analysed, revealing that trained or untrained male and female assessors were 
comparable in most peer feedback specificity categories when assessing fictitious male or female 
assessees. Nonetheless, we also found that female assessors excelled in certain categories of peer 
feedback specificity, while male assessors also demonstrated competencies in other categories. 
Results also showed that assessors who received assessment training provided localised peer 
feedback in all the writing samples. Finally, gender and training did not affect participants’ trust 
in their abilities and (dis)comfort when providing peer feedback.

Studies have noted that peer feedback can positively impact cognitive, affective, and social outcomes for students (Kerman et al., 
2023; Panadero et al., 2023). Nonetheess, evidence suggests that student characteristics can hinder the peer feedback process. For 
example, studies have found that male and female assessors generate feedback of varying characteristics, which may affect how 
assessees implement and benefit from peer feedback (e.g., Ocampo et al., 2023, 2025). Moreover, students’ internal reactions towards 
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peer feedback can undermine its effectiveness. Some students do not trust their peers’ ability to provide quality feedback (e.g., To & 
Panadero, 2019), further emphasising the impact of individual characteristics on the peer feedback process.

The importance of investigating student characteristics in the feedback process has been highlighted in the seminal work of Lip
nevich and Panadero (2021) and Panadero and Lipnevich, (2022), where they forwarded that students’ characteristics (e.g. gender, 
emotions, abilities) are central to the feedback process because these individual characteristics may influence and moderate the other 
elements in the feedback process. Given this, exploring how students may be supported to provide sound assessments in written works 
is crucial. Specifically, it is important to investigate how issues related to gender and intrapersonal factors may be lessened by 
assessment training to enable students to develop peer feedback with better characteristics. Thus, this study aims to investigate the 
effects of gender and assessment training on peer feedback specificity and intrapersonal factors.

1. Applying the MISCA model in peer feedback research

Lipnevich and Panadero (2021) synthesised fourteen feedback models and typologies spanning four decades of feedback research. 
It mentioned how individual student characteristics influence how feedback is described, how students internally process feedback, 
how students interact with feedback agents, and how feedback is presented to impact learning. These elements served as the 
groundwork for the meta-model of feedback, the Message, Implementation, Student Characteristics, Context, and Agents, or the MISCA 
model (Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022). Since the MISCA model highlights the integrated interactions between these elements, we will 
investigate the interactions between the Student Characteristics, Message, and Context in this study. We chose these three elements 
because of their growing importance in the peer assessment literature (see Alqassab et al., 2023). These elements encompass certain 
variables (e.g., Student Characteristics: Intrapersonal Factors, Gender; Message: Peer Feedback Characteristics; Context: Scaffolds) that 
are gaining attention in peer assessment research because of their instrumental influence on effective peer assessment implementation 
(Kerman et al., 2023). Though the MISCA model was not explicitly built for peer assessment research, its generalisability transcends 
varied areas in feedback research, given the array of feedback typologies and models they systematically integrated. For instance, the 
MISCA model is now used in peer assessment research (e.g., Byl & Topping, 2023).

2. Student characteristics: what’s the role of intrapersonal factors and gender?

The MISCA model highlights the central role of students in the feedback process, proposing that their complex individual char
acteristics may influence how they provide and process feedback (Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022). Evidence supporting this proposition 
is increasing in peer assessment literature. The review of Panadero et al. (2023) found that students generate various intrapersonal and 
interpersonal reactions due to the social nature of peer assessment. Interpersonal factors are social variables (e.g., trust in the peer as an 
assessor), and intrapersonal factors (e.g., trust in the self as an assessor) are variables internal to the learner that influence peer 
assessment processes and outcomes. This review also suggests that peer assessment influences intrapersonal and interpersonal factors, 
just as these factors impact peer assessment (i.e., bidirectional hypothesis). Since we focus on the internal reactions of the assessors 
when giving peer feedback in this article, we will review intrapersonal variables in the context of gender in the subsequent sections of 
this article.

While some found the absence of gender effects on intrapersonal issues during peer assessment (e.g., Gatfield, 1999), some studies 
found differences for men and women. Seroussi et al. (2023) found that men and women did not differ in comfort and trust in 
themselves when providing peer feedback, but women were more willing to provide peer feedback. On the contrary, Ocampo et al. 
(2022) found that men felt less trust in themselves as assessors and discomfort when assessing women’s writing, especially if they did 
not receive assessment training. Moreover, studies also found that women experience more discomfort than men because of the social 
nature of peer assessment (e.g., Rotsaert et al., 2017; Zou et al., 2018). These studies purport that men and women differ in intra
personal reactions due to peer assessment (or vice-versa). These findings underscore the importance of prioritising student charac
teristics as it may influence peer assessment processes and outcomes (Panadero et al., 2023). Importantly, it strengthens the interaction 
of Student Characteristics and Message elements proposed in the MISCA model discussed above (Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022). Given 
this, it is important to unpack the characteristics of students’ peer feedback messages, as the content embedded in the ‘Message’ 
element can be one of the roots of students’ adverse interpersonal reactions towards peer assessment.

3. Message: how is peer feedback message affected by student characteristics?

The characteristics of the feedback that students receive must be quality if we want them to use it actively. The MISCA model 
proposes that the feedback message has content and function categories (Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022) . Content refers to typologies 
integrated in the feedback (i.e., verification, valence, load, and type of information), while function pertains to the intended meaning 
(i.e., learning/performance, motivation/affect, or self-regulatory) of the feedback provided by the assessor (e.g., peer). In peer 
assessment literature, studies have focused on analysing the content characteristics that should be embedded in a peer feedback 
message, especially in writing instruction (e.g., Gielen & De Wever, 2015; Nelson & Schunn, 2009; Patchan et al., 2016). Among these, 
Patchan et al.’s (2016) work is acknowledged for its thoroughness and relevance in writing instruction research. In line with the MISCA 
model, Patchan et al.’s coding scheme captures the verification, valence, and load classifications while emphasising how information 
types (e.g., specificity) may affect implementation.

Patchan et al. (2016) investigated how peer feedback characteristics affect feedback implementation and revision quality. They 
built their framework on the earlier work of Nelson and Schunn (2009) by expanding the features of peer feedback that promote 
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implementation. Although subsequent revisions of Patchan et al.’s model have been proposed (e.g., Wu & Schunn, 2023), we believe 
that using Patchan and colleagues’ model adds more value to this study as it fleshes out the specific content in peer feedback in the 
context of writing instruction. In their model, Nelson and Schunn (2009) and Patchan et al. (2016) mentioned that peer feedback 
specificity pertains to the specific details that are included in the peer feedback message. They framed that the specificity of a peer 
feedback message varies on a continuum from outcome feedback (e.g., right or wrong) to highly specific feedback (e.g., localisation, 
and focus).

