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Preliminary Study

Mitsuko Tanaka
Ritsumeikan University

In this study, I explored a potential personality bias in peer assessment of EFL oral
presentations. First-year Japanese university students enrolled in an oral presenta-
tion class (N = 21) made presentations and evaluated their classmates’ presentations
over two semesters. Rater severity was estimated using the many-facet Rasch meas-
urement model. Raters’ personality traits were assessed based on their responses to
a questionnaire containing 4 variables: dogmatism, individuality, evaluation appre-
hension, and dependency on others. The results of 2 multiple stepwise regression
analyses showed that whereas personalities were not associated with rater severity
in the beginning, dependency on others and evaluation apprehension significantly
predicted rating severity as time went by. Whereas those with high dependency on
others (who valued harmony with others) became more lenient, those with high
evaluation apprehension became more severe in their assessment of their class-
mates’ presentations. These findings indicate a potential personality bias in peer
assessment of EFL oral presentations.
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speaking classes in Japanese tertiary education. Peer assessment

is incorporated into class activities in some EFL oral presentation
courses. In general, peer assessment benefits learners as it tends to improve
the quality and effectiveness of learning (Topping, 2009). Researchers in the
EFL setting have also pointed out the numerous positive effects of peer as-
sessment on learning (e.g., Azarnoosh, 2013; Cheng & Warren, 2005; Otoshi
& Heffenen, 2007). For example, through peer assessment students can
recognize assessment as a shared responsibility and thus can be involved
in learning more autonomously. Additionally, they can understand the as-
sessment criteria more clearly and reflect on their performance and learn
more deeply by observing their peers’ performance critically. Despite the ac-
knowledged educational benefits of peer assessment, many teachers might
feel hesitant about incorporating it into a formal grading system because its
reliability has not been empirically established.

In general, rater variability, which has been characterized as “variability
of scores awarded to examinees that is associated with characteristics of the
raters and not with the performance of examinees” (Eckes, 2015, p. 39), ex-
ists in performance assessments regardless of rater types (e.g., teachers and
students). One such rater variability is rater severity. Examinees of the same
performance ability may pass or fail depending on the severity of raters.
Raters differ in the severity or leniency with which they rate (Eckes, 2005).
Student raters are also assumed to display such variance in rater severity in
peer assessment.

Although many factors may affect rater severity—such as personality
traits, rating experience, rating purposes, workload, and demographic char-
acteristics (Eckes, 2015)—the present study focused on personality traits.
When rapport is built among students in class, some students, such as those
who value harmony with others, may give more supportive ratings to their
peers’ performances than other students do. Thus, personality traits may
be a source of systematic variance affecting rater severity. The aim of the
present study was to examine a potential rater bias derived from personality
traits in peer assessment in an EFL oral presentation classroom.

O ral presentation is one of the tasks that are often used in EFL
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Literature Review

There has been very little research on the roles of personality traits on peer
assessment in EFL settings. To my knowledge, AlFallay (2004) is the only re-
searcher to carry out a study that incorporated personality factors to exam-
ine rater effects in peer assessments. AlFallay investigated the effects of psy-
chological and personality traits (i.e., self-esteem, anxiety, and motivation)
on the accuracy of peer- and self-assessments in EFL oral presentations in
Saudi Arabia. The results of correlational analysis showed that peer assess-
ments were more highly associated with teacher-assessment when students
had high anxiety, high integrative orientation, and low motivational intensity
compared to students with low anxiety, high instrumental orientation, and
high motivational intensity. Although the study did not address the issue of
rater severity, it clearly demonstrated that individual difference variables,
including personality traits, were associated with rating behaviors in peer
assessment.

Currently, the Big Five model is the dominant model for investigating
personality (Dornyei & Ryan, 2015). The present study, however, employs
variables for self-construal, or “how individuals see the self in relation to
others” (Cross, Hardin, & Gercek-Swing, 2011, p. 143), to measure personal-
ity traits. | adapted Takata’s (2000) questionnaire instrument to measure
self-construal (see Appendix). The questionnaire consisted of 20 items used
to measure four variables: dogmatism, individuality, dependency on others,
and evaluation apprehension. Dogmatism represents assertive attitudes and
behaviors people display based on their own beliefs. Those with higher dog-
matism express their opinions assertively and clearly. Individuality refers to
a type of personality that values its own beliefs and decisions. Those with
higher individuality do not care even when their opinions and behaviors are
different from others and they think that their own decision is the best deci-
sion. Dependency on others revolves around relatedness and harmony with
others. Those with higher dependency on others think that maintaining
harmony with others is important and tend to give others’ opinions more
weight than their own opinions when opinions conflict. Evaluation appre-
hension refers to a type of personality that cares about being evaluated by
others. Those with higher evaluation apprehension care about what others
think of them.

