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Abstract 
 
Self-assessment activities are increasingly popular in the classrooms. But regarding self-assessment 
accuracy, mixed results are reported without clear reasons for this. This paper addresses the impact of 
gender and performance on self-assessment accuracy. To evaluate self-assessment accuracy, peer 
and professor assessments are used as reference. A research project, relating to the assessment of 
oral presentations using scoring rubrics, is conducted in two university degrees. Data from 155 self-
assessments and more than 12,000 peer and professor assessments are gathered. The analysis 
differentiates by degree, gender and level of performance in the assessed competency. The results 
show that self-assessment accuracy is low and related to the student’s gender, that men rate 
themselves higher than women do, and that even using a scoring rubric students receiving higher marks 
from the professors are more accurate than students with lower marks.  
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Self-assessment accuracy 
 
Higher education has shown a growing tendency towards student-centered teaching-learning 
processes. In any profession that incorporates the principles of autonomy and self-regulation in its day-
to-day functioning, people have to be aware of the need to self-assess and orient their ongoing learning 
throughout their careers. One of educators’ responsibilities is to teach students to behave like 
professionals; that is, they should be capable of giving and receiving feedback and evaluating their own 
work and that of others, as a way to increase their professional competencies (Boud and Falchikov, 
1989). One of the areas where students demonstrate their responsibility is in self-assessment, which 
refers to students’ commitment to judging their own learning, especially regarding their achievements 
and results. 
 
Students’ participation in their own assessment presents a series of advantages (Falchikov, 2005; 
Gessa Perera, 2011; Ibarra Sáiz and Rodríguez Gómez, 2007; Marín-García, 2009; Topping, 2003; Gil 
Flores and Padilla Carmona, 2009; Dochy et al., 1999; Moreno-Murcia et al., 2014), which can be 
summarized as follows. It helps to develop competencies that are highly valued in the job market, such 
as a critical attitude toward their work. It increases students’ involvement in their learning. It gives the 
professor time to spend on tasks with greater educational value. Specifically regarding the development 
of the oral presentation competency, self-assessment leads to improvements in grades, perceived 
learning, confidence in making better presentations, and the development of assessment skills (De 
Grez et al., 2012). The use of self-assessment is defended (Boud, 1989; Boud and Falchikov, 1989; 
Taras, 2010), even though its accuracy is less than optimal.  
 
However, the practical application of self-assessment in the educational system is limited (Boud and 
Falchikov, 1989), especially if it is used to calculate students’ final marks (Stefani, 1994), because 
teachers think students’ assessments are not accurate enough (Brown and Harris, 2013; Panadero et 
al., 2014). If self-assessment leads people to think of themselves as good or bad in some area of 
knowledge, basing their personal decisions on misguided interpretations, a problem arises at both the 
educational and personal levels (Boud, 1989). Thus, if the accuracy of self-assessments can be 
guaranteed by comparing them with assessments from other sources (Boud, 1989; Brown and Harris, 
2014; Brown and Harris, 2013), they can contribute to developing students’ critical attitude toward their 
work, stimulating their ongoing learning in both academic and professional areas. Sources used to 
calibrate self-assessment include professors and peers (AlFallay 2004; De Grez et al., 2012; Langan 
et al., 2005, 2008; Ritchie, 2016).   
 
Comparisons between peers and professors have shown better results in terms of accuracy than 
between self-assessment and professors (Langan et al., 2008; Patri, 2002; Ritchie, 2016), mostly when 
global, rather than multidimensional, criteria are used (Falchikov and Goldfinch, 2000). However, peer-
assessment is not without problems. Thus, one problem linked to peer-assessment is that the range of 
peer marks is narrower than that of the professors (Langan et al., 2005). Furthermore, peers are inclined 
to be more generous than professors. Also, popular students could be awarderd with high marks 
(Langan et al., 2008). However, since the students value positively peers’ and professors’ opinions (De 
Grez et al. 2012; Mulder et al., 2014), both sources must be considered to evaluate self-assessment 
accuracy.  
 