Peer feedback localisation is a component of peer feedback specificity that refers to the extent to which feedback identifies the part 
of the work containing an issue (Nelson & Schunn, 2009). Localisation can be classified as general, text, quote, or topic, depending on 
how precisely the feedback points to the problematic section. On the other hand, peer feedback focus refers to the type of issue in the 
text that the assessor highlights in their feedback. This can be categorised into low prose, high prose, or substance, depending on 
whether the comments concern surface-level writing features, more complex stylistic aspects, or the content and argumentation itself 
(Patchan et al., 2016). On the receiving end, some studies show that the specificity of peer feedback did not influence performance 
(Gielen et al., 2010), while others found that receiving praise and localised peer feedback increased the likelihood of implementation 
(Patchan et al., 2016). However, while localised peer feedback was more likely to be implemented, it did not improve revision quality, 
whereas focused feedback, though less likely to be implemented, led to improved revisions (Patchan et al., 2016). In the context of 
gender, we found that men had better essay revisions after receiving specific peer feedback, while women had better essay revisions 
after receiving concise peer feedback (Ocampo et al., 2025).

On the providing end, some studies note that gender does not affect peer feedback specificity in writing contexts. For instance, 
gender did not influence the specific peer feedback provided in literature reviews (Ocampo et al., 2023). On the other hand, men were 
found to provide specific suggestions in their peer feedback of writing reports, but women’s peer feedback was more localised and 
focused (Leung et al., 2010). Females’ peer feedback was seen to be more justified and detailed in argumentative essays (Noroozi et al., 
2022). However, given the mixed findings in the literature, it remains unclear which gender consistently provides specific peer 
feedback. It is crucial to examine how gender influences the specificity of peer feedback, as assessees may disregard the feedback from 
peers of a particular gender (Cao et al., 2019). Additionally, though studies highlight differences between males and females in the peer 
feedback they provide, no research has explored whether they differ in peer feedback specificity, except Leung et al. (2010), which 
utilised a descriptive approach. This is an important gap, given the evidence that localised and focused feedback can increase the 
likelihood of peer feedback uptake (Nelson & Schunn, 2009; Patchan et al., 2016).

As summarised by Lipnevich and Panadero (2021), the effectiveness of feedback in improving performance and achievement 
depends on the specific characteristics of the feedback provided. One would think that highly specific feedback would lead to more 
learning improvements, but the reviewed literature above showed mixed effects, especially in relation to gender. This proves the 
variability and the complexity of the elements within the (peer) feedback process. As a result, we must provide consistent and 
organised scaffolds to ensure that students provide quality peer feedback to minimise potential deterrents in the peer feedback process.

4. Context: can assessment training improve peer feedback and intrapersonal factors?

The MISCA model highlights instructional design as crucial for effective feedback activities (Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022). 
Providing scaffolding to students to compose specific, localised, and focused feedback has been shown to improve the content of peer 
feedback (Baker, 2016; Hoogeveen & van Gelderen, 2013). Literature notes that scaffolding through assessment training is a 
well-established strategy for enhancing peer feedback content. To illustrate, Min (2016) examined the instructional design of 
assessment training programs and identified that peer assessment discussion, feedback provision demonstration, and students’ 
application of peer feedback provision are common components of assessment training programs. Studies implementing these com
ponents showed significant improvements in students’ peer feedback, and their interpersonal and intrapersonal reactions during peer 
assessment (Alqassab et al., 2018; Lam, 2010; Min, 2016; Rotsaert et al., 2018; Sluijsmans et al., 2004).

Studies directly investigating assessment training’s influence on minimising gender issues when providing peer feedback are scant 
and mixed. Trained male and female assessors did not differ in the number of specific peer feedback provided, but female assessors 
provided more general peer feedback than men (Hamer et al., 2015). Untrained male assessors were less reliable in peer assessments of 
literature reviews compared to trained male and female assessors (Ocampo et al., 2022). On the other hand, both male and female 
assessors showed gender bias towards opposite-sex peer assessees, even after receiving advanced assessment training (Aryadoust, 
2016). Regarding assessment training’s effects on intrapersonal factors, the recent review of Senden and Coertjens (2024) showed 
positive benefits favouring assessment training. For instance, trained male and female assessors reported comfort and trust in their 
abilities (Ocampo et al., 2022).

Overall, these findings show the importance of assessment training in enhancing peer feedback and intrapersonal factors. None
theless, studies that examine the combined effects of assessment training in minimising gender issues, improving peer feedback 
content, and intrapersonal factors are limited (see Ocampo et al., 2023, 2022). This is crucial since prior studies have found evidence of 
gender stereotypes perpetuating peer assessments (Cao et al., 2019; Torres-Guijarro & Bengoechea, 2017), which has the potential to 
influence the other elements in the feedback process (see Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022). Thus, it is necessary to explore how the student 
characteristics (i.e., gender and intrapersonal factors), message (i.e. peer feedback specificity), and context (i.e., assessment training) 
elements influence the peer feedback process.
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5. Aim and research questions

This study is part of a larger research project examining the influence of gender on peer assessment. In our previous study (Ocampo 
et al., 2023), we focused on peer feedback characteristics that are related to problem identification and providing solutions. We 
investigated how verification (i.e., right or wrong) and elaboration (i.e., informative or suggestive) peer feedback is affected by gender 
and training. In this study, we extend our previous work by focusing on the specific characteristics of peer feedback messages. Spe
cifically, we investigate how the localisation and focus of peer feedback are influenced by gender and training. We sought to inves
tigate this because receiving specific feedback can help students improve their performance (Lipnevich & Panadero, 2021). However, 
students’ individual characteristics may deter quality peer feedback provision. Nonetheless, assessment training can be a powerful 
scaffold to help students provide specific feedback (Baker, 2016; Hoogeveen & van Gelderen, 2013). In this study, we examine the 
interplay between the Message (i.e., peer feedback message specificity), Student Characteristics (i.e., gender and intrapersonal fac
tors), and Context (i.e., Assessment Training) elements of the MISCA model (Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022). Specifically, we aim to 
investigate the effects of gender and assessment training on peer feedback specificity and intrapersonal factors.

We examine the following independent variations on peer feedback specificity (peer feedback localisation and focus) and intra
personal factors (trust in the self as an assessor and dis/comfort) using a randomised controlled trial (2 × 2 × 2): (1) assessor gender 
(male vs. female), (2) fictitious assessee gender (male vs. female), and (3) assessment training (with vs. without). Our research 
questions are as follows: 

RQ1. Does assessor gender, assessee gender and assessment training affect peer feedback localisation (i.e., general, text, quote, and 
topic)?

RQ2. Does assessor gender, assessee gender and training affect peer feedback focus (i.e., low prose, high prose, and substance)?

