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Having students actively engaged with each other in discussions has become an
increasingly important and common aspect of the classroom environment. This
increased emphasis has also meant that instructors need to find ways to effectively
and efficiently evaluate class participation. In this paper, we describe the most
common method used for these assessments and highlight some of its inherent
challenges. We then propose an alternative method based on peer nominations.
Two case studies illustrate the advantages of this method; we find that it is both
easy for students to complete and provide instructors with valuable diagnostic
information with which to provide feedback and assign grades.
Keywords: peer nomination; peer assessment; class participation; ratings; rankings

Introduction
Class participation is a form of active learning in which students publicly discuss the
course material. The purpose of these conversations is to introduce multiple perspectives on the topic at hand. It is an opportunity for students to explore their own understanding and to advance other students’ learning by introducing them to alternative
perspectives (Jones 2008). To a lesser extent, it also includes closed-ended answers to
specific questions posed by the instructor (Moguel 2004), although the crux remains
the avoidance of expected responses (Mehan 1979). Class participation has been
studied and encouraged in diverse academic disciplines such as law (Hayes and Hayes
1973; Kamvounias 1996), marketing (Wooldridge 2008), psychology (Elliot 1993;
Hodge and Nelson 1991), mathematics (Jansen 2006) and physics (Mamola 2005).
Across disciplines, class participation has been shown to improve critical reading and
understanding of material (Dancer and Kamvounias 2005; French 1992), increase
classroom engagement (Elliot 1993), advance active learning (Bean and Peterson 1998;
Peterson 2001; Petress 2006; Wooldridge 2008), improve work habits (Turner and
Patrick 2004), enhance a variety of professional skills (Hayes and Hayes 1973;
Kamvounias 1996; Lord and Melvin 1994; Wooldridge 2008) and liven up dry material
(Magel 1996). The list of participation methods and their benefits is extensive and there
is broad agreement that students benefit from this pedagogic approach (Jones 2008).
However, many instructors struggle with assessing class participation.1 Many
students likewise struggle when it comes to accepting those assessments. Instructors
and students alike recognise there is a large subjective component to class participation
assessment not only due to the nature of the judgements being made but also due to
*Corresponding author. Email: jeheyman@stthomas.edu
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the assessment procedures themselves. For example, many instructors find regular
record keeping of participation difficult and are reduced to a holistic assessment at the
end of the term (Bean and Peterson 1998). This can make it hard to justify the participation score if a student challenges it (Jacobs and Chase 1992). One way to mitigate
many of these problems is to employ peer assessment of participation to supplement
or even replace instructor evaluations.
Peer assessment in the classroom has been investigated and found to be both
meritorious and rigorous as a tool. Meritorious because it emphasises the goal of
communal learning (Gopinath 1999), encourages process transparency (Brindley and
Scoffield 1998) and leverages the perspective of others operating in the same environment (Kane and Lawler 1978). In addition to students benefiting from being graded
by their peers, the graders also benefit because it gives them experience in evaluating
others, which is an increasingly important skill (Mainkar 2008) particularly as more
organisations adopt various forms of personnel (Antonioni 1996; Tyler 2007), work
group (Urch Druskat and Wolff 1999) and work product (Russell 2006) rating
systems. Evaluating peers can be uncomfortable (Mowl and Pain 1995; Orsmond and
Merry 1996; Sherrard and Raafat 1994) and it is only with practice that students will
gain more confidence in their ability to do so.
Peer assessment is also rigorous in that it has been shown to be an accurate
indicator of performance (Falchikov 1995; Falchikov and Goldfinch 2000; Gagne
1998; Hollander 1965; Kane and Lawler 1978; Liu and Carless 2006; Love 1981;
Magin and Helmore 2001; Topping 1998). Importantly, the validity of peer assessment has been demonstrated with respect to concurrent validity with instructor
evaluations (e.g. Melvin 1988) and predictive validity based on subsequent objective performance (e.g. Henry 2006; Schwarzwald, Koslowsky, and Mager-Bibi
1999).
In exploring different types of peer assessment, ranking has been found to have
advantages over rating. For example, when rating one’s peers there is a tendency to
inflate marks and to end pile on the positive end of the scale (McCarty and Shrum
1997, 2000).2 This effect is exacerbated by students’ reluctance to assign low grades
to their classmates (Ballantyne, Hughes, and Mylonas 2002; Brindley and Scoffield
1998). The result is that many receive the same mark even when differences in performance actually exist (Ovadia 2004).
However, ranking is not devoid of issues. One is that it forces differentiation even
where none may exist (Maio et al. 1996). Another is that it is taxing on the respondents
(Alwin and Krosnick 1985); comprehensively ranking more than 15, let alone 30,
classmates will require a very high level of motivation and effort, making it ill-suited
to peer assessment (or for that matter, instructor assessment) of participation (Beatty
et al. 1996; Durbin 1951; Ovadia 2004; Russell and Gray 1994). A third is that,
because it is so much more difficult for respondents than rating, it is also much more
time consuming (Munson and McIntyre 1979). In this paper, we demonstrate the
