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Introduction to
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the diversity of life
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Science
20% for attending and
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practical sessions
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biomolecules
3,4

80% for SAQs on each of
the 10 practicals
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FI/IM: 56 % / 44 % -
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International 9 %
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CAA — advantages and disadvantages

i

Being able te complete & submit work from home
« Reduces staff/demonstrator marking time

« Detects plagiarism

« Potential for less varability: between markers

« Easy to administer anonymous marking

« Need access to internet

« Possibly need to tailor questions to the technology

« Have to read answers and allocate marks on-

screen

Sheader E, Gouldsborough | & Grady R. 2006. Staff and student perceptions of
computer-assisted assessment for physiology practical classes. Advances in
Physiology Education 30: 174-180




Why peer assessment ? }

Students actively engaged in the process
Can judge performance relative to peers

Students given insight into how assessment
“‘Wworks” at University

“Feed-forward” - how to tackle next assessment
Training In critical appraisal, in preparation for
the “world of work”

Would not increase the burden of marking for
staff



Implementation }

SAQs submitted Monday Week 7

Peer marking sessions Wednesday Week 7

50 minute session; 230 students; anonymous
Penalties for non-attendance (lose 50 % marks)
Marking scheme by PowerPoint presentation
Academic moderation

Marks released in Week 8

Students had 1 week to challenge their mark



L What were our concerns? }

i

Would the students take it seriously?
Affect on marks — how robust?

Are weak students able to mark good
Scripts?

What would the students think of it?
Did it Iimprove the feedback to students?

i

i

i

i



L \Would students take It seriously? }

Of 457 students registered for the unit:

« 4 were excused
« 8 didn’'t submit

445 students expected to attend the PA sessions:

« 6 were absent without reason
« 2 presented sicknotes

« 10 challenged their mark following release of
results

« 5 subsequently requested a remark




How robust is PA?

« Academic moderation of scripts
« Comparison with previous year’s results

Mean= 60.2 % ean=57.8 %

. 40. 60. B0,
Practicals 1 -4: 2006 scores (% )

« Replication (4 x 5) of random student scripts for
comparative marking (peers vs PG demonstrators)
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[Are “weak” students poor markers ?}

« No correlation between mark student
gave and mark student got at either upper
or lower ends of distribution

« Marking by “weak” and “strong” students
was equally robust



L What did the students think of it ? }

« Pre- and Post- assessment questionnaires

e ~ 60 % return rate

e 19% had done PA before;: 70% had never
done PA before: 11% didn’t know

« Focus groups
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“I think PA/CAA Is a fair method of
L assessment”
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Strong|
Strongly gy Strongly

| disagree/ disagree/
agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
Agree 23% agree/ 20%
21% Agree
47%

Neutral
33%

Marking one of my peers' work gave me....

... confidence Iin answering further
assessment questions



Did the experience of PA improve :

5 student performance in CAA ? )
Considering practicals 5-10 assessment scores:. no convincing
evidence in support of this

®09 Mean =57.9 Mean = 58.2
N = 449 N = 452
K-S test: p = 0.186 K-S test: p = 0.019

No significant difference
between 2006 and 2005
' means (Mann Whitney
[ U test, p = 0.399) and
‘ the distributions are not
significantly different
from each other

“ (K-S test, p = 0.227) ‘
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Strongly Strongly

agree/ disagree/
Agree Disagree S_trongly
0 4204 disagree/
21% Strongl/y Disagree
agree 33%
Agree
42%
CAA.... PA...
Neutral \ Neutral
37% 25%

... provided me with adequate feedback
about my own performance



¢ : :
Was there an improvement in our
~overall rating for feedback ?

Student Satisfaction Survey

2005: 0.35+1.03
2006: 0.97 +£0.87

[ Scale: -2 to +2 ]



Summary

The majority of students were happy to assess and be assessed by
peers (62 %); happy to use CAA (74 %)

Teaching staff were happy with the level of ‘academic rigour’ of
student peer marking:
* Peer-generated marks were similarly distributed to last year’'s marks

* Generally, students mark more generously than PG demonstrators but
not significantly so

« 2006 mean was significantly higher than 2005 mean (marked by
demonstrators) (p = 0.002 )

* No correlation between mark student gave and mark student got
CAA was generally seen as a ‘fairer’ assessment

Students felt that they had learnt by PA and had gained confidence in
answering future assessment questions

PA generated a more favourable ‘feedback rating’ than our traditional
assessment methods
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