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ABSTRACT

Thisarticlepresentsanevaluationoftheuseofpeerandself-assessmentaspartofthelearningprocess
inapublicspeakingassessmentcoursework,withstudentsfromtwodepartmentstakingpart.Students
wereassessedbythemselves,theirpeersandthelecturerusinganonlineplatform,Googleforms,
utilizingasetofrubrics.Themarkswerecomparedbetweenmarkerstoidentifysimilaritiesand
differences.Aftertheprocess,studentfeedbackontheexperiencewasobtainedusingaquestionnaire
utilizingtheLikertsevenpointscaletoratedifferentquestions.Analysisofthemarksawardedfound
thatwhilsttheremightbecorrelationsbetweendifferentmarkers(i.e.peer–self)formarksoncertain
subsectionsofthework,therewasnooverallcorrelationbetweenmarks.Studentperceptionstothe
exerciseindicatedthattheuseofrubricswaswellreceived;studentsconsidereditafairassessment
methodanditprovidedinformationonhowtoperformwellintheassessment.
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INTRodUCTIoN

Theuseofselfandpeerassessment is increasinglybeingusedwithinhighereducation forboth
formative and summative assessment, with the former providing timely feedback to students on
theirperformanceduringaparticularexercise.Thisassessmentcantakemanyforms,frominformal
verbalfeedbackbasedonstudentexperiencetostudentevaluationusingmodelanswersorassessment
rubrics.Inthelattercase,selforpeerassessmentandtheuseofrubricshasbeenshowntoimprove
performanceifimplantedeffectively(Arendt,Trego,&Allred,2016).Someofthebenefitsofusing
rubrics are that students are able to understand the tutor’s expectations, understand the specific
intendedlearningoutcomesoftheassignmentortaskandtheassessmentcriteria,andtheprovision
offeedbacktostudentsinformingtheirachievementandperformanceskills(Andrade,2005;Andrade
&Du,2005;Reddy&Andrade,2010).Asikainen,Virtanen,PostareffandHeino(2014,p.202)
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suggestedthat“long-termpedagogicaltrainingisnottheonlywaytodeveloptheuniversityteaching
andlearning”, implyingthat theuseofrubricsandpeerassessmentcanbeaneffective teaching
approachtoimprovestudentlearning.However,initialworkindicatedthattherewasresistanceto
thisshiftfromlecturerassessmenttopeerassessmentbybothstaffandstudents(LiuandCarless,
2006)andithassubsequentlybeenproposedthatanumberofdifferentapproachesarerequiredto
mitigatestudentreluctance(Sendziuk,2010).

Workontheuseofrubricshasbeenreportedoverawiderangeofdisciplinesandacademic
levels(Andrade,Du,&Wang,2008;Cho,Schunn,&Wilson,2006;Moni&Moni,2008;Tierney&
Simon,2004),buttheiruseposeschallengesforthelecturerincludingrubricreliabilityandvalidity
(Andrade,2005,Moskal&Leydens,2000).AnalysisofpublishedworkwithinEngineeringeducation
(Davey,2011,Davey&Palmer,2012)identifiesconsiderablescatterbetweenassessorandassesse,
withlaterwork(Davey,2015)reportingthatstudentsundertakingself-assessmentofpredominantly
quantitativecalculationsmarkedtheirworkonaverage16%higherthanthetutordid.Raterreliability
inthiscaseislikelyaconsequenceofthetypeofquestionposedaswellasanytrainingratersreceive,
withthegreatestdeviationobservedinthemoreopen-endedquestions.Otherstudiesreportsimilar
over-markingformorequalitativeactivitiessuchasself-assessmentinreportwriting(Bringulaand
Moraga,2017)andpeer-assessment inoralpresentations(Langanetal.,2005).Oneapproachto
increasingaccuracybetweenassessorandassessedistheuseofmultipleassessors(Cho,Schunn&
Wilson,2006),howevertheneedformultipleassessorscouldincreasetheworkloadandresource
burdenontheacademicstaff.Theseabovestudiesindicatethatsuccessoftheapproachisdependent
onnumerousfactorsincludingthemethodofimplementation,thestudentcohortandthemannerof
theexerciseassessed.

Collectingandprocessingnumerousmarkingrubricswouldintroduceanadditionalburden
on teaching staffwhenundertakingassessment,whilst increasing thepossibilityof inaccurate
data entry and hence errors when compiling marks. Technology is being increasingly utilised
withineducation(Palenque,2016)anditispossiblethatthiscanalsobeusedtosimplifythepeer
assessmentprocess,provideasimpleapproachtoengagemultipleassessorsforanindividualwork,
andincreasereliabilityandreducethelecturerassessmentburden.Thispaperpresentsanevaluation
oftheusetechnology,specificallyGoogleforms,forselfandpeer-assessmentusingrubricsaspart
ofthelearningprocessforpublicspeakinginamodulestudiedbytwodifferentstudentcohorts,
CivilEngineeringandComputerScience.Googleformsisasimpleonlineplatformthatallows
forthequickandeasycaptureofparticipantresponsesforsubsequentdataanalysisandthiswork
addressesthefollowingtwoquestions:

Is Google forms a useful platform for the self and peer-assessment of student presentations?
Does the use of multiple peer assessors increase the reliability of peer review when compared to 
the lecturer?