application of an alternative ranking method that largely overcomes the problems with
both ratings and rankings while maintaining the merits and rigour associated with
traditional peer assessment techniques.
Peer nominations
Peer nominations are a type of partial ranking that differ from both ratings and full
rankings in important ways. In a partial ranking system, n objects are assigned to k
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different bins, where k < n. Within each bin, objects are not ordered, rather, they are
considered equivalent on the dimension(s) of interest. For example, if 30 items were
to be evenly ordered across three bins then each bin would have 10 of the items and
there would be no ranking within each bin. In other words, in a partial ranking system,
ties among the objects are allowed, differentiating it from full ranking, which prohibits
ties. The greater the difference between k and n, the more ties are allowed. Evenly
sorting 30 items into three bins results in three sets of 10 items that are tied while
evenly sorting the same items into five bins generates five sets of six tied items.
However, as long as k ≠ 1 partial ranking, as opposed to rating, requires at least some
discrimination among the evaluated objects. The two approaches overlap in that rating
is a form of partial ranking, where the number of bins into which people are sorted is
limited to the number of points in the rating scale; in practice, given typical scales, this
would mean an upper limit of between 5 and 10 ranked categories into which rating
places people.
In practice, peer nominations most often require respondents to nominate the top
m of their peers and also the bottom m of their peers, which we will hereafter refer to
as HLm, where H simply refers to ‘high’, L to ‘low’ and m being the number of
nominations made for each. The HLm method is equivalent to a partial ranking system
with k = 3 bins. Such peer nominations have been fruitfully applied in diverse areas
such as research into bullying (Henry 2006) and evaluation of uniformed personnel
(Schwarzwald, Koslowsky, and Mager-Bibi 1999) but have not been extensively used
to assess class participation, although Melvin’s (1988) method, while not labelled peer
nomination, can be viewed as such.
A criticism of peer nominations has been that it only provides information
regarding students who were considered to be at the top or bottom end of the group
on the dimension of interest. This is certainly true with regard to the responses
supplied by the individual respondents. At first this seems problematic with regard to
using peer nominations to evaluate class participation given the finer differences in
student performance. What this criticism misses, and what we shall demonstrate, is
that algebraic manipulation of the positive and negative nominations across the
graders yields just such demarcations.
The field of sociometrics has developed into a domain with a large emphasis on
practical tools to determine the position of individuals within their social group
(Cillessen and Bukowski 2000). Much of this work involves peer nominations and
because the emphasis is on people’s standing within a group, these researchers
frequently use various methods to combine top and bottom peer nominations (Coie,
Dodge, and Coppotelli 1982; Newcomb and Bukowski 1983; Peery 1979). The variance
across the individual peer nominations typically allow, in aggregate, classifying the
group into more than just two or three categories. For example, Coie, Dodge, and
Coppotelli (1982) use such data to place all the children studied into five sociometric
categories. While it is possible to generate this type of discrete classification scheme,
the algebraic manipulations themselves result in a measure that is continuous across a
range of values.
In the sociometric literature, positive and negative peer nominations are typically
combined in two ways. First, the total number of positive nominations and the total
number of negative nominations that each individual receives are counted. Social
performance is calculated by subtracting an individual’s total number of negative
nominations from their total number of positive nominations. Social salience or
impact is calculated by adding the two instead of subtracting (Coie, Dodge, and
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Coppotelli 1982; Newcomb and Bukowski 1983; Peery 1979). For the present paper,
we focus on the calculation underlying the social performance measure.
Tables 1 and 2 compare the rating and HLm (in this case m = 2) processes for a
six-person class. Table 1 shows the traditional rating system. Each column consists of
the grades given by that student to their peers (rows). The scores are then averaged
and found in the rightmost column. Table 2 shows the same class rating each other
with the HL2 system. Now the columns consist of the two Hs and Ls each student
assigned to their peers. The nominations are then tallied across each row and then the
net difference is calculated.
In the following section, we illustrate the technique applied to class participation in an undergraduate-level marketing management class. For comparative
purposes, we first begin with an illustration of peer evaluation via a traditional
rating task.
Two sections of principles of marketing recently taught by one of the authors
during the same semester were randomly assigned to an assessment method. The
principles of marketing class is required for all business majors and typically has an
enrolment of around 30 students, almost all of them juniors. Due to the breadth of the
university distribution requirements, the students spend their freshman and sophomore
years in a wide variety of classes and typically have had little or no contact with each
other prior to this semester. In both classes, participation counted for 25% of the
students’ total grade.
Table 1.

