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D¥ICEL 2R D, U7 il §2 I LISk DMEZATHEO»WICHES 2 I LA TES
(Cheng & Warren, 2005; Patri, 2002) , aHliOfED—# 25 Z &2 LD, EHHE I TOHRKIC
BHCBML &R S, ETR56¥R0THS, ZOMKET, FHEIMECRWZD, BEH
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Lhhsd,

ZORRE%E TR % 72 012 K4 Z 547 D Thomas Robb FAE 441k & BIEEME % Je4a i 2 72 PUHME
DFEND PeerEval Y 27 A &RTE 2 LI2 L7z, 2OV 2T A EHEERE L, ¥ 7 2RI
TFREICEMIIT A2 A TEB LSICT BT &, F-ETICKBEHEPa Y MCBKIZT 22 255
ZENTEDEIICTE0ICELNT, KEITIX, PeerEval ¥ X7 40K DB &, HENDT
LEYT =V g Y TOETICK AT TCED XS IS T2 D1 %ibRB,

3. PeerEval > 25 LDIERK

PeerEval ¥ 2 7 413, FHIiFEHEDIER, FAEV 2 b7 v 7u—F, #iROLFy v u—- N5l %
19 79 9HFRN=Z2OKEMHDOY 27 4 &, FENFHEIZHHT2i0S 7 7)D 2203 VK- %
VP THE AN TV 5, X5I22018 F2 53 EFFAERDOY 2T LIZT 39 F#WBLETT 72 A
TED LIk -7, AHiTIE, u7 &M% (2017) T2 27 LMK ETCIZ, RITOMREIC
DWTOMHAEMA LS, ThfhavR—x v 23T 5,

SIHERYA b

813 http://peereval.mobi IZT7 7 ¥ 2 -0’4 v §5Z LT, Bk EiHMEX(AIT> TN TE S,
BB A MCBRE ISV AT L5 HBHT2 2L TEEH, TOHAIELy Y a VEREL, ¥
7 A %FREL T 96 REHILINICK R A 4o v u— F 5308355, ZOM, HEIE XLy b7 v TX—
UCHIF R A [REHEREMiIEHE L o b | AT 5 2 L& T BH, ME O o b A ER T
2Ly TED, HEWFFEV AL FED=Z 9 2 X =L EISAT—F) EEKT B, 2770, ¥4
MZIEBUSESL 727 £ 23 — F#HUS THUSEEIT, BROIERE, vy v a v, 7T ZA%1EK
THIENTE, BEVHIGRAEIRT2ET, $XTORE - i#AY 2T LIRGFENS,

X 2 1%, HEOEHEHO—ITH B, TDNX—YTIE, FHliFAEDERL BRI, RO+ v > 3
VOBE, WMEOERRLT O — FRARETH S (ZZ2TWS [y av] &iE, 252D 1
DDT T AT 4 THHATEZ 25MIidEL Y b2 5 2) 2 FOMARDLEDZILETHB), £y



52 TV YT =V VIRECBEY 2 FEEMETHET S A LT 7 & 2 20T On T

VaVOREMKEDDIE, TOXZAT— FBEREHN, FEEIOSA VT LRICBERIN TSN Y
FLBEZDIA—FEMES, FRABEMEBORL VY E ) v 2 F$52LT, REIBLTEy Y a Vi
FEHCTE 2. 727 4 €T 4 5% T LRITHENGHE A 82 - ZETEARVWESI, vy v a vk
PACZ0, 7274 €T 4 NRTT5DIZ2DU LD 7 2ARRBEEEA, MUOHTZ045Z L
T%5,

Session Set-up

Previous Sessions
O/C  Session name Access Code Class Date  Rubric
. Presentation E1 Kumi_1E1 16 May 2017 View results Download Delete
@ c¢3books Kumi_1E3 24 May 2017 View results Download Delete
@ Magic! Kumi_1E1 8 June 2017 View results Download Delete
. E3books2 Kumi_1E3 21 June 2017 View results Download Delete

