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Abstract: The fairness and precision of evaluation of Oral
Presentations of students by university professionals have
become a debatable subject. The effectiveness of the evaluation
of PowerPoint presentations was seriously questioned by the
students due to its unreliability of scoring procedure. Therefore,
it’s important to establish a planned evaluation system for oral
presentation based on PowerPoint, to guarantee the fairness for
every student. To minimize the potential biases, most of the
universities presently adopt Objective Structured Evaluation
systems to enhance the transparency and the reliability of the
assessments. In view of that, the present study analysed the
biasness of assessing the oral presentations of a student cohort of
a university. For this study, mean score of each student received
from each examiner was taken. Single-factor ANOVA tests were
conducted to analyse variances to compare three examiner
groups; professors, senior lecturers and probationary lecturers.
Tukey simultaneous test was conducted to identify mean
differences in each comparison. Strong evidence of differences
among the three examiner groups was present. Within the most
senior level of professionals, a greater degree of variance was
also identified. In addition, there is a variance within the senior
lecturer group while the probationary lecturer group did not
reflect any significant variance. In conclusion, our findings
demonstrated statistically significant differences in the marks
awarded for the PowerPoint presentations of undergraduates as
influenced by examiners’ experience and seniority both in
between examiners and within the same level of examiners.
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I. INTRODUCTION

he fairness and precision of evaluation of oral

presentations of students by the university professionals
has become a debatable subject over the last few decades. The
effectiveness of the evaluation of PowerPoint presentations
has been occasionally questioned by the students due to its
unreliability of the scoring procedure. These have created a lot
of uneasiness and unrest among students resulting in adverse
moral effects to their lives [11]. The lack of transparency and
inferior quality assessments cause serious consequences for
students in guaranteeing the assessment quality. Therefore,
identification of factors affecting the reliability of these
assessments and minimizing such, may improve the quality of
assessments enhancing the student’s faith on assessments.

PowerPoint presentations are an integral part of the
evaluation system in most of the universities [11]. However,

due to various reasons, the reliability of assessing has become
questionable. Therefore, it’s important to establish a well-
planned evaluation system for oral presentation based on
PowerPoint, targeting the fairness for each student. The
factors affecting the fairness or consistency of assessment
could be identified in four major areas as (i) Biasness, (ii)
Untrained professionals in assessing presentations, (iii) Lack
of commitment and (iv) Subjectivity of the evaluation factors
[27].

Due to those different factors affecting evaluation, most of
the universities presently adopt objective structured evaluation
system to enhance the transparency and the reliability of the
assessments [27]. Despite the increasing introduction of
objective structures assessment system to assess student
competencies, there are higher variability. This evaluation
system has shown variability on subject, checklist, and overall
outcome as well as a higher examiner-dependent effect. Many
previous studies have reported examiner-based variability,
“hawk-dove-effect” and the gender-based biasness [8]. Oral
presentations can be assessed by oneself, peers and by trained
professionals. Those three types of assessment have been
studied in comparison to each other in different demographic
areas, different languages and academic groups [12,13].
Assessment of oral presentations by professionals in the
university system should be studied to see if more accurate
and transparent grades are given to the students. Oral
presentation skill in professional contexts has been identified
as one of the most important 21* Century skills in the present-
day context. It is of utmost importance that the timely
feedback and the grades should be given to the students
targeting their improvement of the skills.

The present study was carried out to see the variations in
evaluations among university professionals but not go deep in
to find out the reasons for such variances. Research questions
were targeted to identify the variance of scoring among
examiners and to evaluate the influence of their experience on
scoring.

I11. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
A. Oral Presentations Based on PowerPoint

Oral presentations that are often conducted with the aid of
PowerPoint in academic institutes can be categorized under
the speaking assessments [12]. Oral presentation skills are
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considered as an important 21% Century skills in the
professional world [7]. Apart from the writing reports or
paper-based assessments, being able to present orally is
important for communicating knowledge to other groups.
These types of skills are very difficult to analyse and evaluate
objectively, because it is hard to come up with clear
guidelines to what exactly constitute a good presentation [22].