Usingauniformpedagogicalapproach,itprovidesafairbasisforevaluatingtheeffectiveness
oftheself,andpeertopeermarkinginaccuratelycapturingthefinalstudentmarkforstudentswith
differentacademicbackgroundswithinaSouthEastAsianinstitution.Possibletrendsindifferences
areanalysedthroughinterrogationofthemarking,andstudentexperiencesandperceivedlearning
areevaluatedusingatailoredquestionnaire.

METHodoLoGy

Research Context
PublicSpeakingisoneofthetopicscoveredoveraperiodoftwoweeksinthemodule,Effective
Communication.Thismodulewasstudiedbytwocohortsofstudents,CivilEngineeringandComputer
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Science,undertookaspartoftheirrespectivedegreesofstudy.Thestudentswererequiredtoprepare
anddeliverafive-minutespeechonanypre-approvedchosentopictotheclass.Someofthepublic
speech topics chosen includegeneral aspectsofbioengineering,volunteerism, cosmetic surgery,
sports,ormotivationaltalks.Assessmentofthepublicspeakingwasundertakenusingaspecifically
developedrubricthatwasclassifiedintotwomaincompetencies,deliveryandcontent.Itconsisted
ofninecriteria:fivedelivery-relatedcriteria(appearance,bodylanguage,eyecontact,languageand
voice,andpacingandtiming)andfourcriteriaoncontent-related(Introduction,Conclusion,Central
IdeaandPurpose,andContentandOriginality).Studentsratedthequalityofthepublicspeakingskills
accordingtothecriteriabasedonascale.Theratingscaleorweightageforeachcriterionvariedand
wouldreceiveascoreofExemplary[4],Good[3],Adequate[2],Ineffective[1]andPoor[0],with
anoveralltotalof100%.TherubricsisprovidedinAppendixA.

Participants
Twocohortsoffirstyearundergraduatestudents;21fromtheCivilEngineeringProgrammeArea,
and88fromtheSchoolofComputingandInformatics,tookpartintheselfandpeerassessment
exerciseonpublicspeaking.FirstyearstudentswerechosenastheywerenewtoUniversityeducation,
allowingfortheevaluationofthetechniquewithstudentsnewtohighereducationandwhetherthey
wouldbewillingtoexperiencethetechniquethroughsuccessiveyearsoftheirUniversityeducation.

Only20studentsfromCivilEngineeringand62studentsfromtheSchoolofComputingcompleted
boththeselfandpeerassessments,withatotalof6486peerassessmentsand82self-assessments
beingcollected.EvaluationoftheresponsesusingasmallsamplemodifiedCochranQTestshowed
thatthesubsequentresultspresentedrepresentthestudentcohortsfora5%marginoferrorwith96%
confidenceforCivilEngineeringand85%confidenceforSchoolofComputingandInformatics.
BothcohortswerepredominantlynationalsofBruneiDarussalam,withjustoneortwointernational
studentsfromeitherMalaysiaortheEmirateofDubai.

Procedure
Thespeechesweremarkedbyboththelecturer,thestudentthemselves(self-assessment),andalso
othermembersoftheclass(peer-assessment).Previousresearchhasindicatedthatstudentuseofa
rubricmustincludeanelementoftrainingforthestudenttounderstanditsimplementation(Jonsson&
Svingby,2007;Reddy&Andrade,2010)andpriortotheassessment,thedescriptorsandindicatorsof
therubricswerepresentedtothestudentstoguidethemthroughtheassessmentexercise.Thenature
andtheuseofrubricanditscriteriawereexplained,withfocusonhowtoperformorscorewellinthe
publicspeakingassessment.Tofacilitateselfandpeer-assessmentduringthepresentations,therubric
wasreplicatedonGoogleformsandstudentswereaskedtoassesstheirownpublicspeakingskills
andtheirpeersimmediatelyaftereachspeakerhadcompletedtheassessment.Theself-assessment
markrecordedcamefromtheindividualstudentwhilstthepeer-assessmentmarkwastheaverage
peermarkacrossthecohort.

Subsequenttotheassessment,students’opinionswereobtainedthroughthecompletionofan
anonymisedquestionnairewithopenandclosed-endedquestions inrelationto theselfandpeer-
assessment.ThequestionnaireusedquestionsbasedonaLikertsevenpointscale(Likert,1932)and
71.6%ofstudentscompletedthequestionnaire(66.7%fromCivilEngineering,and72.7%fromthe
SchoolofComputingandInformatics).

data Analysis
BasicdescriptivedataanalysissuchasmeanandstandarddeviationwascalculatedusingMicrosoft
Excel,samplesimilaritywasevaluatedusingAnalysisofVariance(ANOVA)testswithasignificance
level(α)of0.05,andcorrelationanalysiswascarriedoutusingtheSpearman’scorrelationcoefficient
toidentifyqualitativetrendswithinthedata.Avalueof1illustratedaperfectcorrelationbetween
bothvariables,meaningthatanincreaseinonewasfoundtoindicateanincreaseintheother,whilst
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avalueof-1indicatedaperfectanti-correlationbetweenthevariables,indicatesthatasonevariable
increased,thecorrespondingresponseforthesecondvariabledecreased.Asthesignificanceofthe
coefficientvarieswithsamplesize,resultsweretakentobestatisticallysignificantbasedonthedata
providedinZar(1984)usingα≤0.025unlessotherwisestatedinthetext.

