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ABSTRACT
Peer leaders are student employees selected by program administrators in higher 
education to support their fellow classmates and peers in college. This study evaluated 
the inter-reliability of a selection rubric used by raters during group interviews for a peer 
leader program, Supplemental Instruction (SI), that maintains a team of over 60 peer 
leaders each semester. Results confirm that the rubric possesses a substantial degree 
of reliability, with an overall average agreement percentage of 88%. Researchers discuss 
reasons for this statistically significant result, including effective and theory-based 
processes, thorough training, and openness to change and growth. Implications include 
more emphasis on educators’ process in creating assessment tools, including rubrics, 
and validation of other selection tools presently used in the field of higher education to 
determine students’ eligibility for peer leadership roles.
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INTRODUCTION
Peer leaders’ roles and use in higher education are ever-growing within various institutional 
contexts (Cuseo, 2010a; Ender & Kay, 2001; Ganser & Kennedy, 2012; Skalicky et al., 2024). Keup 
and Skipper (2010) define a peer leader as “an undergraduate student who has been selected 
to serve as a mentor or peer educator to other students through a position with a school-run 
organization” (Slide 9). As this definition suggests, selection of peer leaders is an essential step 
in peer leader programs, even considered a “building block” of program administration (Hunter 
& Heath, 2001, pp. 42–43). As such, interviewing becomes a common pathway for selecting 
students to serve as peer leaders. Hunter and Heath (2001) suggested the use of rubrics during the 
interview process to promote fairness and equity while screening applicants. However, the use of 
rubrics for the evaluation of peer leaders in higher education specifically remains an understudied 
area with important implications.

The remainder of the article is outlined as follows. We begin with an overview of peer leadership 
within the field of higher education. Next, we consider the role of rubrics in education, focusing 
on their use during interviews and for hiring decisions. We then introduce the Supplemental 
Instruction Interview Rubric (SIIR) and its developmental history. Finally, we outline the steps for 
using the rubric in practice, noting contextual considerations in the selection process.

PEER LEADERSHIP IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Benefits of peer leadership are well discussed in the field of higher education (Shook & Keup, 2012; 
van der Meer, et al., 2022). Recognizing peer leaders’ role in supporting students’ experiences in 
college (Ender & Kay, 2001), including their work to connect their peers to resources (Colvin & 
Ashman, 2010; Cuseo, 2010a; Cuseo, 2010c), model and coach positive and productive habits 
(Colvin & Ashman, 2010; Cuseo, 2010a), serve as a support and champion (Colvin, & Ashman, 
2010; Cuseo, 2010a; Ender & Kay, 2001), and facilitate socialization in college (Irwin et al., 2023; 
Jarratt et al., 2024; Linley, 2015; 2017; 2018), it is critical to select students who demonstrate 
capacity and interest in helping their peers.

Supplemental Instruction (SI) is one such example of peer leadership in higher education that 
requires a selection process. SI was created through the work of Dr. Deanna Martin in 1973 at the 
University of Missouri–Kansas City and is now an international program model at many institutions 
of higher education (The International Center for Supplemental Instruction [ICSI], 2022). SI 
often targets courses with high rates of students receiving a grade of D, F, or withdrawing from 
the course (ICSI, 2022) and has been shown to increase course grades and retention in degree 
programs for the students that regularly attend (Bowman et al., 2023). Within SI programs, SI 
Leaders are charged with facilitating sessions among peers, attending class lectures, incorporating 
collaborative learning techniques, and facilitating active learning strategies (ICSI, 2022). Generally, 
SI programs consider the selection of SI Leaders based on the applicants’ skills and characteristics 
related to social aptitude, pedagogical knowledge, and logistical or administrative responsibility 
(McDaniel, 2008). There has been limited guidance and information from the International Center 
on selection processes, thus there are numerous methods and processes for SI Leader selection 
across programs. Because we intend for this rubric to be broadly applicable and relevant across 
the field, we will refer to SI Leaders as peer leaders throughout this manuscript in alignment with 
the implied universality of the term (Cuseo, 2010a).

