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ABSTRACT
Peer assessment is believed to enable learners to develop abilities and skills denied to them in a learning environment in which the teacher alone assesses their work. In other words, it provides learners with the opportunity to take responsibility for analyzing, monitoring and evaluating aspects of both the learning process and product of their peers. Performance assessment is a new direction in testing, and a very promising one. It is essentially a holistic approach, an effort to assess complex skills in a realistic way.
This study is entitled Peer and Teacher Assessment in Speaking Performance. This study answered three research questions about similarity between the rating of peer assessment and teacher assessment in speaking performance of students, whether there are any bias in peer and teacher corrections in each class, and whether peer correction is comparable to the teacher assessment. The participants were one teacher and 36 students of 10th grade in a private senior high school in Bandung. To this aim, one visit observation, video-taping, and assessment rubric documents for speaking performance have been provided. To analyze the collected data, paired-sample t-test and correlation were applied. The results of this study revealed no significant difference between the learners’ peer assessment and teachers’ assessment. However, bias was found in peer assessment in both classes although the treatments were different. 
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Background


Assessment is one of the crucial components of the instruction. People within the educational community, i.e. policymakers, educators, students, parents, administrators, have different ideas regarding the implementation of assessment strategies (Dietel, Herman, and Knuth, 1991 in Dikli, 2003). There are two kinds of assessment, traditional assessment and alternatives assessment. While some believe traditional assessment methods are more effective, others think that alternative assessment tools are superior (Dikli, 2003). The most widely used traditional assessment tools are multiple-choice tests, true/false tests, short answers, and essays. According to Simonson and others in Dikli (2003), there are three approaches in alternative assessment: Authentic assessment, performance-based assessment, and constructivist assessment. Similarly, Reeves (2000) suggests three main strategies to integrate alternative assessment into online learning settings: 1. cognitive assessment, 2. performance assessment, 3. portfolio assessment. Researchers and educators use the term performance-based, alternative, and authentic assessment interchangeably.
Peer assessment


Peer assessment is a process of a group of individuals grading their peers in which may or may not involve an agreed criteria among teachers and students (Falchikov, 1995). More specifically, Topping (1998) defined peer assessment as “an arrangement in which individuals consider the amount, level, value, worth, quality, or success of the products or outcomes of learning of peers of similar status” (p. 250). The process of peer assessment ought to involve students grading and/or giving feedback on their peers’ work, and being judged for the quality of the appraisals they made (Davies, 2006). Such an assessment method is usually associated with group work in which students wish to separate the assessment of individual contributions from the assessment of the groups’ final products. According to Patri (2002), in a situation where learners are able to assess their own quality and level of performance and those of their peers, it is very likely that they will be capable of understanding the assessment criteria. Brown (2004) said that both self and peer assessment involve students in their own destiny, encourage autonomy, and increase motivation. Cheng and Warren (2005) maintained that involvement in and control over the methods, procedures, and outcomes of assessment as well as understanding the underlying rationale are crucial for both teachers and students. Peer assessment is an alternative that has significant pedagogical value because it enables learners to take part in the evaluation process and gives learners opportunities to participate in and evaluate their peers’ learning process and products.


Validity and reliability of peer assessment may be an issue for those who are interested in using peer assessment. Skeptics about this assessment method ignore the fact that reaching high validity and reliability is not the main goal of peer assessment. Devenney (1989) in Peng (2010) noted the functions and roles of peer and teacher assessment are different; the former is a formative assessment tool focusing on the ongoing learning process while the latter is a summative assessment tool for judging learning outcomes. Topping (1998) argued that peer assessment is not a substitute for traditional assessment but it may add value to the learning process. Patri (2002) echoed the idea that peer assessment and assessment involvement have vital pedagogical value. Most peer assessment advocates proposed using it as a formative assessment tool rather than a summative one. More specifically, it is a supplementary assessment method for involving and empowering students rather than a substitution for teacher assessment.


