st2o|g&e|at3|X| MiI5E MIS(EFR HM335) : 70-77 ©Ft=222&2|8t5|, 2012 48
Korean J Med Ethics 15(1) : 70-77 (© The Korean Society for Medical Ethics, April 2012
pISSN 2005-8284 elSSN 2234-3598

rio
k

DETA 2012 3 2%, MArAZE Y 2012 42 13Y

ol Ralrd AOEESH St SEYIIC| B

A

* ok
g4

Jo

| M2 (62.2%)’0] 83 ¢4 Y2 FEET 9
Stk 2dd 2AE 52

of TR ko] 2 A

z B st 37t EHe 90 doXe A

Ao st olRojste] wrso|th AEHor A 7|9ETF AU W& MIES FEI

l o 7HEA goe Holth2

7 AFAZE AL Y= ﬂﬂiﬂ 75 oot

S AT Y AL uje R o 28 AR AN FASS B2

olth. Ak vz flEE O] ogltjste] ojze /PRI, 23 35 B AuuThs It

7 ZitEo] AHEYTE Aoz st FoHE FE FHE o8 20F EE WA

7)) o}F gk Wo| Wk o2 ge waE 22 FUE AP ok a9 235 EEY

o] LAo] dup} F23EQLR?, =7t 72 B IF W A ALY 7195 ofgA Brte

A=x?, oW I HJ o atgata?, ojgA  AUAATE o AT ¢ Hof v EE

Blel=A? & z2A0 WolA o AA Wyl ARE 2IFEE R Fi Y A17}011 £l
o} | A3} mﬂ%o]u}. EE A T 28RS A Hewl, o] 3

27 50 ok I ahste] A EEHPE F= A2 2AZ AU A ?—‘W

HE 2 edE Zoi afr 24 g2 =9 7I9EE B/ 5 g7 dEelt. AA

[*]

L
—
3

* B oT1= 2011SHAE TSt S| X|oZ MRS,
WAL HRAM, ch=ostn °|J-H1H°—>.* o|ZR2[StwA! 041-550-6385. drioved@hanmail.net

o
) 527, WY, 449 S RELF 222 DRl HEH WHYE: £t PRS A J2XD Bk U sRolz

2) Johnson DW, Johnson R, Leading the Cooperative School (2nd ed), Edina, MN : Interaction Book Company, 1994,

70



E 219 S s7|do AAIste 749 Bt
A= 2l HEFHE G4 YA, EE
HolsiA = G2 Y 49 ‘FASA7 7T
stk oA o] AR gkt vtz J2F E4 5]
TH S S Yo = Eota HRE o E A
o] @A Hof #4919 o] Alh= F7hEA] X
Yot ETE Yl

52 Y%7} (peer assessment)+ A 74
oA 59 A5 Wokst= &9 %, 7t
A, 710 F& SgA AARTF Bk AL
E 15 glojA Sa% F7HEH F sk
ojtt.3) ol AR StoiF 1E9 7]o =0
et EE3e 44 & oY 7%l At F
A& AEetetao EE’L HHAskA] e IF
gFo| AT B¢ AR Y FE7F H BEs)
A T 5= Utk HollA] gt A FE 9
T 2ujo] 75313 o & Fatel SEAE A4
2 Sol8 4 9l Heh7d

£ 478 Fot] Qi) hiatel oz ed
ASI 9 Wbl E277F Aot 49
T E S Mee olustiAE Bt
SEECE R

I Cief 3

1. oz=2|Mo|Lt +H

o712 A Gt Y

o= AEE B3} 350 3908 By es

74 - ozREley A0S0 it SEE/MY &Y

&850 07 2004 § 1641210 9351 o
L 2epgRe 2ol GAEL 5~6%o] &
22 B4 tjF 2 zuich 02 Z92 o7
W AZA WA Zulstel Felol e 2
A, 874 54 428 YEAER WEo| YE
s Hioh AHe A 24 30%, 24
W 30%, A UAY 40%z o] Gtk o]

T 2 HRs v R A 28R Y R
3 ==, ol 2 7§l 7] =& whgst]
5te] 87] Tof Z- 2Yef djgt 7]o=E 15
(69) 717 B7}3t=E 8ttt 20104 o= 22l
= EH3 7|q= &S F7bHESE SR
20110l & 291 ZFekA] oba A 24
S AT 7o E <48 FAEE 59
t}.

2. SEY7} Zulof chst M2 7Y
SER7IY Al 2959 719=E AF
AF Aol 3 A1l Al S8k ofof thet A
AAEH et £ WE2 oht 29k
< 533 1089 ZAE Aot dgAoz
St 5 3t
% 1. S5E0l B71e A4 &9l dis)
A= RS (ES) s U7 (108 H =)

% 2. 29 719= Bl digt Aste oA
off FAF FAA L.