Scholars note the importance of interviewing as a major administrative element of peer leader 
programs (Hunter & Heath, 2001; Keller & Porter, 2020) and consider a variety of approaches to 
recruit and select peer leaders (Hamid & VanHook, 2001). Empowering current peer leaders to 
recommend their peers as part of the selection process is a recommended practice (Breslin et al., 
2018) and aligns with approaches that support students’ competency and confidence (Gannouni 
& Ramboarison-Lalao, 2018). Hunter & Heath (2001) encourage program staff to be thoughtful 
about the goals, structure, and overall design of interviews. Without appropriate training or 
guidance, raters may drastically differ in which aspects of traits they consider most important in 
peer leader selection.
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RUBRICS IN EDUCATION AND HIRING

Researchers have proposed incorporating rubrics during the interview and selection processes. 
Specifically, rubrics set expectations by identifying and listing levels or scales of criteria (Panadero 
& Romero, 2014, as cited in Taylor et al., 2024). While there are many types of rubrics, all have 
three features: assessment criteria, a grading strategy, and standards or quality definitions 
(Jonsson & Svingby, 2007; Popham, 1997, as cited in Reddy & Andrade, 2010; Sambamurthy & Cox, 
2016). Within education, rubrics have historically been used in classroom learning experiences 
or peer evaluations of student work (Reddy & Andrade, 2010; Taylor et al., 2024), including 
providing feedback on work, grading, and identifying areas of improvement (Reddy & Andrade, 
2010). Scholars have noted that rubrics with strong fundamental properties (e.g., standardization, 
concrete expectations at each performance level, transparency) lead to increased consistency 
of scoring, clarity of academic expectations, and even increased academic performance (Chan 
& Ho, 2019; Taylor et al., 2024). Yet, critiques of rubrics include stifling creativity, undermining 
critical thinking, and omitting student input (Chan & Ho, 2019; Taylor et al., 2024). Further, in their 
literature review of rubrics in higher education, Reddy and Andrade (2010) note limited insight into 
the reliability and validity of the rubrics being used.

Within interview and selection processes, rubrics are useful performance evaluation tools, as they 
align organizations’ values and responsibilities to positions in fair and consistent ways (Culpepper et 
al., 2023; Jonsson & Svingby, 2007; Leyzberg et al., 2017; Sambamurthy & Cox, 2016). Comparable 
to their use in education, rubrics for selection processes can help alleviate issues of ambiguity, 
social biases, and lack of reliability and validity evidence (Culpepper et al., 2023; Sambamurthy & 
Cox, 2016). In general, the effectiveness of rubrics in interview and selection processes as a means 
of evaluating performance can be strengthened by (a) ensuring an iterative and thoughtful design 
process, (b) calibrating with other search committee members, (c) utilizing potentially different 
rubrics for different phases of the search, and (d) defining a decision-making process for evaluators 
(Culpepper et al., 2023; Leyzberg et al., 2017; Sambamurthy & Cox, 2016).

Although the use of rubrics for interviewing and hiring processes has been well documented, 
there has been limited insight into the use of rubrics for interviews and selection of peer leaders, 
specifically. For example, Berg and Stoner (2016) discussed the process used for selection of 
resident assistants (RAs), wherein applicants participated in a group process interview and were 
scored on a standardized rubric that spoke to the skills of communication, attitude, teamwork, 
leadership, problem-solving, and overall recommendation. The rubric scores, totaled with the 
scores from the application and individual interviews, were compared to the RAs’ performance 
evaluation, and they did not yield significant results (Berg & Stoner, 2016). The authors speak to the 
necessity of evaluating the rubric components more thoroughly, such as strengthening the criteria 
and aligning interview rubrics with evaluation rubrics (Berg & Stoner, 2016). Similarly, Leyzberg et 
al. (2017) outlined the creation and implementation of an interview rubric for graduate teaching 
assistants (TAs). The authors found that implementation of the hiring rubric resulted in improved 
ratings of TAs by their students. While there is minimal literature on using rubrics for interviews 
and selection of peer leaders, it appears that the guiding principles from more generalized rubric 
use are relevant.

