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Abstract 

 
Role-play (RP) is an educational method mainly utilized to develop team presentational skills, 
interdependence and peer feedback. In addition, RP provides great opportunities to train and 
demonstrate oracy skills among group members. At universities, students passively rely on 
lecturers to assess their oracy skills in RP activities. In this study, students’ RP performance were 
evaluated by the lecturer, self and peers. The objectives of this research are: firstly, to determine 
the levels of agreement of assessing students’ RP performance among lecturer, self and peers. 
104 diploma hotel students were divided into small groups and needed to RP and their 
performance recorded in video clips. Findings showed there were almost similar significant 
differences in oracy skills evaluation scores between lecturers and self as well as between 
lecturer and peer while there was no significant difference in evaluation scores between self and 
peer evaluation in four dimensions of oracy skills such as physical, linguistics, cognitive and 
social and emotional domains. However, oracy skills were perceived by the students to have 
improved slightly in confidence level and teamwork. In conclusion, there were significant 
differences between oracy skills evaluation scores between lecturers and students (be it self or 
peer assessed) but students perceived a heightened level of their performance in oracy skills due 
to constructive feedbacks during their RP video- taped activity.  
 
Keywords: Oracy skills, role-play, self-assessment, peer assessment, lecturer assessment 
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1. Introduction 

When students graduate from higher institutions, they find that language proficiency is 
important for them to secure a job. Sometimes, fresh graduates with better grades may 
lose out to other job applicants with lower grades due to poor language skills during the 
work interview.  RP is widely used as an educational method for learning about 
communication (Krebt, 2017). For undergraduates, fluency in oracy skills is an asset for 
them to gain graduate employability (Ting et.al, 2017) and it should be given more 
emphasis than mathematical or drawing skills. RP is usually carried out in the classroom 
as an educational method to develop team presentational skills, interdependence and 
constructive feedback. In addition, RP activities enable group members in the team to 
train and demonstrate their oracy skills in English among themselves. 
 
 

According to Thomas, Martin and Pleasants (2011), students are usually involved in 
their assignments and it is the usual practice for students to submit their assignments to 
their lecturers and then rely on their lecturers to grade their work.  Lecturers then provide 
feedback to justify the marks given. In many cases, more often than not, students do not 
have any inkling of how they are assessed as specified according to the rubrics as they 
are not privy to the marking scheme. They rarely become involved in how marks are 
given and depended on the lecturer’s discretion and have unremitted trust in the 
lecturer’s fair judgement in his assessment. Input from students is rarely taken into 
account and they accept the marks without much disagreement. The traditional way of 
assessments has placed the sole responsibility and excessive power on the teachers to 
assess the students’ performance. As a result, students are just passive recipients of the 
final marks provided to them. Lately, there is a growing tendency among educators to 
engage students as assessors to grade themselves and their peers. Of course, this 
undertaking brings about a deeper sense of direct involvement among the students in 
their own assessment as the onus is also on the students themselves to make fair 
judgement in their own grading and that of their peers. Students have to be trained to 
assess their own ability and those of their peers in oracy skills. Once briefed and trained, 
they are able to engage themselves directly in the assessment process. Through direct 
involvement as assessors, they become critical of their friends’ and own performances 
(Nyode, 2017). Whether this leads to a greater awareness and ultimately better 
understanding in their learning have been greatly debated and analysed in short and 
long term studies. 

1.1 Problem Statement 

In the Malaysian context, students are usually not given the opportunities to assess 
themselves or by their peers. Usually, they are given a grade by their lecturer and they 
just accept it. Usually, no feedback is provided on how to improve their weaknesses and 
even if the feedback is given, the comments are entirely from the lecturer. According to 
Leathwood (2005), students need to be partakers in the assessment process. Their role 
is significant but often sidelined by lecturers during grading of assessed class projects, 
oral presentations and assignments. Rightly they should not be treated this way. After 
all, they are university students who are mature enough to think critically and contribute 
their input in their own given task. As one of the stakeholders, they share the task in 
determining how marks should be dispensed in assessing their own oracy and peers’ 
oracy skills. More importantly, they are able to provide concrete reasons on how to 
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support the assessed marks given by them. When they partake in the assessment 
process, they also become active participants in the learning process. As such, the 
quality of learning can be greatly enhanced. 

To make the students engaged themselves more actively in oracy skills assessment, 
Meyer and Niven (2007) contend that a clear cut set of guidelines need to be drawn up 
and shown to all the students before any assessment is carried out. In fact, students’ 
views and feedback should also be gathered during the pre-planning stage. This would 
allow them to be drawn in the decision making of the marking scheme and definitely 
would provide them with a sense of relevancy and ownership in such assessment 
process. 