However, the literature examining self-assessment accuracy does not offer robust results. Thus, in 
studies supporting its accuracy, the accuracy levels, generally established using correlation indexes, 
are usually positive, but without obtaining Pearson 𝑟𝑟 values above 0.6 (Brown and Harris, 2013). For 
example, empirical results showing a high level of accuracy are reported in Dochy et al. (1999) and 
AlFallay (2004), while the studies by De Grez et al. (2012), Langan et al. (2008), Patri (2002) and Ward 
et al. (2002), among others, show low accuracy levels.  
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The literature points out a series of methodological and psychological reasons for this disagreement 
about self-assessment accuracy.  
 
1.  Regarding the activities being assessed, they have been  quite different (for example, 

compositions, numerical exercises, cooperative work or oral presentations), so that it is not 
surprising to find divergent results (Marín-García, 2009). Specifically, the limited number of specific 
studies on oral presentation assessment makes it important to examine this process more closely 
to try to improve it (De Grez et al., 2012; Marín-García, 2009; Lew et al., 2010).  

 
2. In addition, self-assessment accuracy has been verified through the analysis of correlations 

between students’ marks and assessments by some external source, such as teachers or peers, 
leading to the consideration of three aspects (Ward et al., 2002). First, in the majority of the studies, 
the teachers’ assessments are the standards used to compare the students’ self-assessments. 
However, there are doubts about whether the marks are consistent (Topping, 2009; Falchikov and 
Boud, 1989), especially in assessing the oral presentation competency, where it is more difficult to 
find valid comparison patterns among expert raters (De Grez et al., 2012). Second, self-
assessment accuracy has been analysed using the premise that raters behave as a coherent 
group, which is not likely because it would mean that all students measure the same aspects and 
use the assessment scale in the same way (Ward et al., 2002). Third, it should be kept in mind 
that not all students act in the same way when presented with the possibility of assessing their own 
performance. For example, students with higher levels on the assessed skill might demand more 
from themselves than those with lower skill levels (Brown and Harris, 2014; Kun, 2015).  

 
3. Finally, it must be addressed the impact of differences between raters on self-assessment. Along 

these lines, a topic that sparks a lot of interest is the influence of the rater’s gender on assessment 
accuracy (Falchikov and Magin, 1997; Archer, 1992). Although differences in self-assessment due 
to gender exist (Beyer, 1990), and they seem to be mainly due to lower perceptions of self-efficacy 
by women and less confidence in their own performance (Pallier, 2003), studies carried out in the 
educational setting are not conclusive (Boud and Falchikov, 1989). The same conclusion is 
reached when specifically analysing the assessment of the oral presentation competency. For 
example, Langan et al. (2005; 2008) and (Bolívar-Cruz et al., 2015) find a significant effect of the 
rater’s gender, while Sellnow and Treinen (2004) do not. In addition, a significant influence of the 
student’s gender has not been detected when comparing self-assessment accuracy to teachers’ 
assessments, but gender differences have been found between peer-assessment and self-
assessment (De Grez et al., 2012).  

 
These problems indicate the need for a series of precautions to improve the results of self-assessments. 
Thus, first it is necessary to have more valid and reliable standards with which to compare the self-
assessments, for example, by using more than one teacher or incorporating peer assessments (Ward 
et al., 2002). Various studies show that peer-assessment is more accurate than self-assessment (De 
Grez et al., 2012; Langan et al., 2008). It should be highlighted that these studies support students’ 
capacity to identify the good or poor performance of others, but they also show that they are unable or 
reluctant to apply the same standards to their own performance. Second, the development of easy-to-
use and reliable assessment formats with high content validity improves the standards used to compare 
self-assessments. One possibility is the use of rubrics, which are assessment tools that make it possible 
to rate the quality of students’ contributions in different areas. Rubrics can also be used to rate students’ 
performance levels. They describe, before doing the activity, the variables that will be assessed and 
the performance or completion levels for each (Andrade and Du, 2005; García-Ros, 2011; Jonsson and 
Svingby, 2007; Panadero and Romero, 2014). Rubrics reduce assessment subjectivity and, therefore, 
lead to a higher level of agreement on the marks given (Ramos-Alvarez and Luque, 2010; Panadero 
and Jonsson, 2013; Panadero and Romero, 2014). Third, providing teachers and students with training 
and experience in the use of assessment formats, in this case rubrics, should also contribute to 
improving assessment and self-assessment (Marín-García, 2009). Finally, attention should be paid to 
differences between raters. A segmented analysis of the group makes it possible to observe the 
phenomena of self-indulgence in the worst students and excessive self-demands in the best ones. This 
tendency, in turn, produces a correction of the ‘real’ marks offered by teachers or peers.  
 