With the popularization of computer technology within
university academic systems, there had been a paradigm shift
in digital presentations. Microsoft PowerPoint has emerged as
a supportive software for oral presentations. Attractive
features of PowerPoint (diagrams, pictures, feasible fonts,
animations etc.) and user-friendly platform make it popular
among the university students [24].

B. Assessing the Oral Presentations

Evaluators should be well-aware about how students perceive
the task of making presentations [22]. Because, presentations
play an important role in student success in universities.
Evaluators should plan a marking scheme which is based on
minimal standards and quality, before grading the students’
oral presentations. Moreover, evaluators should have enough
experience to judge the quality of presentations as objective as
possible [12].

C. Objective Structured Assessment System

Objective structured assessment systems have been well-
established targeting reliability and the validity of the
assessment systems. This system was first applied for surgical
skills in the field of medicine and later developed as a system
to apply to other skills as well. There are two strategies called
an operation specific checklist and a global rating scale. The
global rating scale is the method which can be used to
evaluate other skills. It is a common method of evaluation and
consists seven evaluation items scored on a five-point scale
[25]. This system has become popular in the university
systems in evaluating students' skills mainly due to its
reliability and transparency [27].

D. Influence of Examiner on the Assessment System

According to [4], there are many evidences for the
reliability of objective structured assessment system,
especially for different locations/sites and different languages.
However, few other studies have identified that, there are
variable conditions in this assessment system [16]. Some
authors have reported that, content of the examination, student
outcome and detailed check lists have a considerable impact
on students’ grades [8], in addition to the examiner
dependency, which can be attributed to examiner's training on
the subject, behavior, and time availability for the assessment
process.

In some cases, the evaluator can be bias towards a student.
Biasness of teachers can be discussed using “halo effect” as
well. This effect is based on the prior knowledge of the person
(neatness, grades of previous assessments, intelligence, and
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support in the class). As an example, if some students have
earned higher grades in previous assessments and appeared
intelligent, with good support in class, they may create a
positive halo effect. Moreover, if some students with bad
grades for previous work and not pleasant in class may create
a negative halo effect [10, 18]. However, not every study
reported the halo effect on grading [2]. The bias in written
exams following an oral exam by academics has been
reported previously [17].

Moreover, there is a traditional idea about the examiners’
biasness on gender of the students. However, majority of the
studies have reported that, there is no association between
gender and students grades [9, 20, 28]. Some studies have
revealed the gender bias nature of teachers’ evaluation on
students in the Europe [21]. In another study, the female
students were given substantially less marks than comparable
males and this disparity grows with increased proficiency of
medical students [1]. Another study has shown that, the
female examiners rated higher marks generally for all the
students, indicating the gender-related biasness of the
evaluator [26].

E. The Study

All of the preceding investigations and conclusions
essentially served as the impetus for this study. The present
study attempted to find out the difference of scoring of the
examiners in students’ oral presentations and to examine
whether the experience of the examiners has an impact on the
marks of the students’ presentations. Final year undergraduate
students at a public university (following a specialization
module) were selected as the study population. The student
cohort has conducted a research project for 5 months and they
were supposed to present their research findings in the form of
an oral presentation with the aid of PowerPoint. The final
presentation is one of the key components in assessing the
research project in addition to the written thesis since it’s an
important skill that students should have [13], [29]. Each
student was supposed to make a presentation for 15 minutes,
followed by a discussion for 5 minutes. The same group of
examiners who are the subject experts in the relevant field
evaluated the students’ presentations.

I11. METHODOLOGY

Data were taken from the final year research presentations
done by 45 students from the same specialized area. The
presentations were evaluated by an academic panel consisting
18 qualified examiners as 7 Professors (Prof), 9 Senior
Lecturers (SL) and 2 Probationary lecturers (Prob). A pre-
determined marking scheme was employed to examine
students’ presentations. Marks were given out of 200. The
mean value of the marks given by all the examiners was
considered as the final mark for students’ performances in
oral presentations. The presentations lasted for two
consecutive days in a physical environment and all the
examiners were requested to evaluate each student
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individually. Examiners were not allowed to evaluate the
students who were supervised by them.

