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Assessment for Learning: A Study of Engagement of Peer Assessment in MOOC

LI Hongxia', ZHAO Chengling', SHU Fengfang', HUANG Yan?, SHANG Chaowang'
(1.Faculty of Artificial Intelligence in Education, Central China Normal University, Wuhan Hubei 430079;
2.School of Education, Guizhou Normal University, Guiyang Guizhou 550000)

[Abstract] In the post—epidemic era, improving quality and efficiency is an important way for the
connotative development of massive online courses. It is of great practical significance to reiterate
assessment for learning, emphasize learners” deep participation, and explore the characteristics and existing
problems of learners” participation in peer assessment. Based on an open online course in China, this
paper adopts learning analytics to analyze learners” engagement in the process of peer assessment in an
open online course from structured and unstructured data, and further explores the relationship between
peer assessment engagement and learning performance. The results show that learners” behavioral and
cognitive engagement in peer assessment in open online courses is not high, but participation in peer
assessment can identify learners who are more motivated to pass the course, and their cognitive
engagement can predict their learning performance. Therefore, based on the FBM (Fogg Behavior Model)
model, a two—stage intervention strategy is proposed to promote the engagement of peer assessment so as to
improve learners” engagement in peer assessment and to provide teachers and platforms with more targeted
strategies.

[Keywords] MOOC; Peer Assessment; Cognitive Engagement; Behavioral Engagement



