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Context
 Second year Science students, Semester 2
 Small “workshop” class

• 15 in 2007, 21 in 2008
• Workshop component unique to these students

 Existing oral presentation (assessed)
• Aim 1: generic presentation skills
• Aim 2: communication of scientific content

 Increase effectiveness?



The talk
 Individual
 10 min plus 3 min questions
 4% of final mark for course

• Leads on to essay on same topic (12% of final mark)
• 40% generic presentation skills, 60% scientific content

 Genetics of a particular human disease
• Literature research
• Every student allocated different disease
 Information unique to specific talk
 But scientific objectives identical



Why peer marking?
 Seeking to engage students further

• Never any questions from students

 Seeking to maximise impact of single assessment
• Students learn from work they are assessing (Topping, 1998)

 Assessment criteria state target audience is “your colleagues in this 
class”

• Peer marking validates the assessment

 Fairness from multiple markers
• Remove need for double marking by staff?



How the peer marking was done
 Anonymous peer markers
 Final talk mark 50% instructor mark, 50% average peer mark

• Students marked talks in weeks they were not presenting

 Detailed rubric (page 1 of 2 shown on next slide)

• In student handbook
• Discussed within “giving a presentation” workshop
• Various criteria within “presentation skills” or “scientific content”
• Each criterion given mark out of 10
• Excellent = 7.5-10, Very good = 6.5-7.5, Poor = 5-6.5, Needs work = 0-5
• Standard within each level described
• Returned to presenter as feedback

 All marks released at same time, once all talks completed





Note: comments from audience members about this rubric
1. Perhaps not a good idea to have overlapping marks (i.e. put boundary 

marks into one category or the other, not both)
2. Perhaps including High Distinction level column (i.e. split “excellent” 

column into two) would empower peer markers to award high marks
(my opinion, without evidence, is that this would encourage peer 
markers to award most students higher marks, i.e. wouldn’t help to 
spread the marks but rather would just shift marks higher)

I can email you a MS Word file of the full rubric if you want it 
(michelle.coulson@adelaide.edu.au)



Student Experience of Peer Marking
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Evaluation of student experience
Student comments in open-ended questions:

Made me pay attention and learn something, helped me in preparing my own talk

When marking, listening to the talks was not as interesting as when I was not 
marking; I couldn’t engage as much when I was marking



Future Involvement in Peer Marking
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Student Perception of Fairness of Marks
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Correlation of Staff Marks and Average Peer Marks

y = 0.4565x + 44.524
R2 = 0.7157
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Evaluation of the marks
 Concern about reliability of peer marks expressed by peers and staff 

(Sittiworachart & Joy, 2008; Orsmond, 2004)

 Current study:
• Mean staff mark = 77%
• Mean average peer mark = 80%
• Good correlation

– Expected but not guaranteed
(Falchikov & Goldfinch, 2000)

• However…



Distribution of Staff Marks
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Evaluation of the marks

It was hard to decide what mark to give and (I) often just reverted to 8/10 so my marks 
weren’t that reflective of the quality of the work, but I would like to develop this skill.



Evaluation of the marks
 “Clustering” of peer marks (Paré and Joordens, 2008; Sutton et al., 2004)

 Consequences?
• Intersection at ~82%

– Weaker students benefited from peer mark
– Strong performers disadvantaged by peer mark

 Minimise effect by retaining significant weighting of staff mark



Conclusion

“Learning more by listening to the talks, able to 
feel involved in the talks rather than just sitting 
and doing nothing. Enables me to improve on 

my talks in the future knowing what the 
requirements are.”
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