Unused Sessions

Session name Access Code Class Date  Rubric
Edit . Presentation E3 le3pres Kumi_1E3 01 Jan 1970 1 Delete

New Session

Create  Session name: Class: |_select class B/ New Rubric: selectrubric |/ New

(X 2. HE O Bl

ET IR BMHHEHIEID /1 F & 75 % OIFFHERHEDR ETH S, ZDO KD SiHlis 2 7 41 B s
HEIZIE, 52 UOHE SN BUER 2 d B UES HE S0 B, ARh 2 sl % 4 15 5 0133k
PSSR BT A 2 00 2 DT, HAE &% &5 el & X hTw 5 & IERICHRIZT D,
PeerEval TI2# 81X, ZD &S GiMli¥EARATZOE EMH T L & TE 575, FEHEDFEAM L HE
ARBIBCCEEL, MAOY Y FEDLD, R{EL7ZD, flid PeerEval 21— — & A4 252
L3 TES, AP TESH LML RET AL 8 TE S, KLy a VY TRIRAG6DETOD
AVl EEHE % 4 B 20 3 5 B RS CRMiT 52 v PARET A I A TES (X3),
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Rubric Creating and Editing

Technology for Better and More Frequent Presentations

Short label

Explanation

Introduction

The student gives a clear introduction to the topic.

Content

The speaker sticks to the topic.

Media Support

Use of handouts and visuals to aid understanding.

Organization

The message is overtly organized. There is a clear sequence and relationships of ideas.

Creativity

Very original presentation of material; captures the audience’s attention.

Nonverbal

Clear eye contact with the audience. Good use of gestures.

(Save current rubric )( Save as new rubric )

[] Allow other teachers in my school to use this rubric.
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TLE¥YT—v a3 VT, BEE, FPERAEZARLU CHEREOEEETEENDZ ) - T

FTSIHRABRTAZEnTEE (K1), BV, RFED

Ml RA T AS5Da XY M &

27 2P CH L&A RIS 2 2L 8 ETH D (M5), 2aT7RT LT 7L L L
LTHAL, #9200 —-F325ZLETELOT, HRIIBEISGC THRRAMLL, AEOKRHE%E

RT3 Z LD TES,
Total Scores
Name (Ending? |English only?|Good job? |Interesting? (Well-Prepared?|Average
Ayan 38 39 33 35 34 36
(Chibe 43 44 42 40 36 4.1
[Chiml| 42 47 42 4.1 4.1 42
Ch. 38 31 39 38 28 33
35 33 28 38 23 3.1
338 44 40 40 4.1 4.1
39 39 36 35 32 36
37 30 33 38 29 33
40 38 3.1 33 26 34
42 39 36 43 32 38
42 46 39 43 36 4.1
4.1 33 36 39 34 37
36 37 33 36 29 34
37 38 37 39 33 3,
38 4.1 38 39 32 38
39 45 36 35 28 37
38 43 40 38 4.1 40
338 39 33 39 3.1 36
36 36 28 34 23 3.1
37 42 32 33 28 34
Average | 3.9 39 35 38 32 37
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Student Scores
Name |Ending?|English only?(Good job?|Interesting?|Well-Prepared?|Average
L .- 3.8 319) 33 3.5 34 3.6
Average| 3.9 39 35 3.8 32 34
interesting

Very clear speech.

I like love romance too!!
love is interesting

I like love story.

love story is good

I want to read this book
I want to try to read.

X5 il 227 L E— b

3.2 %24 M PeerEval 77V

2 M H R 12 VY B PeerEval 7 77 12i0S ECHEIET 2 K3 1cfEohTh D, 77V IiE
Apple ££® App Store LRI TH Y Y u—FT& 5%, F¥EI7 7)Y A EHL, LB, IRt h
FOHDI FADE vy a YANDT 27X AT = FENY PG EATTHE, GHiEE SRR Eh 5,
Android Vi K # i H§ 2 FAED 72912, 2018 4K 1 http://peereval.mobi 7* 5 [Students] DV v 2
EO) 9T H5ZEICXD, FHEHOY AT AIZTIUHFEBEUTCT VX ATES LSk -7,

