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Abstract 

A number of studies have expressed that gender might be a source of difference and 

bias in peer assessment activities. However, evidence supporting this remains mixed and 

scant. The present study examined gender difference and accuracy bias between men and 

women assessors’ peer scoring of same-sex or opposite-sex writing samples using a quasi-

experimental approach in which we implemented peer assessment training to explore if it 

could minimise gender difference and bias. Additionally, we also explored the effects on 

participants’ perceptions of trust and comfort in giving peer scores. A total of 145 (nMen = 25, 

nWomen = 120) psychology students enrolled in four separate courses participated in this study. 

Two of the classes received peer assessment training, while the other two only received task 

instructions. Participants were divided into eight scoring subgroups where they peer scored 

three writing samples of varying quality (i.e., poor, average, and excellent) using a scoring 

rubric in Eduflow. We found that, regardless of their training condition, men and women 

assessors did not differ in their peer scores of men and women peers. Finally, only untrained 

men assessors showed less trust in their abilities and discomfort when peer scoring women 

assessees’ writing samples.   

 Keywords: peer scoring, gender difference, training, interpersonal variables 
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Are Men and Women Really Different? The Effects of Gender and Training on Peer 

Scoring and Perceptions of Peer Assessment 

Peer assessment is a collaborative learning activity where students “consider the 

amount, level, value, worth, quality, or success of the products or outcomes of learning of 

peers of similar status” (Topping, 1998, p. 250). Several studies have documented the 

positive effects of peer assessment for students such as developing higher order thinking and 

deeper learning approaches (Cheng & Hou, 2015; Kim & Ryu, 2013; Panadero et al., 2016). 

A number of meta-analysis and reviews has also documented that peer assessment translates 

to academic performance (Double et al., 2020; Li et al., 2020; van Zundert et al., 2010). Also, 

since students interact with their peers to relay their assessments, they develop effective 

collaborative and communicative skills, an understanding of quality, and reflective habits 

which are all useful competencies even after they finish their studies (Kearney, 2013; 

Reinholz, 2016; Suñol et al., 2016; To & Panadero, 2019). These findings suggest that peer 

assessment has the potential to develop many facets of students’ skills, which can transcend 

in different fields, if implemented consciously. 

Since peer assessment is interpersonal in nature, students generate thoughts, emotions 

and actions as a result of their interaction with their peers and their work (Panadero, 2016). 

Some studies mention that students may also have different interpersonal reactions during 

peer assessment due to their gender (Rotsaert et al., 2017; Wen & Tsai, 2006, 2008; Zou et 

al., 2018). Since they vary interpersonally, it has been noted that gender has the potential to 

affect how they perform in peer assessment activities—including peer scoring (Falchikov, 

2005). For example, some studies forward that gender is a source of bias for peer scoring 

(Espey, 2021; Langan et al., 2005, 2008), while other studies suggest that such a difference 

does not exist (Falchikov & Magin, 1997; Tucker, 2014). In spite of these findings, 

conclusive evidence that support or dispute gender difference in peer assessment is still 
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mixed and limited. More specifically, literature that examine the peer scores students give to 

same-sex or opposite-sex peers in the context of academic writing courses is limited. Thus, it 

is imperative to explore how gender plays a part in the peer assessment process. Therefore, 

the overall aim of this study is to compare men and women assessors in terms of their peer 

scores to same-sex or opposite-sex peer assessees’ writing samples. We also examine how 

peer assessment training can affect peer scores, as well as perceptions of trust in one’s self as 

an assessor and their perceptions of comfort after peer assessment were investigated. 

Gender and Peer Scoring  

Several reports have demonstrated that students are capable to give peer scores that 

are consistent to that of their teachers (Falchikov & Goldfinch, 2000; Topping, 1998; Van 

Zundert et al., 2010; Zhang et al., 2020). Also, since peer scoring can be a time-saving 

approach to judge the outputs of students, especially for big classes, it is not surprising that it 

has captured the interest of teachers and instructors from different academic programs and 

educational contexts (Ballantyne et al., 2002; Boud, 1995; Freeman & McKenzie, 2002). Due 

to the ease of using peer scoring as an educational practice to involve students in the 

assessment process, several studies have investigated its potential relationship with other 

variables—including gender. 

One of the earliest influential studies that investigated gender bias and gender 

difference in peer scoring was conducted by Falchikov and Magin (1997) in science and 

technology and medicine students. In their study, they devised a method to detect gender bias 

and gender difference in men and women’s peer scores to same-sex or opposite-sex group 

process contribution scores. Gender bias is parallel to the concept of accuracy bias (or peer 

marking bias or scoring bias), where the difference between the scores given by men or 

women assessor to same-sex or opposite-sex assessee is calculated, whereas gender 

difference is computed by getting the difference between men and women assessees scores. 
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Using this approach, they found the absence of accuracy bias in the peer scores awarded by 

men and women assessors to same- or opposite-sex peers. In a follow up study, Tucker 

(2014) also investigated the presence of accuracy bias in over 1500 university students from 

four degree programs in terms of their contributions to group assignments. Similar to 

Falchikov and Magin (1997), results showed the absence of accuracy bias between men and 

women assessors. But it was also observed that men were generous in giving peer scores than 

women. In spite of the findings that report the absence of accuracy bias in men and women 

assessors, there are also studies that report the presence of it in other contexts.  

In a recent study of more than 1600 students enrolled in economics classes, results 

suggest that men and women assessors tend to be biased in favour of women assessees in 

giving peer scores in team-based activities (Espey, 2021). This was also found in Aryadoust's 

(2016) findings which showed that men assessors tended to score women assessees higher 

and that they were more inclined to be biased against men assessees in a presentation task. 