There are several benefits and weaknesses of peer assessment to be implemented in classrooms. Peer learning and assessment are quite effective in terms of developing students’ critical thinking, communication, lifelong learning and collaborative skills (Nilson, 2003). Integrating peer and self assessment into teaching has the benefit of connecting teacher feedback with student learning (Orsmond, Merry & Reiling, 2000). Topping (1998) noted that not only can peer assessment increase the amount of feedback, but it can also promote higher order thinking (Cheng & Warren, 2005; Nilson, 2003; Oliver & Omari, 1999; Orsmond & Merry, 1996; Sivan, 2000). The direct involvement in the learning process enhances students’ sense of ownership, responsibility (Sivan, 2000) and students’ motivation. It promotes active and autonomous learners (Orsmond & Merry, 1996; Sivan, 2000). Moreover, owing to the increasing use of group projects in higher education (Li, 2001), peer assessment becomes very useful because it can prevent the effect of free-riders; in other words, it is a good way to distinguish individual contributions from group products (Cheng & Warren, 2000; Goldfinch, 1994; Goldfinch & Raeside, 1990; Johnston & Miles, 2004; Li, 2001). Since peer assessment often takes place in the context of group work (Falchikov, 2005 in Peng, 2010), Brown (2004) identified that the most evident characteristic of peer assessment is cooperative learning, which is advantageous to students. Additionally, Williams’ (1992) study showed that most of the students found self and peer assessment useful, interesting, and fun.


On the other hand, Cheng and Warren (2005) reported that students felt neither comfortable nor confident evaluating their peers due to their own perceptions of inability. A similar result was found in Orsmond and Merry’s (1996) research. Freeman (1995) emphasized the importance of appropriate training and practice in peer assessment for achieving objectivity. Patri (2002) also stated that in order to ensure the effectiveness of peer assessment, training and experience are necessary. In other words, peer assessment is time-consuming because training, preparation, and monitoring are needed (Cheng & 90 Warren, 2005; Falchikov, 2005; Topping, 1998). Brown (2004) identified subjectivity as the primary weakness of peer assessment which needs to be resolved. Two possible situations may occur. One is that students may either be too critical on themselves or too rodomontade. The other is that they simply do not know how to make an adequate assessment. It is also possible that students may feel anxious and resistant (at least in the beginning) toward peer assessment (Falchikov, 2005; Topping, 1998).

Peer assessment in speaking performance 


Reeves (2000) believes the emphasis on performance assessment is the ability of learner in applying his/her knowledge and skills to real life simulations. He further states that there are five main points in performance assessment (p. 108): “1. It is focused on complex learning, 2. It engages higher-order thinking and problem solving skills, 3. It stimulates a wide range of active responses, 4. It involves challenging tasks that require multiple steps, 5. It requires significant commitments of student time and effort.” Similarly, Simonson and others (2000) discuss the several advantages of alternative assessment. First of all, they tend to simulate real-life contexts. Learners have opportunity to practice the authentic activities that they might encounter in real life. These activities allow them to transfer their skills to various real world related settings. Second, collaborative working is encouraged. Finally, alternative assessments assist instructors to have a better understanding of student learning (Winking, 1997).



Performance assessments will at least initially be defined here as any assessments that are designed to elicit performances of the specific language behaviors that the testers wish to assess. Examples of performance assessments are composition tasks, oral interview tasks, and so forth. They are designed to elicit students’ abilities to write or speak, but they are typically scored in terms of the linguistic characteristics of the writing or speaking performances that the test designer feels are important for theoretical and/or pedagogical reasons. Success or failure to complete the task is not necessarily at issue in performance tests.


A surprising number of actual language performance test development and validation projects have been reported in the literature. Some of those projects were designed to do testing in different settings or for different purposes. In terms of speaking, Stansfield and Kenyon (1992) report on the development and validation of a simulated oral proficiency interview. Fulcher (1996) studied task design and group oral performance tests from the students’ points of view. Kenyon (1998) investigated the validity of tasks on performance-based tests of oral proficiency of German, French, and Spanish students at the high school and college levels. Hill (1998) studied the effectiveness of validating an oral English proficiency test through test-takers reactions to and performance on a test performance test for prospective migrants to Australia. Chalhoub-Deville (2001) examined the task-based validity of three oral assessments (an oral proficiency interview, a contextualized speaking assessment, and a video/oral communication instrument). 