RQ3. Does assessor gender, assessee gender and training affect intrapersonal factors (i.e., trust in the self as an assessor and dis/ 
comfort)?

6. Method

6.1. Participants

A total of 240 undergraduate psychology students participated in this study. Participants were enrolled in research writing courses 
at a private university in the Philippines. Data were collected during the 2021–2022 and 2022–2023 academic years. Based on their 
self-reported gender, there were 120 men and 120 women whose mean age was 20.8 (SD = 1.16). There were 121 participants (60 men 
and 61 women) who underwent assessment training and 119 participants who did not receive peer assessment training. Participants 
were further divided into eight subgroups (i.e., four per condition), where they provided peer feedback to fictitious male or female 
assessees (see Fig. 2 for distribution). Across all conditions, 61.7 % (i.e. 51.4 % in the assessment training and 48.6 % in the no 
assessment training condition) of participants reported prior experience giving peer feedback.

6.2. Materials

6.2.1. Writing samples
Participants provided peer feedback on three writing samples of poor, average, and excellent quality, as rated by three independent 

experts (i.e. psychology instructor, educational assessment expert, and writing instructor) using the same rubric as the participants, 
with high inter-rater reliability (ICC =.984). The writing samples were literature review drafts from former students to enhance 
ecological validity. The writing samples cover topics on e-learning (poor), passion (average), and burnout (excellent). To establish the 
assessee gender manipulation, assessors provided feedback on the same three writing samples, with only the gender of the assessee 
being altered based on their respective subgroup (see Fig. 2).

6.2.2. Writing Rubric
Participants used a department recommended rubric for research projects. Those in the assessment training condition were 

instructed to use it as a guide for composing their peer feedback. In contrast, those in the no assessment training condition only had the 
rubric in their Eduflow account for reference and no further instructions on using it. The writing rubric is in Supplementary Material 1.

6.2.3. Eduflow platform
Students gave peer feedback using Eduflow, a platform designed for assessment. Each student was assigned an individual account 

for the task (see Fig. 1). All participants were trained to submit their peer feedback in Eduflow.

6.3. Measures

6.3.1. Peer Feedback Specificity
Patchan et al.’s, (2016) definitions of peer feedback localisation and peer feedback focus were used to code peer feedback spec

ificity in this study, as it is the most intricate one in the literature. Peer feedback localisation was further categorised into general, text, 
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Fig. 1. Participant Eduflow Page.
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Fig. 2. Study Procedure Flowchart.
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quote, and topic. On the other hand, the focus of peer feedback was further categorised and coded into low prose, high prose, and 
substance. Originally, this coding scheme was used only to code criticism peer feedback (i.e., feedback explaining problems or so
lutions) and not for positively phased peer feedback. However, we have also decided to use it to code positively phrased peer feedback 
because there was positively phrased peer feedback that showed specificity in our dataset.

Following Strijbos et al. (2006) peer feedback data were divided into syntactical units for content analysis. Random peer feedback 
messages were segmented by the first and third authors with high agreement (93 %), subsequent individual segmentation resulted in 
3017 segments that were content analysed. The authors collaboratively discussed the coding scheme for content analysis before 
independently coding the segments for the presence (1) or absence (0) of peer feedback localisation and focus categories. To ensure a 
common understanding of the peer feedback coding scheme, 455 random segments were double-coded for interrater agreement. All 
Kappa values were above the conventional threshold of.80, indicating agreement between the two coders (Landis & Koch, 1977). The 
descriptions, examples, and interrater agreement are in the Appendix.

6.3.2. Intrapersonal factors
Participants responded to two single-item questions for intrapersonal factors based on Ocampo et al. (2022). The first question 

about trust in themselves as an assessor was, “How effective did you feel in giving peer feedback to your peer’s review of related literature 
drafts?” (1 = Extremely Ineffective to 5 = Extremely Effective). The last question about discomfort was, “How comfortable did you feel in 
giving peer feedback to your peer’s review of related literature draft?” (1 = Extremely Uncomfortable to 5 = Extremely Comfortable).

Table 1 
Peer feedback localisation and focus for the poor writing sample.

Poor Writing Sample

Groups M SD Min Max U z p r

General Localisation Male Assessor .629 .338 .00 1.00 5017.5 − 4.22 < .001*** − 0.27
Female Assessor .810 .239 .00 1.00 ​
Male Assessee .685 .333 .00 1.00 6527.5 − 1.30 .194 − 0.08
Female Assessee .754 .272 .00 1.00 ​
Training .713 .290 .00 1.00 6763.5 − .843 .399 − 0.05
No Training .727 .322 .00 1.00 ​

Text Localisation Male Assessor .183 .237 .00 1.00 5830.5 − 2.90 .004** − 0.19
Female Assessor .092 .160 .00 .800 ​
Male Assessee .138 .215 .00 1.00 7185.5 − .030 .976 0.00
Female Assessee .136 .200 .00 .667 ​
Training .161 .219 .00 1.00 6206.0 − 2.08 .037* − 0.13
No Training .113 .192 .00 .800 ​

Quote Localisation Male Assessor .014 .069 .00 .500 6732.0 − 1.74 .082 − 0.11
Female Assessor .022 .071 .00 .500 ​
Male Assessee .011 .053 .00 .500 6934.5 − .986 .324 − 0.06
Female Assessee .025 .084 .00 .500 ​
Training .020 .072 .00 .500 6979.0 − .819 .413 − 0.05
No Training .017 .069 .00 .500 ​

Topic Localisation Male Assessor .092 .231 .00 1.00 6875.5 − .930 .352 − 0.06
Female Assessor .045 .123 .00 .500 ​
Male Assessee .087 .192 .00 1.00 6384.0 − 2.34 .019* − 0.15
Female Assessee .051 .179 .00 1.00 ​
Training .055 .166 .00 1.00 6796.5 − 1.15 .248 − 0.07
No Training .083 .204 .00 1.00 ​

Low Prose Male Assessor .263 .288 .00 1.00 5227.5 − 3.74 < .001*** − 0.24
Female Assessor .382 .243 .00 1.00 ​
Male Assessee .315 .251 .00 1.00 7060.0 − .266 .791 − 0.02
Female Assessee .331 .293 .00 1.00 ​
Training .314 .244 .00 1.00 7051.5 − .281 .779 − 0.02
No Training .332 .300 .00 1.00 ​

High Prose Male Assessor .256 .281 .00 1.00 6589.0 − 1.18 .237 − 0.08
Female Assessor .193 .200 .00 .667 ​
Male Assessee .216 .239 .00 1.00 6971.5 − .442 .658 − 0.03
Female Assessee .232 .252 .00 1.00 ​
Training .245 .246 .00 1.00 6417.0 − 1.51 .130 − 0.10
No Training .203 .244 .00 1.00 ​

