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Abstract 

Learner’s language proficiency and knowledge need to be evaluated based on different 
methods (Orsmond, Merry & Reiling (2000); Pope 2005). Authentic assessment attained by 
using real evidence is also achievable (Barbera 2009 and Barrett 2007). This authentic 
assessment can be achieved through cooperation between teachers and learners. Peer- 
assessment as one of these alternative assessments seeks a new way for authentic assessment. 
Importance of peer-assessment is also reported in previous studies. Although there are some 
unrecognized aspects, peer-assessment is considered to be effective (Shepard 2000 and 
Topping 1998). 
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1. Introduction 

In modern educational settings, the importance of innovative assessment on learning 
efficiency has been emphasized (McDowell 1995). One of the main purpose of modern 
education is making attempts to emphasize collaborative and co-operative learning (Boud, 
Cohen and Sampson 1999). This cooperation is defined as working together to reach joint 
goals. (Johnson, Johnson, & Stanne, 2000).  

This tremendous demands change the role of learners to an active role which alters 
‘assessment oflearning’ to ‘assessment for learning’ (Dysthe 2004). This focuses not only on 
the assessment itself, but also on the learning, which reveals students’ strengths and 
weaknesses, too. 

1.1 Different Characteristics for New Assessment Methods 

Different characteristics for new assessment methods are introduced by Gipps 1999: 

1. Active engagement of the students in the assessment process. 

2. Learning process and results should be reflected in the assessment process. 

3. Teaching and assessment needs to be connected. 

4. Student’s engagement and participation should be included. 

5. Different skills and higher level thinking must be emphasized. 

 

The way of assessment “intends to improve the quality of learning …. [and] the accreditation 
of knowledge or performance.” (Boud 1990, p. 102). This new setting demands active 
participation of learners in order to improve learning opportunities. This active engagement 
in assessment process will promote students’ learning (De Wever, Van Keer, Schellens, & 
Valcke 2011) as well as promoting ‘responsibility towards students’ (Gielen, Dochy, & 
Onghena 2010). Willem et al. (1993) mentioned the importance of involvement between 
peers in learning (Shahbodin & Abd Talib 2012). 

1.1.1 Alternative Assessment 

One of the most effective way for class assessment is alternative assessment (Shepard 2000; 
Topping 1998). Based on alternative assessment, students’ production and integration are 
evaluated (Macias 1995, cited in Coombe et al. 2007). 

2. Importance of Peer-assessment 

Peer assessment is considered to be one of the main forms of alternative assessment. The 
importance of peer assessment highlighted in different educational learning and educational 
research. Slavin (1997) refers to peer-assessment as one of the best and perfect success in 
educational history. Pedagogically, peer-assessment improves learning of student (Falchikov 
& GoldFinch, 2000) through “a sense of ownership and responsibility, motivation, and 
reflection of the students’ own learning” (Saito & Fujita 2009, p. 151). This form of 
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assessment is recommended by Shepard (2000) and Topping (1998) as one of the effective 
approaches for classroom evaluation. It can also be considered as an opportunity for students 
as learning facilitator and also used as a tool for instructors to obtain a more clear and 
obvious picture of learner’s performance. (Cheng and Warren 2000). Bandura (1997) refers to 
the cognitive aspect of assessment and its inevitability.  

Wikstorm (2007) refers to peer-assessment as an interactive type of assessment in which 
learners keep up with their teachers to achieve the goal. In fact teachers are not the only 
assessors and not more the center of the assessment. Abolfazli Khonbi and Sadeghi (2012, 
p.48) report that “student-centered approaches in language teaching led the field of language 
testing to a shift of paradigm from traditional psychometric (teacher - centered) testing to 
alternative edumetric (student-centered) assessment (Farhady, 2006; McNamara, 2000; 
Brown & Hudson, 1998)”. 

2.1 Definitions of Peer-Assessment 

Topping (2010, p. 62) defines peer-assessment as “an arrangement for learners to consider 
and specify the level, value, or quality of a product or performance of other equal-status 
learners”.  