Learner autonomy in the classroom has been increasingly emphasized in recent years and as a result there has been a greater focus on both self-assessment and peer-assessment as educational tools (Brown, 1998). In a speech presentation class for example “giving students the opportunity to evaluate their peers” (Brown, 1998, p. 67) on skills such as speaking at an appropriate volume and rate, enunciating clearly, or making good eye contact ‘not only gives them an important sense of responsibility for their fellow students’ progress, but also forces them to concentrate on the skills during their own presentations” (p. 67).


Peer assessment, defined as ‘an arrangement in which individuals consider the amount, level, value, worth, quality of success of the products or outcomes of learning of peers of similar status’ (Topping et al, 1998: 250), is becoming more important as an alternative assessment method, among others such as self-assessment and portfolio assessment. Peer assessment requires learners to judge the language skills of other learners.

Learner assessment is frequently mentioned in assessment discussion but is rarely used in the classroom, possibly because of genuine fears about its effectiveness. Yet a brief reflection on the matter will reveal that it is not such an unusual happening. Successful learners routinely monitor and assess their own language learning and progress (self-assessment). They also observe the language interactions of their peers to pick up new ideas, to identify mistakes to avoid, or to compare their own abilities with those of fellow learners (peer assessment).

Peer assessment has a range of potential advantages. For example, it can:

• be integrated into teaching and learning processes;
• provide personalized assessments for each learner;
• involve learners in assessing learning;
• foster learner reflection on how learners learn;
• encourage greater learner autonomy;
• increase learner motivation.

Although concerns remain about the validity of peer assessments in high status contexts, they can provide a valuable source of additional information for teacher assessments of learner achievement. More importantly, including these techniques in learning programs makes key learning strategies of successful learners explicit and available to all learners.

Learner assessment of casual conversation


To achieve the maximum benefit, self and peer assessments are best introduced through structured activities based on the use of explicit criteria that learners can identify, practice and then assess. Learners, whether assessing their own efforts or those of peers, can be directed to observe, analyze and give feedback about:

• the presence or absence of language features

• the strategies used to achieve certain purposes

• communication problems.


In practice, learners in the casual conversation classroom require criteria on which to assess their own and peer performance in casual conversation. A casual conversation does indeed have predictable stages, language functions and specific language structures that can be used to describe its performance. These stages, functions and language structures can be taught to learners, can be practiced formally, and can form the performance criteria for their assessment.

	BEGIN
	Greetings

Talk about something general, 

(e.g. something around you, the weather,

ask for information, ask a small favor)

	CONTINUE
	Ask questions

Answer questions

Give feedback

Ask for clarification

Change topics

Tell stories

Have a discussion –(opinions, agree, disagree)

Take turns

	FINISH
	Must go

Say why

Meet again

Say goodbye


Figure 1: Outline of a model casual conversation
This outline is the basis of more specific worksheets for student use in their self-assessments and peer assessments. These worksheets provide guidance for learners on the general characteristics that they should consider when assessing their own or peers’ achievements in conversations. Similarly, the worksheets highlight specific discourse organization and language features.


One of the hurdles often faced with the use of self and peer assessment is learner resistance. Teachers can make these assessments more acceptable to learners by providing a conversation outline, by teaching and practicing the language structures and functions required for its use, and finally by making it explicit that the presence or absence of items practiced will also be the foundation of teacher as well as self and peer assessment.


With structured practice based on the evidence of presence or absence of elements explicitly stated, self and peer assessments commonly match teacher assessments. The process of observing, listening and analyzing in order to assess also assists learners to better monitor their own speaking.

Method


Given the importance of peer assessment comparing to teacher assessment in students’ speaking performance, the main research questions were stated as follow:

1. How similar are peer and teacher ratings of students’ speaking performance?

2. Is there any bias in peer and teacher corrections in each class?

3. Is peer correction comparable to the teacher assessment?

For this study, the participants were 36 students of 10th grade at a private senior high school in Bandung who belonged to two different classes. All participants were taught by a particular teacher. Student participants had been asked to create a casual conversation considering the topic “New Faces” in the Business English Class a week before. The conversation should be performed in front of the class. Researcher was a non-participant observer who did not get involved in the teaching and learning activities. 

The instrument used in this study is the rubric of assessment criteria. The assessment criteria were established by the teacher based on her experience. The assessment criteria list utilizes four points of assessment and can be summarized as follows: Fluency, Accuracy (pronunciation), Appropriate expressions (grammar), and Appropriate body language (gesture). The scale for each of these criteria was measured on range of score: A = 82-90; B = 73-81; C = 65-72. 