One additional consideration concerns the evaluation of applicants through interviews that are 
conducted by peers. Within education, there is evidence that peer rating can be a helpful practice 
for reducing teacher workload and promoting learning, growth, and collaboration (Cheung-
Blunden & Khan, 2018; Falchikov & Goldfinch, 2000; Moore & Teather, 2013; Zhang et al., 2008). 
Although peer ratings generally demonstrate strong reliability and validity between teacher and 
student grades, critics of peer rating have noted variability in rating skills and students’ distrust of 
or disinterest in others’ ratings (Ashenafi, 2017; Cheung-Blunden & Khan, 2018; Zhang et al., 2008).

Overall, the efficacy of peer ratings may be improved by (a) using rubrics and other supporting 
materials (e.g., scenario-based assessments following scripts), (b) allocating adequate time 
for rater training and development, and (c) providing constructive feedback focused on growth 
(Moore & Teather, 2013). Ultimately, peer rating is a valuable way to support peer leader programs, 
but careful consideration of tools, training, and standardization is necessary.
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SIIR RUBRIC: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS AND APPLICATION

Recognizing the robust and varied status of rubrics in peer leader interview and selection processes, 
this study tested the inter-reliability of the rubric presently used during group interviews among 
SI Leader applicants in Academic Support, named the Supplemental Instruction Interview Rubric 
(SIIR). The SIIR was originally developed by Carr (2018) and revised by Rager & Leslie (2023). This 
rubric aims to promote growth for peer leaders, mitigate bias and subjectivity within peer leader 
interview processes, and proactively avoid any discriminatory practices in peer leader selection. 
These efforts within the office have resulted in an interview and selection rubric that is theory-
informed, reflective of our office culture, and considers the growth potential among applicants 
in the context of the positional responsibilities of the peer leader role. The published rubric (see 
Table 1) is presently implemented by program staff, including both program practitioners and 
current SI Leaders (referred to in this article as raters).

The SIIR rubric in Academic Support reflects staff considerations of the anti-deficit achievement 
framework (Harper, 2010; 2012), the dignity-building culture of the office (Ansley et al., 2025), 
person-centered theory (Gladding, 2012; Rogers, 1961; Witty & Adomaitis, 2014), and the 
applicants’ potential for growth within the peer leader position duties. These core principles work 
in tandem to promote strong processes for peer leader selection.

Anti-Deficit Achievement Framework (ADAF)
Deficit approaches in research involve research questions that amplify student failure instead of 
achievement, especially with students of color (Harper, 2010; Irizarry, 2009, as cited in Perez et 
al., 2017). Further, deficit approaches blame individuals for not meeting certain academic and 
social standards and are unlikely to examine systemic barriers that contribute (Reyes & Duran, 
2021). As a result, deficit approaches often result in implicit biases for educators and feelings of 
inadequacy for students (Harper, 2010). Work by Harper (2010) ultimately led to the creation of 
the Anti-Deficit Achievement Framework (ADAF). Harper’s (2010) analysis of the experiences of 

Table 1 Supplemental 
Instruction Interview Rubric 
(SIIR).

Note: Created by Carr (2018) 
and adapted by Rager & Leslie 
(2023).

DIMENSION INSUFFICIENT (1) DEVELOPING (2) PROFICIENT (3) DISTINGUISHED (4)

Familiarity with SI 
(knows basic 
elements)

Misinformed about or 
unaware of SI elements

Mentions elements 
with some possible 
misconceptions

Describes or uses elements 
mostly accurately

Describes or uses elements 
accurately

Familiarity with 
Academic Support

Misinformed about or may 
not acknowledge other AS 
programs or mission

Mentions other AS programs 
or mission

Describes other programs 
or AS mission mostly 
accurately

Describes other programs or AS 
mission accurately

Communication 
(verbal)

May be difficult to 
understand, unclear 
response, speaks off topic

Speaks nonspecifically, 
may demonstrate minimal 
processing of ideas

Speaks to specific actions 
or ideas, positive tone, 
understandable in the 
group

Volume, enunciation, and 
demonstration of ideas are clear, 
concise, and effective

Collaboration Dominates or unwilling to 
contribute to group work

Willing to contribute, but may 
repeat or restate others

Effectively adds value to 
conversation or provides 
new ideas

Synthesizes discussion, adds new 
ideas or evaluates ideas, may 
lead group effectively, may use SI 
facilitation skills

