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Abstract: In this study, an Al-assisted peer evaluation method is proposed to enhance junior high school students ’
English writing skills. A total of 27 junior high students were recruited to an experimental group and a control group.
By comparing the two groups, it was found that Al-assisted peer evaluation significantly improved students *~  English
writing ability. The experimental group received teacher evaluation, traditional peer evaluation, and Al peer evaluation,
while the control group were only evaluated by the teacher and peers. The findings showed that the experimental group
outperformed the control group in both writing proficiency and self-efficacy, showing significant improvement in
writing and positive changes in self-efficacy.
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