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Introduction: Second year dental 

students at the Creighton University School of Dentistry were 
tasked to score a Class II composite resin preparation completed 
by one of their classmates on a two-toned ivorene tooth mounted 
in dental stone.  Students were randomly assigned to peer 
assessment, which was completed utilizing criteria with a 
standardized Creighton University grade scale, with which both 
the student performing the preparation and the student 
completing the assessment were familiar. The students were 
unaware of the identity of their classmate who had completed the 
preparation. The Class II composite preparations were then 
anonymously graded by a panel of three calibrated faculty 
members, who arrived at a consensus grade, which was then 
compared to the student peer assessment grades. This exercise 
was conducted during January of 2014, 2015, 2016, and 2017.

Methods/Results: The peer 

assessment scores were compared to the faculty consensus scores 
and histograms were constructed for all student preparations for 
each year from 2014 through 2017. A one-way ANOVA test was 
conducted to test whether difference in scores varied by class with 
a significant difference found among differences in score by class 
(p=0.001). A Student-Newman-Keuls post hoc test was also 
conducted with the sophomore class of 2015 being significantly 
different from the other three classes while the 2014, 2016, and 
2017 classes did not vary from each other.  The sophomore class 
of 2015 showed the smallest positive bias of the four classes with 
an average difference from instructors of 0.75, while the greatest 
positive bias was found in the sophomore class of 2017, with 
students scoring an average of 3.82 points higher than the 
instructor panel (on a scale of 0-100).

Figure 1: Histograms of  difference in scores between students and instructors by class

Creighton Dental Grade Scale:
A 93-100 C 77-83
B+ 90-92 D 70-76
B 86-89 F 0-69
C+ 84-85

Discussion: Due to the difference in 

experience between the second year dental student peer 
assessors and the calibrated faculty panel, and the expected 
reluctance of the student assessors to strictly grade their peers, it 
was expected that faculty grades would be lower than the peer 
assessment scores. That expectation was realized by all four year 
groups, with a statistically significant difference between the 
2015 year group and the other three classes. Further study of key 
criteria that may account for the difference between student and 
faculty scores is warranted.  This exercise was anecdotally praised 
by students for the experience of evaluating and grading dental 
work that was not done by them personally.  Further study is 
warranted and ongoing.  

Table 1: Summary statistics for difference between student assessment and 

instructor assessment by class

Example of  tooth preparation scored by peer student and calibrated faculty

D2 

Class n Mean SD Median Min Max P

2014
85 2.74 5.27 3 -11 15

<0.001

2015
80 0.75 5.46 1 -15 11

0.222

2016
84 3.68 5.26 3 -16 15

<0.001

2017
82 3.82 4.67 4 -10 16

<0.001

Total
331 2.76 5.29 3 -16 16

0.001

Figure 2: Bar chart of  grouped score differences by class (2014-2017)