When students enjoy rapport with their classmates, those with higher
dependency on others might give more lenient ratings to their peers’ perfor-
mances due to the value they place on relatedness with their peers. On the
other hand, even when students build a strong bond with their peers, those
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with higher dogmatism and individuality might maintain their severity level,
as their decisions are usually not affected by their relationships with their
peers. As no research has been conducted to investigate the impact of these
personality traits on rater severity in peer assessment, the present study
examined a potential rater bias derived from the personality traits in peer
assessment in an EFL oral presentation classroom. The following research
question was posited in this study:

RQ  Towhat extent do personality traits influence rater severity as stu-
dent raters become familiar with their classmates and with peer
assessment?

Method

Participants

The participants were Japanese university students majoring in sports and
health science at a private university in Japan. They were all members of the
author’s class. The students in this department take four oral presentation
courses that are conducted once a week over 2 years (one course extend-
ing over four semesters) as a requirement. The present study focused on
1st-year students in one class during the 2014 academic year. The students
were placed in the class in association with an introductory academic semi-
nar course regardless of their English proficiency levels. The students were
engaged in many academic and social activities in the main academic semi-
nar class. The author observed that through these activities they had built
good rapport with their classmates by the second semester. Although the
class comprised 27 students, the data for only 21 student raters were used
for the main analysis as data on personality traits, peer assessment, or both
were missing for the remaining students.

Oral Presentations

Each student made two presentations (mid-term and final presentations)
in each semester. This study focuses on the mid-term presentations they
made in the first semester (Weeks 8 and 9; hereinafter, Time 1) and the sec-
ond semester (Weeks 21 and 22; hereinafter, Time 2). The duration of the
presentations was 3 minutes for Time 1 and 4 minutes for Time 2. Students
made presentations on topics of their own choice both times. At Time 1, they
made a presentation based on information from books and articles. Example
presentation topics were How to get better sleep and The effects of music.
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At Time 2, they conducted a survey and made a presentation based on the
results. Example presentation topics were Experiences of flow in sports and
Burnout syndromes.

Peer Assessment

Each student rater evaluated his or her classmates’ presentations both times
with a peer assessment form used in the English program of the department.
The assessment form contained four categories (English language use, con-
tent and organization, preparation and nonverbal delivery, and question and
answer session) to rate each presenter using a 5-point Likert scale (from 1
= very poor to 5 = very good) and space to write a short comment on each
presentation. The present study focused on the first three categories.

The student raters were informed of the three criteria through the teach-
er’s explanations in advance. As peer assessment was part of the course
assignments for which their final course grade was calculated, students
were generally seriously engaged in peer assessment and wrote a comment
for each presentation (see the section on rater severity for more detailed
discussion). The peer assessment was not disclosed to the presenters. No
feedback was given for the peer assessments at either Time 1 or Time 2.

Personality Traits

Takata’s (2000) questionnaire on self-construal was administered around
Time 1 to measure the students’ personality traits (see Appendix for the
English translation of the questionnaire items). As illustrated in the litera-
ture review, the questionnaire contained items to measure four variables:
dogmatism (four items), individuality (six items), dependency on others
(six items), and evaluation apprehension (four items). The questionnaire
was answered on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly
agree) and was administered to 219 students, including the participants of
this study (n = 21). The reliability analysis was conducted based on the re-
sponses from the 219 students using Winsteps 3.80.0 (Linacre, 2013b) and
SPAA 24.0. Table 1 shows the summary of the reliabilities and unidimen-
sionality of the four questionnaire constructs. Each construct is acceptably
unidimensional as the Rasch model accounted for more than or approxi-
mately half of the total variance and the eigenvalue of the first residuals was
less than 2.0, which is the variance of two items and the minimum value for
construing a secondary dimension (Linacre, 2012). Concerning construct
reliability, whereas the three constructs besides dependency on others dis-
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played acceptable Cronbach’s alpha coefficients (min. =.71) and Rasch per-
son reliabilities (min. = .68), dependency on others showed a low reliability
estimate (Cronbach’s a = .57, Rasch person reliability = .53). Despite its low
reliability, dependency on others was retained for further analysis due to its
importance in the present study. Thus, the results must be interpreted with
caution, especially as the sample is stratified into only one or two levels with
a person reliability estimate of .50 (Linacre, 2012), which may suppress the
effect of dependency on others in the main analysis.

Table 1. The Summary of the Reliability Analysis for the
Questionnaire Constructs (N =219)

DOG IND DEP EVA

Variance explained by measures 4730 56.70 48.60 63.20
The first residuals 1410 18.60 1290 17.90

(eigenvalue) 1.60 1.70 1.50 1.90
Item separation 5.81 6.98 10.18 8.72
Item reliability .97 .98 .99 .99
Person separation 1.68 1.47 1.05 1.78
Person reliability 74 .68 .53 .76
Cronbach’s a 74 71 .57 .76

Note. DOG = dogmatism (4 items); IND = individualism (6 items); DEP = dependency
on others (6 items); EVA = evaluation apprehension (4 items).

