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INTRODUCTION

The P21 Framework for 21 Century Learning, which was developed by educators, education experts,
and business leaders to define and illustrate the skills, knowledge, expertise, and support systems that
students need, identifies collaboration as a key educational outcome as it prepares students for the real-
world problem solving and enhance their prospects for employment.* Therefore, group assessments
are becoming a commonplace in higher education, mainly to promote collaborative working
environment and peer learning amongst students. In addition, group assessments are considered as an
effective assessment strategy to manage large classes as it reduces the marking burden on academics.?
Despite the benefits, students resent group work particularly when a common group mark is awarded
when there is a varying level of inputs from the members of the group.®*® Especially, non- engaging
students could possibly attain good grades without contributing to the group work or with minimal
contribution. This problem of “free riders” disadvantages and discourages engaging students.5’

There is a plethora of peer assessment methods used by academics to assess group works. However,
there is a dearth of studies which explores why a particular method is preferred and the difference it
makes on the final grades of students. Therefore, this paper explores different methods of peer
assessments by reviewing recent literature and expands into comparing the final grades derived from
two different methods of peer assessments adopted in the same module to study the end results.
Finally, the correlation between the final individual grades and the peer marks given was unpacked
which allows academics to make an informed decision.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Group Projects

The increasing use of group projects and team-based learning has become the norm in higher
education with the pedagogical shift from teacher-centred learning approaches to student-centred
learning approaches.® Group projects are a catalyst to promote collaboration amongst students as the
modern higher education strives to produce graduates with collaborative skills to improve their career
prospects.’ In simple terms, collaboration can be defined as ‘the act of working with another person or
group of people to create or produce something.® In the educational context, this can be translated
into, working in teams to produce an output that meets the assessment requirements and demonstrates
the achievement of the learning outcomes of a given module. Group projects are also proven to
increase the productivity of academics by attending to students in groups rather than individually and
through reduced marking burden.™ Despite the perceived benefits of collaboration, literature reports



learners resisting group works and collaborative exercises due to the problem of free riders, those who
do not contribute equally but receive the same grade as others.'?'*'* Scholars advocate that peer
assessments can alleviate the problem of “free riders” and help reap the benefits of collaborative group
projects.*>16:17

Peer Assessments

Literature on peer assessments can be traced back to early 1990s. Latest developments in peer
assessments are essentially a modification to the fundamental techniques proposed by Falchikov,'®
Goldfinch and Raeside,™ Stanier,®® and Topping.?*?* This suggests that these are seminal texts in the
area and the methods proposed are still valid or in use in the same or different shape or form.
Therefore, it is imperative that the historic literature and the development in the area is appraised.
Topping?® defines 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”.

Accordingly, peer assessments can be used to assess the product of the group work or the process of
the group work.?*? Either way, peer assessments and group work can lead to student empowerment.?®
Students take ownership of their learning and become active participants in the learning process when
they play the role of assessors. Peer assessments improve the quality of group assessments by
positively influencing the attitudes of students and rewarding engaging students.?” Stanier tested the
attitudes of students engaging in a peer assessment integrated group work over the course of a multi-
disciplinary module and noted that the attitudes of the students changed positively over the period of
the module. % The study also reported that the students seemed to enjoy the group work while showing
improved team effectiveness and a reduction of clashes.?

A summary of the methods reported in the literature in the recent past (2009-2019) is presented in
Table 1.