On the contrary, women assessors tended to be biased against women assessees and they 

were more inclined to score men assessee’s presentation higher. This study also pointed out 

that women were stricter assessors, and that assessor’s gender could be a factor in their level 

of scoring strictness. An opposite pattern can be seen in an earlier study which suggest that 

assessors tended to give higher scores (+1.9%) to presenters of the same gender in oral 

presentation tasks (Langan et al., 2005, 2008). Specifically, they found that men assessors 

tended to give higher scores to fellow men and lower scores to women, while women 

assessors tended to undervalue their own performance but were more accurate in scoring both 

genders. 

Given these divergent findings, it is important to ascertain if a certain gender is more 

likely to give/receive higher/lower peer score to/from another gender, since both accuracy 

bias and gender difference were expressed to be threats to the validity and reliability of peer 
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assessment (Falchikov & Magin, 1997; Magin, 2001). Importantly, it is difficult to extract 

patterns from these studies due to the varied nature of peer assessment tasks performed in the 

reviewed studies (e.g., group/team contribution, oral communication). Thus, this signal the 

need to further examine gender as a potential deterrent of peer scoring accuracy in other 

subjects, such as writing focused courses, as there is limited evidence in this area of research. 

Importantly, there are no studies exploring how assessor’s gender affects peer scoring, either 

to same-sex or opposite-sex peers’ writing sample.  

Peer Assessment Training  

Salient evidence regarding the potential and positive effects of peer assessment 

training on students’ assessment skills has been documented in a number of studies. For 

instance, students enrolled in a business writing class doing web-based peer assessment were 

trained through scoring exercises and a discussion of the discrepancies in scoring (against 

staff rating) of sample outputs resulted to improvement in scoring agreement and writing (Liu 

et al., 2018). Moreover, one of the studies that proposed a framework for conducting trainings 

in the peer assessment was done by Lam (2010). In his study, Lam offered a variation of an 

earlier training approach (Min, 2005, 2006) by dividing it into three stages, which are: (1) 

modelling—discussion of the rationale of doing peer assessment, and a demonstration of how 

to give peer assessment using a scoring rubric; (2) exploring— hands-on practice of giving 

peer assessment using exemplars, and (3) consciousness-raising—analysing the assessments 

received. Organized training opportunities like this, where opportunities are given to examine 

the assessment criteria (e.g., scoring rubric, checklists, exemplars), and assistance in 

assessing an output improves the quality of peer scores, and organizes the nature of the peer 

assessment process (Li et al., 2016; Miller, 2003). This is important since a recent meta-

analysis found that training assessors’ scoring skills was the strongest factor in influencing 

peer assessment, where the effect size of those who received training was significantly larger 
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than those who did not receive training (Li et al., 2020). Given these findings, training 

students’ assessment capabilities to provide sound peer scores appears to be useful, especially 

since some studies have observed that students may give peer scores that are not reliable and 

valid (e.g., Cho & Schunn, 2007).  

On the other hand, findings regarding the effects of peer assessment practice seems to 

be mixed. For example, teacher education students tended to use the scoring criteria more as 

a result of increased peer assessment experience (Sluijsmans et al., 2004). Moreover, a recent 

meta-analysis of 58 studies about peer assessment and student learning found a marginal 

significance with the frequency of giving peer assessment (i.e., number of times giving peer 

assessment) and learning gains (p = .054; d = 0.207) (Li et al., 2020). On the contrary, 

another recent meta-analysis of 54 studies investigated the effects of peer assessment on 

academic performance from primary to tertiary levels across different subject areas and 

domains found that the frequency of peer assessment practice (single time vs. multiple times) 

did not differ significantly (Double et al., 2020). Taken altogether, these findings generally 

point to the idea that repeated practice may improve students’ peer assessment; however, this 

assertion should be taken with great caution.    

Importantly, prior research has emphasized that students should be given proper 

training and practice before conducting peer assessment to become skilled assessors 

(Sluijsmans et al., 2002). Also, it can be assumed that giving sufficient scaffolding through 

training and constant exposure to assessment standards and different qualities of work can be 

instrumental in improving students’ evaluative judgement (Tai et al., 2018). Additionally, 

exposing students with carefully crafted assessment materials (i.e., assessment rubrics) during 

training and practice may also minimize negative interpersonal outcomes (Panadero et al., 

2013). However, studies exploring the effects of peer assessment training in minimising 

gender difference and accuracy bias towards same-sex or opposite-sex peers has been scarce 
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in peer assessment literature, in spite of previous recommendations (Torres-Guijarro & 

Bengoechea, 2017). Nonetheless, studies implementing peer assessment training which 

compared men and women assessors scoring found mixed patterns. Aryadoust (2016) found 

that women assessors were in favour of men assessees and were biased against women 

assessees, while men assessors were in favour of women assessees and were biased against 

men assessees. On the other hand, Yurdabakan (2011) found that men assessors tended to 

score men assessees less consistently even after implementing peer assessment training. 

Given this, it is important to establish further evidence on this area to explore how peer 

assessment training affects gender and peer assessment outcomes using a quasi-experimental 

approach.  

Peer Assessment and Interpersonal Variables 

In recent years, researchers have shown increased interest on the effects of 

interpersonal and intrapersonal variables on peer assessment (and vice versa) (Panadero, 

2016). One of the variables that has been documented to affect peer assessment is the 

assessor’s perceptions of self-efficacy when judging other’s work. Bandura (1997) describes 

self-efficacy as the belief that one can perform a certain task successfully. The concept of 

efficacy can also be comparable to a student’s trust in one’s self as an assessor, where they 

hold the belief that he or she can be a good assessor (Panadero, 2016; van Gennip et al., 

2009). Previous studies have seen that students who trust in their abilities as an assessor 

produced accurate judgements of peer’s work (Alqassab et al., 2019). Similarly, assessor’s 

trust in one’s self (i.e., efficacy) is related to the scores they give to peers during peer 

assessment (De Grez et al., 2010). Meanwhile, the relationship between trust and peer 

assessment training seems to demonstrate that training may not have an effect on trust in 

one’s abilities as an assessor. For instance, Sluijsmans et al. (2002) found students’ trust in 

one’s self  did not change, even after an intensive peer assessment training. Similarly, 
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students still did not trust in their abilities as an assessor even after receiving peer assessment 

training and tutorials on how to assess peer’s work (Kilickaya, 2017). On the other hand, 

findings regarding the difference between men and women in terms of their perceptions of 

trust in their abilities are scarce. The only exception is the cross-sectional study of Rotsaert et 

al. (2017) which found no gender difference in trust levels of more than 3000 high school 

students. Altogether, it is unclear if peer assessment training has an influence on students’ 

trust in one’s self as an assessor.  