Results and Discussion
Descriptive Statistics
Rater Severity

Rater severity of each student rater was estimated for both Times 1 and 2
using the many-facet Rasch measurement model with Facets 3.71.2 (Linacre,
2013a). Although the class comprised 27 students, data on 26 presenters
and 25 raters were submitted to the Rasch analysis as the remaining data
were unavailable. The data were specified to have four facets: the ability
of student presenters, the severity of student raters, the difficulty of two
sessions (Times 1 and 2), and the difficulty of three assessment categories
(English language use, content and organization, and preparation and non-
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verbal delivery). Figure 1 presents the Wright map plotting measures for
these four facets with the logit scale in Column 1 on the left and the scale
used in the assessment in the last column.

Column 2 shows presenter abilities. Higher ability presenters were
mapped at the top of the vertical ruler and lower ability presenters at the
bottom. The presenters are largely spread out along this measure, revealing
a large variance in the presentation abilities of the participants of this study
as perceived by their peers.

Column 3 shows rater severity. More severe raters are located at the top
and more lenient raters at the bottom. As only 10 out of 25 student raters
were located below 0.00 logits, the majority of the student raters scored
their peers’ presentations critically. The data from the calibration report for
the student raters revealed that rater severity varied considerably, ranging
between -1.82 and 1.16 logits (M = 0.50, SD = 0.10), with a rater separation
reliability (rater separation index) of .97 (5.28). The significant fixed (all-
same) chi-square, x?(24) = 620.7, p < .001, also confirmed the significant
variations in the level of severity among the student raters.

Column 4 shows the session difficulty for Times 1 and 2. Although the
difficulty span between the two sessions was small (0.28 logits), the pres-
entations at Time 2 (M = 0.14) were more severely scored than at Time 1 (M
= -0.14). The separation reliability (separation index) of .96 (5.10) and the
significant chi-square, x*(1) = 27.0, p <.001, also confirmed the significant
difference between the two sessions.

Column 5 shows the category difficulty. Although all three categories
were clustered around the center, preparation and nonverbal delivery was
scored the most severely, followed by English language use and content and
organization, respectively.

Concerning consistency of the student raters’ ratings, two of the 25
student raters (Raters A and B) were identified as misfitting based on the
criteria of the infit and outfit mean square (MNSQ) statistics between 0.50
and 1.50 (Linacre, 2013c). Rater A (rater severity = 0.34 logits, infit MNSQ
statistics = 1.76, outfit MNSQ statistics = 1.77) and Rater B (rater severity
= 0.86 logits, infit MNSQ statistics = 1.91, outfit MNSQ statistics = 1.89) un-
derfit the model. Although use of fit MNSQ statistics above 2.0 “distorts or
degrades the measurement system,” MNSQ statistics between 1.5 and 2.0
are indicated as “unproductive for construction of measurement, but not
degrading” (Linacre, 2013c, p. 266). Accordingly, the two misfitting raters
with fit MNSQ statistics below 2.0 were retained for the main analysis. The
fit MNSQ statistics of 25 student raters ranged between 0.67 and 1.91 (M =
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1.00, 5D =0.30) and between 0.67 and 1.89 (M = 1.01, SD = 0.30) for infit and
outfit values, respectively. Taken together, most students were consistent in
scoring their peer presentations. The mean of the peer assessment also cor-
related highly with the teacher assessment based on the raw scores at Time
1(r=.82,p<.001).

Personality Traits of Student Raters

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics for the four personality variables in
logits. The participants at the group level generally asserted their opinions
(relatively high dogmatism; M = 0.69) but tended not to stick to their beliefs
when people around them had different ideas (low individuality; M = -0.94).
They had a tendency to value relatedness and harmony with others (high
dependency on others; M = 1.13), and cared about being evaluated by others
(high evaluation apprehension; M = 0.90).

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Personality Traits (N = 21)

95% CI
M SE LL UL SD
Dogmatism 0.69 0.30 0.06 1.32 1.39
Individuality -0.94 30  -1.57 -031 1.38
Dependency on others 1.13 22 0.68 1.59 1.00
Evaluation apprehension 0.90 43 -0.01 1.80 1.99

Note. All the estimates are based on Rasch logits. Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower
limit, UL = upper limit.