Study Computation Method

Carson and Glasor® Hybrid (Multiplier/Distribution)
Jin%! Multiplier

Weaver and Esposto®? Multiplier

Nepal® Multiplier

Spatar et al.3 Multiplier

Planas-Lladé et al.®® Distribution

Table 1. Summary of the peer assessment methods reported in the literature

Literature in the past decade primarily reported of two methods and the third one is a combination of
the two methods. This is an adaptation of the method reported in Conway et al.’s study.*® Especially,
addition and subtraction methods have become unpopular in the recent past. The reason for
addition/subtraction method going out of fashion is could be attributable to the aim of the peer
assessment. As discussed before, the two key aims of peer assessments are: (1) Assessing the group
working/collaborative skills of the students (the process), or (2) Differentiating the final grade based
on the individual’s contribution to the final outcome (the product). Accordingly, addition/subtraction
method is mainly used when the aim is to assess the collaborative skills of the student (or the process).
Academics are moving away from assessing the process and moving towards assessing the product.
Hence, varying forms of multiplier methods seem to be a preferable peer assessment method amongst
academics. Therefore, distribution method and multiplier methods are compared.



Table 2 summarises the pros and cons of the two methods reported in the literature. Accordingly, both
methods mainly aid the assessment of the final product. Nevertheless, the assessment of the process
(or the collaborative skills of the student) can be factored in the PA by including collaboration as one
of the assessment criteria. Problems of distribution method can be overcome by employing a carefully
developed questionnaire or a PA form to guide the students in distributing the marks reasonably and
objectively and providing a formula to distribute the marks. On the other hand, the multiplier methods
are objective, however, they need to be straightforward, transparent, and interpretable. The hybrid
method proposed by Carson and Glasor®” aimed at overcoming the reported weaknesses to some
extent by combining both methods. Yet, lack of a guide to distribute the marks needs to be addressed
in Carson and Glasor’s method.

Peer Assessment | Pros Cons Applicability
Methods
Distribution Method | Straight-forward Distribution is arbitrary/ no | Assess the product

Simple and easy to | guide

understand by the students Difficulty in  reaching
Students agree on the mark | consensus

distribution as a group Complexity increases with
larger groups

Verification and validation
can be difficult

Multiplier Method Use of PA forms Can be complicated Assess the product
Students are aware of the | Some formulae are difficult
marking criteria beforehand | to interpret

Independent assessment Less transparent  with
Obijective computation complex computational
methods

Table 2. Comparison of the existing methods of peer assessments in group projects

In summary, peer assessments are essentially a useful tool to minimise the effect of “free-riders” in
group projects which are a catalyst to promote collaboration in the learning process. Of the various
peer assessments methods practiced within the higher education setting, the functionality and impact
of each method on the final grades vary. Therefore, it is important that academics thoroughly
understand the pros and cons of the method being adopted and how it influences individual grades
guantitatively. However, the recent literature suggests academics are more inclined towards product-
based methods like multiplier and distribution methods compared to process-based methods like
addition/deduction methods. Therefore, this paper uncovers this mystery by presenting an evaluation
of the final grades derived from a process based and product-based peer assessment methods to study
their impact on the overall spread of grades (standard deviation) and correlation between the peer
mark and final mark to aid the selection process..

METHOD

The study involves primary data collection and analysis of two peer assessment methods to explore the
impact of process based and product-based peer assessments on the final grades of students.
Addition/deduction method of peer assessment is mainly used to assess the process of group working
skills while multiplier method and distribution method are used to assess the product of group working



skills. Of the two product-based methods, multiplier method of peer assessment was used due to the
availability of primary data that was obtained from a Quantity Surveying module. Student grades
including peer mark and group marks of 27 students on this module was collected. In total, there were
8 groups of 3 to 4 students. Group mark was awarded by the tutor for the work submitted in groups
and the peer mark was awarded by members of the group to one another. Peer marking process was
guided through a pre-developed proforma and was conducted anonymously via an e-learning platform.
The collected data was processed using addition method and multiplier method to derive the final
marks. The formulae used to calculate individual marks for addition and multiplier methods are as
follows:

Addition Method:

Individual Mark = Group Mark x 80% + Peer Mark x 20% (1)

Multiplier Method:

Individual Mark = Group Mark x (Average Individual Peer Mark/Average Group Peer Mark) (2)
The marks were presented graphically (for example, G1S1 implies Student 1 of Group 1) and the
standard deviation of the peer marks vs. final individual marks were analysed along with correlation
coefficient to study data patterns. Correlation coefficient is a metric that measures the linear
correlation between two variables, hence, helpful to study the outcome of the two peer assessment
methods chosen.