Based on these considerations, there is a need: 
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1. To analyse the accuracy of university students’ self-assessment, compared to other assessment 
sources (peers and professors). 

2. To find out whether self-assessment accuracy is related to the student’s gender. 
3. To discover whether, when classifying students according to the teachers’ marks (that is, 

distinguishing between students with higher and lower marks on the oral presentation), there are 
differences in the self-assessment accuracy.  

 
 
Method 
 
A research project was carried out during 2012 in two courses from different university degree 
programmes housed at a small, public university located in the South of Spain: Labour Organization in 
Enterprises (required 6-credit course taught in the Labour Relations and Human Resources degree 
programme –LRHR–) and Industrial Organization and Business Administration (core course with 13.5 
credits taught in the Industrial Engineering degree programme. In the former, 92 students participated 
(27 men and 65 women), while 63 students (47 men and 16 women) participated in the latter. 
 
The experience consisted of giving an oral presentation in pairs. This presentation was assessed with 
a rubric containing ten previously validated criteria (Verano-Tacoronte et al., 2016). Each presentation 
was assessed by the speakers, their peers and two professors, reaching a total of 12,588 assessments, 
as shown in detail in Table 1. Students self-assessment represented 10% of the final course grade. 
Professors’ mark also contributed to the final course grade (15%). Peers’ score had no influence in the 
final course grade. 
 
 
Insert Table 1 here 
 
 
The rubric’s reliability for these raters was tested through interrater consistency using Cronbach’s alpha 
(García-Ros, 2011; Cortina, 1993). Good internal consistency was found in both degree programmes 
for the three groups of raters (Table 2).  
 
 
Insert Table 2 here 
 
 
The mark for each presentation was obtained by aggregating the scores on each criterion on the rubric. 
The final mark could range between a minimum of 10 and a maximum of 30 points. In the case of the 
peers’ and professors’ scores, the average was calculated among all the raters, and the quality of this 
central measure was tested using Pearson’s variation coefficient (between 0.14 and 0.47 for peers; 
between 0 and 0.71 for professors), which indicated that it can be used without losing relevant 
information.  
 
To rate the assessment accuracy (first specific objective), a graphic analysis was performed of the level 
of coincidence in the marks for each presentation awarded by the three rating sources. Two-sample t-
tests of equality of means were also carried out.  
 
To check the possible relationship between self-assessment and gender (second specific objective), 
the data were broken down by students’ gender, and basic descriptive statistics were analysed for both 
programmes; tests of equality of means were performed. Finally, the linear correlation between the 
marks was analysed with the simple linear correlation coefficient, and to ckeck for any other type of 
monotonic relation, Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient was also calculated. 
 
Graphic analysis was carried out to detect differences in the self-assessment accuracy of the 
subsamples of students who received higher and lower marks from the professors (third specific 
objective) in each programme. The students’ placement in one group or the other was determined by 
constructing confidence intervals for the set of individuals from the relevant programme and gender. 
The students who fell outside the interval constructed as the mean score plus/minus a standard 
deviation for their reference group were considered the best/worst rated.  
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Finally, a multiple linear regression model was estimated to explore the differences in marks between 
the professor and the student assessed.  

𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖 = 𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛽𝛽1 ∙ 𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝑖𝑖 + 𝛽𝛽2 ∙ 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝑖𝑖 + 𝛽𝛽3 ∙ 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖 + 𝑢𝑢𝑖𝑖 
 
Where: 𝑌𝑌 was the difference between the score given by the professor and the one given by the student 
assessed (if it had a negative value, the student self-assessed with a higher mark than the professor). 
 
𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷 took a value of 0 for Labour Relations and Human Resources and 1 for Engineering. 
𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 took a value of 0 when the student was a man and 1 for a woman. 
𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 was a categorical variable that had 3 values: 1, when the oral presentation competence from 
the professor’s point of view was low; 2, when it was medium; and 3, when it was high. Therefore, it 
was entered in the model in the form of two dummy variables. 
 
 
Results 
 
Figure 1 provides an initial approach to the level of agreement among the three collectives involved. 
The students’ presentations are sorted from the worst to the best according to the grades awarded by 
the professors. In both, Engineering and Labour Relations and Human Resources, the professors’ 
marks coincide more with those of the peers than with the self-assessments. In fact, the latter are higher 
than the other two in many cases.  
 
 
Insert Figure 1 here 
 
 
The descriptive statistics shown on Table 3 indicate that, among classmates, it is more common to give 
intermediate marks. However, the professors give a wider range of marks, as the difference between 
the professors’ minimum and maximum marks is greater in both degree programmes than the range of 
marks awarded by the peers. In the case of self-assessment, the levels are always located above the 
minimum grades given by other raters. The same applies to the maximum grades, which indicates that 
self-assessments are systematically higher.  
 
The ANOVA and subsequent Tukey test reveal that there are no significant differences between the 
means of the professors’ and peers’ assessments, while the differences between either of these two 
and self-assessment are statistically significant in both degrees, although more pronounced in 
Engineering than in Labour Relations and Human Resources. In fact, professors and peers could be 
considered as a homogeneous group according to their given scores in both degrees. 
 
 
Insert Table 3 here 
 
 
Breaking down the data by the students’ gender, we analyse whether this differentiated self-assessment 
behaviour is maintained, regardless of gender. On average, peers scored their classmates’ oral 
presentation skills higher than professors did, regardless of the student’s gender. Moreover, the self-
perception of this skill is, in general terms, higher than the classmates’ perception, and this is more 
pronounced in men than in women. The difference is also greater in Engineering studies as opposed 
to Labour Relations and Human Resources, maybe because of the greater proportion of men in the 
former degree. 
 
 
Insert Table 4 here 
 
 
Analysing whether the apparent differences according to the gender of the speaker are statistically 
significant, the results show that in Engineering, the professors’ ratings do not differ significantly by 
gender, and this is also true of the peers’ ratings in both degrees. Even so, the differentiation by the 
students’ gender is relevant because it becomes clear that, on average in both programmes, the men’s 
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self-assessments are systematically higher than the women’s, and these differences are statistically 
significant.  
 
In light of the data in, there seems to be some agreement between the peers’ and professors’ ratings, 
but not between these values and self-assessment. To further examine this relationship, a correlation 
study was carried out and appears in Table 5. 
 
 
Insert Table 5 here 
 
 
A high linear correlation can be seen between the peers’ and professors’ ratings in Engineering (0.83 
for men and women) and in Labour Relations and Human Resources (0.72 for men and 0.78 for 
women). However, the linear correlation between self-assessment and the other sources is only 
statistically significant for women in Labour Relations and Human Resources, although to a lesser 
degree (0.43 with professors and 0.47 with peers).  
 
As almost no linear correlation was detected between self-assessment and peers’ and professors’ 
ratings, in spite of having seen the same presentation and used the same rubric, a non-parametric 
measure was also considered. Thus, we calculated Spearman’s rho to check for any other type or 
monotonic relation, obtaining similar results (Table 6).  
 
 
Insert Table 6 here 
 
 
The analysis of the self-assessment behaviour of the students with better/worse oral presentation 
competence according to the professor was carried out by degree and, for Labour Relations and Human 
Resources, by gender. The sample of Engineering students, unlike the Labour Relations and Human 
Resources sample, combines both genders in each figure, as there were no statistically significant 
differences by gender (Figure 2).  
 
 
Insert Figure 2 here 
 
 
The presentations of the students who received the worst ratings from the professors, present greater 
disparity among the three assessment sources in both degree programmes. By contrast, for the 
students with higher marks, there is greater consensus among the raters. On the other hand, the 
behaviour of professors and peers doesn’t show the same tendency: while on the presentations with 
low marks the professor is stricter than the peers, on those with high marks the professor is less 
demanding than the peers. 
 
