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Abstract 

Peer assessment is a popular research topic as it takes place in various educational 

settings around the globe. Due to its nature, a number of intrapersonal and interpersonal factors 

are involved in its implementation. Empirical research on these factors in peer assessment has 

been increasing in the last years and our aim is to systematically review them to extract 

conclusions about the relationships between peer assessment and intrapersonal and interpersonal 

factors. Using different search strategies, we reviewed 69 articles. We investigated: (1) the 

characteristics of the included studies, (2) the trends in the bidirectional relationships of 

intrapersonal  peer assessment and interpersonal  peer assessment, (3) the empirical 

findings in the relationships between intrapersonal factors and peer assessment, and (4) the 

empirical findings in the relationships between interpersonal factors and peer assessment. We 

have identified six intrapersonal factors: motivation, self-efficacy, emotions, trust in the self as 

assessor, fairness, and comfort; and five interpersonal factors: social connections, trust in the 

other as assessor, psychological safety, value diversity/congruence, and interdependence. The 

results showed clear directions for some of those factors and are preliminary in some of the 

others. This review offers directions to improve the quality of peer assessment research and 

explores the role of bidirectionality for future research, including an instrument to report the 

characteristics of future peer assessment studies to facilitate better reports and research designs. 

Keywords: peer assessment, intrapersonal factors, interpersonal factors, human factors, 

systematic literature review 
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A Systematic Review on Peer Assessment: Intrapersonal and Interpersonal Factors 

Peer assessment can be defined as an ‘arrangement in which individuals consider the 

amount, level, value, worth, quality, or success of the products or outcomes of learning of peers 

of similar status” (Topping, 1998 p. 250). This implies two premises. First, peer assessment 

involves students in assessment with the promise of several gains, among them increasing 

students’ autonomy, self-regulated learning, and performance (Reinholz, 2016; Double et al., 

2020; Ibarra-Sáiz et al., 2020). Such involvement entails that students’ individual characteristics 

(e.g., motivation to perform peer assessment, emotions experienced in relation to peer 

assessment) are likely to affect different peer assessment processes but also the outcomes of peer 

assessment itself (Topping et al., 2000; Strijbos et al., 2009; Panadero, 2016). We will call these 

factors intrapersonal factors, referring to variables that are within or related to the learner.  

Second, peer assessment involves at least one student assessing another or receiving 

feedback, which makes it a social enterprise (van Gennip et al., 2009). Therefore, there are 

interpersonal factors (friendship, psychological safety) that are also expected to influence peer 

assessment processes and outcomes (Carvalho, 2013; Panadero, 2016; Rotsaert, 2017). Students 

often question the relevance of peer assessment because of social and interpersonal problems 

such as lack of trust in the peer as an assessor. To ameliorate negative peer assessment 

experiences, some have stressed the importance of creating a climate or an assessment culture 

which is perceived as safe and in which participants agree on the goals and values of the 

assessment practice (Dochy et al., 1999; Tillema et al., 2011). 

To highlight the – long ignored – social nature of peer assessment processes, van Gennip, 

and colleagues (2009) conducted the first literature review on the interpersonal factors 

influencing peer assessment, recommending that their effects should be considered in research 
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and implementation. Following the same call, Panadero (2016) argued that ‘PA does not happen 

in a vacuum; rather it produces thoughts, actions, and emotions as a consequence of the 

interaction of assesses and assessors’ (p. 247). Panadero identified ten themes (motivation; trust 

in self and peer as assessors; friendship marking, etc.) and categorized them under three 

categories related to the intrapersonal (human) and interpersonal (social) factors of peer 

assessment implementation. 

Since then, plenty of assessment scholars have supported the notion of going beyond the 

conventional summative study to a more interpersonally conscious approach (Strijbos & 

Wichmann, 2018). For example, some studies investigated the use of rubrics to avoid friendship 

bias (Panadero et al., 2013), or the effects of peer assessment on learning motivation (Chang et 

al., 2020), or the effects of anonymity on peer assessment (Vanderhoven et al., 2015; Rotsaert et 

al., 2018). Despite the sudden outburst of studies investigating interpersonal and intrapersonal 

factors in peer assessment in the last years, the relationship between peer assessment and these 

factors is still unclear. Our aim is to update the current status of knowledge and to clarify the 

empirical evidence on this topic. 

A brief story about peer assessment 

Peer assessment is known as a complex activity that involves many variables (Gielen et 

al., 2011). This complexity is represented by the multiple attempts to classify the variables 

needed to be considered when implementing peer assessment. Topping (1998) proposed a 

typology of 17 variables. Since then, several researchers have refined the typology by classifying 

the variables under themes or clusters and/or extending them to include up to 20 variables (van 

den Berg et al., 2006; van Gennip et al., 2009; Gielen et al., 2011; Adachi et al., 2018). These 

variables have been classified under clusters such as the use and management of peer 
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assessment, the learning environment, or the interactions between peers (Gielen et al., 2011; 

Adachi et al., 2018). This complexity highlights the importance of the roles that intrapersonal 

and interpersonal factors play in peer assessment. 

The impact of peer assessment on performance has been the main focus of peer 

assessment reviews (Dochy et al., 1999; Topping, 2003; van Zundert et al., 2010) and meta-

analyses (Li et al., 2020; Double et al., 2020). Double and colleagues (2020) found that peer 

assessment had a more positive effect on students’ performance compared to teacher’s 

assessment or no assessment, regardless of students’ educational level and some feedback 

characteristics. Similarly, Li and colleagues (2020) found a positive effect of peer assessment on 

performance compared to no assessment or teacher assessment, that assessor training was the 

strongest factor influencing the impact of peer assessment on performance, and reported that 

computer-mediated peer assessment seems to be more beneficial than paper-based. 

Previous reviews on intrapersonal and interpersonal factors in peer assessment 

In their systematic literature review, van Gennip and colleagues (2009) investigated the 

effects of interpersonal variables and peer assessment design format (i.e. structural features) on 

learning (i.e. objective learning, learning as perceived by learners, and beliefs). They identified 

four interpersonal variables pertaining to relational interactions between team members, namely, 

psychological safety, value diversity, interdependence and trust. The review revealed that 

students mostly felt safe during peer assessment, and they trusted themselves and their peers as 

assessors. However, this conclusion was based on a limited number of studies as only four of the 

15 empirical studies included in the review investigated interpersonal variables, and trust was not 

perceived positively in one of these four studies. The authors reported that none of the four 

studies investigated interpersonal variables in relation to learning outcomes of peer assessment. 
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Taking a broader perspective, Panadero (2016) conducted a narrative review of empirical 

peer assessment studies investigating interpersonal (social) factors that were identified by van 

Gennip and colleagues (2009), but also intrapersonal (human) factors influencing peer 

assessment and as outcomes of peer assessment. Panadero’s review included 26 articles 

published between 1995 and 2014, identifying ten factors that had been explored. The main 

conclusion was that ‘more intensive PA [peer assessment] implementations produce better 

human and social outcomes, especially as students gain a deeper understanding of the 

complexities of PA’ (p. 261). Additionally, Panadero proposed a long list of potential research 

topics that could be conducted and emphasized the need for stronger research designs. 

Both reviews accentuated the role of interpersonal or/and intrapersonal factors in shaping 

peer assessment processes and, ever since, interest has grown in this topic. 

A new categorization of factors related to peer assessment 

The two previous reviews used different categorizations. van Gennip and colleagues 

(2009) focused only on four interpersonal variables: (1) psychological safety, (2) value diversity, 

(3) interdependence and (4) trust in the self or the other as an assessor. One of the reasons for the 

limited number of factors might have been the low number of studies identified. On the other 

hand, Panadero (2016) found ten factors in the existing literature (see Figure 1) that he classified 

as three main self-explanatory categories - interpersonal, intrapersonal and cognitive - though he 

did not provide a strong rationale for the classification due to length limits.    
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Figure 1. Illustration of the adaptation made to the factors and categories by Panadero (2016) for 
this review  

In the conceptualization of the factors investigated in our review, we opted for a two-

category approach as it is more parsimonious and represents a more accurate depiction of the 

factors’ organization. We rearranged the ten original factors used by Panadero (2016) under 

either intrapersonal or interpersonal categories, split fairness and (dis)comfort into two factors, 
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and fused social factors and friendship in one factor. We added a new factor ‘self-efficacy’. 

