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Presentations are widely used in EFL classrooms. Peer assessment (PA) of presentations is some-
times employed to promote learner autonomy, listening skills, and metacognitive knowledge. De-
spite the benefits of presentation activities, some challenges remain. For example, presentations
can be stressful, especially for introverted learners, and learners’ success in presentations might
be determined by possession of advantageous personality traits. Moreover, PA could be biased
due to the degree of friendship perceived to exist between the assessor and the assessed. We
investigated 3 issues with 117 university students: the correlation between presentation scores
and personality, the reliability of PA compared with teacher assessment (TA), and the influence of
students’ friendship on PA. Results showed that students’ personalities did not significantly affect
their presentation scores. Moreover, they evaluated peers’ presentations in a generally unbiased
manner, which indicated that they understood the constructs, although there was still a discrep-
ancy between PA and TA.
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peeches and presentations are often used as activities in EFL classrooms from junior

high school through university, both in courses that focus specifically on presentation
skills and also as part of other communication classes. The perceived benefits of pres-
entations include that they allow students opportunities for output, extensive speaking,
and fluency work. Classes with speech and presentation activities often adopt a process
approach in which learners revise their presentations several times before the final
performance and receive feedback from teachers and peers. Peer assessment (PA) often
forms part of this process, not only because it provides richer feedback, but also because
it develops students’ knowledge and use of metalanguage, thus promoting self-regulated
learning (De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2012).

Despite the positive aspects of presentation activities, some reservations remain about
their use in EFL learning. Presentations, which usually involve speaking in front of the
class, have been found to be related to high foreign language anxiety (Mak, 2011). Besides
anxiety, successful classroom performance including presentation may also be linked to
personality traits such as confidence or extroversion (Rothstein, Paunonen, Rush, & King,
1994). There appears to be a connection between personality and foreign language class-
room anxiety (Apple, 2011; Dewaele, 2013), yet to our knowledge, few previous studies
have investigated the direct link between personality and presentations.

Another reservation is the reliability of PA. Studies that have compared teacher as-
sessment (TA) with PA (Patri, 2002; Saito, 2008) have indicated that training sessions in
which students practice using an evaluation rubric can enhance the reliability of PA, yet
students might interpret the rubric differently from the teacher (Patri, 2002). It should be

ONLINE FULL SCREEN

482



JalLT
20138

JAPAN ASSOCIATION FOR LANGUAGE TEACHING « JALT2015 » Focus on the Learner

Vaughan, Saito, & Saito: Presentation Peer Assessment: Friendship Matters?

noted that these studies treated the teacher as an expert rater, though empirical research,
particularly in the field of testing, has repeatedly shown that teachers themselves are

not completely free from bias (e.g., Lumley & McNamara, 1995). One possible reason for
PA being less reliable could be a bias induced by the degree of closeness or friendship
perceived to exist between the assessor and the assessed. Cheng and Warren (1997), who
investigated university students’ attitudes toward PA in Taiwan, found that their limited
English proficiency made students feel unqualified to evaluate peers’ performance. More-
over, some students reported their tendency to award a higher score to classmates with
whom they were friendlier.

In this study our goal was to investigate the three possible adverse factors we men-
tioned earlier that could affect the grading of presentations: (a) the relationship between
students’ personality traits and the grades they received, (b) differences in students’ and
teachers’ understanding of the grading, and (c) bias in peer assessment as a result of level
of friendship.