Correlation coefficient can take range from -1.00 to +1.00. The sign of the correlation coefficient
indicates the direction of the relationship (positive or negative) while the value indicates the strength
of the relationship between two variables. Cohen suggest 0.1 represents a small effect, 0.3 represents a
medium effect and 0.5 or more represents a large effect® while Evans argues values between 0 and
0.19 to be “very weak”, 0.20 to 0.39 to be “weak”, 0.40 to 0.59 to be “moderate”, 0.60 to 0.79 to be
“strong” and 0.80 to 1.0 to be “very strong”. ** Even though these benchmarks are useful, Field*
suggests that it is important to interpret the correlation in the context of the research.

FINDINGS

Data Analysis

Addition Method

Individual marks derived from the addition method are presented in Figure 3. Group mark and peer
marks were also plotted in the graph for ease of comparison. As illustrated in the graph, the final
individual grades are always higher than the group grade when the peer mark is above the group grade
and vice versa. However, the correlation between peer mark and individual mark is less than 0.1
(0.09). In addition, the standard deviation of the peer mark was 16 while the standard deviation of the
individual mark was 11.
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Figure 1. Outcomes of Addition Method

Multiplier Method

Similarly, individual marks derived from the multiplier method are presented in Figure 4. Contrary to
the addition method, the final individual grades always mimic the pattern of peer marks. Final marks
are sometimes lower than the group mark even though the pee mark is higher than the group mark. On
the other hand, multiplier method depicts a better correlation (0.38, p=0.05) between peer mark and
individual mark compared to addition method, yet the correlation is not very strong, and the standard
of the individual mark was 18.

N E LT
\/. l

©
o

®
o

70
60

50

Marks (%)

40 t
30

20

G1G1G1G1l G2G2G2 G3G3G3G3 G4G4G4 G5G5G5G5 G6G6G6 G7G7G7 G8GBGS8
51525354 515253 S152S3S54 S15253 S152S53S4 515253 515253 515253
Student

sl P e r Mark Group Grade Individual Grade
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DISCUSSION

Primary data findings clearly present the difference in outcomes of the two peer assessment methods.
When the process of collaborative skills is tested via addition method, the grades tends to be higher
than the group grade unless the peer mark is lower than the group mark. This method in a way
escalates final individual grades without a proper rationale. However, with multiplier method, final
individual mark is derived in relation to the overall group’s contribution. This implies if the
individual’s contribution was higher than the overall group’s contribution then the final individua
mark was higher than the group mark and vice versa. Assuming all members of the group contributed
equally, the group mark will become the final individual mark for everyone in the group. Hence, the
escalation of the final grades in multiplier method is justified by the fact that the students covering for
disengaged students are awarded additional points for contribution beyond the requirement.



The impact of the two methods on the final outcomes is explained by the differing standard deviation
and the coefficient of correlation. As in the addition method, the standard deviation of the individual
marks is lower than the standard deviation of peer marks whereas in multiplier method the standard
deviation of the individual marks is higher than the standard deviation of peer marks. This implies that
66 percent of the class has a mark between 55 and 77 with addition method as opposed to between 41
and 78 with multiplier method. Accordingly, addition method looks attractive based on the standard
deviation yardstick.

Based on the correlation coefficient analysis, multiplier method shows a moderate correlation between
peer mark and the final mark as per Cohen’s yardstick? although according to Evans’s this is
considered very low. > On the other hand, no correlation was found in the addition method (almost
zero). This suggests, of the two methods, individual marks are positively correlated with peer marks in
the multiplier method which can be explained by the fact the multiplier method uses a multiplication
factor to calculate the final mark from peer mark, resulting in a certain level of correlation. Yet, the
correlation was not very strong. Correlation coefficient is a factor that can be considered in choosing a
peer assessment method although not compulsory. However, multiplier method should be chosen if
the tutor wants final marks to be a distinct reflection of peer marks.

