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Development and operation of online peer grading system

SHUNSUKE NOGUCHI"" NAOMI FUJIMURA

In an online learning course like MOOC (Massive Open Online Course), peer grading is a useful tool for reducing the effort of
teacher. In order to verify whether peer grading works well and returns accurate score, we develop online peer grading system
and operate it in our university's class. In this paper, we verify it with an analysis of the data of user behavior and comparison

between peer and teacher grading score. We also show questionnaire results. As a result, we find the validity in peer grading

to some extent.
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Figure 1 Abstract View of the System.
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Figure 2 Peer Grading Screen.
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Figure 3 Schedule for assignment
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Table 1 Results of peer grading.
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Table 2 Results of questionnaire(N = 33).
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Figure 5 Comparison between peer- and self-grade.
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Figure 6 Comparison between peer- and teacher grade.
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