Figure 1 and Table 1 present the 11 factors and their corresponding definitions. 

Table 1 

Intrapersonal and interpersonal factors of peer assessment as defined by Panadero (2016) 

compared to the revised definitions used in the current study 

Categories Definition From Panadero 
(2016) 

New definition & categories 

Intrapersonal factors: refers to elements of students’ own processes or that influence these individual 
processes 
(1) Motivation Having to do with the reasons or 

goals students have for 
performing PA and the effects of 
PA on motivation 

Variables related to why students 
initiate, continue, or terminate a 
certain behavior at a particular 
time (e.g., goals, interest) 

  Self-efficacy: individual's belief 
in their capacity to execute 
behaviors necessary to produce 
specific performance attainments 
(It refers to beliefs about academic ability 
or task specific ability; not to be confused 
with trust in the self as assessor) 

(2) Emotion Focused on the feelings 
connected to PA and its 
implementation 

Variables related to the feelings 
and their regulation in the PA 
process (e.g., anxiety, happiness) 

(5) Trust in the self as 
assessor 

Focusing on belief that one can be 
a good assessor 

Belief about the ability to perform 
peer assessment as an assessor 

(7) Fairness/(dis)comfort Referring to beliefs about the 
appropriateness of PA and the 
student’s level of comfort within 
assessor and/or assessee roles 

Fairness: Students perceptions 
that the PA is free from bias, 
dishonesty, or injustice 
(Dis)comfort: a state of (un)ease 
and (dis)satisfaction regarding PA 
processes 

Interpersonal factors: refers to elements of the peer interaction or that influence the interaction in the 
peer assessment process 
(3) Social connections (Named social factors) related to 

aspects of social connections, 
such as enhancing peer scores to 
be more liked by classmates 

Variables related to aspects of 
social connections and how they 
might interact with PA (e.g., not 
giving negative feedback to not 
affect social relationships) 
Examples: peer familiarity, 
friendship (marking), 
interpersonal author trait, peer 
pressure, fear of disapproval. 

(6) Trust in the other as 
assessor 

Related to having confidence in a 
peer who is capable of performing 
PA 

Confidence in a peer’s capability 
to perform a fair and/or accurate 
PA 

(8) Psychological safety Focusing on the extent to which 
students feel safe to give sincere 
feedback as an assessor and do 

Extent to which students feel safe 
to give sincere feedback as an 
assessor and do not fear receiving 



PEER ASSESSMENT, INTRAPERSONAL AND INTERPERSONAL FACTORS  9 
 

Categories Definition From Panadero 
(2016) 

New definition & categories 

not fear inappropriate negative 
feedback as an assessee 

inappropriate negative feedback 
or to respond to negative 
feedback 

(9) Value 
diversity/congruence 

Referring to the level of goal 
similarity between assessor and 
assessee 

Variables referring to the 
similarity or differences of the 
assessor’ and assessee’ PA goals  

(10) Interdependence Examining the degree to which 
assessors and assessees are 
mutually dependent on each other  

Variables referring to the degree 
to which assessors and assessees 
are mutually dependent on each 
other in the PA activity 

Note. Categories are numbered following the original numbering in Panadero (2016) for ease of tracking 

Bidirectionality of the relationship between intrapersonal factors  peer assessment and 

interpersonal factors  peer assessment 

In their reviews van Gennip and colleagues (2009) and Panadero (2016) elucidated the 

importance of interpersonal and/or intrapersonal factors in peer assessment, yet both reviews 

overlooked a crucial aspect: these effects can be bidirectional. As much as intrapersonal and 

interpersonal factors can affect peer assessment, so can peer assessment affect these factors. For 

example, students’ level of motivation can be expected to influence the level of participation in 

peer assessment, but also taking part in peer assessment can influence students’ motivation. One 

study may explore how the students’ goal orientation affects the type of peer assessment 

processes those students activate; while another study can explore whether non-anonymous 

versus anonymous peer assessment produce different effects on students’ goal orientations. In 

other words, peer assessment can be investigated as both a dependent and independent variable, 

as much as intrapersonal and interpersonal factors can also be both. Investigating the 

directionality of the effects is important for at least three reasons. First, it specifies more clearly 

what is known from the current peer assessment research. Second, it gives direction to future 

studies, for example, by identifying that one of the factors has only been studied in one direction. 

And third, investigating bidirectionality will allow for more precise interpretation of results, 
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which is important for primary research but even more so for reviewing the field. To our 

knowledge, the bidirectional relationships between peer assessment and 

intrapersonal/interpersonal factors have not been investigated before in the peer assessment 

literature. 

Aim and Research Questions 

Our aim is to systematically review the evidence on the relationship between peer 

assessment and intrapersonal and interpersonal factors. We analyze two bidirectional 

relationships: (1) intrapersonal factors and peer assessment, and (2) interpersonal factors and 

peer assessment. We will explore the following research questions (RQ): 

RQ1. What are the characteristics of the studies investigating intrapersonal and interpersonal 

factors in relation to peer assessment?  

RQ2. What are the trends in the bidirectional relationships intrapersonal  peer assessment, 

and interpersonal  peer assessment? 

RQ3. What are the relationships between intrapersonal factors and peer assessment? 

RQ4. What are the relationships between interpersonal factors and peer assessment?  

Method 

Search Strategies 

The literature search was carried out using four strategies. First, articles citing van 

Gennip and colleagues (2009) and Panadero (2016) indexed in Google Scholar were recorded. 

Second, literature searches in PsycINFO and ERIC were conducted using the following 

combination of key terms: (‘peer assessment’; ‘peer feedback’; ‘peer review; ‘peer evaluation’; 

‘peer grading’) + (‘motivation’; ‘emotion’; ‘interpersonal’; ‘friendship’; ‘anonym*’; ‘blind’; 

‘confidential’). Those searches were conducted with year restriction (>2014), as earlier studies 
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were already covered in Van Gennip et al.’s and Panadero’s reviews. Third, the first author 

screened his personal database to find possible relevant articles. Fourth, several peer assessment 

experts were consulted for references. 

The four strategies were used over several iterations from September 2020 to September 

2021. Studies from various disciplines (e.g. business, medicine and social science) and 

educational levels (e.g. elementary, secondary, tertiary and graduate) were included. In order to 

be included in this review, an article should: (1) contain empirical evidence on the effects of peer 

assessment on the interpersonal or intrapersonal factors or vice versa; (2) be published and peer-

reviewed, including doctoral dissertations; (3) be conducted in educational contexts; and (4) be 

available in English. 

A total of 511 articles were identified using all the search strategies. Of the total number, 

499 articles were identified through the electronic databases search, and 12 articles were 

identified through the experts’ database. After removing duplicates, the first and fourth authors 

independently screened a total of 267 abstracts. Of this number, 129 records (19 

dissertations/theses, 1 technical report, 109 articles) were identified, 56 records (2 

dissertations/theses, 54 articles) were identified in second phase, 76 records (3 

dissertations/theses, 73 articles) were identified in the third phase, and 6 records (i.e., 6 articles) 

were identified in the fourth phase. The 267 abstracts comprised 220 journal articles, 24 

dissertations/theses and 23 others (e.g., technical reports, conference proceedings, chapters). We 

excluded 202 articles from the list because they did not meet the inclusion criteria. Additional 

articles (26 articles from Panadero’s review published in 2016 and 6 articles from expert 

suggestions) were identified. 
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A total of 97 full-text articles were accessed and further screened by the second, third and 

fourth authors for eligibility, and 28 articles were excluded. Finally, 69 qualified articles were 

included and analysed in this systematic review. Figure 2 shows a flow diagram of the literature 

search. 

 

Figure 2. Literature search and inclusion process. 
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Coding categories. Relevant data including study details (e.g., aim, demographic, 

design, main results) and peer assessment characteristics (e.g., terminology, type of activity, 

aids) were extracted from the 69 articles in a data extraction template prepared by the first author 

(see Supplementary material 1 for the detailed coding scheme of information extracted for each 

included study and Supplementary material 2 for the full dataset). 