Substance Male Assessor .370 .333 .00 1.00 6849.0 − .661 .508 − 0.04
Female Assessor .386 .259 .00 1.00 ​
Male Assessee .365 .305 .00 1.00 6859.5 − .642 .521 − 0.04
Female Assessee .391 .292 .00 1.00 ​
Training .361 .284 .00 1.00 6727.0 − .890 .373 − 0.06
No Training .396 .312 .00 1.00 ​

* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
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6.4. Procedure

All procedures in this study were conducted in accordance with ethical guidelines and were approved by the respective University 
Ethics Committees: the authors’ institution (ETK-33/20–21) and the participants’ university (REC_22_028). This study was conducted 
in psychology research writing courses where peer feedback was used as an assessment strategy. The trained participants received peer 
assessment discussion, feedback provision demonstration, and practice peer feedback provision on Eduflow based on Lam (2010), 
which lasted for 2.5 h. The untrained participants received only task instructions and a brief demo of Eduflow, which took around 
30 min. All participants had access to the writing rubric and answered these prompts to provide peer feedback: 

1. What did this student do well in his/her literature review draft?
2. What can this student improve on in his/her literature review draft?

All participants were instructed that they would be providing peer feedback to literature review drafts written by students from 
other classes. Participants were told that the assessee’s name had been replaced by their gender to ensure privacy and facilitate 
instructor identification. Anonymity was maintained throughout, and students were asked not to share details about the writing 
samples to preserve confidentiality. The study lasted four weeks of a 13-week semester, and participants were given two weeks to 
complete the feedback task. After submission, a debriefing was provided, and those in the no assessment training group were later 
offered the same assessment training. Assessment training lesson guides and peer assessment design elements in this study are found in 

Table 2 
Peer feedback localisation and focus for the average writing sample.

Average Writing Sample

​ Groups M SD Min Max U z p r
General Localisation Male Assessor .632 .356 .00 1.00 5687.0 − 2.93 .003** − 0.19

Female Assessor .771 .286 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .694 .336 .00 1.00 7041.5 − .307 .759 − 0.02
Female Assessee .710 .324 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .723 .305 .00 1.00 6919.5 − .543 .587 − 0.04
No Training .681 .353 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​

Text Localisation Male Assessor .152 .246 .00 1.00 6702.5 − 1.09 .274 − 0.07
Female Assessor .111 .202 .00 .890 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .133 .231 .00 1.00 7148.5 − .113 .910 − 0.01
Female Assessee .130 .221 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .150 .214 .00 .800 6094.5 − 2.43 .015* − 0.16
No Training .113 .236 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​

Quote Localisation Male Assessor .010 .076 .00 .750 6726.0 − 2.17 .030* − 0.14
Female Assessor .019 .068 .00 .400 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .020 .090 .00 .750 7073.5 − .579 .563 − 0.04
Female Assessee .009 .048 .00 .400 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .021 .095 .00 .750 7072.0 − .584 .559 − 0.04
No Training .007 .035 .00 .200 ​ ​ ​ ​

Topic Localisation Male Assessor .105 .233 .00 1.00 6585.0 − 1.71 .087 − 0.11
Female Assessor .050 .166 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .091 .227 .00 1.00 6880.5 − .889 .374 − 0.06
Female Assessee .064 .178 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .052 .169 .00 1.00 6389.5 − 2.25 .024* − 0.15
No Training .103 .232 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​

Low Prose Male Assessor .287 .323 .00 1.00 6691.5 − .975 .329 − 0.06
Female Assessor .300 .251 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .287 .290 .00 1.00 7041.5 − .304 .761 − 0.02
Female Assessee .300 .289 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .315 .320 .00 1.00 6863.5 − .645 .519 − 0.04
No Training .271 .253 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​

High Prose Male Assessor .280 .312 .00 1.00 6955.0 − .472 .637 − 0.03
Female Assessor .275 .252 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .316 .291 .00 1.00 6050.5 − 2.21 .027* − 0.14
Female Assessee .238 .271 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .306 .281 .00 1.00 6253.5 − 1.82 .068 − 0.12
No Training .248 .284 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​

Substance Male Assessor .333 .306 .00 1.00 6445.0 − 1.43 .152 − 0.09
Female Assessor .377 .277 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .335 .280 .00 1.00 6686.0 − .976 .329 − 0.06
Female Assessee .376 .303 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .325 .272 .00 1.00 6434.0 − 1.45 .146 − 0.09
No Training .386 .310 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​

* p < .05
** p < .01
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Supplementary Materials 1 and 2, respectively.

6.5. Research design and data analysis

This study used a 2 × 2 × 2 randomised controlled design with three independent variables: assessor gender (men vs women), 
fictitious assessee gender (man vs woman) and training condition (with vs without). Our dependent variables were the proportion of 
peer feedback specificity that is categorised in peer feedback localisation (i.e., general, text, quote, and topic) and peer feedback focus 
(i.e., low prose, high prose, substance), as well as self-report ratings for intrapersonal factors (i.e., trust in the self as an assessor and 
discomfort).

Following our previous approach to compare the effects of assessor gender, assessee gender, and assessment training on peer 
feedback specificity, we computed the proportion of peer feedback content for each assessor and per writing sample. Proportions were 
calculated by dividing the raw count of each peer feedback specificity category by the total number of segments per writing sample. 
The raw counts were used to provide descriptive information on the content of participants’ peer feedback for each dimension. 
Additionally, participants’ ratings for the two intrapersonal variable questions were used in the analysis. We used the Mann-Whitney U 
non-parametric test because normality assumptions were not achieved for the segments, raw counts, and proportions of all peer 
feedback specificity categories. On the other hand, a factorial ANOVA with Bonferroni correction was used for the intrapersonal 
variable questions. All analyses were conducted using SPSS version 28.

Table 3 
Peer feedback localisation and focus for the excellent writing sample.