Similarly, assessor’s perceptions of comfort when scoring peer’s work is also 

important in peer assessment. In an earlier study, Topping et al. (2000) mentioned that 

students experience socio-emotional discomfort when assessing peer’s work. Some also 

report that students feel uncomfortable when assessing their classmates’ work since they do 

not like the idea of bringing the scores of their peers down, or some assessors feel that being 

critical towards peer’s work is inappropriate because they are more knowledgeable in the area 

(Hanrahan & Isaacs, 2001). Furthermore, these studies suggested that in order to address the 

discomfort experienced during peer assessment, instructors should expose students to 

assessment training activities before the actual peer assessment (Hanrahan & Isaacs, 2001; 

Topping et al., 2000). On the other hand, findings revealed that assessors who received 

training on how to use a rubric to peer score a concept map did not differ in terms of their 

perceptions of comfort when compared to assessors who did not use a rubric (Panadero et al., 

2013). In terms gender’s relationship with perceptions of comfort in peer assessment, studies 

found consistent patterns where women may tend to feel less comfortable and that men feel 

more comfortable in peer assessment (Rotsaert et al., 2017; Wen & Tsai, 2006, 2008; Zou et 

al., 2018). Thus, it is important to assure that students, regardless of their gender, feel 

comfortable in peer assessment. As earlier studies mentioned, peer assessment training 
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appears to be one of the methods to minimise discomfort.  However, studies comparing men 

and women assessor’s comfort after peer assessment training remains scant. 

As Panadero (2016, p. 247) puts it, peer assessment “does not happen in a vacuum; 

rather it produces thoughts, actions, and emotions as a consequence of the interaction of 

assessees and assessors.” Thus, a more careful look at the interplay between peer assessment 

training, interpersonal variables, and gender in the context of peer assessment activities is 

essential, since one’s gender may affect how they view and participate in various peer 

assessment activities (Rotsaert et al., 2017; Wen & Tsai, 2006, 2008; Zou et al., 2018). 

The Present Study 

Our aim in this study is to compare trained and untrained men and women assessors 

in terms of their peer scores to same- or opposite-sex peer writing samples, as well as their 

interpersonal reactions after giving peer scores. Hence, this research examines three 

independent variations (2 × 2 × 2) using a factorial design, namely: (a) with peer assessment 

training condition vs. without peer assessment training condition, (b) men assessor vs. 

women assessor, (c), men assessee writing sample vs. women assessee writing sample. The 

research questions (RQ) and hypotheses (H) are as follows:  

RQ1: Does peer assessment training, assessor’s gender and assessee’s gender have an effect 

in peer scoring accuracy?  

H1: There will be a positive effect of the training in increasing accuracy and no effect 

of gender.  

RQ2: Does peer assessment training, assessor’s gender and assessee’s gender have an effect 

in perceptions of trust in one’s self as an assessor? 

H2: There will be no effect for training and gender in their perceptions of trust in 

one’s self as an assessor.  



EFFECTS OF TRAINING AND GENDER ON PEER ASSESSMENT  11 

RQ3: Does peer assessment training, assessor’s gender and assessee’s gender have an effect 

in perceptions of comfort?   

H3:  There will be no effect for training, and a positive effect for gender in their 

perceptions of comfort.  

Method 

Participants 

 An a priori power analysis for analysis of variance (ANOVA) to detect main effects 

and interactions was conducted via the G*Power (v. 3.1.9.7; Faul et al., 2009) software to 

determine the required sample size in this study. Based on accepted minimum standards 

(Murphy et al., 2014), a medium effect size of f = .25 and a power of .80 was assumed for 

eight groups and resulted to a minimum of 128 participants to achieve the assumed power. 

Additional participants were recruited to account for participant dropout.  

A total of 145 second year undergraduate students majoring in psychology 

participated in this study. The participants belong to four experimental psychology classes at 

a mid-size private university in Manila, Philippines. There were 25 men and 120 women 

participants whose age ranged from 19 to 24 years (M= 20.17; SD= 0.89). Two of the classes 

attended the peer assessment training workshop (n= 74; nMens= 13, nWomen= 61), while the 

other two classes did not attend the peer assessment training workshop (n= 71; nMen= 12, 

nWomen= 59). Since there are only few men psychology students enrolled in the course we 

decided to divide them equally among the two conditions. Among the participants, 60.7% 

have experience giving peer scores (52.7% within the training condition, and 69% within the 

no training condition) in their previous courses. All participants received extra credit for their 

participation. 
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Course Context 

 The chosen course to run our study was experimental psychology as it is a writing 

focused course. Enrolled students were required to produce an experimental research paper in 

groups as a major requirement, and instructors also use peer assessment as one of the 

assessment strategies in the course. In the present study, four instructors taught the subject 

online due to pandemic restrictions. Instructors met with students synchronously (5 hours a 

week) for lectures and discussions, and asynchronously (2 hours a week) for research 

activities and exercises. The study was carried out from the 7th through the 10th week of a 13-

week semester.  

Materials 

Writing Samples 

The researchers asked the instructors for three writing samples of previous work.  The 

three writing samples provided by the instructors were of poor quality (about online 

learning), average quality (about passion in teachers), and excellent quality (about student 

burnout). Three independent expert raters (i.e., psychological research instructor, English 

writing instructor, and educational assessment expert) scored the writing samples using the 

same writing rubric the participants used. The expert ratings confirmed the quality difference 

between the three writing samples, with an excellent final interrater reliability (ICC= 0.98; 

Hallgren, 2012).  