Quality of the study coding. The overall quality of the included studies was evaluated 

using a rubric developed by the authors assessing each study in terms of empirical design, quality 

of measurements, pedagogical quality, dependent variable/s quality and sample quality (see 

Supplementary Material 3). For each of these quality elements, the study was quantitatively rated 

as weak (0 points), medium (1 point) or robust (2 points). A total score was then computed for 

each paper representing the overall quality of the study. The score could range between 0 and 14 

points. 

Coding of study directionality. Each included study was categorised depending on the 

direction of the investigated relationships between peer assessment and inter/intrapersonal 

factors. We determined the directionality based on one or more of the following: (1) the 

theoretical assumptions guiding the study (e.g. peer assessment improves motivation versus 

higher motivation leads to a better peer assessment), (2) study hypotheses if specified, and (3) 

whether the inter/intrapersonal factors were reported as outcomes of the peer assessment or as 

factors influencing peer assessment outcomes in the results of the study. We identified four 

categories: Intrapersonal  PA, PA  Intrapersonal, Interpersonal  PA, and PA  

Interpersonal. Depending on its focus, one study could be assigned to more than one of the four 

categories. The second, third, and fourth authors independently identified the directionality of 
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each included study. Disagreements were discussed between the coders until a 100% agreement 

was reached. 

 Coding reliability. Three of the authors worked together to establish an acceptable 

interrater agreement of 90%. During this process, 14 (14.4%) of the included papers were 

independently coded by at least two authors (first, third and fourth author). The first, third and 

fourth authors independently coded seven out of the 14 papers while the remaining 7 papers were 

coded by the third and fourth authors. This was done over several iterative rounds, each followed 

by a discussion of the disagreements until consensus was reached. The initial inter-rater 

percentage agreement between the first, third and fourth authors was 82.4%, which increased 

progressively until the three authors independently coded three consecutive papers with 100% 

agreement. The second author performed an independent coding of four out of the 14 papers 

selected to establish inter-rater agreement that were coded by the other three authors and reached 

an interrater agreement of 93.3%. 

Data Analysis 

The aim of this study was to review the empirical evidence of the relationship between 

intrapersonal and interpersonal factors and peer assessment, but the strength of this relationship 

was not the primary focus of the study. Therefore, we performed narrative content analysis 

(Dochy 2006). The characteristics of the study were descriptively analyzed to answer RQ1. For 

the rest of RQs, each study was categorized according to the directionality of its results based on 

the four categories. 

Results 

RQ1. What are the characteristics of the studies investigating intrapersonal and 

interpersonal factors, in relation to peer assessment?  
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We analysed the 69 included studies in terms of (a) research design characteristics (research 

design, sample size, gender distribution, educational level, subject domain and country) and (b) 

peer assessment intervention characteristics (terminology, grades, use of aids, length 

intervention, anonymity and constellations). 

Research design characteristics.  

This data can be found in Supplementary material 4. 

Research design. Only 12% of the reviewed studies were experimental. The remaining 

studies had descriptive designs (48%) including qualitative, case studies or correlational studies, 

followed by quasi-experimental (40%) designs.   

Sample size. Thirty-one of the studies (44.3%) had samples of N = 80+; twenty-six 

studies (37.1%) had samples of N = 31 to 79; and thirteen studies (18.6%) ranged from N = 1 to 

30 participants. One study (Harris and Brown 2013) reported the participation of three teachers 

and their students but did not provide the number of students. 

Gender distribution. Twenty-one (30%) of the studies did not report the gender of their 

participants. For the remaining studies, the majority of participants were females. 

Educational level. The vast majority of studies were conducted in higher education (49; 

70%) followed by secondary education (11; 15.7%) and elementary education (3; 4.3%). Some 

studies (7; 10%) had mixed educational levels. 

Subject domain. Nineteen studies (27.1%) were in the area of science, technology, 

engineering and mathematics; sixteen (22.9%) in the area of teaching and instruction; fifteen 

(21.4%) in the area of languages and writing instruction; four (5.7%) in the domain of 

multimedia and arts. The domains of business and management, humanities and social science, 
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and mixed domains each had three (4.3%) included studies. Seven studies (10%) did not indicate 

the subject domain. 

Country. The reviewed studies were conducted in different countries around the world 

with Taiwan and China dominating (18.6% & 10% respectively).  Other countries including the 

Netherlands, United States, Germany, Turkey, Iran, Spain, Belgium, Brunei, the United 

Kingdom, Australia, Hong Kong, Korea, New Zealand, Portugal, Scotland, South Africa, and 

Sweden each had between five and one studies (7.1-1.4%). (1.4%), two (2.9%) studies were 

conducted in several countries, and ten (14.3%) did not indicate the country.   

Peer Assessment Intervention Characteristics 

This data can be found in Supplementary material 5. 

Terminology. More than half of the studies used the term ‘peer assessment’ (41; 58.6%), 

followed by ‘web-based or online peer assessment’ (11; 15.7%). The term ‘peer feedback’ was 

used in ten (14.3%) studies, and five (7.1%) studies used a combination of ‘peer feedback + 

‘peer assessment’. Other terms like ‘peer review’ or more context specific terms (e.g., ‘peer 

review of teaching/PRT’) appeared in two (2.9%) studies each. 

Grades. Twenty-five (35.7%) studies did not have a grade component in their peer 

assessment activity, while in 45 (64.3%) studies the assessor gave some form of grade to the 

assessee. 

Use of aids. Twenty-nine (41.4%) of the included studies used criteria, prompts or scales 

as the main assessment aid in their study. Nineteen (27.14%) studies utilised rubrics, and twelve 

(17.1%) studies combined different assessment aids. Eight (11.4%) studies did not use any peer 

assessment aids. The use of assessment aids was not applicable for two (2.9%) studies due to 

their design. 



PEER ASSESSMENT, INTRAPERSONAL AND INTERPERSONAL FACTORS  17 
 

Length of intervention. In sixteen (22.9%) of the studies students only practiced peer 

assessment once before engaging in the actual peer assessment. There were fifteen (21.4%) 

studies in which students performed peer assessment for more than six times, and fourteen (20%) 

between two to five times, ten (14.3%) studies did not include practice, and in five (7.4%) 

studies the frequency of practice was unclear. 

Anonymity. Almost a quarter of the studies (16; 22.9%) did not report the anonymity 

mode used, fourteen (20%) studies were conducted non-anonymously, thirteen (18.6%) studies 

were fully anonymous, eleven (15.7%) studies used a single-blind mode (identity of either the 

assessor or the assessee was known), nine (18.6%) studies combined different anonymity modes. 

Constellations. Only three studies (Topping et al., 2000; Domínguez et al., 2016; Chen et 

al., 2020) described their peer assessment design based on a published peer assessment 

inventory: respectively, Topping (1998), Gielen et al. (2011), and Adachi et al. (2018). 

RQ2. What are the trends in the bidirectional relationships intrapersonal  peer 

assessment, and interpersonal  peer assessment? 

A key aspect of our review was to explore the directionality of effects between 

intrapersonal and interpersonal factors and peer assessment (See Table 2). Our results of studies 

on intrapersonal factors and peer assessment show that they mostly focus on the effects of peer 

assessment on intrapersonal factors (peer assessment  intrapersonal), with a total of 52 out of 

69 (75%) studies exploring this direction. This is by far the most studied direction, as the 

majority of scholars explored how being involved in peer assessment affects five intrapersonal 

factors: motivation (21 studies), self-efficacy (6 studies), emotion (9 studies), trust in the self as 

assessor (15 studies), fairness (15 studies), and discomfort (9 studies). Conversely, intrapersonal 

factors effects on peer assessment (intrapersonal  peer assessment) has been explored only in 
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nine studies. These studies investigated the impact of motivation (3 studies), emotion (1 study), 

trust in the self as assessor (6 studies), and fairness (2 studies) on peer assessment, while 

discomfort and self-efficacy have not been studied. This finding shows that while there is interest 

in this area, it is the least developed research topic, and we still know little about how individual 

characteristics influence peer assessment processes.  

