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Using Expectancy Theory to Guide Peer Evaluation
Need for Innovation

The National Research Agenda for Agricultural Education and Communication highlights the importance of exploring teaching practices and learning applications that contribute to student success in university and postsecondary settings 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Osborne, n.d.)
. One area of consideration is the use of small group activities which has increased in recent years (Friedman, Cox, & Maher, 2008). However, if you ask students, many of them will share their dislike of group activities. Often, they are frustrated by the distribution of work within a group, and they complain about social loafing, or free riding, that occurs when all group members receive the same grade, regardless of input 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Aggarwal & O'Brien, 2008; Brooks & Ammons, 2003)
. This is a frustration for the student who is completing a majority of the work and for the instructor who is trying to engage all students and reward them appropriately. Peer evaluation is an under-utilized technique that can improve student motivation and offer valid assessment, but it must be facilitated appropriately (Baker, 2008). Expectancy theory can guide the peer evaluation process by promoting incorporation of three key components: expectancy, instrumentality, and valence (Friedman, et al., 2008) (Figure 1.).
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Figure 1. Expectancy theory diagram, based on work by Victor Vroom. Reprinted from Arrod Coaching, Expectancy Theory of Motivation. Copyright 2003-2006 by Dave Droar. Available at http://www.arrod.co.uk/archive/concept_vroom.php. 
How it Works

Students must believe that individual effort will lead to acceptable performance (expectancy), performance will lead to specific outcomes (instrumentality), and the outcomes will be personally valued (valence). To incorporate these critical components, it is important to address each one separately.

1. Valence: Engage students in discussion about the purpose and potential outcomes of a quality peer evaluation process. A quality peer evaluation process will require additional time investment from students, so they need to see a connection to personal benefit. Specifically, the process needs to be framed as an opportunity for improved group dynamics and personal growth. 
2. Instrumentality: Use an interim peer evaluation mid-way through the semester or project to serve as a check-point. Because this “practice” evaluation is formative, it can promote changes in performance that may be necessary to achieve desired outcomes. As a result, students see that the peer evaluation process has value far beyond a grade in the course.
3. Expectancy: Include multiple evaluation formats to best meet diverse learning styles. A single letter or numerical grade is insufficient. Peer evaluation assessments allow students to provide anonymous written comments and ratings, with the understanding that the feedback must be constructive. This allows students to better understand the connections between their effort and the performance ratings from their peers.
Results to date

To date, the authors have implemented this peer evaluation process with both undergraduate and graduate level courses. Feedback from students has been positive, with the majority of students recognizing connections between the peer evaluation process and an improved classroom and learning experience (Figure 2.). One student volunteered, “the peer evaluation is a way to try and get everyone to participate and reduce social loafing.” Another student said, “it makes students want to work harder.”
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Figure 2. Student evaluation data related to the peer evaluation process (N=98).
Future Plans/Advice to Others
Grade inflation is a concern with peer evaluation, and the best defense against grade inflation is incorporation of objective criteria. The authors have been working with peer evaluation rubrics that offer improved objectivity, but more needs to be done in that area. In some circumstances, the peer evaluation form will need to be tailored to fit the group assignment. As concluded by Friedman and colleagues (2008), peer assessment is a complex process that is in need of further study.
Costs/Resources Needed

As with most innovative ideas, the most significant investment is time and a commitment to the process. The instructor should expect a few hours of work preparing and summarizing the peer assessments. Financial costs associated with peer evaluation may include copies of the assessment forms and/or an electronic course delivery system for managing the distribution, submission, and reporting of the peer evaluations. In most circumstances, the additional direct costs of implementing a quality peer evaluation is less than $0.50 per student.
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