Objectives

We had three objectives. Our first objective was to investigate whether there was a corre-
lation between TA of students’ presentations and items on the Japanese Big-Five scale of
personality traits (Namikawa et al., 2012). With some evidence that learners feel anxious
in presenting in front of other students (Mak, 2011) and that personality is related to
speaking anxiety (Apple, 2011; Dewaele, 2013), it was hypothesized that personality traits
might affect presentation performances, and thus that categories of the short form of the
Japanese Big-Five scale might correlate with presentation performance assessments. The
second objective was to test the reliability of PA compared with TA. Based on previous
findings (Patri, 2002; Saito, 2008), we hypothesized that there would be modest reliability
between PA and TA because, although it was expected that the assessment instrument
would bring PA and TA closer together, other factors might have an effect such as differ-
ences in experience. The third objective was to examine the influence of students’ social
networks on PA. As was suggested in previous research (Cheng & Warren, 1997), we hy-
pothesized that biased scores in PA would be related to the degree of closeness between
the assessor and the assessed.
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Method
The Context

The participants were 117 university students from a large private university in Japan,
drawn from three concurrent EFL classes titled Travel and Culture taught by the same
teacher. Students were asked to give a presentation describing a place or an aspect of cul-
ture. Before the presentations took place, the participants were asked to fill in question-
naires on two occasions. The questionnaires were (a) a form developed by the authors in
order to ask participants about social networks in the classes (see Appendix A) and (b) the
short form of the Japanese Big-Five scale of personality traits (Namikawa et al., 2012; see
Appendix B). The presentations occurred near the end of the course and scores repre-
sented 20% of students’ final grades. They were conducted in four groups of 10 or 11.
Each student in the group presented once and assessed the other group members. The
teacher observed and assessed all the presentations. After consulting literature on the
topic (Yamashiro, 1999) and EFL presentation textbooks (Gershon, 2008; Harrington &
LeBeau, 2008), we decided to measure five aspects of presentations: (a) time; (b) memory
/ looking at notes; (c) speaking / physical performance; (d) story / content; and (e) visuals
(poster).

Peer-Assessed Presentations

The peer assessment form and the presentation were designed to achieve several ped-
agogical goals: to provide reliable and valid evaluation of the skills represented in the
constructs, to develop and assess the skills learned throughout the semester, to provide
feedback for learners and develop their oral communication skills, to prompt reflection
on performance, and to develop learners’ listening skills.

The assessment form (see Appendix C) was developed with a rating scale of 1-5 for
each construct. Each rating level is described in order to make the form easy to use, to
clearly describe different levels of performance, to allow learners to assess constructs they
understand, and to provide feedback to learners. The reliability of PA and the assessment
instrument were investigated through the analyses described in the following section. As
time was a purely objective measurement, it was not included in our analyses.

Analyses

In order to examine the three hypotheses presented earlier, we conducted a series of
statistical analyses. The analysis for the first hypothesis (i.e., the relationship between
personality traits and presentation performance) was twofold: confirmatory factor anal-
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ysis (CFA) and covariance structure analysis (CSA). CFA is used to test a hypothesis about
the relationships between latent variables, that is, variables that are believed to exist that
cannot be measured (Field, 2009). In our study, the latent variables were the Big-Five
personality traits (neuroticism, extroversion, openness, agreeableness, and conscien-
tiousness). We used CFA to see if the first four items from each of the five traits from the
Japanese Big-Five scale of personality traits (see Appendix B) would be valid. Based on the
results of the CFA, we then conducted the CSA, which is employed to make estimates of
the extent and significance of cause and effect relations between variables that research-
ers hypothesize (Garson, 2008). In this case, we examined the hypothesized effect of dif-
ferent personality traits on presentation performance using AMOS, a software program
for CSA and structural equation modeling (Toyota, 2007). To check the model fit, the
comparative fit index (CFl) and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)
were used to evaluate the model fit. A CFl value above 0.9 and a RMSEA value below 0.1
indicate acceptable model fit (Toyota, 2007).

Regarding the second hypothesis (i.e., the correlation between PA and TA), Cronbach’s
alpha analysis was conducted using SPSS. The scores students received from peers were
averaged and used as PA and were compared with those the teacher gave (TA). Addition-
ally, percent agreement rates between PA and TA in identifying high-rated and low-rated
presentations were also calculated. Some methodologists (e.g., Krippendorft, 2004) are
against the use of percent agreement because it could hide important disagreement and
could be vulnerable to gaming (see Joyce, 2013, for further discussion), but when used
as a complement to other reliability indices, it can offer meaningful results (Lombard,
Snyder-Duch, & Bracken, 2010).