Table 2 

Frequency of studies in each factor arranged by directionality 

Intrapersonal factors 

N Variable      Variable N 

9 Intrapersonal (general)  

P
eer A

ssessm
en

t 

 

P
ee

r 
A

ss
es

sm
en

t 

 Intrapersonal (general) 52 

3 Motivation   Motivation 21 

0 Self-efficacy   Self-efficacy 6 

1 Emotion   Emotion 9 

6 Trust in the self as assessor   Trust in the self as assessor 15 

2 Fairness   Fairness 15 

0 Discomfort   Discomfort 9 

Interpersonal factors 

N Variable      Variable N 

15 Interpersonal (general)  

P
eer A

ssessm
en

t 

 

P
ee
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A

ss
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sm
en
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 Interpersonal (general) 18 

12 Social connections    Social connections 5 

4 Trust in the other as assessor   Trust in the other as assessor 11 

2 Psychological safety   Psychological safety 5 

2 Value diversity/congruence   Value diversity/congruence 3 

2 Interdependence   Interdependence 2 

Note: Some studies investigated multiple variables so they were included in different categories. This implies two 
things. First, the sum of the four total studies is higher than the number of studies included in this review. Second, 

the sum of the different factors in each category is higher than the total studies number. 

Findings on the directionality of interpersonal factors and peer assessment relationships 

appeared to be more balanced than the intrapersonal factors. When it comes to the impact of 

interpersonal factors on peer assessment (interpersonal  peer assessment), this relationship has 
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been explored in 15 studies investigating the following factors: social connections (12 studies), 

trust in the other as assessor (4 studies), psychological safety (2 studies), value 

diversity/congruence (2 studies) and interdependence (2 studies). The impact of peer assessment 

on interpersonal factors (peer assessment  interpersonal), has been explored in 18 studies 

investigating the following factors: social connections (5 studies), trust in the other as assessor 

(11 studies), psychological safety (5 studies), value diversity/congruence (3 studies), and 

interdependence (2 studies). 

While the four directions have been explored, the most studied aspect is how being 

involved in peer assessment influences intrapersonal factors (e.g., motivation, self-efficacy). 

Interestingly, although the directionality of the social factors of peer assessment has been studied 

in a more balanced way, studying interpersonal factors in relation to peer assessment is less 

predominant than studying intrapersonal factors. 

Finally, we investigated how many studies had explored the bidirectional relationship 

empirically. We only detected one study by van Gennip et al. (2010) that examined both 

bidirectional relationships, but without acknowledging that feature of their investigation. 

RQ3. What are the results on the relationships between intrapersonal factors and peer 

assessment? 

The six intrapersonal factors identified were motivation, self-efficacy, emotions, trust in 

the self as assessor, fairness, and comfort. The results are detailed in Supplementary material 6 

(two tables). 

Motivation 

The effect of motivation  peer assessment has been studied in three publications. Two 

studies showed that having higher motivation had a positive effect on peer assessment as 
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students used deeper approaches to learning (Filius et al., 2019), and committed less mistakes in 

peer assessment (Guo & Lei, 2020). Zou and colleagues (2018) found that higher levels of 

motivation led to reviewing less papers but spending more time on each paper instead of 

assessing them superficially. 

The effects of peer assessment  motivation is the most investigated directionality (21 

studies), and most studies have found positive effects (McMahon, 2010; Hwang et al., 2014; Lai 

& Hwang, 2015; Hsia et al., 2016; Kuo et al., 2017; Berndt et al., 2018; Ersöz & Şad, 2018; 

Huisman et al., 2018; Chien et al., 2020; Hassell & Lee, 2019; Li, 2019; Li et al., 2020; Chen et 

al., 2020; Lim et al., 2021). However, Chang and colleagues (2020) did not find a significant 

increase in learning motivation after peer assessment compared to teachers’ feedback. Strijbos, 

and colleagues (2010) did not find a significant effect of the impact of peer feedback content and 

senders’ competency levels on willingness to improve (i.e. motivation). In a recent study, 

Strijbos and colleagues (2021) found that fairness of peer assessment positively predicted 

motivation (willingness to improve). Other studies found negative effects on motivation. The 

study by Johnson and Winterbottom (2011) found a decrease in learning-goal orientation, 

although the qualitative data showed that some students moved towards learning-goal 

orientation. In one study students who assessed excellent-quality peer work experienced 

decreased motivation (Rogers & Feller, 2016), but this seems to be a logical result and does not 

overshadow the overall positive effect. Three studies suggested that motivation to peer assess can 

be negatively related to knowing your peer (Corgnet, 2012), and positively to using a web-based 

peer assessment (Kim & Ryu, 2013) and perceptions of fairness (Strijbos et al., 2021). 

Self-efficacy 
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This factor has only been studied in one direction: peer assessment  self-efficacy, 

mostly because the other direction is operationalized most of the time as trust in self as assessor 

given the specificity of the self-efficacy construct. Three of the six studies investigating this 

factor suggest a positive relationship that peer assessment enhances students’ self-efficacy (Kuo 

et al., 2017) even when compared to teachers’ feedback (Feyli & Ayatollahi, 2016; Chang et al., 

2020). Liu and colleagues (2016) did not find a negative effect of peer assessment on creative 

self-efficacy. Similarly, Ghahari and Farokhnia (2018) did not find a significant change in 

students’ self-efficacy after being involved in peer assessment compared to teacher assessment. 

However, one study found a negative effect of peer assessment on self-efficacy when students 

had to assess an excellent-quality peer work compared to poor-quality peer work (Rogers & 

Feller, 2016). 

Emotions 

The effect of emotions  peer assessment has only been investigated in one study. 

Alqassab and colleagues (2019) found that anxiety was associated with producing less accurate 

peer feedback and that curiosity and confusion were not significantly related to accuracy. The 

effects of peer assessment  emotions have been investigated in nine studies. Cheng and 

colleagues (2014) found that receiving positive peer comments elicited more positive emotions; 

Strijbos and colleagues (2010) found that elaborate peer feedback from a competent peer led to 

negative affect; Berndt and colleagues (2018) found that receiving elaborate peer feedback 

triggered more positive affect; Omar and colleagues (2018) found that 30% of their participants 

did not enjoy providing peer feedback while 43.5% enjoyed it. These findings seem to suggest 

that receiving positive or elaborate peer feedback can lead to experiencing more positive 

emotions unless the feedback is not from a competent peer. 
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Trust in the self as assessor 

Six studies have explored the effects of trust in the self as assessor  peer assessment. 

There is a clear pattern as most of these studies found trust in self as assessor had positive effects 

on different peer assessment outcomes including adoption of deep learning approach, feedback 

accuracy and conceptions of peer assessment (van Gennip et al., 2010; Cheng & Tsai, 2012; 

Harris & Brown, 2013; Rotsaert et al., 2017). In a study by Zou and colleagues (2018) students 

with more trust were found to review less peer papers because they spent longer time on each 

peers’ work as they assessed in a deeper way. In one study trust in self as assessor did not predict 

peer feedback accuracy (Alqassab et al., 2019). 

When it comes to the effects of peer assessment  trust in the self as assessor, eight 

studies found that taking part in peer assessment increased trust (Stanier, 1997; Prins et al., 2005; 

McMahon, 2010; Hsia et al., 2016; Ching & Hsu, 2016; Liu et al., 2018; Rotsaert et al., 2018; 

Seifer & Feliks, 2019). Four studies did not find an effect (Sluijsmans et al., 2002; van Gennip et 

al., 2010; Omar et al., 2018; Shen et al., 2020), while two studies found negative effects 

(Kilickaya, 2017; Alqassab et al., 2018). Hassel and Lee (2019) concluded that their participants 

did not believe peer assessment was a substitute for teacher’s feedback. With such mixed results, 

it seems that the features of the intervention could be key to obtain either a positive or neutral 

result, but our coding of intervention did not identify a clear pattern in the direction of these 

effects. 

Fairness 

Only two studies have explored the effect of fairness  peer assessment finding that 

fairness was related to the engagement in and the quality of peer assessment (Carvalho, 2013; 
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Zou et al., 2018), so that higher perceptions of fairness would be preferable. Zou and colleagues 

(2018) found that more than one third of their participants doubted that peer assessment was fair. 

A higher number of studies have investigated the effects of peer assessment  fairness. 