The inclusion of self and peer assessments in English related courses is not a recent 
development. However, not many studies have been carried out specifically on oral 
presentation skills. As pointed out by De Grez, Valcke and Roozen (2012), related 
studies carried out employ different samples and diverse instruments. This in turn makes 
it very difficult and complicated to make a clear-cut comparison between such diversely 
connected studies. For instance, AlFallay (2004) conducted his study on applied 
sciences students studying in an English programme while Patri (2002) involved 
Chinese students. 

2. Significance of the study 

 
In recent times, universities have encouraged students to judge their own class 
presentations and activities through self- and peer assessments. However, when it 
comes to involvement of oracy skills in RP at universities, lecturers remain as students’ 
sole assessors. Thus, this study strives to determine the effectiveness of self- and peer 
assessment of RP compared to lecturer’s assessment. 
 
 
2.1 Objectives 
 
1. To determine the level of agreement for assessing students’ RP performance 

between lecturer and self. 
2. To determine the level of agreement for assessing students’ RP performance 

between lecturer and peers. 
3. To determine the level of agreement for assessing students’ RP performance 

between self and peers. 
 

 
3.0 Literature Review 
 
Lecturers have been getting their students to participate and evaluate on their own as 
well as their peers’ oral presentations. There are many reasons for making them 
involved in the assessment process. During the assessment process, students are able 
to observe others and then reason on their own. The students will be able to compare 
their oracy skills competency with that of their peers. As the process develops, the 
students will assess their own strengths as against their weaknesses and in the process 
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enhance on their own talk skills through RP. On the other hand, if assessment is carried 
out without students’ involvement in assessment of oracy skills, students’ awareness 
and monitoring may not be heightened. They may not be conscious of their own 
development and that of their peers as they just accept blindly the assessment graded 
by their lecturer.  
 

Mercer (2000) in a research study found that students were able to progress in 
their thinking. He notes that such inter-thinking comes about when they think collectively 
as a group. These group social interactions have been able to cater for tightknit 
intellectual discourse, pragmatic and socio-cultural functions of the language in their 
feedback.   
 
3.1 On the evaluation of students’ RP performance through self- assessment 
 
Henner -Stanchina, & Holec (1985) defines self-assessment as an assessment 
technique that students based according to their own set of rules and learning 
expectations. For instance, in their own oracy skills performance, the students examine 
the evaluation process and determine whether they have achieved their objectives 
against their own guidelines provided. In other words, this study on self-assessment 
considers students’ mastery of speaking skills based on their own expectations in a 
more conscious and meaningful context. 
 
 
3.2   On the evaluation of students’ RP performance through peer assessment 
 
Topping (1998), on the other hand, views peer-assessment as assessment of individuals 

who are of the same learning status and decide on the success of the quality or 

outcomes of learning by their peers. They usually give and receive feedback (O’Farrell, 

2009). 

Peer assessment is considered more influential than self-assessment in terms of 
their effects on students’ course achievement results (Abolfazli and Sadeghi, ,2013). In 
fact, Chang et al (2012) found that in a study on portfolio assessment, peer assessment 
group had the highest mean scores followed by self-assessment while teacher 
assessment had the lowest scores. Likewise, in studies carried out by Chang et al. 
(2012) and Saddler and Good (2006), peer-raters are found to be stricter than self-
raters. Findings by Brown (2001) and Patri (2002) showed that feedback by peers on 
writing activities have made substantial impact on students’ writing improvement.  
 

In Ching’s study (2014), 60% of learners viewed RP as beneficial in providing 
meaningful feedback. In fact, substantial peers’ encouragement motivated them greatly 
to make decisions in their RPs. Likewise, this study investigates whether peer 
assessment in RP will lead to peer rating which are consistent, impartial and valid. More 
importantly, it seeks to find out whether peer raters differ from test scores given by self- 
and lecturer assessors. 
 
3.3 On the evaluation of students’ RP performance through lecturer assessment 
 
Lin et al. (2001) reported that teacher-scoring was the strictest while peer-scoring was 
the most lenient with self-scoring comparatively placed in between. It contradicted with 
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the Chang et al’s (2012) findings in that peer-raters tended to be more lenient than self-
raters. Teachers were the strictest as they were following closely with the scoring 
standard. RP has been employed by lecturers when they assess students in more recent 
education approaches. In Vizeshfar et al’s study (2016), they have used the effects of 
RP in enhancing students’ skills. They found that the average female’s scores in RP 
method had a more significant increase over traditional methods on 228 nursing 
students’ education at Shiraz university. 
 