Peer-assessment is “an educational arrangement where students judge a peers’ performance 
quantitatively and/or qualitatively and which stimulates students to reflect, discuss and 
collaborate” (Strijbos & Sluijsmans 2010, p. 265). 

In another definition Robert (2006, p.80) declares peer-assessment as “the process of having 
the readers critically reflect upon, and perhaps suggest grades for the learning of their peers”. 

Falchikov (2005, p. 27) refers to another aspect of peer-assessment and reports that in 
peer-assessment “students use criteria and apply standards to the work of their peers in order 
to judge that work”. 

2.1.1 Differenet Types of Peer-Assessment 

Two types of peer-assessment exist. It has been characterized as either formative or 
summative. One type of peer-assessment, known as formative assessment, provides feedback 
and aims at filling the gap between ‘current and desired performance’ (Sadler 1989). In 
formative peer-assessment, needs of the learners are of great importance while in summative 
peer-assessment results are important. 

Wen and Tsai (2006, p.28) refer to formative assessment as “students learning needs” and 
summative peer-assessment as “the needs of the society to evaluate the end result of 
schooling.” In formative assessment instructors will be able to answer the needs of the 
learners during the learning process and they will be able to focus on different parts which 
impede their learning, but in summative the result of the teaching and learning process is 
important. In fact these 2 types of peer-assessment overlap. 

3. Peer-Assessment Usage 

In fact during this process peers play the role of assessors or/and assesses (Van Zundert, 
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Sluijsmans, & van Merriënboer 2010). During this process learners evaluate and judge the 
quality of performance of other similar status learners (Davies 2006). 

According to the procedures of peer-assessment, student-student and student-teacher 
interactions improve and friend’s ideas and opinions will be known better (Butler and Hodge 
2001, Falchikov 1995, LeMare and Rubin 1987, McGourty 2000 Sluijsmans et al., 1999). 
Both teachers and learners are engaged upon dealing with assessment procedures and “have 
control over the assessment methods, outcomes, and their underlying rationale (Cheng and 
Warren, 2005)” (Azarnoosh 2013, p. 1). 

4. Scientific Studies of Peer-Assessment 

Different studies revealed the effectiveness of peer-assessment (Lin et al. 2001; Lu and Bol 
2007; Richer 1992) and emphasized on its efficacy over peer-tutoring and help seeking 
(Aleven, Stahl, Schworm, Fischer & Wallace, 2003). But its efficacy depends on different 
factors like “students’ attitudes, language levels, familiarity with assessing criteria, the type 
of skill being assessed and the possible presence of bias such as gender and friendship” 
(Azarnoosh 2013, p. 2). 

Some of these factors are not fully recognized, but there are different research on some areas. 
For instance, Edens et al. (2000) and Langan et al. (2005) reported gender effects, but 
Sellnow and Trienen (2004) did not. Although Xiao and Lucking (2008) found no influence 
of peer feedback ratings on learners’ attitudes toward peer-assessment, Sullivan et al. (1999) 
refers to assesses’ lack of self-confidence. 

According to the Kaufmann and Schunn (2010) some strategies can improve learners’ 
perception towards peer-assessment: 

1. More involvement of students in peer-assessment (Sluijsmans et al., 2001; Wen & Tsai 
2006). 

2. Providing students with enough training and support (Cheng & Warren 1997; Boud & 
Falchikov 2005, 2007). 

3. Make a clarification of peer-assessment criteria (Falchikov 2005; Smith, Cooper, & 
Lancaster 2002). 

5. Conclusion 

Although both assessors and assesses will gain benefits by improving their qualifications 
during the procedures of peer-assessment, some students often doubt on peers’ qualifications 
and knowledge for assessment (Kaufman & Schunn 2010; Strijbos, Narciss, & Dünnebier 
2010). So based on Kaufman & Schunn (2010) more studies need to be carried out on 
students’ attitudes and perceptions about peer-assessment. 

Although there are some studies discussing the drawbacks and issues in the use and 
implementation of peer-assessment, there are some studies supporting its importance in the 
assessment of learners and refer to the positive influence on group work, social skills and also 
motivation. 
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