As for the third hypothesis (i.e., the effects of social networks on PA), we conducted a
Rasch analysis, which is used to test how severe or lenient judges of performance are and
thereby indicate bias (Bond & Fox, 2015). We employed the analysis to test for potential
bias in the ratings students gave each other. Following previous Rasch research (Lumley
& McNamara, 1995) the infit mean square values were checked for each rater. A gener-
al rule for acceptable values is the range from 0.7 or 0.8 to 1.2 or 1.3 for well-balanced
data, but this is not suitable for messy ratings (Bonk & Ockey, 2003). In our research, the
acceptable value was set from 0.7 to 1.5. Finally, we conducted a two-way contingency
analysis, which is used to check if there is a significant interaction between categorical
variables. In this study, the variables were the presence or absence of bias and the degree
of friendship.
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Results
Hypothesis 1

The results of the CFA yielded a moderate fit, indicating that the 20 personality test
items selected for this study were valid measures of the five personality traits (y*= 282.48,
df =160, p < .001, CF1 =.77, RMSEA = .08, AIC = 422.48). Although the resultant CFI of
.77, did not meet the criteria, the RMSEA was below.1, which we considered a sign of
moderate fit. All of the p values were below .05, which shows they were significant; there-
fore, we decided to conduct a CSA (see Appendix D for the AMOS output).

According to the CSA, the result of the model fit was CMNI = 467.53, df = 247, CF1 =
.71, RMSEA = .09. Again, two indicators were used to evaluate a model fit. The CFI was
below the benchmark of .9 and RMSEA was just below 1.0, so we considered the model
to have an acceptable fit and continued our analyses. None of the paths from the five fac-
tors to the presentation scores were significant. Table 1 shows the result of the CSA and
Appendix E shows the AMOS output. Therefore, we concluded that in contrast to our
hypothesis, there was no correlation between teacher-assessed presentation performance
and the personality traits as measured by the Big-Five scale of personality traits.

Table 1. The Results of the CSA Between Presentation and
Personality Scores

Item Standardized regression p value
Presentation  <---  Neuroticism 101 221
Presentation = <---  Extraversion 11 .396
Presentation  <---  Openness 477 .065
Presentation  <---  Agreeableness -221 118
Presentation  <---  Conscientiousness -.113 118

Note. CSA = Covariance structure analysis

Hypothesis 2

The correlation coefficient between PA and TA for the total score was .48, below the sug-
gested benchmark of .70 (Larson-Hall, 2009), indicating that PA and TA did not agree in

their measurements. However, when we looked at the correlation coefficient for the four
components of presentations separately, there was a modest correlation found only with
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visuals (o =.74). One reason for this could be that the assessment criterion for visuals was
easier for student raters to understand. They were asked to assess the quality of visuals
and also the degree to which presenters used them effectively to support their ideas.
Compared to visuals, the criteria for the other three presentation components (memo-
ry, speaking, and story) might have been more ambiguous, resulting in lower reliability
between PA and TA (o =.33, .47, and .26, respectively).

Table 2. Summary of Inter-Rater Reliability Analysis

Item TA (mean) PA (mean) Cronbach’s o
Memory 3.08 3.62 33
Speaking 3.75 4.11 47
Story 4.15 4.23 .26
Visuals 3.54 4.03 74

Note. TA = teacher assessment; PA = peer assessment.

The results of the reliability analysis with Cronbach’s o showed that there was relative-
ly low agreement between PA and TA, which is consistent with the findings of De Grez
et al. (2012). The question that appeared to be more important pedagogically, however,
was whether students could distinguish high performers from low performers who failed
to meet the criteria. For this purpose, percent agreement rates between PA and TA in
identifying the high-rated and low-rated presentations were also calculated.