M 6 13 EDOFHBEHDOZ 2 ) =V Y gy FThb, BEHEDONY FALKE, BEIZK > TER
NG EHEY » P BARREN TS (X67), HIZZATAFT5L, §XTOEEDY X FHk
MEND (X647), FEDRELE R v F T 5L, ZOFELTMT 27200 X A ¥ OFHlli#IZ % 5.
22T, 1~505BBHliATE 3 Z R L T\W5, sHiEHE KT %4 v F TS ANIH
THETH %, AT, REHOFMEE HIZHE FAOR Y 7 Z22ax VP ERRATEILERDEN
%, ADEDIUL, KA, [Submit] K& V&4 9 F LT, §Hli %Y — 3 =188 d %, 72720
RLCYy Y a YPTHIUTTTIS—HRHE L% 2 2 E O~ — DI2R D, 237 %&1E L CHE
MI2ZLEEETH S,

eee0 SoftBank = 18:29 73 100%mms | | eeeeo SoftBlank = 18:20 = % 100% @D 4
2 Fuka's Presentation % Fuka 2 Fuka's Presentation
Pronunciation (@ Haruka Pronunciation
@@@@@ el D@ @
Nao S —
Preparation Preparation

@@@@@ N [0JCIO10]

Shinya
Content @ Content

00000 gl [oJoloYoX
55550 ™ - oEeo:

Your topic Your topic was interesting!

Total: 14/ 20 Total: 1¢

(X 6. 7 oD EHl e



TVUX¥ VT =¥ g VIERICETAFEEHEEE N4 LT ) E 2T 28R 0EHIZ oW T 55

REENTVEV T =V a v EKZ, ETHaMEE AT - $EH9 5 &9, FEH IEEHME H#

Dzxare, HitH, 73 20VFHEERLZILENTES W7, FLEVYTF—Y 3 VBT ITH
BARSNEDIX, FETIFEICLE ST, HEICEDED N TE, KEEAY Y FTH5B,

ull docomo = 19:41 < © % 95% @)
2 EMIKO's Presentation 4%
[ Tobic [

{ Settings My Results

Rubric MyScores |Averages
Background 4.8 4.4
Originality 4.0 4.3
Presentation 4.0 4.2
Reference 3.8 3.9
Thesis 4.2 4.2
Topic 4.6 4.5
Total 4.2 4.3

| want to know why you distinguish
english speaker and other language
speaker.

The definition of ZEBAE A is little
bit complicated.

It is really interesting topic! | want to
know why Japanese is afraid of
speaking with them, too

| have some feelings your topics,
this is difficult topic to research.
good luck

Comen )
(Csubmit_) Total: 0/30
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4. ZEOT7TYOERICHT 2EHEDREE

4D PeerEval ICKT 2 HkA M B 72012, 12HHA» 6557 v — M EfERL, FEiiL iz, %
BEFFRIC A 22 =N, =20l E 7 7)) R — 2 OFHIli O 5 % F855% U 7z, i 7 O FFAli ke
BIFEIEFRICADTH 572 TV T — a7 TV ZDEDIZONTOERB MRS D, ER—2 L7 T ) N—
2 DRl & FEZ DO S L TEA S DM 3D, FROIE A% TV, 5 i L%
A0 4DOTHD ((HF2H). 427 2K 39 BDOFEIHLTT v r— M &FEfEL=, Th
5420027 7 AT, FHEBETMN -2 TOFE 2TV, ¥HERE2 7V EY T -2 3 VT,
PeerEval CRIFED i JEHE TOFE A 1T 5 720 2 T V239 D o (FHREKIZ 0.73 THEDOHPHN T
HB50, RENO—BMHIMRNEF L5,