Writing Rubric 

This study adapted a rubric recommended by the psychology department where the 

data collection took place. It contains four dimensions: content, organization and fluency, 

conventions, and intext citations and references. Some dimensions of the rubric (i.e., 

methodology, results, and discussion) were omitted because they did not apply for the 

selected writing samples.  
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Online Peer Assessment Platform 

Eduflow was utilised to assess the writing samples in this study. Eduflow is a learning 

management system, where students can submit and self- and peer assess work using any 

web-enabled device (e.g., laptop, tablet, smartphone). Eduflow’s self-assessment function 

was used to facilitate the activity. Participants turned in their assessments in the review page 

of each of the writing sample (see figure 1).  

Figure 1 

Participants’ PA Page in Eduflow. 

 

Measures 

Peer Scores 

Participants scored each dimension of the rubric from 0 (lowest) to 10 (highest), 

where scores from 0 to 3 points were considered as poor, 4 to 7 points as average, and 8 to 10 

points as excellent. The scores of the participants in each dimension of the rubric were 
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summed to obtain their peer score of a writing sample. Scores of: 0 to 15 would mean that the 

output is poor, 16 to 31 would mean that the output is average, and 32 to 40 would mean that 

the output is excellent. The highest possible score a writing sample could get is 40 points.  

Peer Assessment Experience and Perceptions Scale 

Participants answered a 3-item post peer assessment scale about peer scoring after all 

writing samples were turned in. The first question was about prior peer scoring experience: 

“Have you experienced giving peer scores before?” (Yes or No). The second question was 

about trust in one’s ability: “How effective did you feel in giving peer scores to your peer’s 

review of related literature drafts?” (1 = Extremely Ineffective to 5 = Extremely Effective). 

The last question was about their perceptions of comfort: “How comfortable did you feel in 

giving peer scores to your peer’s review of related literature draft?” (1 = Extremely 

Uncomfortable to 5 = Extremely Comfortable). 

Procedure 

Prior to the implementation of the intervention, the first author met with the 

instructors to explain the nature of the project. The instructors volunteered their classes to be 

in either the peer assessment training or no peer assessment training group. Subsequently, the 

instructors told the students that they will have a feedback training activity in preparation for 

the assessments they will give to their peers’ experimental research paper. It was also 

mentioned that an external speaker will facilitate this activity.  

This study is part of a bigger project looking at the effects of gender on peer 

assessment, only the information about peer scoring will be discussed in this section. Since 

we did not want the participants to get a hint that they will participate in a gender experiment, 

the training we facilitated did not cover gender-related issues. Instead, students in the training 

group received peer assessment training based on a modified version of Lam’s (2010) 

training framework, which lasted for around two and a half hours. First, the first author 
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discussed each of the dimensions of the scoring rubric to the participants. Exemplars were 

also shown to the participants to assist their understanding of different dimensions of the 

rubric. Second, the participants practiced what they learned in the previous step on a writing 

sample using the same rubric. Then, participants’ scores were discussed in unison to clarify 

their confusions in the text or the rubric. Lastly, participants were given a walkthrough of 

Eduflow and specific instructions on how they will deliver their peer scores in the website. 

The third stage (i.e., consciousness raising) of Lam’s (2010) training framework was not used 

since it was not applicable to the design of the study. On the other hand, participants in the no 

training group were only given a walkthrough of Eduflow and instructions on how to turn in 

their peer scores, which lasted for about 30 minutes.  

In order to separate students assigned in the peer assessment training and no peer 

assessment training groups in Eduflow, the researcher created two identical classes with four 

subgroups in each class (i.e., total of eight subgroups). The first and fifth subgroups were for 

trained or untrained men assessors peer scoring men writing samples (nTraining = 6; nNo Training = 

6), the second and sixth subgroups were for trained or untrained women assessors peer 

scoring men writing samples (nTraining = 30; nNo Training = 30), the third and seventh subgroups 

were for trained or untrained men assessors peer scoring women writing samples (nTraining = 7; 

nNo Training = 6), and the fourth and eighth subgroups were for trained or untrained women 

assessors peer scoring women writing samples (nTraining = 31; nNoTraining = 29). 

Once all instructions were delivered to the participants, the researcher activated each 

students’ account to start the activity. The instructors gave the students two-weeks to 

complete the activity. After scoring the third writing sample, the participants answered the 

peer assessment experience and perceptions scale. Once everyone has completed the activity, 

the researcher met with the participants to debrief them about the design the study. Students 
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in the no peer assessment training group were also given the same peer assessment training 

during the debriefing session. Figure 2 summarizes the flow of procedures in this study.  

Figure 2 

Study procedure flow 

Research design and data analysis 

Our research design was a randomized controlled trial with 2 training conditions 

(intervention vs. control) × 2 assessor gender (men vs. women) × 2 assessee gender (men vs. 

women). Our dependent variables were the three writing samples and the participants’ 

perceptions of trust in one’s self and comfort. We ran factorial ANOVA to answer our 

research questions. All pairwise comparisons for the factorial ANOVA were Bonferroni 

corrected. No post hoc test was done because the three independent variables only has two 

levels.   

Since we have an unbalanced number of men and women respondents in this study, 

we followed previous gender and peer assessment study’s strategy for unequal number of 

men and women by conducting a Levene’s test to check for variance between the groups 

(Noroozi et al., 2022). Our results showed no difference between men and women in the poor 

(F= 1.970; p=.163), average (F= 0.226; p=.635), and excellent (F= 0.003; p=.958) writing 
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samples; as well as for perceptions of comfort (F= 2.306; p=.131). This suggests that the 

unbalanced number of men and women assessees were not a problem (Sweet & Grace-

Martin, 2011). However, we found a significant difference for perceptions of trust (F=6.091; 

p=.015). Nonetheless, we still proceeded with factorial ANOVA, as it is robust enough for 

violations of this assumption (Blanca et al., 2017). 