First, out of the 117 presentations, 25 high-rated presentations, which scored in the
high range of 18 to 20 in TA, and 27 low-rated presentations, which scored in the low
range below 11 in TA, were identified (see Table 3). Only five of 25 high-rated presenta-
tions were identified as such by both TA and PA, resulting in a low agreement rate (20%).
Regarding the 27 presentations with the lowest ratings, 18 were identified as such by
both TA and PA, leading to a higher agreement rate between TA and PA (66.7%). The
score range for the high-rated presentations (18-20) was much smaller than that for the
low-rated presentations (5-11), which could possibly explain why raters were more suc-
cessful in identifying poor performers than high performers.
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Table 3. Summary of Percentage Agreement Between TA and PA

Scores
Number of presentations
Presentations chre range 2 Agreement (%)
in TA Identified in TA  ldentified in PA
High-rated 18-20 25 5 20.0%
Low-rated 5-11 27 18 66.7%

Note. TA = teacher assessment; PA = peer assessment.

Hypothesis 3

To investigate the hypothesis that biased scores in PA would be related to the degree of
closeness (i.e., whether or not the rater and rated student were friends), a facets analysis
of PA was conducted with three facets: presenters (n = 117), raters (n = 117), and items
(memory, speaking, story, and visuals). Memory turned out to be the most difficult crite-
rion, followed by visuals, speaking, and story. Regarding the rater facet, a wide range of
rater severity was identified, but this is what we expected for PA because student raters
are different from trained, professional raters. Overall, the students seemed to be able to
use the scales well.

About 11% of the raters were reported to have infit values above 1.5, indicating that
their ratings were inconsistent. About one third of the raters were reported to have infit
values under 0.7, meaning that they used the scales in a limited manner. In fact, these
raters used only 4 and 5 on the 5-point Likert scales. Four of them were in the same
group, and we found that a majority of presenters in this particular group performed very
well and received high scores from the teacher. This means that the four raters, who were
reported as the most lenient, did not use the full scales, not because they did not under-
stand them well, but because they probably did not need to. The PA in our project was
administered in small groups and is different from PA conducted in a whole class, and
this point should be considered when analyzing the results.

The facets analysis reported 39 unexpected responses, but in some cases, raters gave
presenters the same scores as the teacher. For example, Rater 311 rated the visuals of
Presenter 314 at 1, which was much lower than the expected score of 4.7, but the same
as the teacher’s. Although we were aware that teachers could be biased to some degree
(Lumley & McNamara, 1995), the teacher in our study was considered to be an “ideal”
assessor because of experience in teaching presentations and using the rubrics. Thus we
treated TA as the criterion with which PA was compared.
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Therefore, it could be concluded that Rater 311 was as accurate as the teacher, but
because the majority of the raters in the group were not, he was reported as “biased” in
the facets analysis. For this reason, we regarded his response as unbiased, and a similar
approach was taken to other “unexpected responses” that were actually the same as or
closer to the teacher’s scores. As a result, only 12 cases remained as biased, 11 of which
involved underrating and only one of which involved overrating.

The final step was to examine whether or not these biased responses were related to
the four levels of closeness (4 = very close to him or her, 3 = close to him or her, 2 = I know
him or her a little, 1 = I don’t know him or her at all) obtained from the questionnaire (see
Appendix A). We conducted a two-way contingency analysis using crosstabs to see if
there was a significant interaction between biased scores and the degree of friendship (p
<.05). We had only 12 biased cases out of 1,026, resulting in no significant results (3*=
6.42, p = .38). To sum up, there was no evidence that the degree of friendship influenced
PA, meaning that the reliability of PA was not constrained by students’ social networks in
our study.

