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[Table 6] The inter-rater
assessment in Proof Assessing Tasks
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[Table 7] The correlation coefficients between student
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The Reliability and Validity of Online Peer Assessment on Proofs
in a Number Theory Course

Oh, Yaerin'
Graduate School of Seoul National University
E-mail : ohyaerin@snu.ac kr

Kwon, Oh Nam
Department of Mathematics Education, Seoul National University
E-mail : onkwon@snu.ac.kr

Park, Jooyong
Department of Psychology, Seoul National University
E-mail : jooypark@snu.ac.kr

Despite the importance of learning to do mathematical proofs, researchers have reported that not only
secondary school students but also undergraduate students have difficulties in learning proofs. In this study, we
introduced a new toll for learning proofs and explored the reliability and the validity of peer assessment on
proofs. In the <Number Theory> course of a university in Seoul, students were given weekly proof
assignments prior to class. After solving the proofs, each student had to assess other students proofs. The
inter-rater reliabilities of weekly peer assessment was higher than .9 over 90 percent of the observed cases.
To examine the validity of peer assessment, we check whether students’ assessments were similar to expert
assessment. Analysis showed that the equivalence has been quite high throughout the semester and the validity
was low in the middle of the semester but rose by the end of the semester. Based on these results, we believe
instructors can consider the application of peer assessment on proving tasks as a tool to help students learn.
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