RESULTS ANd dISCUSSIoN

Use of Google Forms
WhilsttheuseofGoogleformsmadethecollectionofmarkssimpleforsubsequentanalysis,all
analysisofresultssuchasaveragingetcwasundertakenusingMicrosoftExcel.Duringtheexercise
studentsaddedintheirnameandthatofthestudenttheywereassessing,andoneissueencountered
duringthepost-processingofdatawasthatinaminorityofcasesstudentsuseddifferentnamesto
describethemselves,suchasanickname,whichrequiredanelementofmanualinterpretationwhen
formulatingtheresults.Themainchallengeencounteredduringthereal-timeassessmentwerepoor
networkconnectivityintheclassroom.Anadditionalchallengewasnetworkcongestionforthelarger
cohortaseverystudenttriedtoaccesstheformsimultaneously(n=88fortheComputerScience
students).TheimplementationofGoogleformswassimpleforbothlecturerandstudentsalike,and
wasausefulplatformforaninstitutionwithoutdirectaccesstoanonlinelearningplatform.

Correlation Between Lecturer, Self and Peer-Assessment
Theaverageresultsforeachcohort isprovidedinTable1forpeer,selfandlecturer-assessment.
FortheCivilEngineeringcohort,allbutonestudentparticipatedinbothassessments,howeverfor
theComputerSciencecohort,26students(30%)didnotcompletetheonlineself-assessment.Asa
result,thedataforbothcohortsispresentedwithareducedsamplesizecomparedtotheclasssize.

AscanbeseenfromTable1,theaveragesawardedtoeachcohortbytheindividualassessment
methods(peer,selfandlecturer)areconsistentwithlittledeviationinaverage.Incomparingthecohort
averagebetweenCivilEngineeringandComputerScience,themarkingusingbothpeerandself-
assessmentarebothconsiderablyhigherthanthelecturerassessment,withpeerandself-assessment
averagesbeingwithin10%forbothassessmentmethods.Thesefindingsaresimilartootherstudies
inotherresearchcontextsanddisciplines,withanumberofauthorsreportinghighermarksawarded
throughself-assessmentincomparisontothelecturerortutor(Bringula&Moraga,2017).When
comparingthemarksawardedacrossthetwostudentcohortsforeachoftheassessors,statistical
comparisonusinganANOVAone-waytestfoundthatwhilsttheresultsarestatisticallysimilarfor
bothselfandlecturermarkingbetweenthetwocohorts,theyarenotsimilarforpeerassessment.

Boththelecturerandself-assessmentviewedtheperformanceofeachcohortasstatistically
similar,however this isnot thesame forpeerassessment, this is likelydue to thepresenceof
statistical outliers in the peer marks for the School of Computing, not present for the Civil
Engineeringstudents.Evaluationofthethirdmoment(skewness)ofthepeerassessmentresults
highlightsthis,withsignificantlydifferentvaluesof-1.59forSchoolofComputingand0.36for
CivilEngineering.Thisindicatesthatevenwithrelativelyhighclasssizesof62outlierscanskew
thedataandimpactoncomparativedataanalysis.Table2showstheresultsofanalysisofvariance

Table 1. Average marks for each cohort based on peer, self and lecturer assessment

Course N
Peer Self Lecturer

M SD M SD M SD

CivilEngineering 20 77 5 73 16 56 11

ComputerScience 62 73 6 71 14 57 11
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(ANOVA)one-waytestperformedwithα(twotailed)=0.05forsimilaritybetweeneachcohort
forpeer,selfandlecturerassessment.

Theseresultsindicatethatwhilstthereseemstobeconsistencyinmarkingbetweenthetwocohorts
basedontheaveragemarks,thereisawidediscrepancybetweenselfandpeerassessmentandthe
marksawardedbythelecturer.Thisillustratespoorraterreliability,similartootherwork(Andrade,
2005;Moskal&Leydens,2000)andtheworkpresentedherecallsintoquestiontheassertionthat
whenusingpeer-assessment,onlyassessmentmarkingwithsubstantiallydifferentmarksgivenby
theassessorsshouldrequirereassessmentbytheteachertoensurereliability(Asikainenetal.,2014).
Indeed,itwasthoughtthatthroughmultiplepeerassessmenttherewouldbeanaveragingofany
biasinpeermarkingsuchthatitconvergedtowardsthatofthelecturermark.Evenwitharubricto
guidestudents,ormodelanswers,studentsseemtobeonaveragemoregenerousthanthelecturer
independentofdegreediscipline.AmoredetaileddescriptionofthemarkingisshowninFigure1,
whichprovidesadirectcomparisonbetweenstudentmarksandthoseofthelecturerforbothpeer
andself-assessmentinbothcohorts.Thereisnomatchbetweenthelecturerandeithercohort,with
theaveragedifferencesummarisedinTable3.Whilstpeerassessmentforanindividualstudentis
alwaysfound toprovidemarksabove the lecturer,self-assessmentshowsbothovermarkingand
undermarking.Thedifferencesbetweeneachapproachtomarkingisstatisticallysimilarbetween
eachcohort,asshowninTable4Thisindicatesthatthediscrepanciesarestatisticallyrepeatablewith
studentbackgroundnothavinganimpactonthesuccessorotherwiseoftheassessmentreliability.