Conclusion

In order to develop an effective assessment tool, we conducted this study based on

three objectives. First, the hypothesis that personality traits might affect presentation
performances was tested. None of the correlations between the Big-Five factors and

TA of students’ presentations were significant. Second, in order to test the reliability of
PA compared with TA, reliability analyses using Cronbach’s a and agreement rate and
many-facet Rasch analysis were conducted. Overall, intra-class reliability between PA and
TA was not high, except for the visuals construct, which showed modest agreement (.74).
Further analysis was conducted to check the percentage agreement between PA and TA
in high- and low-rated presentations. Though the student raters were more successful

at identifying low-rated presentations (66.7%) than high-rated presentations (20%), it
was confirmed that there was a still a discrepancy between TA and PA. Third, the facets
analysis showed that student raters, overall, assessed peer presentations in a consistent
manner; only 12 responses identified as biased cases. The results of the two-way contin-
gency table analysis showed no evidence that friendship between the assessor and the
assessed influenced PA.

In conclusion, the students in the present study used the assessment form in a gen-
erally unbiased way and made good use of the scales, indicating their understanding of
the constructs and providing evidence for their learning. However, in order to achieve
better alignment for PA with TA, the form may need to be adapted. A greater amount of
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training and practice using the form might also bring about greater reliability. In future
research, more items from the Big-Five scale of personality traits should be included in
the analysis to further test the results of these analyses. Moreover, factors not considered
in our research that could have effects on PA could be investigated, such as the effects of
peer pressure and students’ perceptions of PA. Furthermore, variation in the conditions
in which presentations were conducted could also be examined. It is conceivable that
students would make different assessments if the presentations were made in front of a
larger audience, rather than the relatively small groups in which they were conducted in
this study. Finally, it is also plausible that if the presentations were higher stakes assess-
ments in terms of their value in the students’ final grades, there might be different results
in terms of the effects of levels of closeness between presenters and assessors.
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Appendix A

Questionnaire to Establish the Degree of Friendship Among Students
ZOT7 2 —bMIRKET LB T—2a Ol —T 3 FE5BOBEE LD BNDDIZT 572

DOMFED—RELTEODNE T, TNZTNOFEIIDNTHETL2DDIL—-DETFF v/l

TREW, 207 27— bOFERN I BE GA DT —YHDERE A AR ADFRITIR

SN, AOFRIZ—YH0ER A T EBENWLET.