In order to achieve the desired result, the following procedure was taken. At the beginning, the students were divided into two different classes with two different treatments. The first class’ students (Class A) were asked to assess their friends’ performance without putting their names on the rubric, so their rubric papers were anonymous. On the other class (Class B), the students were asked to put their names on the rubric papers.

In each class, the teacher explained the criteria to the students. A full and detailed explanation of the criteria was given in order to make it clear for the students. The teacher also gave example on how to assess a role play performance by using a video example of a casual conversation in business. Then, the teacher showed how to fill in the rubric with the appropriate way.


While each pair of students was performing the role plays in front of the class, the peer students put scores in the rubric. This time, each role play was evaluated by both the teacher and the students. The students were told that their assessment would not be read by the other students and would be submitted directly to the teacher.

Videotaping was also applied in this study considered that “even with careful training, a single scorer is unlikely to be as reliable as one would wish” (Hughes, 1989 in Okuda and Otsu, 2010). In order to obtain a reliable benchmark for comparison with peer assessment, the teacher videotaped the students’ performance so that the researcher who was not in the classroom and did not directly observes the role plays could evaluate all the speeches in the absence of the class teacher without knowing the scores given by her. Then the scores from the researcher are added to the teacher’s scores and the means were used as the data.
Result and discussion


In order to answer the first research question about the similarity of teacher and peer-rating of students’ English casual conversation in business, paired-samples t-test was applied, once for the peer raters as a whole, then separately for class A and class B.
Table 1 Descriptive statistics for teacher and peer corrections

	

	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Peer 
	36
	71.00
	85.00
	78.1389
	3.78788

	Teacher
	36
	72.25
	84.50
	77.7222
	2.25893

	Class A
	18
	71.00
	78.50
	75.3611
	2.35650

	Class B
	18
	72.50
	85.00
	80.9167
	2.76533

	Valid N (listwise)
	18
	
	
	
	



For the peers as a whole, the results, t = .584, P = .563 > .05, indicated that there was no significant difference between the teacher and the whole peer students ratings, and the mean scores for corrections were quite close to each other (Table 1). In contrast, for the separate groups of peers, the results of the paired-samples t-tests revealed some significant differences between the teacher’s corrections and each of the peer groups. As displayed in Table 2, for Class A corrections, t = -5.823 and P = .000 < .05, and for Class B, t = 3.818 and P = .001 < .05. The results for each class show that the scores given by the students in peer corrections are not that similar to scores given by the teacher and researcher. Probably it happened because they are still considered as adolescents or teenagers so that most of them still have low considerations regarding to the peer assessment. If the case is taken a look closer, there must be some reasons affected in their way of assessing their friends. Based on the data, it was found that the students of Class B put higher score than the teacher did. Meanwhile, in Class A, students tend to put high scores for their friends but not too many of them did it. The descriptive statistics for the three comparisons and the t-test results are presented in Tables 1 and 2, respectively.


Another question in this study was about the effect of friendship on peer rating. In order to investigate any possible bias first of all, the average of the scores offered by peer of Class A and Class B for the casual speaking performance was separately calculated. The results of the paired-samples t-test with the t-value of 4.28 and the p-value of .001 < .05 show that there was significant difference between the assessments of Class A (students didn’t put their names on the rubric papers) and Class B (students put their names on the rubric papers).

The findings of this study concerning peer and teacher assessment are in line with the studies of Jafarpur (1991), Hughs and Large (1993), Miller and Ng (1996), Topping (1998), Falchikov and Goldfinch (2000), Patri (2002), and Saito and Fujita (2004) who have noted high agreement between teacher and peer assessments which indicate an overall similarity in scoring between peers and teachers. The reason behind this agreement may be found in using a clear scoring criterion, as well as the training and practice sessions prior to the actual peer assessment experience.