Table 2. Results of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) one-way test performed with α (two tailed) = 0.05 for similarity between each 
cohort for peer, self and lecturer assessment

Course F P-Value Fcrit Statistically Similar 
(?)

Peerassessment 5.58 0.02 3.96 No

Self-assessment 0.44 0.51 3.96 Yes

Lecturer 0.12 0.73 3.96 Yes

Figure 1. Comparison of self and peer assessment against lecturer marks
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Asthestudentswereunabletoquantitativelycapturetheirownperformanceorthatoftheirpeers
incomparisontothelecturer,therewasnoefforttocalculatethePearsoncoefficientwhichevaluates
intervaldata.Instead,theabilityofstudentstodifferentiatequalitativelytheperformancewithinthe
twocohortswasundertakenusinganordinalSpearmancorrelationapproach.ForComputerScience
students,theSpearmancorrelationforthedataissignificantforbothpeer(0.64)andself(0.38).This
indicatesthatfortheComputerSciencecohort,whilstthemarkingbetweenassessorswasdifferent,
thedifferentiationofabilitieswithinthecohortwaspartiallycaptured.Thisqualitativedifferentiation
ofabilitywasmoreaccuratelycapturedinthepeerassessmentwithmultipleassessorsthanforself-
assessmentwithonlyasingleassessor.NosimilartrendwasfoundforCivilEngineering,anditis
unclearwhetherthisisduetothedifferencesbetweenstudentcohortorthesmallersamplesize.As
aresult,forthecaseoftheComputerSciencecohortthepeerassessmentcapturedqualitativelythe
abilityofstudentswithinthecohortwhilstfailingtoquantifyabilitythroughappropriatemarking.

It isworthnotingthatselfandpeerassessmentscanbeskewed,sinceassessingpeerscould
beregardedashavingtomakenegativeremarksonpeers.Somestudieshavereportedthatweaker
studentstendtooverevaluatethemselvesandhigherperformingstudentsunderestimatetheirability
(Kwan&Leung,1996;Sadler&Good,2006)althoughthiswasn’tobservedelsewhereforcomputer
sciencestudents(BringulaandMoraga,2017).Analysisoftheresultsobtainedinthisworkfound
no statistically significant evidenceof positiveor negative trends in elevatedmarking for either
cohortbetweenself-assessmentandstudentability,basedonstudentperformanceacrossthemodule,
supportingtheresultsofthelatterstudy.However,thiswasnotthecaseforpeerassessment,and
Figure2presentsresultsforpeerassessmentovermarkingcomparedtostudentperformanceacross
themoduleforbothcohorts.WhilstforCivilEngineering,thecalculatedSpearmanrankcoefficient
wasnotstatisticallysignificant,forComputerSciencetherewasastatisticallysignificantnegative
correlationof-0.39.Thisindicatesthatforpeerevaluation,studentsoverevaluatedtheweakerstudents
whencomparedtothehigherperformingstudentsinamannersimilartothatobservedelsewhere
forself-assessment.Asthiscorrelationwasonlyobservedforonecohort,aswiththeanalysisof
resultsprovidedinFigure1andpresentedpreviously,therecanbenoconfirmationthatthistrendis
independentofstudentcohort.

Itispossiblethatthefailuretoaccuratelycaptureperformanceinaresultofoneortwospecific
subsectionswithintherubric,andstudybyotherresearchers(DeGrez,Valcke,&Berings,2010)
observedthatstudentsfoundcontent-relatedcriteriamoredifficulttoassessascomparedtodelivery

Table 3. Average difference in marks between assessors for each cohort

Course
Self / Lecturer Peer / Lecturer Self / Peer

M SD M SD M SD

CivilEngineering(n=20) 20 12 20 12 12 10

ComputerScience(n=62) 16 11 16 9 10 8

Table 4. Results of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) one way test performed with α (two-tailed) = 0.05 for similarity in the 
difference between assessor marks for each cohort

Course F P-Value Fcrit Statistically Similar 
(?)