Decision-making Rigid or binary thinking Considers new ideas, but 
does not apply

Demonstrates flexibility in 
thinking, teachable

Demonstrates flexibility and 
application in thinking

Communication 
(nonverbal)

Misaligned body language 
and speech, negative 
affect

Generally engaged, may 
not be actively participating, 
instances of negative affect

Actively listening to 
facilitators, positive affect, 
is approachable and 
friendly, focused

Actively listening to facilitators 
AND group, positive affect with 
aligned body language and speech, 
engaged

Mindset of an SI 
Leader 
(understands why 
SI works)

Uses undesired 
terminology such as 

“teaching,” “lecturing,” 
“kids” (as an SI Leader), 
inaccurately describes 
elements or responsibilities

References experience with 
SI, describes fundamental 
aspects of SI accurately

Mentions self-directed 
learning, student leading, 
active learning, learning 
styles, group work, skill 
integration 
(may not use the exact 
word)

Describes self-directed learning, 
learning styles, active learning, 
group work, student leading, skill 
integration
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Black male students in STEM degree programs at various institutions across the United States 
revealed that research questions primarily focused on why college students of color in STEM were 
performing more poorly and achieving less than White peers (i.e., deficits) as opposed to focusing 
on assets and attributes. These deficit questions were reframed into the ADAF, and the framework 
was further refined and applied to a broad, nationwide study of Black male undergraduates at 
42 different colleges and universities (Harper, 2012). This report on the study concluded with the 
necessity of a “paradigm shift in the way achievement is studied” (Harper, 2012, p. 25). The Anti-
Deficit Achievement Framework (Harper, 2010) was used to create a selection tool that ensures 
students are evaluated on their attributes and potential as peer leaders and promotes their long-
term employment with the program.

The framework reframed how our peer leader selection was approached by avoiding focus on what 
the applicant is not doing and instead focusing on what the applicant is doing. For example, raters 
were trained to look for how the applicants explicitly demonstrated the dimensions in the rubric 
within the interview as opposed to scoring based on how the applicants did not meet their own 
ideas or expectations. Further, the dimensions of the rubric were shared with applicants during 
the interview to address the cultural capital assumptions discussed within the ADAF. Finally, the 
rubric was designed to avoid both subjective judgments and emphasizing raters’ own beliefs and 
assumptions about applicants’ eligibility for the peer leader position. As a result of the influence 
of the ADAF, the rater, upon selecting a certain score, would ideally be able to reference specific 
behaviors from the interview that align with the criteria rather than intangible judgements or 
feelings.

Workplace Culture
Academic Support staff have fostered a work culture informed by dignity: the work culture in the 
office is further described by Ansley and scholars (2025). Inspired by the work of Donna Hicks (2021), 
the authors illustrated the application of dignity to the workplace through the telling of a student 
employees’ experience within the office (Ansley et al., 2025). Recognizing this culture, we honored 
that not all applicants will perform their best during interviews and appreciated that the applicants 
are undergraduate students with various levels of work experience and knowledge. For example, 
raters considered the ways applicants can learn and grow, their dispositions for performing on the 
team, and focused on behaviors during the interview.