Within each item, assigned marks are expected to be given
in accordance with the item, without additional breakdown.
Evaluation sheets with criteria were given to each examiner
and they were collected at the end of each day. The following
pre-determined marking scheme was used to produce the
evaluation sheets (Table 1).

Table 1: Evaluation Criteria of the Marking Scheme

Criteria/ item Criteria/ item in brief Allocated
marks
Content Originality, technical relevance 50
Logical sequence, organization and
Quality of preparation of the presentation,

delivery, oral communication, 50
confidence, interest, eye contact,
thorough knowledge of the topic

presentation

Quality of visual Visual aid design, layout and

. usefulness, effective use of the visual 50
aids -
aids
Ability to stimulate further thinking
Discussion on the subject, ability to answer 25
questions

Managing time during the

presentation 25

Time management

Total 200

Mean score of each student received from each examiner
was taken. Single factor ANOVA tests were conducted to
analyse variances to compare three examiner groups, compare
7 professors, 9 senior lecturers and 2 probationary lecturers.
Tukey simultaneous tests were conducted to identify mean
differences in each mentioned comparison. For each
comparison, hypotheses were developed as follows;

1. Hypothesises to compare three examiner groups,

Hy: There are no differences among three examiner groups
(prof, SL, and Prob)

H,: At least two mean scores differ among three examiner
groups

2. Hypothesises to compare professor group,

Hs: There are no differences among professors in the
evaluation process
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Hg: At least two mean scores differ among Probationary
lecturers in evaluation process

Minitab statistical package and Excel (2013) were used to
analyse data.

IV. RESULTS & DISCUSSION

Although all examiners were expected to be present for all
45 students' presentations on both days, some did not (Prof 3,
Prof 5, SL 2, SL 3, SL 8, and SL 9) (Table 2), indicating the
lack of commitment of the examiners on the evaluation
process. This may have an impact on the mean score of the
students which is completely independent from their
performances [24].

As shown in the Table 2, Professor 05 contributed to
evaluate 28 students’ presentations out of 45. Senior lecturer 2
and 3 evaluated only 18 and 14 presentations respectively
which is less than half of the total number of presentations. To
minimize the examiner effect on presentations, the marks of
these should be removed from the final assessment. All the
students received final marks within a range of 127.2 to 164.8
out of 200. As a percentage, the lowest marks received by a
student was 63.6% whereas the highest mark was 82.4%.

As shown in the Figure 1, some examiners (e.g. SL 4)
have given marks making them outliers in some students’
final marks. This may be due to their subjective perception [6]
and biases on students as many of students are familiar to
them throughout the specialization course program. Moreover,
Senior Lecturer 4 appeared to be an outlier in most of the
students’ cases. The mean score of that particular examiner
was 121.9 which is lower than the lowest mark a student
received overall. Senior lecturer 4 seems to be a tough
examiner as well as highly inconsistent in scoring compared
to other examiners. As a result of their subjective judgments,
the examiner effect appears to be strong from these types of
examiners. This kind of outliers/extreme scores should
preferably be eliminated from the final assessment in order to
reduce the examiner biaseness.

The findings of the one-way ANOVA tests used to
evaluate four set hypotheses are given in the Table 3.