Peerandlecturer 3.63 0.06 3.96 Yes

Selfandlecturer 0.74 0.39 3.96 Yes

Peerandself 0.11 0.74 3.96 Yes
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related criteria. In this work content-related is defined as the following sections; Introduction;
Conclusion; Central Idea and Purpose; Content and Originality whilst delivery related content
wouldbe assessedby; appearance;body language; eye contact; languageandvoice;pacingand
timing.TheresultsinFigure3showtheagreementbetweenlecturertopeerassessment,lecturerto
self-assessmentandpeertoself-assessmentforeachcategorywithintherubrics.Resultsingeneral
indicateahigheragreementbetweenlecturerandbothpeerandself-assessmentforbothcohorts
whencomparingdelivery to content criteria, supporting thisprevious study.However, the trend
islessevidentfortheCivilEngineeringstudents,andforself-assessmentfurtherevaluationofthe
markingindicatingsignificantdifferencesintheassessmentofappearance,eyecontact,andpacing
andtiming.Evaluationoftheagreementbetweenassessorswithinplusorminusonegradeindicatesa
higherlevelofsimilaritywithcontentrelatedcriteria.Theseresultsindicatethattherearesignificant
discrepanciesinmarkingwithinallsections,andwhilstonecohortindicatesabiastowardsincreased
agreementwiththelecturerindeliveryrelatedcriteriasupportingthefindingsofpreviouswork,this
isnotthecasefortheothercohortofstudents.Theseresultsindicatethedifficultyinevaluatingan
assessmentwhichhasnodefinedcorrectanswerbutinsteadispartiallyopentotheinterpretationand
priorexperienceoftheassessor.Withbothcohortstherewasapronounceddisagreementbetweenthe
lecturerandpeerandself-assessmentforpacingandtiming.Onepossibleexplanationforthiscould
bethemorerelaxedattitudetakeninSouthEastAsiatotheconceptoftimekeepingandpunctuality.
Thisindicatesapotentialbiasinmarkingbasedonculturaldifferencesthatmightnotbepresentin
workevaluatingtheapproachinaWesterncontext.Overall,thereisverypooragreementbetween
lecturerandpeerorself-assessmentforallcategories.

Thepoorcorrelationbetweendifferentmarkersobservedherehighlightsthechallengeinthe
developmentofathoroughmethodologyfortheimplementationofrobustandrepeatablestudent
selfandpeer-assessment.Toadequatelycapturethedevelopmentofstudentlearning,rubricvalidity
isimportant,withminimalstudentmarksensitivitybasedonassessor.Whilstitwasthoughtthat
theapplicationofmultiplepeerassessmentmight reduce thediscrepanciesbetween lecturerand
peerassessment,thishasnotproventobethecase.Theuseofmultiplepeerevaluationswasseen
to smooth out individual subjectivity within the marking of specific students, however students
wereconsistentlyfoundtoovermarkworkbyatleast10%whencomparedtothelecturer.Thisover
markingidentifiesakeyweaknessofthetechniqueforapplicationinasummativesetting,withthe
issuebeingindependentofthesubjectofstudy.Itislikelythatthedifferenceinmarkingistheresult
ofadifferentperspectivebetweenthelecturerandstudents.Howthetechniqueextrapolatestoother
lesstechnicallymindedcoursessuchasbusinessisuncertain,andwillbethesubjectoffurtherstudy.

Student Experience of Learning
AdetailedsummaryoftheresultsfromthequestionnaireispresentedinAppendixB,Table6,and
Figure4presentsthefindingsinrelationtothreemainthemes:

Figure 2. Comparison of difference between peer and lecturer mark with student performance throughout the module
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1. Students’opinionsoftherubricsandpeerandself-assessment;
2. Students’understandingofassessment;
3. Students’experiencesontheoverallpeerandself-assessments.

Thestudentswereallnon-nativeEnglishspeakers(L2)andthevastmajorityofthem(atleast
80%)hadpreviousexperienceofpeerandself-assessment.ApplicationofANOVAtestsindicated
thatforallquestionnairequestions,theresponsesofbothcohortswerestatisticallysimilarforα(two
tailed)of0.05.

Students’ opinions of the Rubrics and Peer and Self-Assessment
Thestudentsfeltthattherubricwaswritteninaclearmannerthatwaseasytounderstand,andthat
theytookaseriousandcriticalattitudetowardsitsimplementationduringassessment.Computer
SciencestudentswerefoundtobeslightlylessreceptivetowardstheassessmentcomparedtoCivil
Engineeringstudents.Oneofthemainreasonscouldbeduetothenumberofpeer-assessmentseach
studenthadtodo(upto80individualassessmentsfortheSchoolofComputingandInformatics)
andtheprocedurecouldbeperceivedaswearyingforthestudents.Whilstthiswouldalsoindicatea
reasonfortheobservedpoormarkcorrelationbetweenstudentsandlecturer,thereisnoreasonwhy
thestudents’“fatigue”shouldbeanygreaterthanthatofthelecturer.

Whilststudentsthoughtthatself-assessmentwasworthwhile,theydidnotthinktheyhadenough
knowledgetoevaluatethemselveswhichissimilartothefindingselsewhere(ChengandWarren,
2005)and is inconcordancewith thediscrepancybetweenmarkinghighlightedpreviously.One
contradictionisthatthestudentsdidnotthinktheyhadenoughknowledgetoevaluatethemselves,
howevertheythenfeltthattheirpeersdid,whichcouldbetheresultofpoorself-confidence.

Generally,studentsvalued theirpeer feedbackasexpressed in thequestionnaireopen-ended
responses and believed the rubrics helped with the students’ progress. Both cohorts of students
expressedinterestintheuseofrubricsintheassessmentandforitsconsistencyandfairness.They
found the descriptors informative, clear and understandable, and students were able to evaluate
theirperformanceaswellasthatoftheirpeers.Therewerehoweversomeuncertaintiestowardsthe
awardingofmarkasstudentswereunabletodecidethecriteria’sexpectationsbetweenthemarks
range,asillustratedintheexcerptbelow:

The rubric describes the difference between mark levels quite nicely, though sometimes it can be a 
little bit confusing because the mark I’m giving might fall between two levels and I cannot choose 
which one fairly.