Person-Centered Theory
To ensure alignment among the theoretical frameworks, workplace culture, and a reflective and 
rigorous program practice, we utilized person-centered principles within the rubric. Person-centered 
counseling theory involves three core conditions of unconditional positive regard, empathy, and 
congruence (Rogers, 1961; Witty & Adomaitis, 2014). Unconditional positive regard refers to 
the facilitator being nonjudgmental, empathy refers to the facilitator seeking understanding of 
the client’s point of view, and congruence refers to the facilitator acting with authenticity and 
genuineness (Witty & Adomaitis, 2014). Person-centered principles have been applied and utilized 
in group settings; facilitators lead groups using the core conditions and active listening (Gladding, 
2012). Facilitators also have the responsibility to “create a climate that makes a difference in the 
growth of group members” (Gladding, 2012, p. 347). In this SI program’s context, the raters were 
facilitators who implemented these principles within the peer leader group interview experience. 
The raters (as facilitators of the group interview experience) were trained with these principles as 
a mindset; i.e., they should facilitate the interview and rate the applicants with authenticity and 
genuineness, hold positive regard for the applicants, actively listen to each applicant, and seek 
understanding and meaning in their responses. By positioning the group interview experience and 
training facilitators to embrace these principles, the applicants became more collaborative and 
productive within the interview activities, thereby providing them the opportunity to demonstrate 
their knowledge, skills, and potential for growth in the role. The three core conditions and group 
facilitation principles were necessary for interview facilitators to lead the group effectively and 
align with the anti-deficit framework and workplace culture that informed the selection rubric.
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Peer Leader Position Responsibilities and Duties
This rubric is presently used for SI Leader interviews. SI Leaders are a type of peer leader (Cuseo, 
2010b) and as part of their training, an SI Leader will learn the core tenets of SI: content mastery, 
peer connections, and skill integration (ICSI, 2019). SI Leaders must be strong referral agents for 
campus resources, collaborate well, demonstrate leadership, and be confident decision-makers. 
The work requires thinking of themselves simultaneously as a peer, a helper, a learner, and a leader. 
Further, the SI Leader is responsible for attending class, serving as a model student, planning active 
learning review for group study sessions, and building relationships with the faculty member and 
students. Woven into these responsibilities are the skills of communication, decision-making, and 
collaboration. The rubric was designed with these responsibilities in mind.

Application
The rubric has been refined and rewritten since 2018 to honor these core principles and frameworks 
and to address key wonderings from the researcher–practitioner team authoring this paper:

•	 How can we empower current peer leaders to select future peers in the same role?

•	 In what ways can we approach a peer-led selection process that is ethical and equitable?

•	 How do we select peer leaders who can grow, learn, and serve well in this role?

As the rubric is intended for use by peer leaders evaluating their peer applicants, the selection 
criteria and process became demystified and streamlined for raters through using the principles 
of Anti-Deficit Achievement Framework (Harper, 2010), the dignity-building culture of the office 
(Ansley et al., 2025), person-centered theory (Gladding, 2012; Rogers, 1961; Witty & Adomaitis, 
2014), and the applicants’ potential for growth within the peer leader position duties. See Table 1 
for the current rubric.

Each criterion and dimension of the rubric was written with intentionality, including positive 
language that encourages growth over time while simultaneously scaffolding the potential 
ranges of an applicant. For example, consider the description of the Communication (verbal) 
dimension scored at the Developing (2) level: “speaks nonspecifically, may demonstrate minimal 
processing of ideas.” This phrasing measures the level of what the applicant did in actuality rather 
than the level they did not achieve. In addition, the phrase “spoke nonspecifically” invokes more 
concrete conceptualization than something such as “spoke poorly.” By removing such ambiguous 
or subjective language, raters better understood what is meant by each criterion description and 
could appropriately focus on applicants’ demonstrated skills.

THE PRESENT STUDY

This article aims to address the understudied use of rubrics for evaluating peer leaders in part by 
assessing the reliability of our peer leader selection rubric. Using rating data from N = 12 raters 
assessing N = 132 undergraduate student applicants during the 2024–25 academic year, various 
inter-rater agreement coefficients were calculated. By assessing the reliability of a promising 
interview selection rubric, results from the current study offer strong evidence with meaningful 
implications for peer interviews in higher education more generally.

Although the SIIR rubric had recently undergone extensive revisions for fairness, clarity, and 
job responsibility alignment, the overall reliability of the rubric remained largely unknown. The 
current study investigated the inter-rater agreement and reliability of the SIIR rubric to better 
understand the degree to which different raters selected the same or similar scores for applicants 
across a range of criteria and dimensions. By providing evidence of the reliability of the SIIR rubric, 
researchers and practitioners alike can assess the effectiveness of the interview process, from 
training raters to selection; ensure consistency amongst raters; and promote standardization of 
practice for peer leaders.
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METHODOLOGY
SAMPLE

Ratings of students were obtained from a large-sized public university in the Southern U.S. from 
the Fall 2024 and Spring 2025 semesters. Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was attained 
for this study. The raters digitally signed an IRB-approved consent form before submitting their 
ratings. All IRB-approved procedures were followed in the interview and rating process. The Fall 
2024 subsample consisted of n = 35 undergraduate student applicants while the Spring 2025 
subsample consisted of n = 89. Due to removing one student who received ratings from only a 
single rater, the final analytic sample consisted of N = 124 students who received ratings from two 
to three raters each (mean raters per subject = 2.69). A total of N = 12 raters provided scores across 
the fall and spring semesters. The raters included 1 professional staff member, 1 paraprofessional 
staff member, and 10 current SI Leaders who were undergraduate students.