CONCLUSION

Use of peer assessments in group projects are becoming popular to address the problem of free riders
and to engage students effectively in group projects. However, choosing an effective method amongst
a pool of methods can be challenging. Therefore, this research attempted to shed some light in this
regard by conducting a systematic review of the recent literature, followed by an evaluation of real-life
data to demonstrate the impact of addition and multiplier peer assessment methods. Literature findings
indicated that two methods are predominantly in practice over the last decade including distribution
method and multiplier method, both intending to assess the final product. Addition/deduction method
has now become unpopular due to this method geared towards process assessment as opposed to
product assessment and academics preferring product-based peer assessments.

Distribution method is comparatively easy to understand than some of the multiplier methods. Lacking
objectivity is one of the key shortfalls of distribution method. Contrarily, objectivity is a key strength
of multiplier methods while the level of complexity makes this method difficult to interpret (by
students) and hence, less desirable. Despite the advancement of multiplier functions, a simpler
function is deemed effective in the eyes of students. Besides, both methods lead to a ‘no free-rider’
zone while improving team dynamics.

Evaluation of addition and multiplier methods reveal that the rigour of final individual marks can be
ensured in multiplier method through meticulously developed equation. However, similar rigour is
difficult to achieve with addition method. On the other hand, addition method seems to have a healthy
spread of marks with a lower standard deviation as opposed to the multiplier method with a higher
standard deviation for the analysed sample. In addition, multiplier method produces a better
correlation compared to addition method. The choice, however, is not between addition or multiplier
method but process-based assessment or product-based assessment.

Further, it is important to define the aim of the assessment (product or process) and communicate it
clearly to students to improve the credibility of peer assessments. In addition, appropriate training to
students as assessors is also crucial for the assessment process to be reliable and to reflect the reality.
Therefore, the design of peer assessments and the training of students should be treated as equally
important to achieve the goal of peer assessments, which is to improve the quality of group works by
positively influencing the attitudes of students.



NOTES

“Framework for 21st Century learning,” P21, accessed August 21 2020,
http://static.battelleforkids.org/documents/p21/P21_framework_0816_2pgs.pdf.

2Robert Cannon and David Newble, A handbook for teachers in universities and colleges. (UK: Kogan Page
Limited, 2000).

3Kathleen Carson and Rainer E. Glaser, “Chemistry is in the news: assessing intra- group peer review,”
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 35 (2009): 381- 402, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi.org/10.1080/02602930902862826.

“Naomi Elliott and Agnes Higgins, “Self and peer assessment — does it make a difference to student group
work?,” Nurse Education in Practice 5 (2005): 40-48, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:10.1016/j.nepr.2004.03.004.
5David Hall and Simon Buzwell, “The problem of free-riding in group projects: Looking beyond social loafing as
reason for non- contribution,” Active Learning in Higher Education 14 (2012): 37-49, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi: 10.1177/1469787412467123.

6Kathleen Carson and Rainer E. Glaser, “Chemistry is in the news: assessing intra- group peer review,”
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 35 (2009): 381- 402, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi.org/10.1080/02602930902862826.

"Naomi Elliott and Agnes Higgins, “Self and peer assessment — does it make a difference to student group
work?,” Nurse Education in Practice 5 (2005): 40-48, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:10.1016/j.nepr.2004.03.004.
8Robert Cannon and David Newble, A handbook for teachers in universities and colleges. (UK: Kogan Page
Limited, 2000).

%“Framework for 21st Century learning,” P21, accessed August 21 2020,
http://static.battelleforkids.org/documents/p21/P21_framework_0816_2pgs.pdf.

10“Oxford Learner’s Dictionary English oxford living dictionaries,” Oxford University Press Dictionary, accessed
August 14, 2020, https://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/definition/english/collaboration?qg=collaboration
https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/collaboration.