Thiscorrelateswellwiththedifferenceinmarksobservedbetweenassessors,andespecially
thosepresentedinFigure3.Theseopinionsstrengthentheviewthatwhilstnotsuitableforsummative
assessments,theuseofpeer-assessmentisofvalueforstudentlearninginaformativeenvironment.
Thereishowevernoevidencetosuggestthatthisapproachledtoanincreasedretentionofknowledge
andunderstanding.

Students’ Understanding of Assessment
Ingeneral,studentsfeltthatthepeer-assessmentwasaworthwhileactivityandbothcohortsfoundthe
useofpeerassessmenttobeausefulactivitythataidedtheirlearningandenhancedtheirunderstanding
ofthemodulecontent.Despitethispositiveimpact,bothCivilEngineeringandComputerScience
cohortsindicatedtheywereindifferenttotheirparticipationintheexerciseandonlyweaklypositive
about the implementationof theexercise in subsequentmodules.Thequestionnaire responseon
future implementation isquantitativelysimilar to thatpresentedbyDavey(2015) forstudentsat
anAustralianUniversitywhoreportedusingasimilarLikertscalethatstudentswerekeentohave
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self-assessmentinothercourses.Whilstbothcohortsfoundtheprocessofpeer-assessmentuseful,
theystillexpressedapreferencetolecturerassessmentratherthanpeer-assessment.Whatisnotso
obvioushoweveriswhetherthestudentsrealisedthatthroughapplyingtherubricsinthismanner
theywereobtainingmuchmoredetailedindirectfeedbackfromthelectureronboththeirandpeers
work.Theevaluationofthisself-awarenesswouldbeausefulindicatorofstudentunderstanding
andself-reflection,andcouldbethefocusofafuturelongitudinalstudy.Thiswouldthenprovide
insightintotheeffectonstudent’slong-termdevelopmentandabilitytoreflectthemselvesonwork
ratherthanrelyingonothers.

Students’ Experiences on the overall Peer and Self-Assessments
Studentsfoundtheprocessofbothselfandpeer-assessmentsdifficult,yetbothcohortswerepositive
aboutthelearningbenefitsoftheexercisewithCivilEngineeringstudentsmorepositiveaboutthe
learningimpactthanComputerSciencestudents.Theseresultssupporttheviewthatacarefuland

Figure 3. Percentage similarity in marking within each category for each cohort for (left) marks being exact and (right) marks 
being within ± 1 based on the rubrics
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well-designedrubriccanpromotestudents’learning,enhancingtheteachingandlearningprocess
whilststimulatingthinkingprocesses(Andrade,2000;Jonsson&Svingby,2007).CivilEngineering
studentsfoundself-assessmentmoredifficultthanpeerassessment,andingeneralCivilEngineering
studentsweremorenegativeaboutself-assessmentandmorepositiveaboutpeerassessment,yetthey
alsoreportedabetterperceivedimpactontheirlearning.

Somestudentsalsoexpressedconcerntowardsthelackofanonymityinassessingtheirpeers.
Theyexpressedhesitations towardspeerassessmentbecauseofbiasnessor friendship, a similar
problemhighlightedbyLanganetal.,(2005),andwhichcouldexplaintheprevalenceofovermarking
duringthepeerassessment.

CoNCLUSIoN

Theuseofauniformpedagogicalapproachhasshownthatselfandmultipeer-assessmentdoesnot
closelymimicthatofthelecturerfortwostudentcohortsstudyingpublicspeaking.Theimplementation
ofthemultipeer-assessmentwasfoundtobeeasyusingGoogleforms,withonlyafewissuesrelating
tointernetconnectivityandspendwithlargenumbersofusers.Theuseofthisapproachdidnot
reducetheelevatedmarksawardedthroughpeer-assessmentreportedinpreviousstudies,butitdid
smoothoutindividualsubjectivelyinpeerevaluationofastudentswork.Thisovermarkingwasfound
independentofstudentcohortandmarkingforbothselfandpeer-assessmentwasclosertothatof
thelecturerfordeliveryrelatedcriterioncomparedwithcontent-relatedcriteria.Therewerehowever
notableexceptions,withself-assessmentfailingtoaccuratelycapturegradingforappearanceandboth
techniquesfailingtoaccuratelycapturepacingandtiming.Thelatterislikelyaresultoftheregional
culture.Thisreinforcesagrowingbodyofliteratureindicatingthatpeerandself-assessmentinarange
ofcontextsfailstoaccuratelycapturestudentperformance,withstudentsconsistentlyovermarking