We identified two types of studies. First, studies focusing on whether students perceived peer 

assessment as fair after practicing it. Five of these studies have found positive results (Falchikov, 

1995; Li & Steckelberg, 2004; Güler, 2017; Seifert & Feliks, 2019; Vander Schee & Birrittella, 

2021) and three had negative results (McConlogue, 2012; Wilsonet al., 2015; Ersöz & Şad, 

2018). The second type of studies focused on comparing the differential effects of specific peer 

assessment design elements on fairness. These studies found that: (a) peer assessment was 

perceived as fair as teacher’s feedback (Falchikov, 1995); (b) two studies found that students 

perceived anonymous and non-anonymous peer assessment as equally fair (Vanderhoven et al., 

2015; Güler, 2017) while another found anonymous fairer (Lin, 2018); (c) traditional peer 

assessment was perceived as equally fair to online peer assessment (Wen & Tsai, 2006); (d) 

elaborated feedback from a competent peer was perceived as fairer (Strijbos et al., 2010; Berndt 

et al., 2018); and (e) a rubric did not increase fairness when compared to a group that performed 

peer assessment without it (Panadero et al., 2013). 

(Dis)comfort 

The effect of discomfort  peer assessment was not explored in any of the studies. 

Conversely, the impact of peer assessment  (dis)comfort has been investigated in nine studies, 

either by examining whether after practicing peer assessment students reported being more 

comfortable, or through comparing the differential effects of specific peer assessment design 

elements on students’ comfort. In three of these studies students reported feeling more 

comfortable after participating in peer assessment (Prins et al., 2005; Ching & Hsu, 2016; Omar 
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et al., 2018), and one showed a negative result (Topping et al., 2000). In one study by Stanier 

(1997) 40% of the participants reported being uncomfortable, yet it is unclear from the report 

whether the remaining 60% were comfortable. The remaining four studies showed that: (a) peer 

assessment versus a control group experienced the same level of comfort (Liu et al., 2016); (b) 

anonymity had no significant effect on comfort in one study (Vanderhoven et al., 2015) and a 

positive effect in another (Raes et al., 2015); and (c) a rubric did not increase comfort when 

compared to a group that performed peer assessment without it (Panadero et al., 2013). 

RQ4. What are the results on the relationships between interpersonal factors and peer 

assessment? 

The five interpersonal factors identified were social connections, trust in the other as 

assessor, psychological safety, value diversity/congruence, and interdependence. The results are 

detailed in Supplementary material 7 (two tables). 

Social connections  

Twelve studies have explored the influence of social factors such as peer familiarity, 

friendship marking or peer pressure on peer assessment. The effect of friendship as a social 

factor on peer assessment has been mostly studied for its potential bias effects. The findings of 

these studies are clear as four studies (Harris & Brown, 2013; Domínguez et al., 2016; Kilickaya, 

2017; Ersöz & Şad, 2018) have found friendship bias effects on peer assessment scores or 

students’ perceptions of peer assessment, while only one study did not find an effect (Panadero et 

al., 2013). Two studies found that when students were more aware of the negative effect of 

friendship on peer assessment: (a) they perceived the educational value of peer assessment more 

positively (Rotsaert et al., 2017), and (b) they performed more back-evaluations (Zou et al., 

2018). Another study found that friendship can facilitate team performance but had a negative 
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effect when the outcome of the peer evaluation determines the economic profit each member 

receives (Corgnet, 2012). 

The second line of research has explored how other social factors beyond friendship bias 

influence perceptions of peer assessment. One study found that the perceived quality of peer 

solutions depended on how the assessor perceived the assessee’s personality traits (Roscoe et al., 

2020). While knowing the peer was found to make students more comfortable, they also 

recognized that not knowing the peer led to more objective peer assessment (van Heerden & 

Bharuthram, 2021). Another study reported a 60% acceptance of peer assessment if students 

were matched considering their social relationship (Anaya et al., 2019). Finally, one study found 

that the social relationship could influence the depth of the feedback exchange (To & Panadero, 

2019). 

Five studies have explored the effects of peer assessment  social connections. In these 

studies, the effects of anonymity was examined, with one study finding that anonymity did not 

decrease peer pressure (Raes et al., 2015), another study finding that anonymity decreased peer 

pressure and fear of disapproval (Vanderhoven et al., 2015), and a third study finding a decrease 

in perceptions of friendship marking and fear of disapproval when participants experienced an 

anonymous peer assessment phase followed by a non-anonymous phase (Rotsaert et al., 2018). 

Finally, one study found that students do not like marking friends (Falchikov, 1995), and another 

that a quarter of the participants reported that peers prioritize personal problems or friendship 

causing peer assessment to not be fair (Izgar & Akturk, 2018). 

Trust in the other as assessor 

Four studies have examined the effects of trust in the other as assessor  peer assessment 

finding a clear positive pattern: higher trust was associated with adopting deeper approaches to 
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learning (Cheng & Tsai, 2012), and with better perceptions on the educational value of peer 

assessment (Rotsaert et al., 2017; Carlsson Hauff & Nilsson, 2022). These findings are not 

surprising given that trust in the other as assessor has been found to be a strong predictor of 

perceptions of peer assessment (van Gennip et al., 2010). 

Eleven studies have explored the effects of peer assessment practice  trust in the other 

as assessor. In these studies, various effects were reported: (1) that the practice of peer 

assessment increased trust in others (Prins et al., 2005; van Gennip et al., 2010); (2) but also that 

it did not have an effect on trust in others (Rotsaert et al., 2018); (3) that trust was high after peer 

assessment (Ching & Hsu, 2016; Seifert & Feliks, 2019); (4) that trust was ‘adequate’ (Li & 

Steckelberg, 2004; Hassel & Lee, 2019); (5) that trust was low (Lin et al., 2002; Wilson et al., 

2015; Ghahari & Farokhnia, 2017; To & Panadero, 2019). Thus, it is difficult to reach a clear 

conclusion, and one of the reasons is the disparity in the quality of the reports. 

Psychological safety 

Two studies explored the effects of psychological safety  peer assessment finding that 

this factor had positive effects on learning approaches (Cheng & Tsai, 2012) and that it was a 

strong predictor of conceptions of peer assessment (van Gennip et al., 2010). Regarding the 

reversed direction, in two studies it has been found to be higher in peer assessment than in 

teacher assessment (van Gennip et al., 2010; Seifert & Feliks, 2019); two specific interventions 

(online role-play to deliver peer assessment and asking the assessee to leave the room) increased 

psychological safety (Ching & Hsu, 2016; Lim et al., 2021), and a faded-anonymity intervention 

found no effect (Rotsaert et al., 2018). 

Value diversity/congruence 
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When it comes to the effects of value diversity/congruence  peer assessment, two 

studies have found that low value diversity was associated with adopting deep learning approach 

(Cheng & Tsai, 2012) and value diversity negatively predicted conceptions of peer assessment 

(van Gennip et al., 2010). Regarding the reversed direction, two studies have found higher value 

congruence after peer assessment when compared to teacher assessment (van Gennip et al., 

2010; van Gennip, 2012) and another study found that anonymity increased value congruence 

(Rotsaert et al., 2018). The findings of these studies all support the positive effect of value 

congruence in peer assessment and suggest that it can be achieved with practice. 

Interdependence 

When it comes to the interdependence  peer assessment, one study found that it did not 

predict conceptions of peer assessment (van Gennip et al., 2010), while another descriptive study 

found that students who adopted cooperative non-competitive interdependence in peer 

assessment also adopted deep approaches to learning (Cheng & Tsai, 2012). Regarding the 

reversed direction, one study did not find a significant change in interdependence after peer 

assessment (compared to teacher assessment) (van Gennip et al., 2010), and another study did 

not find a significant effect in interdependence between anonymous and non-anonymous peer 

assessment (Liu et al., 2018). Research on this factor is still limited, and the current findings do 

not clarify the role of interdependence in peer assessment since this factor relies on the 

assumption that peer assessment is an interactive activity which is still not the case in the 

majority of peer assessment studies.  

Discussion 
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Our aim was to review the evidence on the relationship between peer assessment and 

intrapersonal and interpersonal factors by exploring two bidirectional relationships: (1) 

intrapersonal factors  peer assessment, and (2) interpersonal factors  peer assessment. 

