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Abstract
The ability to manage teams in the workplace, evaluating the contribution of individual team members and providing appropriate feedback are key management skills. This paper discusses a successful peer evaluation project within the Centre for Heritage Studies - and undertaken as part of the University of Salford’s Key Skills Project - that enabled students to develop this specific management competency. The cross-faculty module selected for the project involved students from four postgraduate programmes, and comprised both UK and overseas students. Peer and self-evaluation were built into the assessment process and yielded some unexpected results, both in the student mark profile generated by the process and in student feedback. Opportunities to address the issues raised and to improve the peer evaluation tool itself are identified with a view to future curriculum delivery. Finally the paper examines the application of peer evaluation and review in promoting and enabling self-reflection within the postgraduate learning environment. 
Introduction
This paper reviews a recent cross-faculty peer evaluation project undertaken by postgraduate students from the Centre for Heritage Studies and the School of Leisure, Food and Tourism, University of Salford, UK. The aim of this paper is to describe, discuss and evaluate the outcomes of the project with a view to determining the potential of peer evaluation and review for promoting and enabling self-reflection within the postgraduate learning environment.
The three Masters programmes from within the Centre for Heritage Studies (MA Arts and Museum Management, MA Heritage Studies and MA Museum and Heritage Exhibition Design) are all vocational in emphasis and design. Curriculum development in each case was shaped and informed through consultation with practising professionals, cultural heritage organizations, The Museums Association and CHNTO (Cultural Heritage National Training Organisation, now a sector skills council). The Holland Review (Holland, 1997) and The International Council of Museums (ICOM, 2000) made specific recommendations for skills training across the sector, emphasizing transferable management skills as a priority to be addressed in training courses both within and outside the HE sector. Key skills are firmly embedded in all modules within the Centre for Heritage Studies, students receiving a professional key skills log early in semester one in order to record their progress across all six key skills.
Similarly the MA Tourism Management programme within the Faculty of Business and Informatics was developed through consultation with sector professionals and with a vocational emphasis. Originally sharing four modules with the heritage programmes, the Management Studies 1 module was seen as providing the basis for the peer evaluation project in terms of its relevance and applicability to the tourism management curriculum. The module already contained skills workshops relating to team roles and effectiveness and was therefore a logical choice for the incorporation of peer evaluation and review as an integral element of formative assessment.
Theoretical Perspective
Peer assessment in higher education is becoming a mainstream activity (Brown and Dove, 1991; Hounsell,1997) in both formative and summative assessment. We can define peer assessment as a process whereby peers consider the level, value and quality of the learning outcomes of others of similar status. Peer, together with self and co-assessment can be used in combination with each other and to develop professional competencies (Sluijsmans et al, 2004). Often, the inclusion of peer assessment - especially at postgraduate level - is seen by academic staff as a means of providing students with interpersonal and professional skills and competencies that could and should transfer into subsequent professional employment (Topping et al, 2000). The development of skills and competencies required in professional organizations and the failure of many assessment practices to address this need is a recurrent theme in much of the literature. 
Potentially, peer assessment can yield a wide range of benefits. In a study of postgraduate students undertaking a qualification to become chartered educational psychologists Topping et al (2000) suggest that a key benefit of peer assessment of academic writing might be to increase a range of social and communication skills including negotiation and diplomacy, verbal communication skills, giving and accepting criticism, justifying one’s position and assessing objectively. Other potential benefits include a greater sense of accountability and responsibility, improved motivation through an enhanced sense of ownership and improved self-confidence, identification and empathy with others. There is also the potential for peer assessment to ‘spill over’ beyond the bounds of the assessment itself into informal peer assessment of other subsequent outputs such as presentations and portfolio work. This latter benefit is the embryonic transferable skill necessary for eventual professional employment.  
In terms of reliability and validity, most existing studies of peer assessment focus on quantitative grades rather than qualitative feedback and most endorse the view that peer assessment is of adequate reliability and validity (Topping, 1998). There appears to be a close correlation between staff and peer assessment, although interestingly the perception of participating students is that staff assessment is more ‘accurate’ (Falchikov, 1995).
Overall, students appear to find the peer assessment process time consuming, intellectually challenging and socially uncomfortable although effective in improving the quality of their written work and developing other transferable skills (Topping et al, 2000). One route to overcoming some of these objections is to make the peer assessment a secret rather than open exercise. A study by Lejk and Wyvill (2001) of 172 business students found that students are more discriminating in their peer assessment when it is performed secretly than when it is performed in open agreement with the group. Introducing a self-assessed element may also reduce socio-emotional discomfort associated with peer assessment.