Excellent Writing Sample

​ Groups M SD Min Max U z p r
General Localisation Male Assessor .581 .342 .00 1.00 4544.5 − 5.09 < .001*** − 0.33

Female Assessor .798 .235 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .691 .309 .00 1.00 7184.0 − .031 .976 0.00
Female Assessee .688 .317 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .676 .332 .00 1.00 7035.5 − .314 .753 − 0.02
No Training .703 .291 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​

Text Localisation Male Assessor .140 .225 .00 1.00 7011.5 − .413 .679 − 0.03
Female Assessor .111 .175 .00 .670 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .128 .204 .00 .670 7174.5 − .056 .955 0.00
Female Assessee .123 .200 .00 .100 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .150 .205 .00 .670 6184.0 − 2.23 .026* − 0.14
No Training .101 .196 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​

Quote Localisation Male Assessor .009 .062 .00 .500 7196.0 − .028 .978 0.00
Female Assessor .004 .031 .00 .250 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .011 .066 .00 .500 7076.0 − .853 .394 − 0.06
Female Assessee .002 .022 .00 .182 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .005 .042 .00 .400 7078.0 − .835 .403 − 0.05
No Training .009 .055 .00 .500 ​ ​ ​ ​

Topic Localisation Male Assessor .131 .233 .00 1.00 5841.5 − 3.71 < .001*** − 0.24
Female Assessor .032 .107 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .082 .185 .00 1.00 7158.5 − .113 .910 − 0.01
Female Assessee .081 .191 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .091 .205 .00 1.00 6929.0 − .739 .460 − 0.05
No Training .072 .168 .00 .667 ​ ​ ​ ​

Low Prose Male Assessor .140 .235 .00 1.00 5198.5 − 4.03 < .001*** − 0.26
Female Assessor .249 .250 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .184 .257 .00 1.00 6696.5 − 1.01 .310 − 0.07
Female Assessee .205 .239 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .201 .243 .00 1.00 6859.0 − .686 .493 − 0.04
No Training .188 .253 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​

High Prose Male Assessor .215 .256 .00 1.00 6221.0 − 1.91 .056 − 0.12
Female Assessor .281 .277 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .293 .276 .00 1.00 5851.0 − 2.63 .008** − 0.17
Female Assessee .203 .253 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .251 .255 .00 1.00 6967.0 − .454 .650 − 0.03
No Training .246 .282 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​

Substance Male Assessor .526 .343 .00 1.00 5704.0 − 2.81 .005** − 0.18
Female Assessor .407 .289 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Male Assessee .433 .322 .00 1.00 6320.5 − 1.65 .098 − 0.11
Female Assessee .501 .320 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​
Training .464 .300 .00 1.00 7128.0 − .134 .893 − 0.01
No Training .470 .345 .00 1.00 ​ ​ ​ ​

* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
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7. Results

7.1. RQ1. Does assessor gender, assessee gender, and assessment training affect peer feedback localisation?

Results for peer feedback localisation are shown in Table 1 for the poor sample, Table 2 for the average sample and Table 3 for the 
excellent sample. Regarding assessor gender, there were no significant differences in quote (p = .082) and topic (p = .352) localisation 
for the poor sample, text (p = .274) and topic (p = .087) localisation for the average sample, or text (p = .679) and quote (p = .978) 
localisation for the excellent sample. However, female assessors are likely to provide general localisations in poor (U = 5017.5, z = - 
4.22, p < .001, r = -0.27), average (U = 5687.0, z = -2.93, p = .003, r = -0.19), and excellent (U = 4544.5, z = -5.09, p < .001, r = - 
0.33) samples, as well as quote localisation in the average sample (U = 6726.0, z = -2.17, p = .030, r = -0.14). Male assessors also tend 
to provide text localisations in the poor sample (U = 5830.5, z = -2.90, p = .004, r = -0.19) and topic localisation in the excellent 
sample (U = 5198.5, z = -4.03, p = <.001, r = -0.26).

On the assessee’s side, we found no differences in the general (ps =.194–.976), text (ps =.910–.976), and quote (ps=.324–394) 
localisations across the three writing samples, and topic localisation for the average (p = .374) and excellent (p = .910) samples. The 
only significant finding was for fictitious male who received topic localisations in the poor sample (U = 6384.0, z = -2.34, p = .019, 
r = -0.15).

Similarly, we did not find significant differences in the general (ps =.753–399), quote (ps =.559–.403) localisations in all the 
writing samples, and topic localisation for the poor (p = .248) and excellent (p = .460) samples. However, we found that trained 
assessors are likely to provide text localisations in the poor (U = 6206.0, z = -2.08, p = .037, r = -0.13), average (U = 6094.5, z = - 
2.43, p = .015, r = -0.16), and excellent (U = 6184.0, z = -2.23, p = .026, r = -0.14) samples. Trained assessors also provided 
significantly more topic localisations for the average sample (U = 6389.5, z = -2.25, p = .024, r = -0.15).

7.2. RQ2. Does assessor gender, assessee gender, and assessment training affect peer feedback focus?

Results for peer feedback focus are shown in Table 1 for the poor sample, Table 2 for the average sample and Table 3 for the 
excellent sample. We found that both male and female assessors provided similar levels of high-prose peer feedback for the poor 
(p = .237) and excellent (p = .056) samples, as well as substance-focused feedback for the poor (p = .508) and average (p = .146) 
samples. Both genders also provided comparable low-prose feedback for the average sample (p = .329). However, female assessors 
were more likely to provide low-prose feedback for poor (U = 5227.5, z = -3.74, p < .001, r = -0.24) and excellent (U = 5198.5, z = - 
4.03, p < .001, r = -0.26) samples. Finally, male assessors were more inclined to provide substance-focused feedback for excellent 
sample (U = 5704.0, z = -2.81, p = .005, r = -0.18). Regarding assessees, male and female assessees received similar types of focused 
peer feedback across all writing samples. There were no significant differences across the three writing samples for low-prose (ps 

Table 4 
Descriptive statistics for trust in the self as an assessor and (dis)comfort.

Trust in the Self as an Assessor (Dis)Comfort

Condition Assessor Gender Assessee Gender M SD M SD
Training Males Males 4.03 0.72 3.63 0.89
​ ​ Females 3.87 0.78 3.63 0.72
​ ​ Total 3.95 0.75 3.63 0.80
​ Females Males 4.06 0.73 3.52 0.93
​ ​ Females 4.07 1.05 3.93 0.74
​ ​ Total 4.07 0.89 3.72 0.86
​ Total Males 4.05 0.72 3.57 0.90
​ ​ Females 3.97 0.92 3.78 0.74
​ ​ Total 4.01 0.82 3.68 0.83
No Training Males Males 3.90 0.80 3.50 1.23

​ Females 3.77 1.14 3.30 1.09
​ ​ Total 3.83 0.98 3.40 1.15
​ Females Males 4.10 0.77 3.69 0.97
​ ​ Females 3.80 0.61 3.80 0.85
​ ​ Total 3.95 0.71 3.75 0.90
​ Total Males 4.00 0.79 3.59 1.10
​ ​ Females 3.78 0.90 3.55 1.00
​ ​ Total 3.89 0.85 3.57 1.05
Total Males Males 3.97 0.76 3.57 1.06
​ ​ Females 3.82 0.97 3.47 0.93
​ ​ Total 3.89 0.87 3.52 1.00
​ Females Males 4.08 0.74 3.60 0.94
​ ​ Females 3.93 0.86 3.87 0.79
​ ​ Total 4.01 0.80 3.73 0.88
​ Total Males 4.02 0.75 3.58 1.00
​ ​ Females 3.87 0.91 3.67 0.88
​ ​ Total 3.95 0.84 3.63 0.94
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=.310–.791) and substance-focused (ps=.098 to.521) peer feedback. Both genders also received similar levels of high prose peer 
feedback in the poor sample (p = .658). However, fictitious male assessees were more likely to receive high-prose peer feedback for the 
average (U = 6050.5, z = -2.21, p = .027, r = -0.14) and excellent (U = 5851.0, z = -2.63, p = .008, r = -0.17) samples. Finally, 
trained and untrained assessors were comparable in terms of the low-prose (ps=.493–.779), high-prose (ps = .068–. 650), and 
substance-focused (p = .146–.893) peer feedback they provided across the three writing samples