Rating process.
Student assessment of peers

Students
assessed
by peer

Table 2.

Alice
Charlie
Elliot
Fred
Grace
Julian

Alice

Charlie

Elliot

Fred

Grace

Julian

Average
rating

—
44
48
45
44
48

48
—
50
50
49
49

42
50
—
42
47
50

50
50
50
—
50
50

45
49
48
45
—
45

47
47
47
49
49
—

46.4
47.2
48.6
46.2
47.8
48.4

HL2 process.
Net number
Total of highs –
Total
number number number of
Alice Charlie Elliot Fred Grace Julian of highs of lows
lows
Student assessment of peers

HL2

—
L

L
—

L
H

—
L

L
H

—
L

0
2

3
3

−3
−1

H

H

—

L

H

L

3

2

1

—

H

L

—

L

H

2

2

0

Grace

L

—

—

H

—

H

2

1

1

Julian

H

L

H

H

—

—

3

1

2

Students Alice
assessed Charlie
by peer
Elliot
Fred
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Case 1: ratings in peer assessment of class participation
Method
The class assigned to the traditional rating task had 30 students and peer assessments
were held during the semester’s penultimate week. The class was 93% Caucasian, 3%
African and 3% Asian. All enroled students completed the grading sheets. Before starting the assessment they were reminded of some ways to meaningfully participate (e.g.
ask questions, answer other students’ questions, relate their personal experiences to the
course concepts, offer analysis of case studies, bring in examples from the newspaper
and spot ‘red flag’ contradictions or ‘green thread’ linkages across the semester’s topics)
which had been listed in the syllabus and discussed during the first week of class; this
instruction was explicit that both quality and quantity of contribution should enter into
their assessment. A seating chart, used all semester, was distributed to the students to
facilitate their grading by allowing them to identify their pairs based on facial recognition in addition to name recall. Students were asked to rate each of their classmates
on a scale that ranged from 0 to 50.3 The entire task took less than 10 minutes.
Results
The 30 students in attendance provided ratings for all class members, one student
missed rating one classmate, resulting in 899 total ratings. These ratings were averaged for each student. Table 3 contains the frequency of these averages, rounded to
the nearest integer, as well as the frequency of ratings given by the instructor.
Although significantly correlated with those assigned by the instructor (r = 71, p <
.001), student generated ratings (M = 46.1) were distinctly higher than those assigned
by the instructor (M = 40.6, t(29) = 8.70, p < .001). This combination was driven by
the relatively restricted range of the student assigned ratings.
While the student generated averages range from only 42 to 50, representing
approximately 18% of the available scale, the instructor generated ratings ranged from
35 to 50. Looking at the student generated ratings, 23 students – 77% of the class –
received an average grade of 45 (90%) or higher. While the average peer ratings
suggest most students deserved an A with just a smaller number of Bs and nothing
lower, the instructor’s evaluations of participation spanned 60% of the grading scale,
with one student who never contributed and rarely attended meriting a failing
participation grade.
As noteworthy as the distribution of evaluations is the limited range of ratings used
by the students in assigning their marks. The ratings given by individual students
spanned only 15 out of a possible 50 points. Almost a quarter of the class (23%) used
only 1 or 2 scale points (i.e. they gave either everyone the same grade or one of two
adjacent point values) and 57% used a 10-point range in their ratings. Even the student
who used the widest range of 15 points actually used a nine-point range for all but one
of their ratings (apparently wishing to be especially harsh with a single classmate).
Discussion
Using ratings as a peer evaluation tool exhibited the issues identified in the literature
as problematic with the technique. Peer ratings tend to be inflated, with too many
students rating their peers with excessively high marks. If the participation grades
were based solely on the peer ratings then too many students would have received the
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Rating value
Value
50
49
48
47
46
45
44
43
42
41
40
39
38
37
36
35
34
33
32
31