Concerning bias, this study revealed some significant differences between ratings of Class A and Class B peers. It is in line with Falchikov (1995) and Morahan-Martin (1996) who identified such a bias in peer assessment. The probable reason for this result may be because they are high school students who are still considered as adolescents or young adults. In fact, adolescents have already got good considerations yet still being influenced by their childhood thought. Another point is the possible fear of facing the friends the next week in the class after issuing someone a bad grade (Buchanan, 2004, cited in Roberts, 2006). This problem might be overcome by monitoring and anonymous marking (Alfallay, 2004).
Table 2 Paired-samples t-test for teacher and peer corrections

	

	
	Paired Differences
	T
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	
	Peer/ Teacher
	.41667
	4.27827
	.71304
	-1.03089
	1.86422
	.584
	35
	.563

	
	Class A/ Teacher
	-2.61111
	1.90244
	.44841
	-3.55717
	-1.66505
	-5.823
	17
	.000

	
	Class B/ Teacher
	3.44444
	3.82768
	.90219
	1.54098
	5.34791
	3.818
	17
	.001



In order to see if there is good agreement between the peer assessment and teacher assessment, correlation tests were used. Table 2 shows the result of the tests for the mean marks awarded to each student by the teachers and by the students. Peer assessment for each criterion consistently showed correlations with teacher assessment, although they were not strong. The overall correlation coefficient was as high as (r = .297) which suggests that students can be reliable assessors and that peer assessment can be a supplement for teacher assessment to some extent. The result we obtained is close to the result (r = 0.85) observed in one of the two groups in Patri’s (2002) study where a sample video was shown to both of the groups to clearly establish criteria set by the researcher.
Table 3 Correlations between the peer and teacher corrections within the criteria

	
	Correlation (r)

	
	Fluency
	-.035

	
	Accuracy 
	.297

	
	Appropriate Expressions
	.197

	
	Appropriate Body Language
	.129


**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Number of students: 36


Table 4 shows the means and standard deviations of marks awarded for each of the assessment criteria by peer and teacher. The results show the students’ tendency to give higher scores than their teachers, which is a phenomenon noted in previous studies (Freeman, 1995). The table also shows that standard deviations of the students were consistently smaller than those of the teachers, reflecting the tendency of students using a narrower range of scores than their teachers (Cheng & Warren, 2005; Freeman, 1995; Hughes & Large, 1993). Cheng & Warren (2005) have noted that this “is usually ascribed to the reluctance on the part of students to mark their peers up or down” (p. 105).
Table  4. Mean and Standard Deviation for Peer correction and Teacher correction by criterion

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	
	Peer (fluency)
	79.3333
	4.42719

	
	Teacher (fluency)


	80.7222
	3.85161

	
	Peer (accuracy)
	78.8333
	4.49444

	
	Teacher (accuracy)


	78.3611
	1.26836

	
	Peer (appropriate expressions)
	77.7778
	5.30289

	
	Teacher (Appropriate expressions)


	74.0833
	3.54864

	
	Peer (appropriate body language)
	76.6111
	3.74378

	
	Teacher (appropriate body language)
	77.8889
	2.45855


Number of students: 36
Conclusion


This study is about peer assessment comparing to teacher assessment of high school students in the context of casual business conversation. Students were divided into two different classes with different treatments. In Class A, students were not asked to put their names on the rubric papers while they were assessing their friends’ performances. Meanwhile, in Class B, the students were obliged to put their names on the rubric papers. 


The results of this study revealed no significant difference between the learners’ peer assessment and teachers’ assessment. However, bias was found in peer assessment in both classes although the treatments were different. It may happen because the students are still considered as adolescents who are still have less consideration toward assessing speaking performance of their friends.

It is found that the responsibility for assessing students’ speech presentations may be shared by the teacher and the students. A strong correlation (r = .29) was observed between pees assessment and teacher assessment in the final presentation after four practices. This implies that it is viable to incorporate peer assessment into the formal grading procedures when our training method is applied. Whether we can use peer assessment conducted in a small group as a part of the final score was not examine in this study.
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RUBRIC OF SPEAKING PERFORMANCE

Evaluation Sheet

Subject
: Business English

Unit

: 1

Unit title
: New Faces

Activity
: Introducing and talking about yourself

Date

:

	Name of the performers
	Fluency 
	Accuracy
	Appropriate expressions
	Appropriate body language

	1.
	
	
	
	

	2.
	
	
	
	


Comments:

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..

Range of score:

A = 82-90

B = 73 – 81.99

C = 65 – 72.99