3.4 Further comparative studies of assessments among self, peer and lecturer 
assessments 
 
De Grez, Valcke and Roozen (2012) compared both the teacher-peer assessment and 
teacher-self assessment scores. The correlation of intra-class relationship indicated that 
teachers and peers still interpret the criteria for scoring assessment in different ways. In 
the teacher-self- assessment scores, the gap was even more telling where self-
assessment scores were higher than the marks given by the teachers. Generally, peer 
assessment can still be considered as a favourable source of reference for external 
feedback. 
 

In summary, this compatibility comparison studies into the oracy skills evaluation 
of students’ RP performances and analysis was carried out to determine the proximity 
between self, peer and lecturer assessment. Moreover, this study is keen to establish 
whether results show any statistically significant difference in the assessment of self, 
peers and lecturers on six evaluation items of oracy skills. 
 

4.0 Methodology 

4.1 Participants  
 
104 hotel students from three diploma programme codes took part in the research study. 
Convenience sampling was used when all the students in the respective classes were 
taken as cohorts. It was easier to carry out as compared to the other research methods. 
 
4.2 Procedure 
 
For the first two weeks, the group members were chosen and briefed on what to do. 
Before embarking on their own presentation, they would gather in week 3 to watch two 
sample RP video presentations. They would watch the first video and indicate mark 
scores on their own. The lecturer would discuss with them and asked them their reasons 
for the marks given. After they had collectively agreed, they would then proceed to the 
second sample RP video presentation. They would again be instructed to indicate the 
marks for the subsequent RP video presentation. The lecturer and class members in the 
respective groups would once again fall back on their assessment rubrics for score 
references. This inter-rater observation analysis during the two sample RP oral video 
presentations were to establish reliability in the mark scores in the study. The reliability 
was found to be .87 for the categories among raters who were similarly checked and in 
agreement with each other. Two practices on the evaluation would lessen the 
subjectivity of determining scores in the respective categories found in the rubrics. 
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Subsequently, from week 4 to week 10, group members would continue to work 
on their weekly activities and projected tasks as outlined in the table below. During the 
course of preparations, students were free to seek assistance from their group members 
as well as feedback from other group members or lecturer. They need to submit their RP 
video clips in week 11. During week 12 onwards, the video presentations from each 
group would be shown to the class and after each viewing the lecturer as well as the 
students would have to either evaluate according to own self, peer or lecturer assessed 
the video clips shown. The assessment rubrics were similar to the ones shown earlier 
during the two sample assessment video presentations in week 3. Time and again the 
students would be reminded to refer to the oracy assessment rubrics so as to determine 
the scores and they should not to be influenced by extraneous factors such as their 
close friendship with their classmates when recording their scores during actual own 
group RP presentations. 
 

Table 1 Step by step task to achieve each week 

 

5.0 Findings/ Discussions 

 

5.1 Questionnaires / Interviews 

 

Table 2 Assessment items employed for self, peer and lecturer for evaluating RP 

performance. 

 Evaluation/ Oracy skills Lecturer 
Mean 
(SD) 

Self 
Mean 
(SD) 

Peer 
Mean 
(SD) 

1 Able to use voice skills with appropriate tone and 
projection for the role 

2.58 
(.82) 

3.1 
(.54) 

3.24 
(.73) 

2 Able to use gestures/posture/facial/ expression and eye 
contact 

2.9 
(.69) 

3.1 
(.81) 

3.28 
(.79) 

3 Able to use language and speech suited to role playing 2.62 
(.69) 

3.1 
(.66) 

 

3.3 
(.68) 

4 Able to consider the venue, situation and people around 2.84 3.64 3.63 

Week Activity 

Week 1 Class decided on group members 

Week 2 Briefing on the task and given a situation to work on 

Week 3 Video samples shown to class and ‘calibrating’ scores based on oat 
evaluation form 
Decided on venue to carry out the assigned situation 

Week 4 Script writing – check for errors 

Week 5 Practices / rehearsals  among group members 

Week 6 Short rehearsals & feedback from other group members 

Week 7-8 Shooting – act out / review 

Week 9-
10 

Edit/refine/audio/sound effects 

Week 11 Submission of video clip 

Week 12  Evaluation – lecturer’s, peer and self-assessment 
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you and your partner/s 
 

(1.07) (.77) (.72) 

5 Able to listen to my partner/s playing roles and responded 
appropriately 

2.73 
(.86) 

 

3.53 
(.81) 

 

3.63 
(.74) 

6 Able to be confident and lively when commented by 
others 

2.58 
(.87) 

3.69 
(.71) 

3.72 
(.82) 

     
     
                                                                                    

TOTAL 
2.7 3.36 3.47 

 
 

Table 3 Level of agreement self-peer-lecturer assessment 

 

Test Statisticsa,b 

 Evaluation

1 

Evaluation

2 

Evaluation

3 

Evaluation

4 

Evaluation

5 

Evaluation

6 

Chi-

Square 
45.266 12.124 47.193 37.946 61.289 94.986 

df 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Asymp. 