7.3. RQ3. Does assessor gender, assessee gender, and assessment training affect interpersonal factors?

Descriptive statistics for intrapersonal factors are shown in Table 4, while the results for the intrapersonal variables trust in the self 
as an assessor and (dis)comfort are shown in Table 5. The results of the factorial ANOVA for trust in self as an assessor revealed a non- 
significant triple interaction, F(1, 232) = 0.61, p = 0.44. Additionally, no other main or interaction effects were significant. Similarly, 
results for (dis)comfort showed a non-significant triple interaction, F(1, 232) = 0.05, p = 0.83, with no other significant main or 
interaction effects. These findings indicate that trained and untrained male and female assessors had comparable levels of trust in their 
abilities and comfort when assessing male or female assessees.

8. Discussion

Despite the growing evidence about gender’s influence on peer assessment, few studies have investigated ways to minimise po
tential gender issues in the peer feedback process and students’ intrapersonal reactions. At the same time, while several studies found 
no differences between men and women in terms of peer feedback specificity and interpersonal factors (e.g., Gatfield, 1999; Hamer 
et al., 2015), some findings mention differences between men and women in these aspects (e.g., Noroozi et al., 2022; Seroussi et al., 
2023). Therefore, this study aimed to investigate the effects of gender and assessment training on peer feedback specificity and 
intrapersonal factors. This study extended our earlier work that focused on verification and elaboration peer feedback, by looking at 
the intricacies of peer feedback messages as shown in how they are localised and focused (Ocampo et al., 2023). From the findings of 
the previous study and this study, we were able to further unpack aspects of Nelson and Schunn’s (2009) peer feedback specificity 
continuum, disentangling outcome-related feedback (e.g., right or wrong/correct or incorrect, as in verification feedback in the first 
study) from highly specific feedback characteristics (e.g., localisation and focus, as examined in this study). From a theoretical 
standpoint, we utilised the MISCA model to systematically explore the interplay between feedback messages, student characteristics, 
and context elements in the peer feedback process. Specifically, with a gender-balanced sample, we investigated the effects of gender 
and assessment training on peer feedback specificity and intrapersonal factors using a randomised controlled trial in this study.

8.1. RQ1. Effects on peer feedback localisation

Our findings indicate that male and female assessors were comparable across several peer feedback localisation categories in all 
three writing samples. Specifically, both genders provided similar amounts of quote and topic localisation in the poor sample, text and 
topic localisation in the average sample, and text and quote localisation in the excellent sample. This suggests that, regardless of 
gender, assessors are equally capable of identifying problematic or commendable areas in the writing sample and in directing the 
assessees’ attention to these areas through their feedback, supporting the earlier findings about the absence of gender bias when 
providing peer feedback (Hamer et al., 2015; Ocampo et al., 2023). Likewise, on the assessees’ side, our findings indicate no significant 
differences in the localised peer feedback received across the writing samples. Specifically, there were no differences in general, text, or 
quote localisation. Additionally, topic localisation was consistent for the average and excellent samples. These results suggest that, 
regardless of gender, assessees received localised peer feedback, which may indicate the absence of gender differences, supporting 
previous findings in other peer assessment contexts (e.g., Falchikov & Magin, 1997). Overall, this suggests that assessor or assessee 
gender has no discernible impact on peer feedback localisation, indicating that assessors consistently provide localised feedback and 
assessees are equally likely to receive it, regardless of gender.

While many of our findings were non-significant, we also found significant differences in peer feedback localisation. First, we can 
say that women were consistent and were generally better assessors than men since their peer feedback used general localisation in all 
writing samples and quote localisation for the average sample. Previous studies have also forwarded this contention (Noroozi et al., 
2022; Ocampo et al., 2023). Women may have allotted more effort to thoroughly review the writing samples and describe the general 

Table 5 
Factorial ANOVA results for trust in the self and perceptions of (dis)comfort.

Trust in the Self (Dis)Comfort

Effect F (1232) p ηp
2 F (1232) p ηp

2

Assessor Gender 1.16 0.28 0.01 3.24 0.07 0.01
Assessee Gender 1.92 0.17 0.01 0.46 0.50 0.00
Assessment Training 1.13 0.29 0.01 0.77 0.38 0.00
Assessor Gender × Assessor Gender 0.00 1.00 0.00 2.25 0.14 0.01
Assessment Training × Assessor Gender 0.00 0.99 0.00 1.09 0.30 0.01
Assessment Training × Assessee Gender 0.39 0.53 0.00 1.09 0.30 0.01
Assessor Gender × Assessor Gender × Assessment Training 0.61 0.44 0.00 0.05 0.83 0.00
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location of an issue in the writing samples since they excel in linguistic tasks (e.g., writing tasks) and are more self-regulated than men 
(Voyer & Voyer, 2014). Second, the web-based nature of the peer feedback activity may have helped women to provide more localised 
peer feedback. Since the writing samples were easily accessible on the peer feedback page (see Fig. 1), female assessors might have 
capitalised on this feature by copy-pasting and quoting the specific areas in the average sample they had concerns about. This supports 
studies saying that women are more attuned and active in performing tasks in web-based learning environments (see Prinsen et al., 
2007 for a review).

On the other hand, we found that male assessors could provide topic localisations in the poor sample and text localisations in the 
excellent sample. Our study adds to the literature that men can craft specific peer feedback by pointing to the topic in the essay where 
an issue might have occurred, contradicting students’ stereotype that men provide superficial peer feedback (Cao et al., 2019). While 
we cannot entirely attribute this to training because of the non-parametric nature of the analysis, we believe men may have been able 
to localise their peer feedback because of the assessment scaffolding (e.g., prompts and rubric) available in the feedback pages, lending 
support once again to the strength of assessment scaffolds in improving feedback (Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022).

On the receiving side of the peer feedback, fictitious male assessees received topic localisations in the poor sample even if the 
writing samples were identical and only the gender of the fictitious assessee changed. This was similar to our previous finding, where 
fictitious males received more suggestions even though the writing samples were identical (Ocampo et al., 2023). We think this is 
because of the gender stereotype that men will not adhere to feedback if it is not detailed enough (Gray & Leith, 2004; Marshall & 
Smith, 1987). Future studies may investigate how implementation can be affected by peer feedback detail and gender.