Characteristics of the studies (RQ1) 

We found that only a limited number of studies were experimental (12%), a similar 

finding has been reported in a recent review with only 24% of the analysed 449 studies using 

(quasi-) experimental approaches (Alqassab et al., 2023). The total sample sizes of the included 

studies varied along with the complexity of the research design and most were dominated by 

females. Most studies were conducted in higher education, a finding consistently reported by 

previous systematic reviews and meta-analyses (Panadero & Alqassab 2019; Double et al., 2020; 

Alqassab et al., 2023). The subject domains were mostly (a) science, technology, engineering, 

and mathematics, (b) teaching and instruction, and (c) language teaching and instruction. The 

studies were conducted in different countries around the globe, yet more studies seemed to be 

conducted in Taiwan and China.  

The peer assessment intervention characteristics revealed that the most used terminology 

was ‘peer assessment’ followed by ‘web-based peer assessment’ and ‘peer feedback’. Around 

60% of the studies had peer assessment activities that involved scoring, and more than 85% of 

the studies used at least one type of peer assessment aid, including criteria, prompts, rubrics or a 

combination of them. The length of intervention varied across different studies, yet in around 

40% of the studies the students practiced peer assessment between two to six times. While a 

quarter of the included studies did not report the anonymity mode implemented, 50% used some 

sort of anonymity either double-blind, single blind or a combination. 

Directionality of the studies (the bidirectionality hypothesis) (RQ2) 
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An innovative aspect of this review is the bidirectionality hypothesis: exploring the 

impact of intrapersonal and interpersonal factors on peer assessment, as well as the impact of 

peer assessment on these variables. Although the two prior literature reviews on intrapersonal 

and interpersonal factors (van Gennip et al., 2009; Panadero, 2016) have instigated a systematic 

consideration of these factors in relation to peer assessment, they did not explicitly address the 

bidirectionality of these effects. We believe that the directionality perspective adopted in this 

review helps us to better interpret the results of different studies because it clarifies where we are 

putting the focus. Our results showed that the most studied aspect (75%) was how being involved 

in peer assessment influences intrapersonal factors that lay within the assessor or assessee such 

as motivation, self-efficacy or trust in self. This finding shows that researchers are focusing more 

on how a social activity like peer assessment impacts individuals, and not focusing so much on 

the social and interactional processes themselves.  

This finding should be a wakeup call for the field on how we conceptualize our research. 

Interestingly, the social aspects of peer assessment, encompassed in the interpersonal factors, 

have been studied in a more balanced way, yet it is a less predominant topic than intrapersonal 

factors. In their review, van Gennip and colleagues (2009) highlighted that none of the 

interpersonal factors were linked to peer assessment learning outcomes. Our findings show that 

despite the growing number of studies on interpersonal factors this observation is still applicable, 

especially for intrapersonal factors. One explanation for this gap is that the social factors in peer 

assessment received attention only a decade ago after van Gennip and colleagues (2009), and it 

might need more time to catch up with studies addressing the intrapersonal factors. 

We also explored how many studies had examined the bidirectional relationship 

empirically. Strikingly, out of the 69 studies there was only a single study (van Gennip et al., 
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2010) that explored the bidirectional relationships. In this study, the researchers investigated 

reactions to 360° feedback that implies analysing the self and the external sources, which 

explains the adoption of the bidirectionality perspective. Nevertheless, at no point in the article 

the exploration were such bidirectional relationships mentioned, even though the same author 

(van Gennip et al., 2009) produced the first review on interpersonal variables in peer assessment. 

This finding points out that the bidirectionality of the relationships between peer assessment and 

intrapersonal and interpersonal factors, despite their importance, has been overlooked by 

researchers. 

Intrapersonal  peer assessment (RQ3) 

We identified some tentative patterns. It seems that higher levels of motivation are 

associated with more engagement in peer assessment activities (e.g., adopting deeper 

approaches, less error, providing more detailed feedback) and that motivation can also contribute 

to positive peer assessment experience. Being involved in peer assessment may contribute to 

higher levels of self-efficacy. Importantly, these relationships are probably shaped by students’ 

individual characteristics, specifically the learner’s ability, as both students’ motivation and self-

efficacy were found to be negatively influenced by peer assessing excellent-quality work (Rogers 

& Feller, 2016). Although this was only investigated in one study it can serve as preliminary 

evidence highlighting the importance of systematically taking learners’ individual characteristics 

into account. 

Despite the importance of emotions (Alqassab et al., 2019), this factor is still not studied 

systematically, especially their role in shaping the peer assessment experience. The very limited 

evidence (one study) showed that, as can be expected, anxiety is associated with negative peer 

assessment outcomes (Alqassab et al., 2019). More studies explored emotions as outcomes of 
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peer assessment and these studies seem to suggest that positive emotions can be experienced in 

response to receiving positive or elaborate peer feedback, but not when the elaborated feedback 

was from a highly competent peer (Cheng et al., 2014). Again, this shows the significant role of 

the learners’ individual characteristics in moderating the relationship between peer assessment 

and relevant intrapersonal factors. 

It is difficult to extract conclusions about emotions for at least two reasons. First, 

emotions are a multidimensional construct that can be measured in different ways (e.g., 

dimensional versus discrete) (Pekrun & Bühner, 2014), and the included studies did not use the 

same measurement. Second, peer assessment is a complex educational phenomenon that can 

trigger different types of emotions depending on the process investigated (e.g., assessing, being 

assessed, responding to the peer comments) (Panadero, 2016; Rotsaert et al., 2017). And third, 

different emotions can be expected to be experienced in varying degrees depending on students’ 

characteristics, their perceptions of their peers and the characteristics of the learning 

environment. 

Trust in the self as assessor has received abundant attention. Considering the results of 

the included studies, it seems safe to assume that learners can benefit from having trust in 

themselves as assessors. However, participating in peer assessment can have a negative impact 

on this (Kilickaya, 2017; Alqassab et al., 2018). It is worthwhile to explore under what 

conditions this negative impact occurs and whether training or/and instructional scaffolds can 

alleviate it. It will be crucial to investigate what is the interpretation of the decrease in trust after 

practicing peer assessment. One hypothesis is that students, as novices, might over-estimate their 

ability to assess their peers, but after practicing peer assessment their perceptions might become 

more realistic (Alqassab et al., 2018). 
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Our findings about fairness and comfort suggest that high levels of these factors can be 

beneficial for peer assessment. Most of the included studies seem to report positive effects. 

However, it is still unclear which peer assessment design elements can contribute to higher levels 

of perceptions of fairness and comfort. Like trust in self, learners can report lower fairness and 

comfort after being involved in peer assessment (McConlogue, 2012; Stanier, 1997). The 

challenge is then to explore the conditions under which students’ perceptions of fairness and 

comfort would be negatively harmed, and what peer assessment design elements can alleviate 

this effect. 

Interpersonal  peer assessment (RQ4) 

These studies have a strong focus on social connections, in particular friendship. Despite 

the evidence that friendship can lead to bias in peer assessment and that students are aware of 

this bias, students seem to prefer being assessed by peers they are familiar with for psychological 

reasons, and when students are aware of friendship bias they are more likely to value peer 

assessment (Rotsaert et al., 2017). On the other hand, students seem to have issues trusting their 

peers to assess them (Lin et al., 2002; Ghahari & Farokhnia, 2017), but trust was found to be 

associated with valuing peer assessment for learning (Rotsaert et al., 2017; Carlsson Hauff & 

Nilsson, 2022). Linking these two findings indicates that students want to be involved in peer 

assessment with familiar peers while acknowledging its drawbacks. 

Psychological safety, value congruence and interdependence are potential contributors to 

a more positive interpersonal peer assessment experience, and the challenge is to determine how 

to design learning environments that facilitate this. Some peer assessment interventions such as 

role-play (Ching & Hsu, 2016) or asking the assessee to leave the room (Lim et al., 2021) might 

be efficient to support psychological safety. Our review shows that the number of studies 
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investigating interpersonal factors is increasing. For instance, value diversity and 

interdependence were not identified in the studies reviewed by van Gennip and colleagues 

(2009) while in our review they were investigated in five and four studies respectively. 

According to Van Gennip et al.’s review, only one study examined psychological safety and 

three studied trust. From the limited number of studies published back then, Van Gennip and 

colleagues concluded that students seemed to feel safe and to trust themselves and their peers in 

peer assessment. In our review, we have identified seven studies on psychological safety and a 

total of 36 studies investigating trust (in self and others) in relation to peer assessment which 

provided a clearer picture about these interpersonal factors. Despite some positive interpersonal 

experiences reported by students, they can also express negative experiences. 

