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From "Assessment as Teacher Helper” to "Assessment as
Learning”: Systematic Review of Peer Assessment

CHEN Zexuan'?, HU Kexin® & JIAO Jianli’

(1. School of Information Technology in Education, South China Normal University, Guangzhou
510631, China; 2. School of Foreign Studies, Southern Medical University, Guangzhou 510515,
China; 3. The Affiliated Huangpu Experimental School of South China Normal University,
Guangzhou, 510663, China)

Abstract: To systematically explore peer assessment, this study used the systematic literature
review method to select 702 scholarly journal articles published home and abroad from 1927 to 2022.
The study results indicate that, 1) The philosophical concept of peer assessment has been developing
from "Assessment as Teacher Helper" to "Assessment for Learning” and recently to "Assessment as
Learning." These three philosophies have worked collaboratively in promoting the development of peer
assessment. 2) The research content of peer assessment covers six themes: Theoretical exploration,
influencing factors, design, technical tools, process, and learning effect. In addition, the research of
peer assessment mainly focused on the learning effect and design, and paid relatively little attention to
the theoretical exploration and creation, and technical tools. On the whole, its research theme presents
three major shifting trends: Research on the learning effect and influencing factors of peer assessment
has increased slowly, the research attention to the design and process of peer assessment has decreased
first and then increased, but generally showed a modest decline, while the research on the theoretical
exploration and creation, and technical tools has declined slowly. These findings suggest that future
research to further explore the value of "peer assessment as learning” at the theoretical level and try to
promote an effective and efficient implementation of activities featured with "peer assessment as
learning" at the practical level.

Key words: peer assessment; development of education philosophy; development of research theme;

assessment as learning

(2% 25 50)
dimensions: Concept clarification, policy reinforcement and implementation guide, emphasizes "three
paradigms", "two types of policies" and "one core practical medium" of lifelong learning. The paper
puts forward localization suggestions for realizing the ideal vision of "Utopia" of lifelong learning in
China: First, understanding rich, profound and integrated concepts of learning paradigms and
reaffirming the necessity of lifelong learning; secondly, introducing the type of comprehensive and
coordinated policies and regulations to ensure the possibility of lifelong learning; thirdly, promotion of

the construction of learning cities to enhance the feasibility of lifelong learning.

Key words: lifelong learning; lifelong education; Sustainable Development Goals; learning cities;
UNESCO
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