The multiple regression model that explores the determinants of the difference between professor and 
student marks reveals that men from Labour Relations and Human Resources with high oral 
presentation competence score themselves an average of 1.96 points higher than the professors (Table 
7).  
 
 
Insert Table 7 here 
 
 
No statistically significant differences are detected between degrees. By contrast, the level of 
competence perceived by the professor does have an influence. In fact, regardless of the degree 
programme and gender, the students with a low competence level present a difference of 9.15 points 
more than the students with a high level of competence. This difference declines to 3.24 points for those 
who have an intermediate level compared to those with a high competence level.  
 
 
Discussion 
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This study focuses on self-assessment and, more specifically, on students’ realistic ratings of their own 
competencies, in this case, oral presentation skills. The literature review carried out shows that research 
on self-assessment accuracy offers inconclusive results and is lacking in rigour (Brown and Harris, 
2013). There are studies that obtain high self-assessment accuracy (Boud et al., 2013; Panadero and 
Romero, 2014), while others (Kun, 2015; Marín-García, 2009) report a tendency towards self-
assessment overevaluation. Therefore, given that students’ academic and professional progress 
depends on making unbiased self-assessments, the present study follows the main recommendations 
found in the literature to correctly evaluate self-assessment accuracy and analyse the results by 
considering aspects that can influence them, such as the homogeneity of the assessment criteria 
(rubrics), and differences between raters (that is, gender, performance on the competency analysed).  
 
The results indicate that, for the used sample, self-assessment is not accurate, which is in line with the 
studies of Kwan and Leung (1996), Magin and Helmore (2001) and Marín-García (2009), among others. 
Though professors and peers score in a similar way, students usually overrate themselves, even if all 
of them use the same scoring rubric. Various arguments can be used to explain this situation. First, 
self-assessment can be influenced by its effect on the final mark in the course, producing overrating 
compared to other assessment sources and rendering the rubric ineffective. The lack of a self-
assessment habit and the fact that students do not participate in identifying the criteria are other 
possible explanations. Finally, coinciding with the conclusions of De Grez et al. (2012), the differences 
between professors’ assessments and self-assessments may be due to the professors’ greater 
experience in grading oral presentations. However, it should be kept in mind that the students are more 
accurate rating their classmates when performing peer-assessment (taking professors as a standard), 
than they are when performing their own self-assessment.  
 
Regarding the differences among students, the results reveal that self-assessment accuracy is related 
to gender. Although professors’ and peers’ assessments are oriented in the same direction (in 
Engineering both groups find that the men present more oral presentation skills, while in Labour 
Relations and Human Resources it would be the women), the self-assessment behaviour is not as 
homogeneous (coinciding in the case of Engineering, but not in Labour Relations and Human 
Resources). In general, and regardless of the major, men present higher self-assessment scores than 
women. Moreover, no significant relationship is detected between self-assessment and assessments 
by professors and peers, except in the case of women in Labour Relations and Human Resources, 
although in this latter case these levels of agreement are lower than those found between peers and 
professors. It would be necessary to examine the reasons for this behaviour exhibited by male 
speakers, who systematically give themselves higher scores than those awarded by the other two 
collectives, in spite of belonging to branches as different as Industrial Engineering and Labour Relations 
and Human Resources.  
 
In addition, and given that not all students are going to behave in the same way when assessing 
themselves, the findings show the existence of different behavioural patterns when dividing the sample 
according to the professors’ assessment. It appears that the rubric makes it possible to unify the marks 
when the student doing the self-assessment is also a good speaker according to the professors’ criteria. 
In the case of the worst speakers from the professors’ point of view, their self-assessment is 
systematically higher than that of peers and professors. In spite of the rubric, the students with lower 
oral presentation skills balance their marks by rating themselves high. In the case of Labour Relations 
and Human Resources, this difference is even greater in men than in women. When students with high 
oral presentation skills assess themselves, the results for the Labour Relations and Human Resources 
degree deserve special attention: the men give themselves higher marks than those given by peers 
and professors, while the women tend to underrate themselves.  
 