Table 3: Analysis of variance in 4 different comparisons

. . Source DF Adj SS Adj MS | F-Value P-Value
H,: At least two mean scores differ among professors in the ‘ ‘ ! ‘ ! ‘ ‘
evaluation process Comparison on three examiner groups
3. Hypothesises to compare Senior Lecturer group, CroupM | 2 8939 | 44697 | 1618 0.000
. . i Error 665 183736 276.3
Hs: There are no differences among Senior Lecturers in the
evaluation process Total 667 | 192675
. . . Comparison on Professors
Hg: At least two mean scores differ among Senior Lecturers in
the evaluation process ExaminerM 6 14125 2354.1 19.01 0.000
4. Hypothesises to compare Probationary lecturer group, Error 262 | 32448 1238
H-: There are no differences among Probationary lecturers in Total 68 | 46573
evaluation process
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Comparison on Senior Lecturers Error 88 17320.8 196.8
ExaminerM 8 59796.3 7474.5 37.42 1.1102e-16 Total 89 17450.4
Error 300 | 59916.5 199.7 (Examiner M=Mean score given by the examiner, GroupM=Mean score
Total 308 | 1197128 given by the examiner group)

Comparison on Probationary Lecturers

ExaminerM‘ 1 | 126.6 ‘ 129.6 | 0.65 ‘ 0.419

Table 2: Descriptive statistics of the marks given by each examiner to student

Prof Prof Prof Prof Prof Prof Prof Prob Prob
" A A " ; ) O 1'sL1 | sL2 | sL3 | sL4 | SL5 | sLe | SL7 | sL8 | sLo | ¥ ‘
Mnea 1“‘18' 1541 | 159.7 | 139.7 | 1603 | 158.8 | 147.0 | 1584 | 1753 | 1559 | 121.8 | 157.6 | 137.8 | 1555 | 1514 | 1462 1%8' 1%1'
sD 1%0 1050 | 9.96 | 1592 | 7.55 | 10.34 | 1016 | 14.00 | 9.43 | 12.00 | 20.28 | 9.00 | 1323 | 1455 | 1463 | 12.26 1%'1 1%'7
NSE | 39 | 42 | 33 | 44 | 28 | 40 | 43 | 40 | 18 | 14 | 44 | 40 | 45 | a0 | 35 33 | 45 | 45

SE 1.60 | 1.62 1.73 2.40 1.43 1.64 1.55 221 2.22 3.21 3.06 1.42 1.97 2.30 2.47 213 227 | 1.90
Min 125 129 135 105 142 135 125 120 157 130 40 143 102 110 110 120 127 129

Max 163 181 183 165 178 175 169 191 190 169 165 180 162 178 178 170 195 181

Rang
e

38 52 48 60 36 40 44 71 33 39 125 37 60 68 68 50 68 52

(Mean=Mean of examiner, SD=Standard Deviation, NSE=Number of students evaluated, SE=Standard Error, Min= Minimum score given by the evaluator, Max=
Maximum score given by the evaluator, Range= Difference between Min and Mix score)

lecturers, with an average difference of 7.94 points. This

Scores of each student might be due to the lack of experience of probationary

Table 4: Tukey simultaneous test for differences in means in evaluators

2 e lecturers than other two groups and it directs them to give
# Probgl » scores to students without being ‘extreme’. However,
s T professors’ scores were at least 6.57 and at most 0.08 points
50 e ﬁe @ g D higher than that of Senior Lecturers, which was unexpected,
a but could be due their seniority.
5 ¥ SLASLA % * 3Ll

[J]
8 Y s ¥ L4 * 5L4
(%] % ¥ SL4 i . .
100 * SLuProf4 L4 o Differenc | - ryiterenc SE of Simultaneou T- .
¥ sLa x4 € e Differenc s Valu Adjusted
F of Type of Means e 95% Cl e P-Value
75 Levels
2-1 -3.32 1.39 (-6.57,-0.08) | -2.40 0.044
50
LsLa 3-1 7.94 2.02 (3.20, 12.68) 3.92 0.000
A% K9 04 B AN DDA DD Ao oD D 3-2 11.26 1.99 (6.60,15.92) | 5.66 0.000
Student Individual confidence level = 98.04%

1 - Professors, 2 — Senior Lecturers, 3 — Probationary Lecturers)