Results 

 The means and standard deviations of peer scores given by trained or untrained men 

or women assessor for a men or women assessee for the three writing samples are 

summarized in table 1.  

Table 1 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Total Peer Scores for the Three Writing Samples 

   Poor Writing 

Sample 

Average Writing 

Sample 

Excellent Writing 

Sample 

Condition Assessor 

Gender 

Assessee 

Gender 

M SD M SD M SD 

Training Men Men 13.50 6.98 25.33 7.58 33.00 5.40 

  Women 15.00 9.10 27.86 10.81 35.14 5.21 

  Total 14.31 7.89 26.69 9.16 34.15 5.19 

 Women Men 17.19 9.16 27.45 7.64 33.68 5.10 

  Women 15.97 8.03 30.80 6.06 33.57 5.70 

  Total 16.59 8.57 29.10 7.06 33.62 5.36 

 Total Men 16.59 8.87 27.11 7.57 33.57 5.08 

  Women 15.78 8.11 30.24 7.10 33.86 5.58 

  Total 16.19 8.45 28.68 7.46 33.72 5.30 

No Training Men Men 21.17 12.91 28.33 5.89 34.50 5.47 

  Women 21.67 7.45 23.67 8.62 29.50 6.06 

  Total 21.42 10.0 26.00 7.45 32.00 6.09 

 Women Men 14.07 7.02 27.38 8.38 32.41 5.36 

  Women 14.60 7.29 25.20 8.45 30.57 7.12 

  Total 14.34 7.09 26.27 8.41 31.47 6.33 

 Total Men 15.29 8.51 27.54 7.94 32.77 5.36 

  Women 15.78 7.68 24.94 8.37 30.39 6.88 

  Total 15.54 8.05 26.23 8.21 31.56 6.25 

Total Men Men 17.33 10.67 26.83 6.66 33.75 5.24 

  Women 18.08 8.74 25.92 9.70 32.54 6.12 

  Total 17.72 9.51 26.36 8.22 33.12 5.63 

 Women Men 15.68 8.27 27.42 7.94 33.07 5.22 

  Women 15.28 7.63 28.00 7.82 32.07 6.57 
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  Total 15.48 7.93 27.71 7.85 32.57 5.93 

 Total Men 15.96 8.65 27.32 7.70 33.18 5.20 

  Women 15.78 7.85 27.63 8.15 32.15 6.45 

  Total 15.87 8.23 27.48 7.90 32.66 5.87 

 

The three expert rater scores were averaged for each writing sample, being M = 11.00 

(SD = 4.58) for the poor writing sample, M = 20.00 (SD = 5.19) for the average writing 

sample, and M = 33.00 (SD = 5.29) for the excellent writing sample. We also computed for 

the difference between assessor scores and expert scores for each writing sample (see table 

2). Overall, majority of the assessors over scored the poor and average writing samples, 

regardless of training condition or gender. However, trained and untrained assessors showed 

opposite scoring patterns for the excellent writing sample.  

Table 2 

Difference Between Expert Scores and Peer Assessor Scores 

Condition Assessor Gender Poor Writing Sample 

 

Average Writing Sample Excellent Writing 

Sample 

Training Men +3.31 +6.69 +1.15 

 Women +5.59 +9.10 +0.62 

 Total +5.19 +6.68 +0.72 

No Training Men +10.42 +6.00 -1.0 

Women +3.34 +6.27 -1.53 

 Total +4.54 +6.23 -1.44 

Total Men +6.62 +6.36 +0.12 

 Women +4.48 +7.71 -0.43 

 Total +4.87 +7.48 -0.34 

Note. Positive value indicates that the peer assessor over scored, negative value indicates that the peer assessor under 

scored. 

 

RQ1: Does peer assessment training, assessor’s gender and assessee’s gender have an 

effect in peer scoring accuracy? 

For the poor writing sample, we found that the interaction between condition and 

assessors’ gender was significant, F(1, 137) = 6.83, p = .010, partial η2 = .048 (small effect; 

Cohen, 1988). Specifically, the simple effects analysis showed that the peer scores of men 

assessors in the no peer assessment training group were significantly higher than the men 
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assessors in the peer assessment training group, F(1, 137) = 4.784, p = .030, partial η2 = .034 

(small effect), while the peer scores of trained and untrained women assessors were not 

statistically different. This means that the untrained men scored significantly higher the poor 

writing sample. On the other hand, no significant difference was observed in the triple 

interaction of condition × assessor gender × assessee gender for the poor writing sample, F(1, 

137) = .147, p = .702, partial η2 = .001 (small effect). This implies that there were no 

differences in the peer scores awarded by trained or untrained men and women assessors to 

either men or women assessee’s poor writing sample. Table 3 shows the p-values for all 

effects for the poor writing sample. 

When it comes to the average writing sample, none of the interactions nor the simple 

effects were significant (Table 3). The only effect that came close to significance was the 

condition × assessee gender interaction, F(1, 137) = 3.404, p = .067, partial η2 = .024 (small 

effect), but it was still not significant. The triple interaction effect of condition × assessor 

gender × assessee gender on the peer scores was not significant either, F(1, 137) = .058, p = 

.810, partial η2 = .000 (small effect). Similar to the outcome of the poor writing sample, there 

were no differences in the peer scores awarded by trained or untrained men and women 

assessors to either men or women assessee’s average writing sample.  

Finally, regarding the excellent writing sample, the triple interaction of condition × 

assessor gender × assessee gender on the peer score was also not significant F(1, 137) = 

1.112, p = .294, partial η2 = .008 (small effect). Like the results for the poor and average 

writing samples, this forwards that there were no differences in the peer scores awarded by 

trained or untrained men and women assessors to either men or women assessee excellent 

writing sample. Just like with the average writing sample, the only effect that came close to 

significance was the condition × assessee gender interaction, F(1, 137) = 2.999, p = .086, 
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partial η2 = .021 (small effect). Table 3 shows the p-values for all effects for the excellent 

writing sample. 