SIEDEES EVELTEEL R

M

3) Topping KJ, Smith EF, Swanson |, et al, Formative peer assessment of academic writing between postgraduate students,

Assess Eval Higher Educ 2000 ; 25 : 149-169,

4) Brindley C, Scoffield S, Peer assessment in undergraduate programmes, Teach Higher Educ 1998 ; 3 : 79-89,
5) English R, Brookes ST, Avery K, et al, The effectiveness and reliability of peer—marking in first—year medical students, Med

Educ 2006 ; 40 : 965-972,

6) Searby M, Ewers T, An evaluation of the use of peer assessment in higher education: a case study in the School of Mu—
sic, Kingston University, Assess Eval Higher Educ 1997 ; 22 : 371-383,

7) Ballantyne R, Hughes K, Mylonas A, Developing procedures for implementing peer assessment in large classes using an
action research process, Assess Eval Higher Educ 2002 ; 27 : 427-441,

8) Stefani LAJ, Peer, self and tutor assessment: relative reliabilities, Studies Higher Educ 1994 ; 19 : 69-75,

71



stelzRaletE| x| 16 Mi1=(SH H33F) : 20124 48

<Table 1> Baseline Characteristics of Participants

Characteristics Year 2010 Year 2011 Total
Age, mean (SD) 24.9 (1.5) 24.7 (1.5) 24.8 (1.5)
Male, no (%) 37 (84.1) 38 (80.9) 75 (82.4)

SD : standard deviation
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<Table 2> Relationship between Rank
Order within Small Group and PA Survey

Items
Rank order of
p-value*
small group
Satisfaction of PA result -0.471 <0.001
Agreement with PA -0.515 <0.001
Burden of doing PA -0.312 <0.001

PA : pear assessment
*Statistical significance test was done by Bivari-

ate correlation coefficient.
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<Table 3> Differences between Rank Order of Small Group and PA Survey Items

High scored  Middle/low scored
Group total (1=39) (n=52) AJue®
oup (n=39), oup (n=52), -value
Mean+SD group group Py
mean+SD mean+SD

Satisfaction of PA result 6.32+2.88 7.95+2.038 5.10+2.830 <0.001
Agreement with PA 2.91+1.27 3.69+1.004 2.33+1.133 <0.001
Burden of doing PA 3.96+1.05 3.51+1.097 4.2940.893 <0.001

PA : pear assessment; SD : standard deviation

*Statistical significance test was done by Mann-Whitney U-test.
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<Table 4> Differences of PA Scores between 2010 and 2011 Survey (PA Including Oneself

or Not)
Year 2010 (n=44) Year 2011 (n=47)
p-value*
mean+SD mean+SD
Satisfaction of PA result 5.8+1.42 6.8+1.1 0.123
Agreement with PA 2.8+1.2 3.041.3 0.416
Burden of doing PA 3.9+1.1 4.0+1.0 0.430

PA : pear assessment; SD : standard deviation

*Statistical significance test was done by Mann-Whitney U-test.
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Experiences Using Peer Assessment on Small Group
Discussions in Medical Ethics

CHEONG Yooseock*

Abstract
Purpose: While peer-assessment (PA) is not new in higher education, it is not commonly used in

medical schools in Korea. PA has been suggested as a method to enhance self-directed learning in vari-
ous fields of education, but whether it actually improves performance is unclear. This study evaluated
the impact of peer-assessment on small group discussions in medical ethics classes, and attempted to
determine the suitability of PA for the evaluation of medical students.

Methods: A questionnaire was developed consisting of 6 questions concerning students’ opinions of
PA results. The surveyed was administered in 2010 and 2011 to fifth-year medical students at one medi-
cal college in South Korea; the participating students had recently performed PA at the end of a course
in medical ethics. Student scores within groups were compared with their satisfaction with the PA
results, opinions about PA, and opinions about the burdens of doing PA. Students were also asked to
indicate what percentage of their PA scores they would want to contribute to their overall grades in the
course.

Results: A total of 91 students (82.4% male) participated in the survey. The average satisfaction score
of the PA results is 6.32(+2.88) out of 10. A statistically significant correlation was found between
students’ final PA scores and their levels of satisfaction with the PA (r=-0.471, p=0.000), their agree-
ment with PA procedure (r=0.515, p=0.000), and the burden they experienced in doing PA (r=-0.312,
p=0.000). On average, subjects thought that the PA should constitute about 24.5% of their final grade in
the course.

Conclusion: PA is promising as an alternative method of evaluating students’ contributions within
small group discussions in medical ethics curricula. Further work is required to understand how PA can

be used more effectively to enhance the learning experience.

Keywords
peer assessment, medical ethics, small group discussions
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