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2003) &5, AHRGETT A R SRR W] = A VR4 FAE B
WAL 55 RS 45 IR B — BOM A SRy 40k (B R
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An Empirical Study on the Effect of Peer Assessment
in Massive Open Online Learning

LUO Heng', ZUO Mingzhang' & Anthony Robinson®

(1. School of Educational Information and Technology, Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079, China;
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Abstract; Peer Assessment has the potential to overcome the limitations of teacher-grading and machine-grading ,
and therefore has become an important assessment method in the context of massive open online learning. However , there
is a lack of empirical research that investigate the accuracy and effects of online peer assessment. To address such re-
search need , this study analyzed the empirical data of peer assessment , teacher-grading and self-grading from a massive
open online course (MOOC) , and provided preliminary findings regarding the reliability , validity , influencing factors
and perceived benefits of peer assessment for this specific context. The results show that although peer assessment suffers
from inter-rater reliability , the composite score from all student graders can provide a reliable and consistent final result.
The correlation coefficient of 0. 619 indicates a high convergent validity for peer assessment. In addition, this study also
explored the influence of factors such as training and calibration , number of graders and score calculation methods. Mo-
reover , the post-course survey results reveal that online learners in general have positive attitude towards peer assessment
acknowledging benefits such as feedback acquisition, higher engagement and development of higher-order thinking. The
Jfindings of this study are expected to inform the revision and improvement of assessment models for massive open online
learning.

Key words :peer assessment ; inter-rater reliability ; convergent validity ; massive open online learning
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