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Review and Prospect of Online Peer Assessment
Strategy in Big Data Era

ZHAO Cheng-ling', LI Hong-xia' & JIANG Zhi-hui’
(1. School of Educational Information Technology, Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079, China;

2. Department of Electronic and Information Engineering, Changsha Normal University, Changsha 410100, China)

Abstract: Online peer assessment enhances the learning experience and the effectiveness of online learn-

ing. Innovative evaluation methods can ensure the quality of online education. The existing strategies for impro-

ving the reliability and validity of peer assessment mainly include the matching and recommendation of review-

ers, the improvement of reviewers’ ability, and the calibration of evaluation scores. Based on the above, in or-

der to further enrich and enhance the effectiveness of peer assessment in the era of big data, follow-up resear-

ches will focus on how to improve the evaluation literacy of learners, the basic principles of peer assessment

design, and the scientific use of procedural data to improve the reliability and validity of peer assessment.

Key words: big data; online learning; peer assessment; adaptation
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