1David Hall and Simon Buzwell, “The problem of free-riding in group projects: Looking beyond social loafing as
reason for non- contribution,” Active Learning in Higher Education 14 (2012): 37-49, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi: 10.1177/1469787412467123.

2Kathleen Carson and Rainer E. Glaser, “Chemistry is in the news: assessing intra- group peer review,”
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 35 (2009): 381- 402, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi.org/10.1080/02602930902862826.

13Naomi Elliott and Agnes Higgins, “Self and peer assessment — does it make a difference to student group
work?,” Nurse Education in Practice 5 (2005): 40-48, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:10.1016/j.nepr.2004.03.004.
14David Hall and Simon Buzwell, “The problem of free-riding in group projects: Looking beyond social loafing as
reason for non- contribution,” Active Learning in Higher Education 14 (2012): 37-49, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi: 10.1177/1469787412467123.

15Linda Stanier, “Peer assessment and group work as vehicles for student empowerment: A module evaluation,”
Journal of Geography in Higher Education 21 (1997): 95-98, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/03098269708725413.

16Keith Topping, “Peer assessment between students in colleges and universities,” Review of Educational
Research 68 (1998): 249-276, accessed August 20, 2020, doi: 10.3102/00346543068003249.

17Simon J. Williams, “An Approach for the Assessment and Allocation of Individual Grades for Group-Based,
Collaborative Work by Combining Self- assessment, Group-Evaluation and Wiki Data: Results from an Action
Research.” in Assessment for Learning Within and Beyond the Classroom Taylor's 8th Teaching and Learning
Conference 2015 Proceedings, ed Siew F. Tang and Loshinikarasi Logonnathan, (Singapore: Springer, 2020).
18Nancy Falchikov, “Group process analysis-Self and peer assessment of working together in a group,”
Educational & Training Technology International 30 (1993): 275-284, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi:10.1080/0954730930300308.

%Judy Goldfinch and Robert Raeside, “Development of a peer assessment technique for obtaining individual
marks on a group project,” Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 15 (1990): 210-231 accessed August
20, 2020, doi: 10.1080/0260293900150304.



20Linda Stanier, “Peer assessment and group work as vehicles for student empowerment: A module evaluation,”
Journal of Geography in Higher Education 21 (1997): 95-98, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/03098269708725413.

2lKeith Topping, “Peer assessment between students in colleges and universities,” Review of Educational
Research 68 (1998): 249-276, accessed August 20, 2020, doi: 10.3102/00346543068003249.

22 Keith J. Topping, “Peer Assessment,” Theory into Practice 48 (2009): 20-27, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/00405840802577569,

23Keith Topping, “Peer assessment between students in colleges and universities,” Review of Educational
Research 68 (1998): 249-276, accessed August 20, 2020, doi: 10.3102/00346543068003249.

24Kathleen Carson and Rainer E. Glaser, “Chemistry is in the news: assessing intra- group peer review,”
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 35 (2009): 381- 402, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi.org/10.1080/02602930902862826.

25Debbi Weaver and Alexis Esposto, “Peer assessment as a method of improving student engagement,”
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 37 (2012): 805- 816, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/02602938.2011.576309.

26 inda Stanier, “Peer assessment and group work as vehicles for student empowerment: A module evaluation,”
Journal of Geography in Higher Education 21 (1997): 95-98, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/03098269708725413.

27Keith Topping, “Peer assessment between students in colleges and universities,” Review of Educational
Research 68 (1998): 249-276, accessed August 20, 2020, doi: 10.3102/00346543068003249.

28| inda Stanier, “Peer assessment and group work as vehicles for student empowerment: A module evaluation,”
Journal of Geography in Higher Education 21 (1997): 95-98, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/03098269708725413.

2Linda Stanier, “Peer assessment and group work as vehicles for student empowerment: A module evaluation,”
Journal of Geography in Higher Education 21 (1997): 95-98, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/03098269708725413.