Student Number

Grade

Name

Very close to
him/her
Bl

Close to him/her
EhEbHBH LN

1 know him/her
a little

DHLHID TN

1 don’t know
him/her at all

ERASTIN

Student A

Student B

Student C

Student D

Student E

Appendix B

A Short Form of the Japanese Big-Five scale of personality traits

guage Testing, 25, 553-581. 1. i’<d7)'€bii67‘£bj Strongly disagree
Toyota, H. (2007). Covariance structure analysis for AMOS. Tokyo: Tokyo Tosho. 2. BEALEHTIIFSAY  Moderately disagree
3. HEDVHTII/RS7W  Disagree a little
4. EB5EBN AN Neither disagree nor agree
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5. RHTITES Agree a little Appendix C
6. MRDHTITES Moderately agree Assessment Form
7.IFWIHTEES Strongly agree Please evaluate your group’s presenters using the information below. Please also write a
Item No. Japanese English translation =~ Agree/Disagree self-evaluation.
Neuroticism N1 fHHNS worrying 1234567 Time
N2 ALIZEDRTWY  unstable 1234567 4-minutes + 3.5-minutes + 3-minutes + 2-minutes + 2-minutes -
N3 Dtk anxious 1234567 5 4 3 2 1
N4 KEHDOSHN having cares 1234567 Memory / looking at notes
Extraversion S1  EEUIF= talkative 1234567 The whole Very rarely Mostly from Mostly reading, | Only reading.
S S cheerful 1234567 speech from checking notes. | memory, but but sometimes
= . memory. sometimes looking up.
S3 ﬂﬁlﬂm Outgomg 1234567 Clearly reading‘
S4 W sociable 1234567 5 4 3 2 1
Openness o1 5&%’]5’97‘& original 1234567 Speaking/physical pe,formance
02 240 versatile 1234567 Excellent Good voice Mostly good Often not good | Poor voice
03 EHK progressive 1234567 voice quality, | quality, voice quality, | voice quality, | quality, cannot
AHO .. volume, eye volume, eye volume, eye low volume, hear, no eye
O4 ?H NOBS insightful 1234567 contact, and contact and contact, and little eye con- contact, and no
Agreeableness Al iRFI7s gentle 1234567 gestures. gestures. gestures. tact, and few gestures.
A2 BRI generous 1234567 gestures.
A3 U kind 1234567 5 4 3 2 1
A4 BLEITR good-natured 1234567 Story / content
Conscientiousness C1 EtHEEDH B planned 1234567 Very interest- Interest- Mostly inter- Not very inter- | Boring at times,
o s hardworkin 1234567 ing, easy to ing, almost esting, mostly | esting at times, | often difficult
8 understand everything was | easy to un- sometimes to understand,
C3  JLIRME7S organized 1234567 everything, easy to un- derstand, and | difficult to un- | and no intro-
C4% WL irresponsible 1234567 and very good | derstand, and | satisfactory to | derstand,and | duction /body/
introducti d intro- d intro- hort intro- lusi
Note. 20 Japanese items were taken from Namikawa et al. (2012) and translated into English for ref- ]13110;10 /CI;;:;T_/ g?lcc)ti:rll /1;;)0 dy/ ﬁ?lzti;?l /1;;)0 dy/ (Siu(zzicig /r;)o dy/ conciusion
erence by the researchers. N1, S1, A1, and C1 mean the first item from Neuroticism, Extraversion, . % lusi Y Jusi Y lusi Y
Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness, respectively. C4 was a reverse item because this ston. conclusion. conclusion. conclusion.
item carries a negative meaning and others have positive meanings. 5 4 3 2 1
M FRONT PAGE <« PREVIOUS PAGE NEXT PAGE » ONLINE FULL SCREEN

483



JalLT

>018 JAPAN ASSOCIATION FOR LANGUAGE TEACHING « JALT2015 » Focus on the Learner

Vaughan, Saito, & Saito: Presentation Peer Assessment: Friendship Matters?

Visuals
Very careful- Carefully pre- Some effort Little effort Very little
ly prepared, pared, simple/ | taken to pre- taken to pre- | effort made to
simple/easy easy to read/ pare, mainly pare, some- prepare, too
to read/see, see, moderate- | simple /easy to | times compli- | complicated,
attractive, ly attractive, read/see, okay | cated /difficult | very difficult to
relevant to/ | mainly relevant | to look at, usu- | to read/see, not | read/see, un-
supporting the | to /supporting | ally relevant to/ | very attractive, | attractive, not
presentation, the presenta- | supporting the | some parts not | relevant /does
and used well. | tion, and usual- | presentation, | relevant to/not | not support the
ly used well. and usually supporting the | presentation,
used moderate- | presentation, or not used /
ly well. and not always used badly.
used well.
5 4 3 2 1
No. Name Time Memory / S S i Story / Content Visuals Total Teacher total Average
looking at notes | cal performance
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
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Appendix D Appendix E
The Result of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis The Result of the Covariance Structure Analysis

Note. TA memo = teacher’s assessment of memory / looking at notes; TA spe = teacher’s assessment

Note. Ner = neuroticism; Ext = extraversion; Ope = openness; Agre = agreeableness; Con = con- of speaking / physical performance, TA story = teacher’s assessment of story / content, TA vis =
scientiousness. N1, S1, A1, and C1 = the first item from neuroticism, extraversion, openness, teacher’s assessment of visuals; Neroticism = neuroticism; Openess = Openness; Agreeable = agree-
agreeableness, and conscientiousness, respectively. ableness; Conscient = conscientiousness.
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