The Group Interview Structure
During this study, the group interview included up to five applicants and three raters. Importantly, 
group interviews demonstrated how applicants interacted with, listened to, and collaborated 
with others (Hunter & Heath, 2001). This was especially relevant to the Supplemental Instruction 
program model in which applicants must be able to interact effectively with others as part of the 
job responsibilities.

Based on the quality of their application, undergraduate student applicants were invited to interview 
by self-selecting their interview date and time using an online sign-up platform where they could 
not see the names of other applicants or raters. Group interviews were then facilitated by a team 
of undergraduate peer raters who had prior experience working as SI Leaders. In advance of the 
interviews, all peer raters completed training where they reviewed the facilitation guide and rubric 
and practiced with a case interview. After raters reviewed the materials, the SI Coordinator further 
explained procedures and checked for raters’ understanding of the rubric. Raters then practiced 
using the rubric via a case study activity. The case study was a narrative, fictional depiction of 
the interview and what could occur based on the raters’ genuine lived experiences from previous 
interviews. After reading the case study, raters assigned scores to the three fictional applicants 
using the rubric. Finally, the selection process was thoroughly discussed with an overall goal of 
increasing raters’ knowledge of and comfortability with the rubric and facilitation expectations.

Group interviews were approximately 75 minutes in length. Each interview was divided into three 
sections, including (1) an opener, (2) three main activities, and (3) a closer. The opener involved 
each applicant stating their name and responding to an icebreaker question. In the first main 
activity, applicants shared a prepared mock introduction speech that briefly described themselves, 
the fundamentals of SI, and the benefits of SI. The second main activity was a mock planning 
activity, in which each applicant reviewed a predetermined list of active learning strategies and 
selected one that they were most interested in using during a SI session. The applicants were 
asked to explain the reasoning for their choice. The final main activity was a scenario activity in 
which the entire group was presented with a challenging scenario and tasked with discussing the 
context of the issue, identifying the main challenges, and proposing a resolution. The applicants 
collaborated on their responses and presented them to the raters. The interview concluded with 
a dice-rolling activity: applicants rolled dice and responded to associated questions regarding 
the interview, the SI program, or their personality. The interview concluded with the facilitator 
providing next steps (e.g. timeline, communication) and an opportunity for applicants to ask 
questions. Raters then independently submitted their ratings for each applicant using the rubric.

RUBRIC DIMENSIONS AND SCORING

The rubric consisted of seven distinct criteria or dimensions, including (1) familiarity with SI, (2) 
familiarity with academic support, (3) verbal communication, (4) collaboration, (5) decision-
making, (6) nonverbal communication, and (7) mindset of an SI Leader. Applicants received ratings 
in each dimension across the following four scoring categories: 1 = insufficient, 2 = developing, 3 
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= proficient, and 4 = distinguished. Scores across the seven dimensions were summed, resulting in 
a total score for each applicant ranging from 7–28. It is important to note that in practice, total 
scores are used for hiring decisions.

DATA ANALYSES

Given the ordinal nature of the scoring categories, an unweighted Cohen’s kappa coefficient 
would likely yield inefficient, misleading results (Cohen, 1960; 1968). Extensions by Janson and 
Olsson (2001; 2004) proposed a weighted kappa statistic for interval- and ratio-level data, with 
Gwet (2014) further introducing ordinal weights. Considering two scoring categories k and l, an 
unweighted kappa coefficient would have the weighting scheme:

  