30Kathleen Carson and Rainer E. Glaser, “Chemistry is in the news: assessing intra- group peer review,”
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 35 (2009): 381- 402, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi.org/10.1080/02602930902862826.

31Xiao-Hua Jin, “A comparative study of effectiveness of peer assessment of individuals’ contributions to group
projects in undergraduate construction management core units,” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 37
(2012): 577-589, accessed August 20, 2020, doi: 10.1080/02602938.2011.557147.

32Debbi Weaver and Alexis Esposto, “Peer assessment as a method of improving student engagement,”
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 37 (2012): 805- 816, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/02602938.2011.576309.

33Kali P. Nepal, “An approach to assign individual marks from a team mark: the case of Australian grading system
at universities,” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 37 (2012): 555-562, accessed January 20, 2021,
doi: 10.1080/02602938.2011.555815.

34Ciprian Spatar, Nigel Penna, Henry Mills, Vedrana Kutija and Martin Cooke, “A robust approach for mapping
group marks to individual marks using peer assessment,” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 40
(2015): 371-389, accessed August 20, 2020, doi: 10.1080/02602938.2014.917270.

35Anna Planas-Lladd, Lidia Feliu, Fransesc Castro, Rosa M. Fraguell, , Gerard Arbat, Joan Pujol, Juan Jose
Sufiol, and Pepus. Daunis-i-Estadella, “Using peer assessment to evaluate teamwork from a multidisciplinary
perspective,” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 43 (2018): 14-30, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/02602938.2016.1274369.

36Robert Conway, David Kember, Atara Sivan and May WU, “Peer assessment of an individual ‘s contribution to a
group project,” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 18 (1993): 45-56, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi.org/10.1080/0260293930180104.

87Kathleen Carson and Rainer E. Glaser, “Chemistry is in the news: assessing intra- group peer review,”
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 35 (2009): 381- 402, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi.org/10.1080/02602930902862826.

38Jacob Cohen, Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
1988).

39 James. D. Evans, Straightforward statistics for the behavioral sciences (Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole
Publishing, 1996).



“Andy P. Field, Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS: and sex and drugs and rock 'n' roll (London: SAGE,
2013).

41Jacob Cohen, Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
1988).

42James. D. Evans, Straightforward statistics for the behavioral sciences (Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole
Publishing, 1996).

43Althea ArchMiller, John Fieberg, J.D. Walker and Noah Holm, “Group peer assessment for summative
evaluation in a graduate-level statistics course for ecologists,” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 42
(2017):1208-1220, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:10.1080/02602938.2016.1243219.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

ArchMiller, Althea., Fieberg, John., Walker, J.D. and Holm, Noah. “Group peer assessment for summative
evaluation in a graduate-level statistics course for ecologists,” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education
42 (2017):1208-1220, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:10.1080/02602938.2016.1243219.

Cannon, Robert. and Newble, David, A handbook for teachers in universities and colleges. UK: Kogan Page
Limited, 2000.

Carson, Kathleen M. and Glaser, Rainer E. “Chemistry is in the news: assessing intra- group peer review.”
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 35 (2009): 381- 402, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi.org/10.1080/02602930902862826.

Cohen, Jacob. Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences, New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
1988.

Conway, Robert., Kember, David., Sivan, Atara. and WU, May. “Peer assessment of an individual ‘s contribution
to a group project,” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 18 (1993): 45-56, accessed August 20,
2020, doi.org/10.1080/0260293930180104.

Elliott, Naomi. and Higgins, Agnes. “Self and peer assessment — does it make a difference to student group
work?” Nurse Education in Practice 5 (2005): 40-48, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi:10.1016/j.nepr.2004.03.004.

Evans, James. D. Straightforward statistics for the behavioral sciences, Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole
Publishing, 1996.

Falchikov, Nancy. “Group process analysis-Self and peer assessment of working together in a group.”
Educational & Training Technology International 30 (1993): 275-284, accessed August 20, 2020,
doi:10.1080/0954730930300308.