Regardless of the study findings, the incorporation of self-assessment and, above all, peer-assessment, 
has positive possibilities (Boud, 2007; De Grez et al., 2012; Langan et al., 2005; Kun, 2015). An 
important part of the literature considers self-assessment worthwhile, if only due to its positive influence 
on the students’ learning (formative assessment). Self-assessment is an effective tool that enables 
students to combine various aspects of their learning, reflect on their achievements, and examine 
implications for their future training. Therefore, the most useful aspect of self-assessment would lie in 
its formative assessment dimension. It can improve skills and capabilities (Birenbaum and Dochy, 
1996), including the capacity for lifelong learning, beyond the strictly academic realm (Boud, 2000; Boud 
and Falchikov, 2006). The study findings point out that peer-assessment is more accurate than self-
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assessment. Therefore, peer-assessment could be introduced if summative assessment. A stronger 
involvement of students could be achieved. However, evaluations could be manipulated in order to 
benefit or harm certain classmates, regardless of their real performance.  
 
In order to develop students’ competence in performing accurate and realistic self-assessment, we 
propose a series of recommendations. One, increase students’ training in self-assessment. Two, 
increase the number of self-assessment experiences, in order to improve their ability to assess 
themselves (Birenbaum and Dochy, 1996; Boud and Falchikov, 1989). Three, involve students in 
designing assessment scales (Falchikov, 2005) to increase their commitment to the system.  
 
In spite of the study’s relevant contributions, some limitations should be pointed out. First, since, only 
quantitative data are used, further studies should be developed to add qualitative data to find out why 
self-assessment is not accurate enough. In a summative self-assessment context, low self-assessment 
accuracy might not be related to a lack of students’ skills, but to the desire to increase their marks. 
Mixed methods as research approach (Scoles, Huxham and McArthur, 2012) could be useful to aboard 
this issue in order to find out the actual reasons for low accuracy self-assessment. Moreover, future 
work is needed to explore whether or not the results would be the same in a task that was not given 
marks/grades. Second, it would have been desirable to have a control group of students whose final 
mark would not be affected by the self-assessment. This would make it possible to observe possible 
changes in self-assessment accuracy depending on the motivation level, examining whether the results 
are the same when the self-assessment is not used for summative purposes. Given that peers show a 
high degree of accuracy when compared to professors, this could be a way of controlling their 
knowledge about the rubric and their ability to apply it, using similar criteria to those of the professors, 
and without a stimulus. Future research could study students’ opinions about the usefulness of self-
assessment in improving their skills and competencies, and how these opinions affect self-assessment 
accuracy (Moreno-Murcia et al., 2014). Another limitation is related to the large differences in sample 
size between peers, students and professors. Maybe, this could be corrected by bootstrapping to sub-
sample the biggest population. However, given the sample size and scope of the study, it might not 
reveal much more.  
 
There are also limitations in terms of sample size, as this research was carried out only in one university, 
in one particular discipline, with only undergraduates and in only one country. As results may vary from 
discipline to discipline and from culture to culture, future work needs to look at different levels of student, 
different disciplines and different cultures. It could also be advantageous to increase the number of 
degree programmes studied to try to draw common conclusions about all of them, given their 
differences in demographic composition, and even the learning styles present in them. This result is 
especially interesting because, in spite of having carried out the experiences in two degree programmes 
that could have quite different characteristics, no significant differences were found between them. 
Thus, the question arises of whether the use of rubrics can minimize differences produced by the 
context. Finally, although the influence of gender on self-assessment accuracy has been examined, we 
did not explore the possible reasons for the differences between self-assessment and peer- and 
teacher-assessment, and this could be a topic for future research. In addition, this research focused on 
rating oral presentations, so future work could continue deepening in the assessment of different types 
of tasks. 
 