Regarding training, both trained and untrained assessors were comparable in providing general and quote localisations in all 
writing samples and topic localisation for the poor writing sample, which aligns with some findings (Hamer et al., 2015). Since more 
than half of the participants have had peer feedback experience in the past (i.e., 61.7 %) and all participants received assessment 
scaffolds in their account regardless of their training condition, the experience (e.g., on using a rubric and answering prompts) of 
untrained assessors in their previous courses may have guided them to write localised peer feedback. However, we consistently found 
that trained assessors provided significantly more text localisations in the three writing samples and topic localisations in the poor 
sample. This supports prior studies’ that assessment training improves peer feedback characteristics (Alqassab et al., 2018; Rotsaert 
et al., 2018; Sluijsmans et al., 2004). Apart from the assessment training implemented, we think the thorough explanation of 
assessment scaffolds may have contributed to this positive finding. This is encouraging because our assessment training was only 
carried out for a single session of 2.5 h. This strengthens a recent meta-analysis’s call for the implemention of scaffolding (e.g., 
assessment training) in the peer assessment process (Hornstein et al., 2025).

8.2. RQ2. Effects on peer feedback focus

We found that male and female assessors provided comparable peer feedback across various focus categories, with both genders 
offering high-prose peer feedback in poor and excellent samples, substance-focused peer feedback in poor and average samples, and 
low-prose feedback in the average sample. Likewise, assessees received low-prose and substance-focused feedback across all samples 
and high-prose feedback in poor samples, regardless of their gender. This suggests that assessees will receive peer feedback that 
identifies minor to content-related issues in their essays, no matter what their gender is. Similarly, these findings indicate that gender- 
related differences are minimal in both providing and receiving peer feedback, reinforcing the notion that peer assessment can be an 
equitable process (Hamer et al., 2015; Leung et al., 2010). Nonetheless, our results suggest that female assessors provided low 
prose-focused peer feedback in the poor and excellent samples, while male assessees provided substance-focused peer feedback in the 
excellent sample. On the other hand, fictitious male assessees received high prose-focused peer feedback in the average and excellent 
writing samples

As low prose-focus peer feedback addresses surface-level issues (e.g., formatting, spelling, and word choice), we believe that 
women’s tendency to be more thorough may have contributed to their greater attention to enumerating such issues (Prinsen et al., 
2007; Voyer & Voyer, 2014). On the other hand, male assessors provided more substance-focused peer feedback than female assessors. 
Substance peer feedback deals with content-related (e.g., contradiction, missing content) and support-related (e.g., robustness of 
references) issues in the paper, which may require holistic cognitive processing. It appears that our female assessors were more geared 
to provide solution-oriented peer feedback to fix issues in the writing samples, while males were more concerned about the holistic 
ideas and insights in the writing sample, lending support to prior findings in this area (e.g., He & Wong, 2021; Kuhn & Holling, 2009). 
This may also provide a glimpse into gender’s influence when participating in web-based learning environments, where women were 
observed to be more collaborative (e.g., providing solutions to writing issues) and men were more authoritative (e.g., showing con
cerns about facts) (Prinsen et al., 2007). This phenomenon was also seen in Cao et al.’s (2019) study. Future studies may want to 
investigate gender differences in cognitive processes in peer feedback.

On the other hand, we found that fictitious male assessees received high prose-focused peer feedback in the average and excellent 
writing samples. Several explanations can be drawn from this finding. First, unlike the earlier work of Patchan et al. (2016), where only 
criticism peer feedback was coded for feedback specificity, we have decided to code both criticism and positively phrased peer 
feedback for feedback specificity since it was present in our data. This means that assessors may have praised or criticised the substance 
of the male assessee’s writing sample. Interestingly, although the writing samples of men and women were identical, assessors only did 
this to male assessees’ work. We believe cultural stereotypes may have played a part in this result in a double-edged manner. Like the 
results for topic localisations, assessors may have given substance-focused peer feedback to men because they may not take notice of 
the feedback if it is not detailed enough. On the other hand, male assessees may have received substance-focused peer feedback 
because men are valued highly in society, especially in the Philippines, where the data collection took place (Hofstede et al., 2010). 
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Assessors may have seen men in a higher light due to their strong societal influence. Future studies may investigate cultural dynamics 
in peer feedback.

Why did assessment training not affect positively peer feedback focus? Several explanations can be made from this. First, it may be 
due to participants’ prior peer feedback experience in their other courses. Additionally, the writing rubric they used in their courses 
was the same in this study. Therefore, combining these two may have equalised the effects of training for the untrained assessors. 
Untrained assessors may have capitalised on their experience and knowledge of the rubric to give focused feedback to the writing 
samples. Second, unlike peer feedback localisation, where the assessor had to pinpoint the specific part of the work with an issue, 
providing focused peer feedback that identifies content-related issues may be more challenging due to the complex cognitive demands 
involved in coming up with such peer feedback. For example, the assessor must possess adequate knowledge of rhetorics and writing to 
provide low-prose and high-prose focused peer feedback, as well as sufficient domain knowledge to provide substance-focused peer 
feedback (Patchan et al., 2016). At the same time, providing peer feedback to three writing samples of varying quality is a complex task 
that even high-ability assessors find challenging to make (Patchan & Schunn, 2015). Although half of our participants received training 
in providing peer feedback and all participants were instructed on academic writing in their research courses, they may not have been 
familiar with the specific topics they were tasked to assess. This aligns with what Patchan and Schunn (2015) found that only assessors 
with high domain knowledge were able to provide high prose and substance-focused peer feedback. In other words, training students 
to provide focused peer feedback may be challenging to achieve in such a short training duration, and it is suggested that future studies 
investigate the effects of assessment training on content-specific skills (see Hornstein et al., 2025).

8.3. RQ3. Effects on intrapersonal factors

We found that regardless of whether they received training or not and whether they assessed a male or female assessee, both male 
and female assessors reported the same levels of trust in their abilities as an assessor and comfort. These findings are in line with prior 
studies (Seroussi et al., 2023) and contradict findings where men (e.g., Ocampo et al., 2022) or women (e.g. Zou et al., 2018) 
experience adverse intrapersonal reactions during peer assessment activities. Several reasons can explain these findings.