Frequency from
Students
1
4
4
3
5
6
3
2
2
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

Instructors
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
2
3
—
2
4
3
2
3
2
—
—
—
1

same participation rating despite the wide variance in their actual performance as
judged by the instructor. While the process was easy for the students to complete this
benefit came at the cost of insufficient diagnosticity.
Correcting for the substantial grade inflation would require, for example, translating a peer-generated B into a D, which would have tended to reduce student acceptance of the peer assessment process and results. It seems that even an explicit
explanation of grade inflation would have prevented the students from accepting the
legitimacy of the exercise and the fairness of the professor.
Based on this case, we conclude that rating, while widely used, is not the best
method for students to use when assessing their peers’ classroom participation.
Although the process was well received by the students in that it was familiar and easy
to understand and complete, it generated neither meaningful feedback for the students
nor diagnostic information for the instructor. Can we do better? We suggest, and will
demonstrate in the following case, that the peer nomination technique described
earlier represents a significant improvement over rating.
Case 2: peer nominations of class participation
Faced with rating’s endemic issues we now illustrate the use of peer nomination in
the context of evaluating class participation. Our hope in applying the method was
that it would deliver the diagnostic benefits of ranking but with the ease and clarity
of rating. In this particular example, students identified the five of their peers they
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thought contributed most to class discussion (high contributor) and the five who
contributed least (low contributor), most and least again being broadly defined to
reflect both quality and quantity of contribution. We will hereafter refer to this
method as HL5.
We chose m = 5 as a number that balanced the reduction of required cognitive
effort with the need for variation in the results. In our experience using the peer nomination technique in a variety of contexts, having the total number of nominations,
highs and lows, equal to 1/3 the total objects (in other words, m = 1/6 the total)
balances the two goals. Much larger and the task becomes onerous for nominators and
much smaller and there is too little variability in the aggregated results.

Method
The second class had 33 students, 30 of whom completed the peer evaluations that
were held during the penultimate week of the semester. Compared to the first class this
one was unremarkable; there were no statistically significant differences across demographic characteristics, grades on individual assignment, the instructor’s perception of
level of class participation, quality of final projects and final grades. Students were
given the same background explanation of the assessment process as described in
Case 1. Again, the seating chart in use all semester was passed out to each student to
prevent name familiarity – or the lack thereof – interfering with the assessment
process. Students were told to use an H to mark the five classmates they thought did
the best job of participating and to mark with an L their five classmates whom they
felt participated the least. All submissions were anonymous4 and again the entire
evolution took somewhat less than 10 minutes.

Results
Each student’s score was calculated by subtracting the total number of lows received
from their total number of highs. This resulting participation net score ranged from
−14 to +16, more than three times the range of average ratings and equal to 50% of
the theoretical maximum range given the number of students submitting. Table 4
contains the number of high and low nominations received by each student and the
corresponding instructor’s assessment on the 50-point scale. The instructor’s rating
of this class’ participation correlated with the results of the HL5 method (r = .85,
p < .001). Consistent with the instructor’s perception, a few students were recognised for regular, active participation, another small group for seemingly never participating and a large group in the middle that were infrequent contributors. There is
another possible student profile that occurs not infrequently, the student who
receives a relatively high number of both high and low contributor nominations.
For example, one student in this case received 11 high contributor and 5 low
contributor nominations, yielding a net score of 6. This was a student who participated
daily in ways that would probably be of interest to most instructors but not to many of
her classmates; a typical comment from her would concern such things as the role of
normative ethics in the Red Cross’ market segmentation strategy. Easy identification
of such a student is an important aspect of the HL method. It is thus trivial to distinguish between moderately involved innocuous students and the highly involved yet
controversial students.

612
Table 4.

J.E. Heyman and J.J. Sailors
Peer and instructor assessments.