Next steps: realistic and ideal scenarios 

The poor reporting of the peer assessment intervention characteristics is still persistent as 

only 3 out of the 69 reviewed studies used one of the existent inventories, which clearly specify 

what elements need to be considered and reported (see Alqassab et al., 2023). Thus, the first 

crucial step we can collectively take is to ensure we use the available inventories to 

systematically describe all peer assessment design elements. To facilitate the design and 

reporting of different peer assessment designs, we have design an instrument that researchers can 

use and include as a supplementary material to their articles (see Supplementary material 8 via: 

https://osf.io/5k42z/?view_only=c77740eca9ef44978e1ac47abcaeef7c). We encourage authors, 

reviewers, and editors, to include this instrument in every upcoming peer assessment empirical 

paper. This will help to clarify how peer assessment was implemented in each study, facilitate 

replications, systematic literature reviews and meta-analyses, and set next directions for future 

research. 

https://osf.io/5k42z/?view_only=c77740eca9ef44978e1ac47abcaeef7c
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The second step to consider is the underconceptualization of crucial aspects such as the 

bidirectionality hypothesis and the lack of clear definitions of the variables / constructs under 

investigation. Obviously, when it comes to the bidirectionality, it makes sense that it has been 

underconceptualized as, to our knowledge, our review is the first publication presenting this idea. 

However, it has also happened with the variables/constructs that have been explored. Therefore, 

we encourage authors, reviewers, and editors, to make a collective effort to ensure a systematic 

reporting of all peer assessment design characteristics in every peer assessment empirical paper, 

tackling the underconceptualization issue by encouraging systematic use of clearly defined 

constructs. For this, we hope the use our instrument presented in the previous paragraph, could 

significantly help the field. 

The third step to consider is the lack of replication studies in the field and the massive 

presence of weak research design. We urgently need stronger empirical research, as has been 

emphasized before (see previous reviews with specific recommendations e.g., Panadero, 2016; 

Panadero & Alqassab, 2019), as well as replication studies to have solid conclusions about the 

relationships between intrapersonal and interpersonal factors and peer assessment.  

Limitations 

We conducted a narrative review which is a qualitative approach that does not provide 

conclusions based on statistical analysis. However, a meta-analysis with the aims of our study is 

not feasible for two main reasons. First, the number of studies per each intrapersonal and 

interpersonal factors is small if we exclude qualitative non-experimental studies. Second, and 

more importantly, the diversity of studies would not be clearly captured as a meta-analysis 

requires more homogeneous studies. 
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Another limitation is the very small number of studies included in our review exploring 

group peer assessment. Obviously, group peer assessment can have different intrapersonal and 

interpersonal implications. 

Lastly, due to the large number of descriptive and correlational studies we had to infer the 

directionality of the relationships between peer assessment and the intrapersonal and 

interpersonal factors of interest from the research questions or aims of these studies. Some 

studies also explored the relationships between different intra and interpersonal factors (Strijbos, 

Pat-El & Narciss, 2021), which adds to the challenge of conducting a systematic review of their 

effects. We hope that the instrument we are providing might help with this issue. 

Conclusion 

Peer assessment is a powerful instructional and learning activity but full of complexities. 

While the number of studies exploring the effects of and on intrapersonal and interpersonal 

factors has increased, there seems to be a heterogeneity in how these factors are investigated in 

relation to peer assessment. Our review presents four key outcomes that could contribute to a 

better understanding of such heterogeneity: (1) a new categorization of intrapersonal and 

interpersonal factors; (2) the idea of the bidirectional relationships between peer assessment and 

intrapersonal and interpersonal factors that is new to the field and could shed light on our 

research; (3) an overview of the empirical results of studies on interpersonal and intrapersonal 

factors of peer assessment; and (4) an instrument to report the characteristics of future peer 

assessment studies to facilitate better reports and research design. Seven years ago, one of us 

(Panadero, 2016) proposed a shift from exclusively exploring “peer scoring” to start paying more 

attention to the intrapersonal and interpersonal factors which were brought to the peer 

assessment literature by Van Gennip et al. (2009). We hope that in some years, when someone 
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reviews the literature again with the help of better reporting and the inclusion of the instrument 

we propose here, we will be able to extract even more specific guidelines for the implementation 

and investigation of peer assessment. Until then, we adhere to Panadero’s view (2016) that 

formative implementations of peer assessment might produce better intrapersonal and 

interpersonal results as they offer more insights to the students about the why, what, and how of 

peer assessment. 
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Supplementary material 1. Detailed coding scheme of the peer assessment design elements 
investigated in the current review 
# Information  Description 
1 Author information Name of authors 
2 Year Year of publication 
3 Study aim/s Aim/s of the study (if mentioned) 
4 Research questions RQs of the study (if mentioned) 
5 Sample demographics Participants’ description and country/region of the study 
6 Educational stage Primary, Secondary, Higher Education, Other 
7 Variables of interest Variables investigated in the study which are of interest for 

this review (described in table 1). 
8 PA terminology used Term used for referring to Peer assessment (e.g., peer 

rating, peer feedback) 
9 Type of PA activity Description of how the PA activity was performed. 
10 Grading  Did the task involve giving grades? 
11 Reporting of PA typology 

elements 
Did the study use a PA constellation (e.g., Topping’s, 
1998) 

12 PA aids Aids provided to support/scaffold peer assessment (e.g., 
rubrics/prompts) 

13 Length of intervention/training Total duration of the PA training and activity. 
14 Anonymity Double blind, single blind (for the assessor or assessee), or 

public 
15 Task and subject Description of the task/output assessed in the PA activity 

and the subject 
16 Independent variable/s All study’s IVs (if mentioned) not limited to our variables 

of interest 
17 Dependent variable/s All study’s DVs (if mentioned) not limited to our variables 

of interest 
18 Type of data collection Tools used in data collection (e.g., self-report 

questionnaires, interviews, etc.)  
19 Research method Research method used, based on Montero and Leon (2007): 

(a) Descriptive design or multiple case study (DSO), (b) 
quasi-experimental study (ERIG), (c) experimental study 
(ERG) 

20 Gender differences Was gender difference explored, yes or no. 
21 Procedure A summary of the procedure followed in the study 
22 Results A summary of the main findings about our variables of 

interest  
23 Conclusions Study conclusions about our variables of interest  
24 Direction of effect Synthesis of results (only for studies with experimental 

manipulation) 
25 Directionality Intrapersonal  PA, Interpersonal  PA, PA  

Intrapersonal and PA  Interpersonal 
26 Observations Other remarks about the article 

Note. PA = peer assessment; PF = peer feedback 
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Supplementary material 2. Database available upon request to the contact author 

 

Excel file 
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Supplementary material 3. Study quality rubric 

 

 Weak 
(0 point) 

Medium 
(1 point) 

Robust 
(2 points) 

Empirical design 

Descriptive Design 
with Structured 
Observation  
Or 
Multiple Case Study 

Quasi experimental 
Experimental design 
Intact Group (ERIG) 

Experimental 
Experimental Design 
Random Group 
(ERG) 

Quality of measurements 

The study uses ad-hoc 
instruments without 
reporting reliability 
indexes 

The study uses ad-hoc 
instruments reporting 
reliability indexes 

The study uses 
validated instruments 
only 

P
ed

a
g

o
gi

ca
l 

q
u

a
li

ty
 

Training 
No training Simple (e.g., just 

giving a short talk 
about PA) 

Advanced (e.g., 
giving feedback on 
PA) 

Practice (Times 
they give or 
receive feedback) 

1 2-5 6 or + 

PA aids 0 1 2 or + 

Quality of DVs 
Students’ perceptions 
of… 

SRL measured by self-
report 

“Objective” variables 
(academic 
performance, etc.) 