In a study of pharmacy students undertaking self and peer assessment, Krause and Popovich (1996) found that students who perform better in their group are more modest about their achievements whereas weaker students tend to over-rate themselves, using the self assessment as a survival strategy. These two issues of secrecy and self assessment as elements of the peer evaluation process have been compared (Lejk and Wyvill, 2001) and the conclusion drawn that secret peer assessment without a self assessed element leads to a more discriminating and possibly fairer method of assessment than peer assessment alone, especially when conducted in the open. 
Project Rationale
In 2003, students within the Centre for Heritage Studies undertook a specific key skills project, ‘Interpretive Planning in the Tourist Historic City’ the outcomes of which were disseminated at the inaugural ‘Education in a Changing Environment’ conference (University of Salford, September 2003) and published in the conference proceedings. One of the outcomes of that project was the identification of an opportunity for students, when working with others, to engage in peer and self evaluation. Such an opportunity would also address the criteria for Museum’s Association validation of postgraduate programmes in respect of managing team performance and giving feedback to team members on individual contribution, thus facilitating the formal and ongoing accreditation of the heritage programmes. Moreover, the programme team recognized the potential of the project in facilitating critical reflection as a key element of the postgraduate learning experience.
Project Aims and Objectives
The aims of the peer evaluation project were therefore:
·	To provide an opportunity for students to focus on the evaluation of their own and peer performance within an assessed, team based project;
·	To enable students to explore, develop and record skills in peer evaluation as part of working with others;
·	To enable students from all four masters programmes to work together and utilize cross modular skills and experiences in reviewing peer performance;
·	To formalize the peer evaluation process as a key element of the module assessment.
Project Development
Much of the development time for the project involved the design of the peer evaluation form itself. The design was informed in the first instance through the identification of a peer assessment sheet developed by Goldfinch (1994), and through consultation with other staff within the University – predominantly from within the School of Management - who had an interest in peer evaluation. This consultation provided useful anecdotal experiences as well as recommended sources of reading and external contacts. External advice was also sought, since at the time the researcher was also an external examiner at Huddersfield University and Staffordshire University. A template was produced and pilot tested on a small group of students from the previous cohort. (A copy of the peer evaluation form is provided at the end of this paper.)
As incorporating peer evaluation into the assessment process represented a fundamental change to the module assessment, this had to be incorporated into the module specification, student handbooks and module documentation including the Project Assignment Form on the School’s virtual office. 
A key decision was the weighting of the peer assessed element of the work and the extent to which this could potentially advantage students whose other work was generally weak or, conversely, the extent to which it could potentially jeopardize the final module grade of otherwise strong students. Once again, advice was sought from the sources quoted above and a decision taken to allow a 20% module weighting for the peer assessed element.
A further decision was whether to factor the resultant peer assessed marks, as there was a danger that students would collaborate to award themselves maximum marks. It was decided to postpone a decision until a review of the raw marks could be undertaken.
The module commenced in October 2003, comprising a total of thirty one students, made up as follows:
·	MA Tourism Management - 11 students of which 10 were international;
·	MA Arts and Museum Management - 9 students of which 2 were international;
·	MA Heritage Studies - 9 students of which none were international;
·	MA Museum and Heritage Exhibition Design - 2 students of which 1 was international.
The students were briefed on the project on day one of the module. This meant that students could take time to consider it, ask questions if they did not understand any aspect of it and could provide a full and considered response when required at the end of the module. This was considered to be good practice and was especially important for overseas students for whom English was not their first language.
Project Requirements
Students were required to choose one of five management issues. These were:
·	Managing diversity;
·	Managing volunteers;
·	Managing creative workers;
·	Managing change;
·	Managing capital projects.
They were allocated to teams of between 4-6 people in accordance with their choice of topic. The resulting six teams were required to prepare and present a brief analysis of the management issues relating to their chosen topic in a verbal presentation lasting no more than fifteen minutes. This would be assessed and would form 30% of the overall module mark. Following the presentation each team member would be asked to evaluate the contribution of team members - including themselves - and record scores (in secret) on the peer evaluation form, to be handed in a week later. The peer assessed element would account for a further 20% of the module mark. Finally, students were to produce an individual report addressing the key issues identified in the team presentation, including a set of clear proposals for managers tasked with those challenges. The report accounted for 50% of the module mark.
It was agreed that the MA Tourism Management Programme Leader would act as second marker for the team presentations and the individual reports. Final module marks would be internally moderated by the two of us prior to work being forwarded to the external examiner and prior to the respective examination boards.
Project Outcomes
All students completed and handed in the peer evaluation form to deadline. This indicated that in principle at least they supported the notion of peer and self assessment. Figure 1 below illustrates comparative marks for tutor and peer assessment:

Mean average
Range
Standard Deviation
Peer evaluation
76.4%
36.7-95.3%
13.03
Team presentation
64.66%
57-74%
5.64
Report
58.8%
30-78%
10.17
 Figure 1- Comparative Marks, Tutor and Peer Assessment
The table indicates that marks generated through peer evaluation were generous overall when compared with the tutor assessed elements of the module.  The peer evaluation marks therefore had a net effect of inflating the overall marks for the module although on closer analysis of individual marks only a small number of students were significantly advantaged. It was therefore decided that the peer evaluation marks should be allowed to stand and would not be factored.
Two students in separate teams had been ‘failed’ by their peers, that is, they were awarded marks of below 50% at 36.7% and 45.3% (and one of the students failed herself too - she subsequently withdrew from the programme). These marks correlated with the tutor assessment marks for their individual reports at 46% and 30% and both students consequently failed the module. Although one other student also failed the module, it was interesting that peer assessment should evidently recognize the same weaknesses in commitment and performance as that of tutor assessment. This correlation with tutor assessment concurs with studies cited earlier in this paper (Falchikov, 1995) and reinforces the reliability and validity of peer evaluation (Topping, 1998).
Of further interest were potential cultural differences in the awarding of marks through peer assessment. Overseas students - and particularly those from China - consistently rewarded other overseas students highly, and often at the expense of UK students. For example, in one team, one UK student awarded one of the Chinese team members the minimum possible marks and yet the majority of the team were from overseas and the student’s final peer assessed mark was 74.7%. One reason for this might be that the student’s performance was judged on his English language competence by the UK student rather than his overall performance. The Chinese student’s approach to team work may have been different from the UK student based on cultural differences in approach to teamworking; his contribution may therefore have been judged by other overseas students as very positive, based on cultural criteria that were not shared by the UK student. The overseas students may have rewarded their peer generously due to a perception that as English is not their first language, they are potentially at a disadvantage in the written element of the assessment and peer evaluation is an element that provides the opportunity to ‘catch up’. A further explanation is that the peer assessment task was approached collaboratively rather than individually, with whole teams or parts of teams agreeing on reward/ penalty mechanisms as the project progressed. 
Project Evaluation
Evaluation of the project has been undertaken in three ways:
·	At programme level through team meetings;
·	Student evaluation – through module evaluative questionnaires and discussions at personal tutorials;
·	At school level at Teaching and Learning Committee.
The peer evaluation project  was evaluated in the first instance by the module tutor in discussion with the MA Tourism Management Programme Leader and the heritage programmes team. It was agreed that the project had succeeded in achieving all four of its original objectives and was generally felt to have enhanced the student experience, adding value to the module and endorsing the ‘real world focus’ that lies at the core of these postgraduate programmes.
Overall students seemed to appreciate the opportunity to influence their team mark, particularly as teams were allocated on the basis of topic choice rather than personal choice; students could not therefore influence the composition of their team and some were the only representatives from their programme within their team. However, some students were clearly uncomfortable with the process. 
In terms of student evaluation of the project as an integral part of the module, Figure 2 below is a summary of the Module Evaluative Questionnaire Analysis (31 questionnaires were distributed and 21 responses were received, representing a 67% response rate):
Q1 Overall, how satisfied were you with this module?
Extremely satisfied
5%
Very satisfied		
40%
Satisfied		
30%
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
25%
Dissatisfied
0
Very dissatisfied
0
Extremely dissatisfied
0