First, regardless of whether they received training or not, most of our participants reported having prior experience with peer 
feedback. This may have balanced the effect of training on managing perceptions of trust and discomfort. Students may have been 
realistic in rating their levels of trust and discomfort, given their previous experience with peer feedback, such as in previous studies 
(Alqassab et al., 2018). Second, the web-based nature of the activity may have mitigated adverse intrapersonal reactions. Because the 
assessors were informed that their feedback would remain anonymous and the assessee would not know who provided it, this sense of 
anonymity may have helped them trust their abilities and feel more comfortable giving feedback. The presence of this feature has 
increased in many web-based peer assessment platforms (Ocampo & Panadero, 2023), and studies have noted its advantages on 
socio-affective outcomes (e.g., trust in the self as an assessor and discomfort) (Panadero & Alqassab, 2019). Third, though assessment 
training positively affected feelings of trust and comfort in our previous study with a similar design in peer scoring contexts (Ocampo 
et al., 2022), we believe the flexible nature of providing peer feedback may have allayed adverse reactions towards peer assessment. 
Assessors may have felt constricted by the need to assign fixed scores based on the pre-set rubric, while they may have felt independent 
to compose any peer feedback related to the writing sample, supporting previous findings (e.g., Fraile et al., 2023). Although we did 
not test for participants’ affect when using a rubric vs. prompts in this study, it is still an interesting finding given that responding to 
prompts is a cognitively demanding activity that might generate adverse internal reactions due to the effort required (Panadero et al., 
2014).

8.4. Limitations and future lines of research

First, our participants were limited to university students in the Philippines. As mentioned earlier, gender-related cultural per
ceptions may have played a part in the peer feedback provided and their intrapersonal reactions towards peer feedback. Subsequent 
studies should consider replicating the study in other cultures to see its generalisability. Second, though the training we implemented 
was well-organised and we found positive results for peer feedback localisation, the assessment training we implemented was brief. 
Future studies should consider implementing assessment training with a longer duration. Third, because our analyses were non- 
parametric, we were restricted in exploring possible interactions between factors. Future studies that achieve normality in their 
variables may apply parametric methods to test these interactions more comprehensively. Fourth, the assessees in this study were 
fictional. We did this because we did not want to influence the peer feedback participants would provide to the writing samples. 
Though this approach has been used in prior peer feedback studies (e.g., Strijbos et al., 2010), future studies may want to use real-life 
male and female assessees to increase the ecological validity of the study. Fifth, our measurement of intrapersonal factors was limited 
to single-item self-report questions. Although it has been a practice in prior peer assessment studies (Ocampo et al., 2022), studies 
should consider using more comprehensive measures to assess intrapersonal factors.

8.5. Pedagogical recommendations

Since the majority of the effect sizes are small based on conventional thresholds (Cohen, 1992), it can be assumed that differences 
between men and women in peer feedback specificity may not be drastic in assessing writing-related tasks. Thus, with circumstances 
similar to our study, instructors do not need to worry about it. Nevertheless, we advocate for the implementation of a well-organised 
assessment training program when assessing writing outputs, as it may influence peer feedback content. Students should be oriented 
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about rubric use and prompts (Baker, 2016; Hoogeveen & van Gelderen, 2013; Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022), and context-specific 
skills (Hornstein et al., 2025) when crafting peer feedback. As gender-related stereotypes may influence peer assessments, such as 
the notion that men are superficial assessors (Cao et al., 2019) or that women are strict assessors (Aryadoust, 2016), we recommend 
gender-awareness workshops prior to engaging in peer assessment given the gender-stereotypical tendencies in providing peer 
feedback found in this study.

9. Conclusions

In this study, we zeroed in on the interplay of student characteristics, context, and message elements of the MISCA model. Spe
cifically, we investigated the effects of gender and assessment training on peer feedback specificity and intrapersonal factors using a 
randomised controlled trial with a gender-balanced sample. Our results generally suggest that gender had minimal observable effects 
on peer feedback and no effects at all on intrapersonal factors. These slight variations between men and women in peer feedback are 
what Hamer et al. (2015) would call “minor stylistic differences” (p. 162). Nonetheless, even if these differences are “minor”, it is still 
necessary to be mindful of gender’s effects as it may influence the peer assessment process (Kerman et al., 2023).
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Appendix. Peer Feedback Specificity Coding Scheme (Based on Nelson & Schunn, 2009 and Patchan et al., 2016)

Peer Feedback 
Specificity 
Category

Subcategory Description Example from the dataset

Peer Feedback 
Localisation

General Mentioned a general location that could be found in any 
paper.

▪ “The sentence structure is also good, almost no 
typographical errors.”

▪ “Also, there are few spelling errors and the student managed 
to minimize plagiarism by paraphrasing (but it can still be 
improved).”

Text Mentioned a specific location to identify issues or 
positive aspects of the paper.

▪ “In 1.3, the spacing is not right, the gap from 1.1 and 1.2 is 
far from the gap of 1.2 and 1.3.”

▪ “There are no given DOIs or links at the end of each 
reference.”

Quote Used a quote to highlight issues or positive aspects of the 
paper.

▪ “I would like to know why did the student put this “There is a 
need to study passion in other context such as teaching in 
order to test the generalizablitiy [sic]…" in the paragraph?”

▪ “Consider also rechecking in case of broken sentence 
fragments, such as this one “…””

(continued on next page)
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(continued )

Peer Feedback 
Specificity 
Category 

Subcategory Description Example from the dataset

Topic Mentioned the topic to identify issues or strengths in the 
paper occurred.

▪ “Also, it is commendable how(…)(3) the discussion provides 
relevant examples (e.g., differentiation of harmonious 
passion and obsessive passion)”

▪ “In 1.4 Modular Learning, I think that the student failed to 
deliver what modular actually means.”

Peer Feedback 
Focus

Low Prose Surface-level feedback dealing with word choice (e.g., 
spelling) or paper format (e.g., indention, spacing)

▪ “The student did well on the format of his paper.”
▪ “This misspelled word is "Effectivitiness", it should be 

"Effectiveness"” (Quote Localization)
▪ “Lastly, the references were kind of messy and confusing due 

to the format that was not arranged properly”
High Prose High-level writing statements (e.g., clarity, use of 

transitions, strength of arguments, provision of support 
and counterarguments, insight).

▪ “The organization of thoughts and the way she wrote it 
concisely and interconnected it with the progressive 
paragraphs, makes it more interesting to continue reading.”

▪ “He has also put too much information that he can 
summarize to shorten and make his RRL more direct and 
straight to the point.”

Substance A statement dealing with content (i.e., correctness, 
comprehensiveness) and the level of robustness of 
support or reference used.

▪ “The work introduced the topic that is needed, the ideas 
were well presented and organized, well supported with 
examples and theories.”

▪ “Examine and assess the articles you’ve chosen and most 
importantly, make sure that your sources are credible and 
reliable (…)”

Appendix A. Supporting information

Supplementary data associated with this article can be found in the online version at doi:10.1016/j.asw.2025.100987.

Data Availability

The data that has been used is confidential.
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