We conclude that self-assessment is less accurate than peer assesment. Students tend to overrate 
their scores. However, it is important to point out the existence of a significant relationship between 
gender and self-assessment: men’s self-assessment is less accurate than women’s, regarding to 
teachers’ and peer’s assessments. This requires to examine the reasons behind these differences and 
to look for measures to improve self-assesment accuracy. 
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 Table 1. Number of assessments by type of rater 
 Engineering Labour Relations and Human Resources 
Professors 126 184 
Peers 3843 8280 
Self-assessment 63 92 

 

 

Table 2. Reliability of the rubric 

  Cronbach’s Alpha 
Engineering Professors  0.8578 

Peers  0.8003 
Self-assessment  0.7520 

Labour Relations and Human Resources Professors  0.8296 
Peers  0.8704 
Self-assessment  0.7965 

 

 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of the total score on the presentations by degree 

  Engineering Labour Relations 
and Human 
Resources 

Min. – Max. Professors 12 – 29 11 – 29 
Peers 17 – 27 18 – 26 
Self-assessment 18 – 30 18 – 30 

Mean Professors 21.29 21.49 
Peers 22.62 22.18 
Self-assessment   25.39*   24.29* 

Standard Deviation Professors 4.41 3.78 
Peers 2.14 1.83 
Self-assessment 2.94 3.10 

Note: * = Mean difference by source of assessment statistically significant at 1% 
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics of the total score awarded to the presentations, by the degree programme 

and gender of the speaker 

  Engineering Labour Relations and 
Human Resources 

  Men Women Men Women 
Number of presentations 47 16 27 65 
Min. – Max. Professors 14 – 29 12 – 28 14 – 25 11 – 29 

Peers 17 – 27 17 – 26 19 – 25 18 – 26 
Self-assessment 18 – 30 20 – 27 18 – 30 18 – 30 

Mean Professors 21.60 20.38   19.46*   22.25* 
Peers 22.81 22.06 22.07 22.23 
Self-assessment   26.00*   23.86*   25.55*   23.84* 

Standard Deviation Professors 4.11 5.26 3.13 3.74 
Peers 2.06 2.35 1.66 1.91 
Self-assessment 3.02 2.14 2.61 3.16 

Note: *= Mean difference by gender of the speaker statistically significant at 1%  
 

 

 

Table 5. Linear correlation among sources of assessment by gender and degree programme 

  Men Women 
  Professors Peers Self-ass. Professors Peers Self-ass. 

Engineering Professors 1   1   
Peers 0.83 1  0.83* 1  
Self-assessment 0.20 0.24 1 -0.09 0.32 1 

Labour Relations 
and Human 
Resources 

Professors 1   1   
Peers 0.72 1  0.78* 1  
Self-assessment 0.03 0.10  0.43* 0.47* 1 

Note: * = Correlation coefficient statistically significant at 1% 
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Table 6. Rank correlation among sources of assessment by gender and degree programme 

  Men Women 
  Professors Peers Self-ass. Professors Peers Self-ass. 

Engineering Professors 1   1   
Peers 0.76* 1  0.80* 1  
Self-assessment 0.16 0.17 1 -0.12 0.24 1 

Labour Relations 
and Human 
Resources 

Professors 1   1   
Peers 0.84* 1  0.78* 1  
Self-assessment -0.01 0.15 1 0.40* 0.43* 1 

Note: * = Correlation coefficient statistically significant at 1% 
 

 

 

Table 7. Multiple linear regression  

 Coefficient  
Constant   -1.96 * (-1.97) 
Degree (Ref. Labour Relations and Human Resources)  

Engineering  1.08 (1.37) 
Gender (Ref. Men)     

Women       3.85 ** (5.06) 
Oral presentation competence (Ref. High)  

Low     -9.15 ** (-9.06) 
Medium     -3.24 ** (-4.21) 

R2 = 0.52   F = 30,57 (p= 0.000)  
Note 1: Response variable = Score given by the professor – students’ self-assessment  
Note 2: ** = Significant at 1%; * = Significant at 10% 
Note 3: t-values between brackets 
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Figure 1: Grades given to the presentations by each type of rater, ranked according to grades given by 

professors 
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Figure 2: Marks given by the raters to the students rated best and worst by the professors 
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