Figure 4. Average student cohort response to questionnaire questions
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byover10%.Studentsfoundtheexperienceofparticipatinginselfandpeer-assessmentbeneficial,
howevertheyprovidedvaryingresponsestoperceptionoftheirabilityandthelevelofdifficultyin
undertakingtheexercisedependingoncohort,andapproachtaken.Giventhepositiveimpactthatthe
approachhadonstudentsandtheirexperience,coupledwiththepooragreementbetweenlecturermark
andthoseobtainedbymultipeerandself-assessment,itwouldnotbereliabletouseeithertechnique
forsummativeassessmentofstudentswork.However,asalearningtoolandcomparativetechnique
itcouldbeusedeffectivelyinformativeassessmenttopromotestudentlearning.Furtherworkwill
expandonthisstudytoevaluatethemarkingreliabilityandlearningexperiencewithstudentsfrom
otherlesstechnicalbackgrounds,aswellastoexploremethodstoincreasestudentunderstandingof
therubricandmitigatestudent’stendencytoovermarkthemselvesandtheirpeers.
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APPENdIX A

Table 5. Public speaking rubric

Delivery Exemplary [4] Good [3] Adequate [2] Ineffective [1] Poor [0]

Appearance
[2]

•Relaxed
•Displayabsolute
confidence.
•Appropriately
dressedand
relevanttotopic

N/A

•.Alittlenervous
•Quickrecovery
fromminor
mistakes.
•Appropriately
dressedwithin
UTBdresscode
forassessmentand
examinations.

N/A

•Obviously
nervousandis
distractingthe
delivery.
•Inappropriately
dressedandagainst
UTBdresscode.

Body
language
[2]

•Goodposture
throughoutthe
entirespeech.
•Bodymovements
andgesturesare
natural,appropriate
andrelaxed.

•Goodposturefor
mostpartofthe
speech.
•Bodymovements
aremostlynatural,
appropriateand
relaxed.
•Nervous
movementsdo
notinterferethe
speech.

•Goodposturefor
somepartsofthe
speech.
•Bodymovements
areinappropriate.
•Nervousgestures
arenoticeablebut
donotobstruct
thedeliveranceof
speech.

•Poorpostureand
distractingand
inappropriatebody
movementsand
gestures.
•Unnaturaland
someawkward
bodymovements.

•Badposture
andbodyposition
throughoutthe
speech.
•Bodymovements
distractsfromthe
overallspeech.
•Nouseof
gesturesto
reinforceideasor
points.

Eyecontact
[2]

•Directand
consistenteye
contactwith
allpartsof
theaudience
throughoutthe
entireofthe
speech.

•Fairlyconsistent
eyecontactwith
audience.
•Anylackofeye
contactisonly
momentary.

•Eyecontact
withaudience
issomewhat
inconsistentand
distracting.

•Eyecontact
withaudience
issignificantly
lackingand
inconsistent.

•Noeyecontact
withaudience.

Language&
Voice
[3]

•Nogrammatical
errors.
•Naturalvariation
involume,pitch
andtone.
•Maintains
audienceattention.
•Speakersounds
genuinelyinterested
inthetopic.
•Speaksvery
clearlyandcan
beheardwell
throughoutthe
speech.

•Veryfew
grammaticalerrors.
•Appropriate
volume,pitch,
inflection.
•Speaksclearly
butvoiceistoosoft
inafewpartsof
speech.

•Noticeable
errorsinsentence
structureand
grammar.
•Some
mispronunciation,
inappropriate
volume,pitch
andinflectionis
noticeablebutdo
notseriouslyhinder
thedelivery.
•Voiceistoosoft
insomepartsofthe
speech.

•Distracting
faultsinsentence
structureand
languageuse.
•Frequent
mispronunciations
andinappropriate,
volume,pitchand
inflectionseriously
hinderingthe
delivery.
•Voiceistoosoft
inmostpartsofthe
speech.

•Inaudibleand
incomprehensible
delivery
withserious
andfrequent
grammaticalerrors.
•Deliverylacks
anynecessary
emphasis,pitch
orinflection.
Monotone.
•Voiceistoosoft
throughoutthe
entirespeech.

Pacing&
Timing
[2]

•Paceisexcellent
throughout.
•Dramaticpauses
usedwell.
•Nohesitation.
•Lengthmatches
allottedtime.Well-
timed.

•Paceisgenerally
maintained.
•Slighthesitations,
veryshort,minimal
pauses.
•Deliverywas
appropriatelypaced.

•Pacingis
somewhat
inconsistent.
•Somehesitations,
pausesareapparent
insomepartsofthe
speech.
•Speakerdidnot
managetocoverall
pointswithinthe
allottedtime.

•Paceis
inconsistent;either
toosloworfast.
•Somehesitations,a
lotofpausesinmost
partofthespeech.
•Speakerdidnot
managetocovermost
ofthetopicwithin
thetimeframe.

•Eithertoofastor
tooslow;
•Alotof
hesitations,
stumblesor
staggersalot.
•Didnotadhereto
thetimelimit.

continued on following page
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Content Exemplary [4] Good [3] Adequate [2] Ineffective [1] Poor [0]

Introduction
[3]

•Full,complete
introductionto
topic.
•Correctlyreveals
thepurposeand
majorpointsof
thespeechand
motivatethe
audiencetolisten.

•Clearbrief
introduction.
•Attemptsto
revealthepurpose
andmajorpoints
ofthespeech
andmotivatethe
audiencetolisten.

•Somewhatshort
introduction.
•Opening
comments
seemsomewhat
artificial,weakor
unimaginative.

•Veryshort
introduction
statement.
•Opening
commentsare
inappropriatetothe
speech.