Downloaded by [James E. Heyman] at 11:20 27 July 2011

Number of highs
16
14
12
11
9
8
9
11
5
3
5
3
6
4
1
2
4
0
3
2
1
2
0
3
1
2
3
2
3
0
0
0
0

Number of lows

Net difference

Instructor rating

0
0
0
1
0
1
2
5
1
0
2
1
4
3
1
2
5
1
4
3
3
5
4
7
6
8
9
10
11
9
11
12
14

16
14
12
10
9
7
7
6
4
3
3
2
2
1
0
0
−1
−1
−1
−1
−2
−3
−4
−4
−5
−6
−6
−8
−8
−9
−11
−12
−14

50
48
45
46
46
45
46
47
41
43
41
44
45
40
41
45
43
41
40
42
43
44
43
44
38
40
40
38
35
37
34
34
30

Discussion
The advantages of the high–low method of peer assessments in this class were both
intuitive and subtle. The class indeed had talkative students, silent students, slight variations of each and a majority in the middle. The students were at first puzzled by the
process only because of its novelty but were entirely accepting of the results because
they appeared sensible and familiar – normal in both statistical and experiential respects.
The strong consensus on the high performers is no surprise given the attention they
drew to themselves during the semester. Rather it would have been surprising if they
had not been particularly salient when it came to the assessment.

Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education

613

Downloaded by [James E. Heyman] at 11:20 27 July 2011

But what was surprising was the high agreement on who were the low contributor
students. One might reasonably expect that a quiet student would simply have avoided
nomination altogether. And yet this was not the case. Regardless of where the student
sat, be it in the front row or the back of the room, the non-contributing students were
called out by their peers. The salience of the low contributors was one of the true eye
openers for us as instructors. Explicitly identifying low contributors provides additional discriminatory power of the HLm method over peer nominations that solicit
only high contributors, what we would call Hm, as discussed in Kane and Lawler
(1978).
General discussion
In this paper, we examined two methods of conducting peer assessment of class
participation in a marketing class. The first was the traditional approach in which
students rate their peers on a fixed scale. Ratings have the advantage that they are
familiar, easy for the students to complete and easy for instructors to analyse with
standard parametric techniques. However, peer ratings suffered from a tendency to
produce inflated results whose lack of variance limited their diagnosticity. Ratings
often have these issues and these can be exacerbated by social factors inherent in
classroom environments. Participation grades based on peer ratings inevitably involve
inflationary corrections by the professor that reduce student acceptance and deviate
sharply from capturing the voice of the class, which was one of the reasons for using
peer assessment in the first place.
To address these shortcomings, we illustrated a method of peer nomination in
which students identified their five classmates who participated the most and the five
who participated the least. This method consisted solely of each student identifying
these two groups of students and implicitly a third group of students whose participation placed them in the middle. Within these groups, there was no further ranking or
rating done. Following the sociometric literature reviewed earlier, a student’s final
participation score was calculated by subtracting the number of times students were
identified as a low contributor from the number of times they were considered to be a
high contributor. That this method has been effectively used with very young children
(Cole, Cornell, and Sheras 2006) suggests that it is easy to use, can differentiate levels
of behaviour that may be vaguely defined and involving topics such as peer
performance that can be socially awkward to assess.
Unlike ratings, the HLm does not allow the indiscriminate assigning of grades
nor does it accommodate any leniency in grading fellow students both of which
were disadvantages of ratings. Unfortunately, it does not solve the lazy-grader
problem, as there may still be graders who wish to complete the exercise with the
minimum possible amount of effort just as there may be raters who give everyone
the same score. Statistically, however, their effect will be less pernicious than in
ratings as they now introduce noise rather than inflationary bias. It is possible that
there might have also been a marginal effect on potential lazy graders because the
task seems less formidable but, due to the process, this would be an unobservable
effect.
The final advantage is that it strikes a balance between rating and ranking on the
issue of forced delineation of similar assessments. Unlike ratings it forcibly reduces
the number of possible ties but unlike ranking it does not proscribe them entirely. The
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difference can be seen in the number of delineation points where a grader must explicitly
say that student X is better than student Y. When ranking N students, graders must deal
with N – 1 such boundaries between the final sorted elements and this is what makes
ranking so difficult. However, HLm imposes only two points of distinction, in the
current case with 30 students with m = 5 there are boundaries only between the fifth
and sixth students and another between the 24th and 25th students.
However, while each assessor only has two such boundaries to consider in the
HL method, each will have their own perception of the class participation of their
peers. It is this variance in perceptions of participation that leads to differences in
the nominations each respondent makes and these differences which lead to an
aggregate ranking that has many gradations. A natural question concerns what leads
to such different perceptions and the respective nominations perceptions? One factor
will be the abilities and needs of the nominator. For example, class participation
comments will vary along Bloom’s (1956) taxonomy and students will evaluate
those comments according to their own level of domain-specific knowledge and
cognitive skills (Bean and Peterson 1998); contributions reflecting a level of the
taxonomy near one’s own are likely to be valued more than contributions either far
above or below. Different cognitive preferences and learning styles (DiTiberio 1996)
may also drive different evaluations of class participation. Student nominators may
place different emphasis on quantity of contribution versus quality, and may evaluate and weigh aspects of quality in different ways (Mainkar 2008). Each of these
factors, by driving individual difference in the nomination process, results in an
aggregate nomination-based ranking of performance that ensures broad coverage of
the entire class.
In this paper, we focussed on a net measure that is computed in the same manner
as the social preference measure in the sociometric literature. We did not choose to
specifically address the viability of a net measure analogous to the social salience
measure from that domain. While a potentially interesting approach, we question the
utility of the social salience measure in the context of peer nominations of class
participation. In the domains where it has been applied, for example, understanding
the peer relations among children (Bowker 2004; Cole, Cornell, and Sheras 2006)
negative nominations are driven by active behaviour that other children dislike such
as bullying. With respect to class participation, we believe negative nominations are
more likely to be driven by lack of behaviour, that is, participation, rather than by
making unhelpful contributions to class. A student who contributes to discussion but
does so in ways that are tangential to the points previously raised by the instructor or
other students is likely to receive some quantity of positive nominations, rather than
solely negative nominations. In other words, we expect that negative nominations with
respect to class participation will reflect disengagement, not misdirected engagement,
making the social salience measure uninformative in this particular domain. However,
this remains an area for future research.
One might wonder whether traditional ratings could simply be transformed into
data resembling data generated by the HL method. Generally, the answer is no for the
simple reason that there are too many ties given. When a given student rater gives 10
classmates a five on a five-point scale, how does the instructor select which of these
10 will be the m high nominations (assuming m < 10)? The same situation exists with
respect to the low end of scale points awarded and identifying the low nominations.
We note that this issue does not simply occur when a relatively small scale is
employed; in our Case 1, we used a 51-point scale yet almost a quarter of the class
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only used two values when rating their peers. Obviously these ratings could not be
converted to HL5-like data. While conceptually it seems as if ratings should be easily
transformed into HL nominations, in practice no mapping can generate information
when the original source lacks sufficient variation.
Although unfamiliar to most students, the HL method of assessment is no more
difficult than the ratings it replaces. Beyond the issues of familiarly and difficulty we
note that regardless of the process used for peer assessment, students may question its
fairness and their own ability to accurately assess their peers. This could affect how
they complete the assessment. However, peer nominations are used extensively with
young children and this should indicate that college students are likely to feel competent with the technique.
For instructors the analysis is also new but, as shown earlier, it is actually much
simpler than parametric methods. The benefit of this method is that it better
captures the class’ actual performance while remaining true to the tenet that classroom participation is best judged by those who most experience it. The benefits
were seen in the distributional properties of the results, the accurate identification of
high and low contributors and detecting students with whom the graders had, for
lack of a better phrase, mixed feelings. In short, the HL5 method delivered the
benefits of ranking and rating while avoiding most of their attendant costs.
Notes
1. Some even argue that participation should not be assessed (Gilson 1994). While an inter-

esting question, this paper focuses on the process of assessment rather than its propriety.

2. One might expect that rating peers on multiple dimensions might attenuate some of the end

piling; however, data from Falchikov and Goldfinch (2000) suggest that this would not be
the case.
3. A scale of such width is certainly not the norm although there is no particular reason to
believe this would bias the final results (Dawes 2008). However, we wished to give
students the most flexibility in terms of avoiding end piling.
4. This procedure favoured anonymity over preventing students from grading themselves.
However, methods such as coded sheets or online surveys can also be used to achieve these
dual goals.
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