Across the three writing samples, peer assessment training did not increase assessor’s 

peer scoring accuracy, and gender had no effect on peer scoring accuracy. Thus, our findings 

partially supported our first hypothesis. 

RQ2: Does peer assessment training, assessor’s gender and assessee’s gender have an 

effect in perceptions of trust in one’s self as an assessor?    

From the intervention effects on trust, two interactions were significant. First, the 

condition × assessee gender interaction was significant, F(1,137) = 8.816, p = 0.004, partial 

η2 = .06 (small effect), peer assessment training M = 4.04 (SD = 0.86), and no peer 

assessment training M = 3.80 (SD = 0.86). The simple effects analysis showed that assessors 

trusted themselves less when peer scoring women assessees, F(1,137) = 13.528, p = .000, 

partial η2 = .090 (medium effect) in the no peer assessment training condition F(1,137) = 

10.718, p = .001, partial η2 = .073 (medium effect). Additionally, the triple interaction of 

training condition × assessor gender × assessee gender revealed statistical significance, 

F(1,137) = 5.44, p = 0.021, partial η2 =.038 (small effect). Simple effects analysis revealed 

that untrained assessors trusted themselves less than trained assessors only for men assessors 

F(1, 137) = 12.120, p = .001, partial η2 =.081 (medium effect), and only when peer scoring 

women assessees F(1,137) = 8.658, p = .004, partial η2 =.059 (small effect). Table 4 shows 

the p-values for all effects for perceptions of trust. 

Our findings revealed that training and gender had an effect on assessor’s perceptions 

of trust in one’s self as an assessor after peer scoring the writing samples. Thus, our second 

hypothesis was rejected.  
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Table 3 

Factorial ANOVA Results for the Poor, Average, and Excellent Writing Samples 

 Poor Writing Sample Average Writing Excellent Writing 

 F 

(1,137) 

p partial 

η2 

F 

(1,137) 

p partial 

η2 

F 

(1,137) 

p partial 

η2 

Condition   1.868 .174 .013 0.991 .321 .007 2.688 .103 .019 

Assessor Gender 1.742 .189 .013 0.669 .415 .005 0.140 .709 .001 

Assessee Gender 0.033 .857 .000 0.020 .888 .000 0.882 .349 .006 

Condition × Assessor Gender 6.833 .010 .048 0.423 .517 .003 0.001 .981 .000 

Condition × Assessee Gender 0.011 .916 .000 3.404 .067 .024 2.999 .086 .021 

Assessor Gender × Assessee Gender 0.140 .709 .001 0.231 .632 .002 0.031 .861 .000 

Condition × Assessor Gender × Assessee Gender 0.147 .702 .001 0.058 .810 .000 1.112 .294 .008 
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RQ3: Does peer assessment training, assessor’s gender and assessee’s gender have an 

effect in perceptions of comfort?   

From the intervention effects on comfort, two interactions were significant. First, the 

condition × assessee gender interaction was significant, F(1,137) = 5.861, p = .017, partial η2 

=.041 (small effect), peer assessment training M = 3.72 (SD = 0.91), and no peer assessment 

training M = 3.54 (SD = 0.94). The simple effects analysis further revealed that assessors felt 

more comfortable in peer scoring women assessees, F(1,137) = 7.294, p = .008, partial η2 

=.051 (small effect), when they received peer assessment training, F(1,137) = 5.659, p = 

.019, partial η2 =.040 (small effect). Also, the interaction between condition × assessor 

gender × assessee gender was found to be significant, F(1,137) = 4.353, p = .039, partial η2 

=.031 (small effect). Specifically, simple effects analysis showed that only untrained men 

assessors felt uncomfortable when peer scoring women written writing sample F(1,137) = 

4.522, p = .035, partial η2 =.032 (small effect). Regardless of peer assessment training 

condition received, women assessors were comfortable in peer scoring men or women 

writing samples. On the other hand, only trained men assessors were comfortable in peer 

scoring writing samples from both genders. Untrained men assessors only felt comfortable 

when they peer score men written writing samples. Also, it should also be highlighted that 

trained men assessors who peer scored men assessee writing samples may have also felt 

uncomfortable than trained men assessors peer scoring women assessee writing samples since 

the simple effects analysis p-value was close to significance (p = .056). Table 4 shows the p-

values for all effects for perceptions of comfort. 

Altogether, peer assessment training and gender had an effect on assessor’s perception 

of comfort. Thus, our third hypothesis was partially supported.   
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Table 4 

Factorial ANOVA Results for Interpersonal Variables 

 Trust Comfort 

 F  

(1,137) 

p partial 

η2 

F 

(1,137) 

p partial 

η2 

Condition   4.629 .033 .033 1.793 .183 .013 

Assessor Gender 1.427 .234 .010 1.047 .308 .008 

Assessee Gender 3.020 .084 .022 0.786 .377 .006 

Condition × Assessor Gender 1.795 .183 .013 0.459 .499 .003 

Condition × Assessee Gender 8.816 .004 .060 5.861 .017 .041 

Assessor Gender × Assessee Gender 1.226 .270 .009 0.281 .597 .002 

Condition × Assessor Gender × Assessee Gender 5.441 .021 .038 4.353 .039 .031 

 

Discussion 

Previous research on the effects of gender on peer assessment were mixed. Therefore, 

our aim was to compare trained and untrained men and women assessors in terms of their 

peer scores to men or women assessees’ writing samples of varying quality (i.e., poor, 

average, excellent) in a quasi-experimental approach, while exploring also the effects on 

interpersonal variables. Next, we discuss our results organized around the RQs. 