It can be seen that a weight of 1 indicates perfect agreement, while a weight of 0 implies complete 
disagreement. However, an unweighted kappa coefficient would treat all disagreements as equal 
weight. For example, consider three raters assigning scores from the four categories described 
above. If rater a provided a score of 4 = distinguished, rater b’s score of 3 = proficient would be 
given a weight of zero, as would rater c’s score of 1 = insufficient. While raters b and c would 
both receive weights equal to zero because their scores were not exactly equal to rater a’s score, 
the amount of disagreement between raters a and b (i.e., the 1-point difference) is less than the 
amount of disagreement between raters a and c (i.e., the 3-point difference). Given q total scoring 
categories, categories could instead be ranked ordinally, such that adjacent categories imply a 
less serious disagreement than nonadjacent categories. Thus, defining a set of weights wkl ∈ [0,1] 
suggests that any weight 0 < wkl < 1 indicates partial agreement. Continuing with the example, 
such ordinal weights would imply that raters a and b, though not equal in their scores, were in 
more (partial) agreement than raters a and c. Specifically, ordinal weights may be constructed as 
(Klein, 2018):

   
        

 
 

 

In the current study, given q = 4 total scoring categories, the resulting ordinal weights were 0.83 
for any 1-category disagreement, 0.50 for any 2-category disagreement, and 0 for a 3-category 
disagreement (in addition to a weight of 1 for agreement). In addition to calculating reliability 
coefficients for each dimension, a reliability coefficient was calculated for total scores using ratio 
weights (i.e., total scores having the potential to range from 7–28). These weights were then 
used to construct various kappa coefficients, with suggested interpretations as (Landis & Koch, 
1977): 0.00–0.20 = poor, 0.21–0.40 = slight, 0.41–0.60 = fair, 0.41–0.60 = moderate, 0.61–0.80 = 
substantial, and 0.81–1.00 = almost perfect. Both exact percent agreement and Gwet’s AC (Gwet, 
2014) coefficients were calculated for each dimension as well as for total scores.

RESULTS
In general, results indicated that the rubric possessed a substantial degree of inter-rater reliability, 
with agreement coefficients across the various dimensions ranging from 0.71 to 0.97 (see Table 
2). As expected, exact percent agreement coefficients were always the highest coefficients, while 
the chance-adjusted Gwet’s AC coefficients were always the lowest (comparatively within a 
given dimension). The two dimensions with the lowest inter-rater agreement coefficients were 
SI familiarity (κ = 0.80) and mindset of an SI Leader (κ = 0.80), while the dimension with the 
highest values was collaboration (κ = 0.88; see Figure 1). Additionally, total scores demonstrated 
extremely strong percent agreement (0.97) and Gwet’s AC (0.86) coefficients.
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DISCUSSION
The current study examined the inter-rater reliability of a rubric developed for assessing applicants’ 
performance when interviewing for a peer leader position. Using a variety of inter-rater coefficients, 
results largely demonstrated that the rubric possessed a substantial degree of reliability, with an 
overall average agreement percentage of 88%. However, the dimensions of the rubric varied in 
their reliability coefficients, with collaboration showing the highest degree of reliability, and SI 
familiarity and mindset of an SI Leader showing the lowest. Results from the present study led the 
team to reflect upon current practice with the rubric. Consequently, three findings emerged that 
provide insight into effective program administration for selecting peer leaders.

RELIABLE RUBRICS ARE BUILT ON EFFECTIVE WORK PROCESSES

The results of this study led us to believe that the process we took to create an inter-reliable rubric 
worked. The rubric proved to be inter-reliable, and this outcome was the result of bringing together 
practitioners’ knowledge and experiences to build something collaboratively over time. The rubric 
incorporated theoretical understanding, and changes to the rubric were made since 2018. Our 
process to build this rubric honored the knowledge and praxes of the people who do this work (e.g. 
practitioners and raters). To this end, iterative feedback loops were built into the process so raters 
could provide their insights.

RELIABLE RUBRICS REQUIRE RESPONSIVE TRAINING

The results of this study led us to believe that the training raters experienced was sufficiently 
helpful and useful. As outlined earlier, this training approach created space for raters to learn about 
the rubric, practice with it, and reflect upon the scores as a group. The opportunity to engage with 
the materials and practice enabled raters to feel more confident in the evaluation task. Prior to 

DIMENSION AGREEMENT COEFFICIENT

PERCENT AGREEMENT GWET’S AC

SI familiarity 0.88 0.72

Academic Support familiarity 0.87 0.76

Verbal communication 0.89 0.75

Collaboration 0.92 0.83

Decision-making 0.89 0.77

Nonverbal communication 0.89 0.74

Mindset of an SI Leader 0.88 0.71

Total score 0.97 0.86

Table 2 Inter-Rater Reliability 
Statistics Across Rubric 
Dimensions.