The Effect of Personality Traits on Rater Severity

The research question concerned to what extent personality traits influence
rater severity as student raters become familiar with their classmates and
with peer assessment. In order to examine the effects when students are
less familiar with their classmates and the assessment, a multiple stepwise
regression analysis was performed with rater severity at Time 1 as a de-
pendent variable. The results showed that none of the four personality fac-
tors significantly predicted rater severity at Time 1 (Table 3). When student
raters were relatively new to their classmates and to peer assessment, per-
sonalities were not associated with the rater severity of peer assessment.
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Table 3. The Regression Analysis of Personalities Predicting Rater
Severity at Time 1 (N =21)

Predictors F R? B SEB B
Step 1 .75 .16
Individuality 0.16 0.22 31
Evaluation apprehension 0.06 0.13 .18
Dogmatism 0.08 0.20 15
Dependency on others -0.09 0.25 -.13
Step 2 1.02 15
Dogmatism 0.12 0.16 23
Individuality 0.11 0.17 21
Evaluation apprehension 0.03 0.09 .08
Step 3 1.54 .15
Dogmatism 0.13 0.15 .25
Individuality 0.09 0.15 17
Step 4 2.87 13
Dogmatism 0.19 0.11 .36

Note. All variables were nonsignificant. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; 3
= standardized regression coefficient.

In order to examine the effects when student raters are more familiar with
their classmates and peer assessment, another multiple stepwise regression
analysis was conducted with rater severity at Time 2 as a dependent vari-
able. The results showed that two of the four predictors (i.e., dependency
on others and evaluation apprehension) were significant predictors of rater
severity at Time 2 (Table 4). In line with the initial hypotheses, whereas
student raters who valued relatedness and harmony with others were more
lenient in peer assessment, the personality traits of being independent and
assertive did not influence rater severity. Furthermore, students who cared
about being evaluated by others were more severe in peer assessment.
Taken together, although some personality traits (i.e., dogmatism and indi-
viduality) do not have a systematic impact on the rater severity, it appears
that certain personality traits (i.e., dependency on others and evaluation
apprehension) influenced rater severity when students were more familiar
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with their classmates and peer evaluation. However, further research is
needed to verify these results, as the confidence intervals of the means of
the four independent variables were wide as shown in Table 2.

Table 4. The Regression Analysis of Personalities Predicting Rater
Severity at Time 2 (N = 21)

Predictors F R? B SEB B
Step 1 2.57 .39
Evaluation apprehension 0.25 0.14 .58
Dependency on others -0.49 0.26 -56
Dogmatism 0.17 0.20 .28
Individuality 0.05 0.23 .07
Step 2 3.61* .39
Evaluation apprehension 0.23 0.10 .53*
Dependency on others -0.45 0.20 -52*
Dogmatism 0.20 0.12 33
Step 3 3.63* 29
Dependency on others -0.52 0.21 -.59*
Evaluation apprehension 0.23 0.10 .53*

Note. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; § = standardized regression coef-
ficient.

*p <.05

Conclusion

To the best of my knowledge, this is the first study to investigate the ef-
fect of personality traits on rater severity in peer assessment of EFL oral
presentations. The present study found that rater personalities tended to
cause rater bias in peer assessment under certain circumstances and may
jeopardize the precision of peer assessment. However, this study was only
a preliminary study conducted with a very small sample size (N = 21). It
should be replicated with a larger sample to generalize the findings. As there
is a dearth of research investigating rater bias in peer assessment of EFL
oral presentations, more research on this issue is also needed.
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Appendix
English Translation of the Questionnaire Items for Takata’s (2000) Self-

Construal

To what extent do you agree with each of the following statements?

Factor 1: Dogmatism (DOG)

DOG1 [ always try to have opinions of my own.

DOG2 [ always know what I want to do.

DOG3 [ always express my opinions clearly.

DOG4 [ always speak and act with confidence.

Factor 2: Individuality (IND)

IND1 The best decisions are the ones [ make by myself.

IND2 When I believe in an idea, I do not care what others think of it.

IND3 Even if people around me have different ideas, I stick to my
beliefs.

IND4 In general, | make my own decisions.

IND5 Whether something is good or bad depends on how I think
about it.

IND6 I do not care when my opinions and behaviors are different

from others.
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Factor 3: Dependency on Others (DEP)

DEP1
DEP2
DEP3

DEP4
DEP5

DEP6

It is important to maintain harmony with others.
[t is important for me to be liked by others.

How I feel depends on who [ am with and what circumstances
[amin.

[ avoid having conflicts with my group’s members.

When I differ in opinions from others, [ often accept their opin-
ions.

I sometimes change my attitudes and behaviors depending on
who [ am with and what circumstances I am in.

Factor 4: Evaluation Apprehension (EVA)

EVA1
EVA2

EVA3
EVA4

I care about what others think of me.

Sometimes [ am worried about how things will turn out and
have difficulty in getting started.

I care about how others evaluate me.

When interacting with others, I care about my relationships
with them and their social status.

Note. All the questionnaire items are randomly ordered 6-point Likert-scale items.
1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree.