In RQ1, we investigated if peer assessment training, assessor’s gender, and assessee’s 

gender had an effect in peer scoring accuracy. Our results were non-significant, trained or 

untrained men and women assessor did not differ in their peer scores of men or women 

assessees’ writing sample. Importantly, this is contrary to previous findings that found men 

may tend to over score their peers (Kaufman et al., 2000; Tucker, 2014) and that women may 

tend to receive higher scores than men counterparts (Espey, 2021; Sasmaz Oren, 2012; 

Tucker, 2014; Yurdabakan, 2011); but also consistent with previous studies that found no 

gender difference (e.g., Aryadoust, 2016; Langan et al., 2005, 2008) and accuracy bias (e.g., 

Falchikov & Magin, 1997; Tucker, 2014) in peer scores. A plausible explanation that can be 

deduced from this finding was previously described by Falchikov and Magin (1997), and was 

also found in Tucker's (2014) follow up investigation. They found that conducting multiple 
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peer assessments appear to cancel the effects of same-sex or opposite-sex bias in peer 

assessment. In our study, since participants peer scored three writing samples, this may have 

also cancelled potential biases during peer assessment.  

When it comes to the peer assessment training’s effects on peer scores assessors give, 

the main effect results for the three writing samples showed non-significant results. This 

indicates that trained and untrained assessors scored the writing samples almost similarly. 

This finding is in contrast to the study of Liu et al. (2018) which found differences in 

accuracy in peer scoring a writing draft after receiving peer assessment training. However, 

this should be taken with caution since the interaction between peer assessment training 

condition and assessor gender was significant for the poor writing sample, where untrained 

men assessors peer scored the poor writing sample higher than the trained men assessor. 

Additionally, although not significant, trained and untrained assessors showed opposite 

scoring patterns for the excellent writing sample, as evidenced in the discrepancy between 

expert and assessor scores. Where trained assessors slightly over scored, and untrained 

assessor underscored the writing sample. There are at least two viable explanations for this. 

First, since the scoring rubric used in this study was a rubric recommended by the 

department, our participants in both conditions may have been exposed to the rubric in their 

other courses. Second, since the percentage of participants with peer scoring experience in 

previous courses were greater for the untrained assessors (i.e., 69% vs. 52.7%) it can be 

assumed that their prior experience and exposure to peer scoring may have affected how they 

scored the writing samples in this study. Also, although not significant, the interaction 

between peer assessment training condition and assessee gender were the closest to 

significance for both average (p = .067) and excellent (p = .087) writing samples. This may 

give us a hint that there might be gender differences in the peer scores received by either men 
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or women assessees for more complex outputs, but assessor’s peer assessment training (and 

untrained assessor’s prior experience of peer assessment) might have mitigated this.  

 Regarding RQ2, we sought to determine if peer assessment training, assessor’s 

gender, and assessee’s gender have an effect in perceptions of trust in one’s self as an 

assessor. We found a significant triple interaction: men assessors who did not receive peer 

assessment training trusted themselves less when they peer scored women assessee’s writing 

samples. Untrained men assessors may have felt less equipped to peer score women writing 

samples due to the global view that women perform better academically (Ellis et al., 2008; 

Gibb et al., 2008), and exhibit better writing abilities (Al-Saadi, 2020; Reynolds et al., 2015). 

This is similar with findings that mention that assessors’ lack of peer assessment training (or 

experience) affects how they feel towards peer assessment activities (Kilickaya, 2017). 

Furthermore, our study is in contrast with the result of Rotsaert et al. (2017) which found no 

difference in men and women’s levels of trust in peer assessment. In our study, trained 

assessors may have trusted their abilities to accurately score the writing outputs since the 

scoring rubric was explained to them in detail and they practiced on similar writing samples 

during the peer assessment training. 

 For RQ3, we wanted to determine if peer assessment training, assessor’s gender, and 

assessee’s gender have an effect in their perceptions of comfort. Our results showed that 

regardless of the training condition, women assessors felt comfortable peer scoring the 

writing samples from both genders. This is in contrast with the salient evidence that report 

that women feel less comfortable during peer assessment activities (Rotsaert et al., 2017; 

Wen & Tsai, 2006, 2008; Zou et al., 2018). Also, this partially supports Panadero et al.'s 

(2013) findings that trained and untrained assessors do not differ in their perceptions of 

comfort. Similar to the findings in perceptions of trust, untrained women assessors in this 

study may have drawn comfort from their previous experience of peer assessment in other 
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courses. Only trained men assessors were comfortable in peer scoring writing samples from 

both genders, while untrained men assessors only felt comfortable when they peer scored 

men writing samples. 

In summary, our findings suggest that peer assessment training has an effect on 

assessor’s perceptions of trust and comfort, especially for men students. Since results show 

that untrained men assessors trusted their abilities less and felt less comfortable when peer 

scoring women assessees, we recommend to pay more attention to men students as they are 

more prone to experience interpersonal problems during peer assessment. Specifically, we 

recommend a multifaceted training approach to address potential problems that may affect 

peer assessment. First, instructors should carefully plan and organise how peer assessment is 

to be implemented, and provide students with sufficient assessment scaffolds (e.g., exposure 

and explanation of rubrics, providing prompts, exposure to exemplars, etc.), as well as 

multiple opportunities practice performing peer assessment to enhance peer assessment skills 

(see Panadero et al., 2016). Second, we give importance to the suggestions by prior studies to 

implement gender-awareness workshops to mitigate unconscious gender issues (e.g., attitudes 

and perceptions) that students may hold in peer assessment (Langan et al., 2008; Torres-

Guijarro & Bengoechea, 2017). Third, recent studies have explored the potential of training 

students’ interpersonal and intrapersonal reactions (e.g., pressure, safety, confidence) during 

peer assessment activities (Li, 2017; Senden et al., 2022). Therefore, implementing programs 

that alleviate students’ negative perceptions towards peer assessment that encourage them to 

feel more positive about their own capabilities and affect is also recommended.  