Figure 1 Various Agreement 
Coefficients Across Each 
Dimension.

Note: Kappa coefficients may 
be interpreted as 0.61–0.80 = 
substantial, 0.81–1.00 = almost 
perfect.
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this study, the authors were unsure if the training was sufficient. Yet, the study confirmed that the 
training generated reliable scoring among raters and successfully met the training goals.

RELIABLE RUBRICS BENEFIT FROM DYNAMIC FEEDBACK LOOPS AND CHANGE

This rubric has evolved and changed since 2018 to be responsive to the theoretical framings 
and workplace culture of the office. As research-practitioners, we embraced the opportunity 
for change to honor the knowledge and lived experiences of colleagues, raters, and applicants. 
This commitment required dynamic yet straightforward work processes for collecting and 
responding effectively to feedback each semester. For example, in addition to more formalized 
surveying methods, the lead author of this paper routinely asked the evaluators questions to build 
understanding of raters’ experiences with the group interviews:

What needs to be reworded? What language is unclear? How do you define this word 
or phrase? What does it mean to you? How does the facilitation guide flow for you? 
What instructions remain unclear, complicated, or confusing? In what ways did the 
training prepare you for the interview? What was missing from the training from your 
perspective?

The responses were noted, reflected upon in preparation for the next semester of interviews, and 
implemented when updating materials.

LIMITATIONS

There were several limitations in this study. First, selection bias among student applicants and raters 
existed within the study. For example, selection bias existed among those interested in serving as 
peer leaders while in college as well as among those willing to be raters for SI program interviews. 
Second, the rubric could only evaluate what was covered during the group interview. While a 
comprehensive facilitator guide existed for the raters’ use, the rubric could be used effectively only 
if all elements of the interview existed. A third limitation of this study was the overall utility of the 
rubric outside of peer leader selection, as well as the rubric’s generalizability. The results of this 
study could vary in future studies based on the raters, the program type, or institutional context. 
A final limitation of this study is that demographic information was not collected on the raters nor 
applicants. Therefore, the influence of social identities is not known.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

This study builds opportunities for future research and practice. With regard to research, we hope 
this work inspires practitioners and researchers alike toward generating new scholarship related 
to peer leader program practices. In particular, we recommend replication studies using this same 
rubric. We invite other institutions and peer leader programs to partner with us in this effort. We 
also recommend a future study that disaggregates the results by the social identities of both 
the raters and the applicants. While total scores are used in practice for hiring decisions, we are 
hesitant to provide a singular cutoff for all practitioners (e.g., must score above 22/28). Future 
research may consider the implications of such scoring decisions and their predictive utility.

We hope that an emphasis on process can better support and prepare practitioners to build 
selection processes for peer leaders in the field of higher education. To that end, we recommend 
more studies about peer leader selection processes including the validation of interview tools 
(e.g. rubrics, rating scales) that are used among peer leader programs. We further recommend 
discussion among practitioners about decision-making in developing and implementing selection 
processes within peer leader programs.

While we invite readers to use or adapt this rubric (see Table 1), especially for SI programs, we 
acknowledge that inter-rater reliability of this rubric within our institution’s work may not 
translate to others’ contexts. With this in mind, we encourage adaptation to other institutional 
or programmatic contexts. We ask that (1) any replication or adaption be shared back with the 
corresponding author to build a network of practitioners doing this work, and (2) appropriate 
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citations are included in your own work (e.g. Retrieved and Adapted from the Auburn University 
Academic Support Supplemental Instruction Program, 2026). Ultimately, we hope this work 
encourages practitioners to create and test their own rubrics for inter-reliability and other measures 
of validity. Finally, more conversation about how raters are prepared (e.g. trained, supported) to 
use rubrics for peer leader selection will help elevate practitioners’ practices in the field.
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