Sig. 
.000 .002 .000 .000 .000 .000 

a. Kruskal Wallis Test 

b. Grouping Variable: Group 
 

 
Table 4  Post –Hoc comparison tests 

Multiple Comparisons 
Dependent Variable: Evaluation5  
 Tukey HSD 

(I) 

Group 

(J) 

Group 

Mean 

Difference (I-

J) 

Std. 

Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Lecturer 
Self -.798* .112 .000 -1.06 -.54 

Peer -.904* .112 .000 -1.17 -.64 

Self 
Lecturer .798* .112 .000 .54 1.06 

Peer -.106 .112 .611 -.37 .16 

Peer 
Lecturer .904* .112 .000 .64 1.17 

Self .106 .112 .611 -.16 .37 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
The results from table 3 showed that there were almost similar significant differences in 
oracy skills evaluation scores between lecturers and self as well as between lecturer and 
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peer while there was no significant difference in evaluation scores between self and peer 
evaluation in four dimensions of oracy skills such as physical, linguistics, cognitive and 
social & emotional domains. 
 
 
5.2 Level of agreement between lecturer and self-assessment 
 
For evaluation no. 1-6 (except no.2) in table 3 of oracy skills, both these groups showed 
statistically significant differences. In table 4, post -hoc comparison tests with HSD 
(Honestly Significant Difference) showed significant difference in the mean scores. 
Turkey HSD tests were higher than that of the lecturer’s. However, only for evaluation 
no. 2 was there no significant difference. Incidentally, this is the item that the lecturer 
had awarded the highest score among the six evaluated items. For the students, the 
mean score of an average 3.1 was one of their lowest average in self – assessment. 
However, there was also a wide difference (sd 0.81) among students in awarding marks. 
As stated earlier by De Grez et al. (2012), there were different perceptions of 
assessment resulting in such wide mean scores. However, unlike their study, self-
assessment scores were not higher than that given by their peers. 
 
5.3 Level of agreement between lecturer and peer assessment 
 
As mentioned earlier, when these two groups were compared, there were significant 
differences in oracy skills for all six evaluated items. Peer assessment group results, as 
posited by Chang et al. (2012), provided the highest mean scores. In this study, peers 
keyed in the highest marks in all the four domains in the six oracy skills evaluations.  
 
5.4 Level of agreement between self and peer assessment 
 
Except for evaluated item no. 2 which is categorized in the physical domain, both these 
groups (self and peers) converged in their assessments and that there were almost no 
significant differences in their mean scores after Post Hoc comparison tests were carried 
out. Grez et. al (2012) pointed out that attitude, experience and assessment criteria 
variants might have contributed to their higher assessment scores than lecturer’s scores. 
 
The gap in assessment ratings was significant among the three assessors. Three 
approaches could be taken - 
1. As mentioned by Lin (2001), the shallowness of ideas by students in giving higher 

mean scores. Lecturer should go through with them the scoring system during week 

5/6. The lecturer shows video clip of previous taped recording and together 

individually assess the oracy skills of performers in the clip. Lecturer discusses with 

students his assessment ratings with students. Lecturer should make students aware 

of the mark scores system. 

2. Peer assessment shows highest mark scores (Chang et al2012) among the three 

types of raters. Though they have significant impact on group members (Brown, 

2001;Patri, 2002), lecturers need to guide them to be more objective. The assessors 

need to detach themselves from being influenced by their close relationship and 

concentrate on the guidelines given in the evaluation form. 



 

INSIGHT JOURNAL Volume 2 
Published by UiTM Caw. Johor, Malaysia 

eISSN 2600-8564 
 

 

41 
 

3. Assessors from the other groups can also watch the video clips. Such actions taken 

would yield a more detached, unbiased assessment. 

 

6.0 CONCLUSION 
 
In summary, there were significant differences between oracy skills evaluation scores 
between lecturers and students (be it self or peer assessed) but students perceived a 
heightened level of their performance in oracy skills due to constructive feedback during 
their role play video- taped activity. 
 

The finding which shows peers reporting higher marks as compared to teachers 
is in agreement with the results of other studies (Langan et al.,2008).Formative 
assessments can still be carried out involving student and peer assessments as 
students perceive a higher confidence level of their performance in oracy skills (social 
and emotional domain) due to the constructive feedback during their role play video-
taped activity. 
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