F1B7 U7 — FOFERERL TS, B 1~5122o0WTI13 4 BRSO (1. #< 2585, 2.
2O/, 3. 22 Bbhw, 4 &< Z5BbaV) &, B6~ 123 4BETEIrT TUNELS
LD EFME L, BEL T, SRR, TTVDOA VR — L MR MHHTH 5 72 L FHI L T
W3, fHliEE bADRT L, &5 5 2R iR T X ¥ MIKEIO T L X Y ORISR D LB A 7=,
REKEOINIG» DB DONTIE, 74— FNNy 7DOREERELAHE L THRATED, MET
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DAAY FERDEDLD KOEFHliL T2, B8 [MEFAIDERLTHNTHEIDIT] &
WBRIZX L TE, A La2 I WisRE 57z, FEETIE T 7 VI2% < DIF R 25l 23 4
FHoTWBEEIZRABDIZXL, WA AS L, BAN—Z2OFHIAEL B> T05b, X HICHE
E#LTAD L, T7)VX-Z2OHEDEE, BEHL, BHEFLAREPL T 7Y E2ELTHEDT
77 (HBHBWE, ZAVEK) ITHEAANTNT, BEFIZANTWENDO T AW, LW HIZ %
Lz 72800 OPRBIETT 7 OFHiAME» > 72BN TH B L5727 nH T nh -7z, BMEF
DG HEZBERNCDONTIE, MARERT 7Y OELMER T 4 — F Ny 7O X 25 < GHii L
Voo E2, 7TV EM S, BREGLHMEZTFOBONGTEMEEXNDE LKL TS, 72, 77
Va5 721E ) R E D IEFEICFHATE 2 L S ME LT W5, & 213245 PeerEval TEWVza 4
VIEOWRETH B, REHEITIZENOITA Y P2RERALVOT, 2aDHEEL, LN ED
AV PEHENS,

£1 7y — MER
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 | Q10 | Q11 | Q12
T 1.76 | 1.72 | 1.92 | 2.00 | 1.75 3.6 | 296 | 248 | 3.64 | 3.48 | 3.12 | 2.96
A 1 1 1 1 1 4 4 1 4 4 4 3

%2 FEOa XY DR

tyvay [AAVD

it is generally good presentation but I couldn’t understand a little about the content so
if you prepared little more, that would be great.

m hard to follow. too many characters on the slides.

Good job. Overall good, but some explanation was not totally accurate.

Slide and organization was good but if you speak more slowly and clearly, that would
be better.

The presentation was slightly long. Maybe you should tell us why you choose this
topic more.

68 Thesis is little bit unclear and not really enough. I am curious how do you broaden
your idea.

References are not enough. You should look for reference of books.

PeerEval 7 7V i3 %%] i10S L COARBENRETH 7278, BETEA VA -3y b DT T I 9%
WMUT, PAEHOYA MZT 22232 ENTEBREIIIED, ZOHA 25677 ) LIE UGHl
BREAMES T L TE S, 7V FuA FABHOFAEIZE IS TE S X512k 0, KORFEMELE
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Student Attitudes toward a Mobile Peer-Evaluation
System for In-Class Student Presentations

Makimi KANO
Peter GOBEL

Abstract

Simultaneous in-class presentations are becoming popular, particularly for larger language classes.
This kind of presentation necessitates the use of peer evaluation, which also promotes greater
involvement of the student audience. Paper and learning management system (LMS)-based forms of
peer evaluation have a number of drawbacks which include: considerable paperwork for the instructor;
reluctance of students to fairly grade and comment on their peers; and the asynchronous nature of
using LMS for grading, thus affecting the reliability of the ratings and usefulness of the comments.
The PeerEval system was designed to overcome these rating problems. PeerEval is a mobile
application that allows students to anonymously evaluate and comment on presentations in real time.
Peer evaluation results are compiled in a database which is available to the teacher and the students.
It was hoped that such an evaluation system would help students improve in future presentations. This
paper focuses on using this app in presentation classrooms. Student attitudes towards the PeerEval
system were measured using a twelve-item questionnaire. Results are discussed regarding student
perceptions of PeerEval, overall feedback quality, and the perceived effect of feedback speed and

peer comments. Further uses for a mobile peer-evaluation system are also discussed.

Keywords : presentations, peer evaluation, rubric, higher education, mobile assisted language

learning (MALL)