•Nointroduction.
•Noappropriate
openingcomments,
neglecting
audienceordidnot
stimulateinterestin
speech.

Conclusion
[3]

•Appropriate
concluding
statement.
•Speaker
summarisesthe
mainpurposeand
majorpointsofthe
speech

•Appropriately
relatedtothe
purposeand
majorpointsof
thespeech,but
notverystrong,
convincingor
emphatic.

•Includes
unnecessary
concluding
statements
orredundant
information.

•Speechconcludes
abruptlywith
noconcluding
statementsorend
withinappropriate
remarks.

•Noconclusion.

CentralIdea
&Purpose
[4]

•Maintainclear
focusoncentral
ideaortopic.
•Appropriate
sourcesareused.

•Conveysacentral
ideaortopic.
•Focuses
andordersthe
informationto
conveyagenerally
unifiedpoint.

•Attemptstofocus
onacentralideaor
topic.
•Providessome
focusororderbut
thespeechpurpose
issomewhat
unclear.

•Providesvery
littleorvery
minimalfocus
oncentralideaor
topic.
•Insufficient
informationor
details.

•Nofocusor
centralideaor
topic.
•Unrelated
informationor
details.

Content&
Originality
[4]

•Providesnovel
informationon
originaltopic.
•Elaboratedetails
tosupportcentral
idea.
•Informsand
persuades
effectively.

•Provides
sufficient
informationor
details.
•Elaboratesome
detailstosupport
centralidea.

•Provides
marginal
informationon
originaltopic.
•Somerelated
detailsbutdid
notprovide
elaborations.

•Scarcely
informative.
•Information
canbesomewhat
irrelevant.

•Noapparent
purpose.
•Insufficientor
unrelateddetails.
•Lacksnoveltyor
originality.

Table 5. Continued
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APPENdIX B

Table 6. Summary of number of student questionnaire responses and category of response for each survey statement. Likert 7 
= strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree, and; 4 = no opinion or neutral response.

Statement Cohort
Survey Statement

≥ 5 Ave SD
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Ihaveundertakenself-assessment
previously

CE 0 0 1 1 1 6 5 12 5.93 1.21

SCI 4 1 5 5 15 26 15 56 5.31 1.59

Ihaveundertakenpeer-assessment
previously

CE 0 1 0 0 1 7 5 13 6.00 1.30

SCI 5 1 1 7 15 25 17 57 5.38 1.62

Ithinkthattherubricwaswritteninaclear
mannerwhichallowedmetoaccurately
markmypeers

CE 0 0 2 1 6 3 2 11 5.14 1.23

SCI 1 1 2 8 27 22 10 59 5.32 1.17

Therubriciseasytounderstand
CE 0 0 1 2 4 5 2 11 5.36 1.15

SCI 1 1 3 11 25 24 6 55 5.17 1.16

Ifeelthatmypeershaveadequate
knowledgetoevaluatemyspeech(A)

CE 0 0 1 1 5 3 4 12 5.57 1.22

SCI 2 1 2 18 22 22 4 48 4.96 1.22

IfeltthatIwascriticalofothersworkwhen
markingit(A)

CE 1 0 1 3 2 5 2 9 5.00 1.66

SCI 1 1 2 16 21 26 4 51 5.10 1.14

Iwouldlikemoreassessmentsruninthis
mannerinthefuture(A)

CE 0 0 0 6 4 2 2 8 5.00 1.11

SCI 4 2 4 21 21 13 6 40 4.63 1.45

Idonothaveadequateknowledgeto
evaluatemyself(A)

CE 0 0 0 3 5 3 3 11 5.43 1.09

SCI 3 2 5 24 15 11 11 37 4.73 1.51

Itookaseriousattitudetowardsmarking
peers’speech(A)

CE 0 0 0 3 3 5 3 11 5.57 1.09

SCI 1 0 1 9 23 28 9 60 5.44 1.07

Ithinkrubrics-basedpeerassessmentisafair
methodtoassessstudent’sperformance(A)

CE 1 0 1 2 3 5 2 10 5.07 1.64

SCI 0 3 1 12 26 22 7 55 5.18 1.14

Peerassessmentinaworthwhileactivity(A)
CE 0 0 0 0 3 9 2 14 5.93 0.62

SCI 1 1 0 10 20 29 10 59 5.45 1.13

Self-assessmentisaworthwhileactivity(A)
CE 0 0 0 3 5 6 0 11 5.21 0.80

SCI 1 1 1 10 20 28 10 58 5.41 1.17

Havingusedtherubrics,Inowhavea
betterunderstandingofwhatwasexpected
ofmeintheassessment(B)

CE 0 0 1 1 3 0 4 7 5.56 1.51

SCI 1 1 0 7 24 25 13 62 5.52 1.13

Havingmarkedthepublicspeakingusing
arubric,Inowhaveabetterunderstanding
ofwhatisexpectedofmeduringthe
assessment(B)

CE 0 0 0 2 3 6 3 12 5.71 0.99

SCI 1 0 1 6 25 29 9 63 5.49 1.03

Peerassessmentactivitymotivatesmeto
learn(B)

CE 0 0 0 5 1 5 3 9 5.43 1.22

SCI 2 2 3 8 20 30 6 56 5.20 1.32
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