Q2 I would recommend this module to a friend
Very strongly agree
5%
Strongly agree
30%
Agree
50%
Neither agree nor disagree
15%
Disagree
0
Strongly disagree
0
Very strongly disagree
0


Aspects of the module liked (summary)
Working as part of a team (7) Good to mix with other subject disciplines. Financial management. Human Resource Management. Marketing. Structured lectures provided overall grounding in basic management skills (4). Tutor very efficient and approachable (3). Lectures were easily digestible, bite sized, easy to understand even for a beginner. Use of case studies. Tutor knows what she’s talking about. Lecture style (3). Lively and interesting lectures.
Aspects of the module disliked (summary)
4 students had no comments under this section. Working in teams. Difficult to meet up with team outside lecture sessions as different programmes attend on different days. Too much emphasis on group work and self-direction –this is a taught MA. Integration of tourism students (4). Integration of tourism students problematic due to language and cultural differences and expectations. Group too large (3). Did not know that groups would be combined before enrolling, courses have different objectives, don’t feel they are compatible.
Figure 2- Summary of Module Evaluative Questionnaire Analysis
In personal tutorial sessions it became apparent that few students had made the link between peer evaluation as part of the assessment process and peer evaluation as a management competence; clearly this will need to be spelt out for future deliveries. Some students expressed a positive attitude to the peer evaluation process, but some were clearly uncomfortable with it although they could not articulate the reasons for this. 
At school level the project was discussed at Teaching and Learning Committee and the role of peer evaluation identified as a potential tool for programmes where large student cohorts feature team projects and tutor assessment of team contributions may be a contentious area.
Whilst the evaluation undertaken at these three levels - programme, student and school level - was felt to be appropriate and useful, the author believes that the study would have benefited from further, in depth discussion with students regarding their experience of the self and peer evaluation process and the extent to which this had enabled critical self reflection. In particular it would have been useful to explore the acquisition of the specific skills and benefits attributed to the experience of peer evaluation by Topping et al (2000) cited earlier in this paper, for example a sense of accountability, responsibility and improved motivation. From a methodological perspective this additional discussion would provide a more robust research design and identify further areas for research, and from a practical perspective it might provide opportunities to refine future module delivery. 
Conclusions
Overall the project succeeded in its original objectives and was felt to be worthwhile by the programme team, who plan to incorporate it with modifications in the same module for the 2004/5 academic year. In particular, it was felt that the project provided an additional dimension to team based assessment, endorsing tutor marks and facilitating the reflective practice essential to these vocational masters programmes. The marks derived through peer and self assessment concurred with the earlier studies cited, particularly with the tendency for weaker students to reward their own team efforts generously and in terms of the correlation between peer and tutor marks for individual students. It was also apparent from the evaluation undertaken and from observation of the participating students that they did find the experience of self and peer evaluation socially uncomfortable and intellectually challenging, as the literature had suggested.
Significantly, with regard to peer evaluation this project has highlighted cultural issues in approach and participation as an important area for further investigation. With this in mind, for future deliveries of the module the author plans to incorporate qualitative discussion with the students themselves in order to explore in more depth their rationale for awarding marks as well as their attitudes and approach to self and peer evaluation and perceptions of the process as an aid to critical self reflection. The project has also served to highlight the perennial conflict between students’ desire to maximize their module mark - and therefore the grade of their final award - and their willingness to engage in reflective evaluation of their own learning.
Ultimately, students who benefit from such a project in terms of gaining and developing real transferable skills, are those who are willing to take risks, are willing to experiment and who are willing to acknowledge and penalize their own weaknesses whilst recognizing and rewarding their own strengths, in short the very management skills and competencies so crucial to employment and career development within the leisure and heritage marketplace. 
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PEER EVALUATION FORM
On this form you will assess the contribution of each member of your team.  You should complete the evaluation form with fairness and honesty.  Include yourself.
Team Member’s Name
Attendance & Co-operation
Academic Contribution
Overall Comparative Rating
Total Points

1.	__________

____________

_________

_______________

______
2. ___________
____________
_________
_______________
______
3. ___________
____________
_________
_______________
______
4. ___________
____________
_________
_______________
______
5. ___________
____________
_________
_______________
______
6. ___________
____________
_________
_______________
______
Attendance and Co-operation Scale:
5 = Was a team leader; co-operation superior
4 = Attended meetings regularly; good co-operation; a teamplayer
3 = Attended meetings fairly regularly; did what was asked but no more
2 = Missed some meetings and did the minimum amount of work
1 = Poor attendance at meetings/or poor co-operation and work share
Academic Contribution Scale:
5 = A team leader in ideas; enthusiastic; a lot of good ideas
4 = Contributed greatly to the team; did more than his or her fair share
3 = Had good ideas from time to time; an average performance
2 = Probably was neither too quiet or not interested enough to be an effective academic contributor to the team
1 = Contributed little to the team
Overall Comparative Rating Scale
5 = The team leader (or a team leader, if more than one)
4 = A team player; excellent work
3 = An average member of the team
2 = Slightly below average member of the team
1 = Contributed least to the team

Signature…………………………………………………………..
Team/Reference………………………………………………….


