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A Study on Availabilities of Self-evaluation and Peer-evaluation of Team
Activities in Computer Science Basic Classes
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ABSTRACT

In this paper, availabilities of student-evaluations of team activities in the computer science basic classes were analysed. For the
purpose, correlation analysis was conducted to investigate the relationships among peer-evaluation, self-evaluation, and academic
achievement, and it was found that there was a statfistically significant posifive correlation among them. Moreover, the gap between
peer-evaluation scores and self-evaluation scores was analyzed. When a one-sample f-test was performed, it was found that the gap
was very significant. However, the size of the gap was not different between the two classes. That is, regardiess of grade level, the
students” self-evaluation scores fended to be on average higher than the evaluation scores received from peers. Finally, when analyzing
the relationship between the gap in peer-evaluation and self-evaluation scores and academic achievement, there was no significant
correlation between the gap in scores and academic achievement. In other words, there was no difference in the tendency of
evaluation for students with high or low academic achievement. The resulfs of the analysis shows the availability of student-evaluations
of team acfivities in the evaluation of team-based instruction. The high correlation between self-evaluation and peer-evaluation
indicates the objectivity of student-evaluation. Although it is clear that the self-evaluation score is higher on average than the score
received from peers, it is more useful in tferms of objectivity because it does not vary according fo grade, subject, or academic
achievement.
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