Figure 1. Comparison of students’ final marks with mean marks given by

cach examine As per the Table 4, the results from professor group

comparison have shown differences among the professors
According to the results from three examiner group (p=0.000) which rejects the null hypothesis (H3). To clarify
comparison (Table 03), H1 can be rejected and H2 is  further, Tukey simultaneous test was conducted for
acceptable. There is strong evidence of differences among the differences in means. Evaluation of professor 1 is
three examiner groups (p=0.000). This could be due to their sjgnificantly differ from professor 3 (p=0.000), 4 (p=0.008), 5
differences in seniority and experiences [5]. A Tukey  (p=0.000), and 6 (p=0.001). Evaluation of professor 3 is
simultaneous test was conducted to identify the significant significantly different from professor 7 (p=0.000), evaluation
differences between each group. Probationary lecturers’  of professor 4 is significantly differ from professor 2
scores are at least 6.60 and at most 15.92 points higher than (p=0.000), 3 (p=0.000), 5 (p=0.000), 6 (p=0.000), and 7
that of senior lecturers, on average difference of 11.26 which (p=0.037), evaluation of professor 7 is significantly differ
is considerably high. Professors' results were at least 3.20 and from professor 5 (p=0.000) and 6 (p=0.000). There was a
at most 12.68 points higher than those of probationary  greater degree of variance even among the most senior level
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of professionals. Each professor is specialized in different
subject areas and their seniority and experiences may vary
among themselves as well. This could be the reason for the
observed variances within the professors with respect to the
scores given.

H5 (null) hypothesis could also be rejected_with the
findings from the comparison among Senior lecturers. It
indicated a significant variance than other two groups
(p=0.000). Tukey test supported these findings with many
differences in mean comparisons, except in a few insignificant
pairwise comparisons between some senior lecturers. Similar
to_Professors, most senior lecturers reflected a higher variance
which possibly creates a greater examiner effect on the oral
presentation evaluation process. Since the number of
Professors and Senior Lecturers was high in the evaluation
panel, the impact on the overall final marks will be severe.
However, when comparing Probationary lectures, the variance
is insignificant (p=0.419) whereas null hypothesis (H7) can be
accepted.

All the comparisons indicated that the differences in
variances between three examiner groups and within each
examiner group except one, are not favourable for a neutral
and unbiased evaluation process. By structuring the valuation
process further with clearly defined and specific criteria [3],
the objective evaluation of students’ oral presentations can be
warranted while eliminating subjective effects of examiners
[23]. In terms of eliminating the effect of examiners’
seniority and experiences in the assessment, providing
training on how to outlines the marking criteria, teaching
curriculum, and expected level of student performance in
communication and examination skills as a strategy would
help [15]. This kind of strategies will provide a framework for
all the levels of examiners to do the evaluation process to
examine students’ true performances.

V. CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS

Despite the fact that all examiners are required to
participate in the assessment process, certain evaluators' lack
of consistent dedication to the process has resulted in poor
overall grades for students. In the evaluation process, at least
two mean scores differ among three examiner groups, at least
two mean scores differ among professors, and at least two
mean scores differ among Senior Lecturers. In the evaluation
process, however, there were no variations in assessment
amongst Probationary lecturers.

Our findings demonstrated small but statistically
significant differences in the marks awarded for the
PowerPoint presentations of undergraduate students based on
examiner’s seniority both in between examiners and within
same level of examiners. Moreover, the examiners’ lack of
commitment to the evaluation process and subjective biases
and extremes could result in wrong assessments. We believe
that our data highlight the need for specific strategies to
encourage more objective marking by examiners. We
recommend training that outlines the marking criteria,
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teaching curriculum, and expected level of student
performance in communication and examination skills as a
strategy to reduce bias in power point presentation
assessment. This would allow examiners to mark students in a
way that reflects their true performance, irrespective of
examiner seniority, biasness or experience with assessment

This variability may introduce errors into ratings, which
are independent of the student’s performance. Through
training, examiners should be made aware of potential bias,
for example by implementation of methods like role-playing.
This might have positive influence on examiner bias and
should be further investigated in order to get fair results
during exams.
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