Limitations and future lines of research 

The first limitation is the low number of men participants, to enhance the 

comparability, we divided equally in the two training conditions. Nonetheless, it is 

recommended for future research to have gender balanced conditions if exploring gender 
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effects. The second limitation is that, due to pandemic constraints, the peer assessment 

training was only delivered in one online session. We recommend that incoming studies 

implement longer interventions, though we have found effects of our intervention—even if 

short—probably due to the intensity of it (e.g. use of rubric, exemplars, practice). Third, we 

only utilised peer assessment training as the primary intervention that could limit gender 

difference and peer scoring bias in this study. Other interventions, such as different 

anonymity conditions, is also an area worth exploring since evidence has mentioned that girls 

may tend to hold negative interpersonal processes and may tend to prefer anonymous peer 

assessment over boys (Rotsaert et al., 2017).  

Conclusion 

In summary, we compared trained and untrained men and women assessors in terms 

of their peer scoring accuracy to men or women assessees’ writing samples of varying 

quality, as well as their perceptions of trust and comfort using a quasi-experimental design. 

Our results suggest that across the three writing samples, peer assessment training did not 

increase assessor’s peer scoring accuracy, and gender had no effect on peer scoring accuracy. 

On the other hand, we found that peer assessment training and gender had an effect on 

assessor’s perceptions of trust and comfort. Our study responds to the methodological 

dilemma in peer assessment research presented more than a decade ago, by initiating a quasi-

experimental study on the differential effects of gender in peer assessment (Topping, 2010). 

Also, our study provides an insight on gender’s effects in peer scoring accuracy in a writing 

focused context. Thus, in clear contrast to previous research, our study used a quasi-

experimental research design from which we can extract stronger conclusions. Also, this 

extends the study of gender in peer assessment outside oral presentation and group 

contribution activities, which were the typical focus of previous studies. In conclusion, the 

gender of the assessor and assessee only showed marginal influences so teachers can be 
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confident that gender difference and peer scoring bias does not seem to be a problem in peer 

scoring given similar circumstances to the ones in this study (e.g. rubric use). 
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Supplementary Materials 

 

Peer Scoring Rubrics 

Criteria Poor (0 to 3 points) Average (4 to 7 points) Excellent (8 to 10 points) 

Content  

 Paragraphs do not introduce the topic 

or theories needed in the research.  

 Information discussed has little or 

nothing to do with the main topic. 

 Paragraphs introduce the topic or 

theories needed in the research.  

 Theories and ideas need to be stated 

more clearly and be better supported. 

 

 Paragraphs introduce the topic or 

theories needed in the research.  

 Theories and ideas are stated clearly 

and supported by examples. 

Organization & 

Sentence Fluency 

 Many details are not in a logical or 

expected order.  

 The RRL is written in a non-scholarly 

manner. 

 Details are placed in a logical order.  

 The RRL is written in a scholarly 

manner, but improvements can still 

be made in terms of its fluency.  

 Details are placed in a logical order.  

 The RRL is fluently written in a 

scholarly manner. 

Conventions 

 The article is difficult to understand 

due to several technical errors (e.g., 

spelling, grammar, capitalizations) in 

the paper. 

 Only a few technical errors (e.g., 

spelling, grammar, capitalizations) in 

the paper can be observed. 

 There were no technical errors 

(e.g., spelling, grammar, 

capitalizations) in the paper. 

In-Text Citations and 

References 

 No APA style in-text citations used 

throughout document. 

 Reference page contains no scholarly 

academic resources, only internet 

webpages or no reference page. 

 Some APA style in-text citations used 

in the document. 

 Reference page contains some 

scholarly academic resource and text 

reference. 

 APA style in-text citations used 

throughout document. 

 Reference page contains more 

than 10 scholarly academic 

reference and text reference. 
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Peer Assessment Design Elements of the Study Based on Adachi et al. (2018) 

Cluster Design Element Peer Assessment Training 

Condition  

No Peer Assessment Training 

Condition 

Cluster I: decisions 

concerning the use of peer 

assessment 

(1) Subject area Experimental psychology course.  

(2) Intended learning outcomes 

(for students) 

Practice peer assessment prior to the actual peer assessment of 

experimental research papers.  

(3) Intended objectives (for 

staff)  

Develop students’ peer assessment skills. 

(4) Timing First week: 2 hours and 30 mins 

of training and Eduflow 

walkthrough 

Second to third week: Peer 

assessment activity 

Fourth week: Debriefing 

First week: 30 mins of Eduflow 

walkthrough  

Second to third week: Peer assessment 

activity 

Fourth week: Debriefing and training 

(5) Assessment type Three writing samples of varying quality (i.e., poor, average, excellent).  

(6) Formality and weighting Students were told they will peer score drafts (formative).  Extra credit 

was given for participation. 

Cluster II: link between peer 

assessment and other 

elements in the learning 

environment 

(7) Relationship to other 

assessments 

None. Practice of peer scoring prior to actual peer assessment of 

experimental research papers.   

(8) Link to self-assessment None.  

Cluster III: interaction 

between peers 

(9) Anonymity Anonymous.  

(10) Feedback information type Quantitative (peer scores). 

(11) Feedback utilisation Not applicable.  

Cluster IV: composition of 

assessment groups 

(12) Peer configuration Individual.  

(13) Peer matching Matched based on assessor gender and training (See figure 1).  

Cluster V: management of the 

assessment procedure 

(14) Standards use Department recommended rubric for research outputs. 

(15) Calibration/task scaffolding Peer assessment training based 

on a modified version of Lam 

(2010). 

None.   



EFFECTS OF TRAINING AND GENDER ON PEER ASSESSMENT  40 

(16) Moderation of feedback None. 

Cluster VI: contextual 

elements 

(17) Technology use Eduflow (web-based peer assessment platform).  

(18) Resources required Peer assessment training materials, writing rubrics, and writing samples. 

(19) Policy None.  

 