Field, Andy P. Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS: and sex and drugs and rock 'n' roll. London: SAGE, 2013.

Goldfinch, Judy. and Raeside, Robert. “Development of a peer assessment technique for obtaining individual
marks on a group project.” Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 15 (1990): 210-231 accessed
August 20, 2020, doi: 10.1080/0260293900150304.

Hall, David. and Buzwell, Simon. “The problem of free-riding in group projects: Looking beyond social loafing as
reason for non- contribution.” Active Learning in Higher Education 14 (2012): 37-49, accessed August 20,
2020, doi: 10.1177/1469787412467123.

Jin, Xiao-Hua. “A comparative study of effectiveness of peer assessment of individuals’ contributions to group
projects in undergraduate construction management core units.” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher
Education 37(2012): 577-589, accessed August 20, 2020, doi: 10.1080/02602938.2011.557147.

Nepal, Kali P. “An approach to assign individual marks from a team mark: the case of Australian grading system
at universities.” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 37 (2012): 555-562, accessed January 20,
2021, doi: 10.1080/02602938.2011.555815

Oxford University Press Dictionary. “Oxford Learner’s Dictionary English oxford living dictionaries.” Accessed
August 14, 2020. https://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/definition/english/collaboration?g=collaboration
https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/collaboration.

P21. “Framework for 21st Century learning.” Accessed August 21 2020.
http://static.battelleforkids.org/documents/p21/P21_framework_0816_2pgs.pdf.

Planas-Llado, Anna., Feliu, Lidia., Castro, Fransesc., Fraguell, Rosa M., Arbat, Gerard., Pujol, Joan, Sufiol, Juan
.J. and Daunis-i-Estadella, Pepus. “Using peer assessment to evaluate teamwork from a multidisciplinary



perspective.” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 43 (2018): 14-30, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/02602938.2016.1274369.

Spatar, Ciprian., Penna, Nigel., Mills, Henry., Kutija, Vedrana. and Cooke, Martin. “A robust approach for mapping
group marks to individual marks using peer assessment.” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 40
(2015): 371-389, accessed August 20, 2020, doi: 10.1080/02602938.2014.917270.

Stanier, Linda. “Peer assessment and group work as vehicles for student empowerment: A module evaluation.”
Journal of Geography in Higher Education 21 (1997): 95-98, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/03098269708725413.

Topping, Keith. “Peer assessment between students in colleges and universities.” Review of Educational
Research, 68 (1998):249-276, accessed August 20, 2020, doi: 10.3102/00346543068003249.

Topping, Keith J. “Peer Assessment.” Theory into Practice, 48 (2009): 20-27, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/00405840802577569,

Weaver, Debbi. and Esposto, Alexis. “Peer assessment as a method of improving student engagement.”
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 37 (2012): 805- 816, accessed August 20, 2020, doi:
10.1080/02602938.2011.576309.

Williams, Simon J. “An Approach for the Assessment and Allocation of Individual Grades for Group-Based,
Collaborative Work by Combining Self- assessment, Group-Evaluation and Wiki Data: Results from an Action
Research.” In: Assessment for Learning Within and Beyond the Classroom Taylor's 8th Teaching and
Learning Conference 2015 Proceedings, edited by Siew F. Tang and Loshinikarasi Logonnathan, 361-372.
Singapore: Springer, 2020.



	coversheet_template
	VICTORIA 2020 Types of peer assessments (VOR)
	AMPS proceedings (FULL) 58
	AMPS proceedings (FULL) 59
	AMPS proceedings (FULL) 60
	AMPS proceedings (FULL) 61
	AMPS proceedings (FULL) 62
	AMPS proceedings (FULL) 63
	AMPS proceedings (FULL) 64
	AMPS proceedings (FULL) 65
	AMPS proceedings (FULL) 66
	AMPS proceedings (FULL) 67