Quality of the sample 

Characteristics and 
selection process of the 
sample are not clearly 
described, or the 
sample is too small to 
extract conclusions 

The sample is well-
sized, but the 
participants were 
chosen using 
convenience-criterion 
only 

The sample is well-
sized, and the 
participants were 
chosen randomly or 
based in specific 
criteria other than 
convenience 
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Supplementary material 4. Research design characteristics 

# Author(s) (year) Research 
design 

Sample size Gender 
distribution 

Educational 
level 

Subject domain Country 

1 Alqassab et al., 
2018 

ERIG N = 43  34 females & 
9 males 

Higher 
education 

Mathematics 
Education 

Germany 

2 Alqassab et al., 
2019 

ERG N = 53; n control 

= 27; n 

experimental = 26 

39 females & 
14 males 

Higher 
education 

Geometry 
(Mathematics 
education) 

Germany 

3 Anaya et al., 
2019 

DSO N = 100, task 
performed by 
51 

Not stated Higher 
education 

Teaching (Bachelor 
in computer 
engineering) 

Not stated 

4 Berndt et al., 
2018 

ERG N = 45; n CGF-H 
= 10; n CGF-L = 
12; n ESF-H = 
11; and n ESF-L 
= 12. 

35 females & 
10 males 

Higher 
education 

Academic Writing Germany 

5 Carlsson Hauff 
& Nilsson, 2021  

ERIG N = 94 48% females Higher 
education 

Marketing Sweden 

6 Carvalho, 2013 DSO N = 120 82 females & 
38 males 

Higher 
education 

Business case 
(Management) 

Portugal 

7 Chang et al., 
2020 

ERIG N = 51 Not stated Elementary 
education 

Creation of a VR 
object (Natural 
sciences) 

Not stated 

8 Chen et al., 2020 ERIG N = 141 (n peer 

scoring = 47, n 

peer comments = 
49, NPC+PS = 
45) 

Not stated Higher 
education 

Musical theatre Taiwan 

9 Cheng & Tsai, 
2012 

DSO N = 23 15 females & 
8 males 

Higher 
education 

Communication 
technology 

Taiwan 

10 Cheng et al., 
2014 

DSO N = 65 58 females & 
7 males 

Higher 
education 

Communication 
technology 

Taiwan 

11 Chien et al., 
2020 

ERIG N = 69; n control 

= 36; n 

experimental = 33 

Not stated Secondary 
education 

English Taiwan 

12 Ching & Hsu, 
2016 

DSO N = 16 6 females & 
10 males 

Higher 
education 

Instructional design USA 

13 Corgnet, 2012 ERG N = 66; n 

asymmetric peer 

evaluation = 24; n 

symmetric peer 

evaluation = 21; n 

equal split (no PA) 
= 21 

Not stated Higher 
education 

Mathematics Spain 

14 Domínguez et 
al., 2016 

ERIG N = 97 17 females & 
80 males 

Higher 
education 

Computing project 
management 

Spain 

15 Ersoz & Sad, 
2018 

DSO N = 10 2 females & 8 
males 

Higher 
education 

Instructional 
technologies, 
material design 

Turkey 

16 Falchikov, 1995 DSO N = 13 12 females & 
1 male 

Higher 
education 

Human 
developmental 
psychology 

Not stated 

17 Feyli & 
Ayatollahi, 2016 

ERIG N = 60 (57 
with filled 
questionnaires) 

14 females & 
46 males 

Mixed (EFL 
learners) 

English Iran 

18 Filius et al., 
2019 

DSO N = 108; 14 
participants 
interviewed 

68 females & 
38 males (2 
not responded) 

Mixed (College 
students 
enrolled in the 
Small Private 
Online Courses 
(SPOC) and 
other 
individuals 
enrolled at a 
Massive Online 
Open Courses 
(MOOC)).  

Public health, 
human rights, 
clinical 
epidemiology, child 
development 

Europe, 59.3%; 
Asia, 20.4%; 
Africa, 8.3%; 
North America, 
6.5%; and South 
America, 5.6% 
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1 Not stated how the assignment to experimental groups was made. 

# Author(s) (year) Research 
design 

Sample size Gender 
distribution 

Educational 
level 

Subject domain Country 

19 Ghahari & 
Farokhnia, 2017 

ERIG N = 39; n peer 

assessment = 12; n 

teacher assessment = 
13; n self-

assessment = 14 

26 females & 
13 males 

Mixed 
(Secondary and 
Higher 
education) 

English Iran 

20 Ghahari & 
Farokhnia, 2018 

ERIG N = 39; n peer 

assessment = 12; n 

teacher assessment = 
13; n self-

assessment = 14 

26 females & 
13 males 

Mixed 
(Secondary and 
Higher 
education) 

English Iran 

21 Güler, 2017 ERIG N = 84 34 females & 
50 males 

Higher 
education 

Computer network 
and communication 

Turkey 

22 Guo & Lei, 2020 ERIG N = 838 406 females & 
432 males 

Secondary 
education 

Writing (Chinese) China 

23 Harris & Brown, 
2013 

DSO Not stated (3 
teachers and 
their students) 

Not stated Mixed (Primary, 
secondary, & 
intermediate 
education) 

English New Zealand 

24 Hassel & Lee, 
2019 

DSO N = 96; 59 
participated in 
peer 
assessment 
and 65 filled 
questionnaires 

Not stated Higher 
education 

Engineering 
(petroleum 
refining) 

Brunei 

25 Hou & Cheng, 
2012 

DSO N = 65 Not stated Higher 
education 

Multimedia 
production 

Taiwan 

26 Hsia et al., 2016 ERIG N = 163; n 

control = 90; n 

experimental = 73 

82 females & 
81 males 

Secondary 
education 

Performing arts Taiwan 

27 Huisman et al., 
2018 

ERIG/ 
ERG1 

N = 83 77 females & 
6 males 

Higher 
education 

Educational 
sciences/Family 
pedagogy 

Netherlands 

28 Hwang et al., 
2014 

ERIG N = 167; n 

control = 85; n 

experimental = 82 

Not stated Elementary 
education 

Game development 
(Science) 

Taiwan 

29 Izgar & Akturk, 
2018 

DSO N = 27 Not stated Higher 
education 

Special teaching 
methods 

Turkey 

30 Johnson & 
Winterbottom, 
2011 

DSO N = 28 28 females Secondary 
education  

Science Not stated 

31 Kilickaya, 2017 DSO N = 35 25 females & 
10 males 

Higher 
education 

Teaching Language 
skills 

Turkey 

32 Kim & Ryu, 
2013 

ERG N = 122 
n Web-based 

formative PA = 42, 
n peer assessment = 
39, n self-

assessment = 41 

Not stated Higher 
education 

Instructional design Korea 

33 Kuo et al., 2017 ERIG N = 42; n control 

= 22; n 

experimental = 20 

27 females & 
15 males 

Higher 
education 

Physical education Taiwan 

34 Lai & Hwang, 
2015 

ERIG N = 103; n 

control = 52; n 

experimental = 51 

Not stated Secondary 
education 

Artwork design Taiwan 

35 Li, 2019 ERIG N = 48 35 females & 
13 males 

Higher 
education 

Not stated Not stated 

36 Li, Gao & Guo, 
2020 

ERIG N = 79 71 females & 
8 males 

Higher 
education 

English reading and 
writing 

China 

37 Li & 
Steckelberg, 
2004 

ERIG N = 48; n control 

= 21; n 

experimental = 27 

Not stated Higher 
education 

Instructional 
technology 

USA 
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# Author(s) (year) Research 
design 

Sample size Gender 
distribution 

Educational 
level 

Subject domain Country 

38 Lim et al., 2021 DSO N= 81 students 
(25 students 
(follow up 
interview) 

52 females & 
29 males 

Higher 
education 

Mathematics USA 

39 Lin, 2018 ERG N = 32 
students n 

experimental = 16; 
n control = 16 

23 females & 
9 males 

Higher 
education 

Teacher education Taiwan 

40 Lin et al., 2002 DSO N Secondary= 57; 
N Higher Education 
= 41 

Secondary: 
88% males & 
12% females; 
undergraduate: 
85% males & 
15% females 

Mixed 
(Secondary and 
Higher 
education) 

Electrical 
Engineering & 
Operating Systems 

Taiwan 

41 Liu et al., 2016 ERIG N = 53; n Control 

= 26; n 

Experimental = 27  

26 females & 
27 males 
 

Elementary 
education 

Web 2.0 
Storytelling Course. 

Taiwan 

42 Liu et al., 2017 ERIG N = 81 71 females 
and 10 males 

Higher 
education 

Foreign Trade 
Practical Operation 
Process. 

China 

43 McConlogue, 
2012 

DSO N = 82; n Masters 

= 26; n Mixed = 
56 

Not stated Higher 
education 

Engineering United Kingdom 

44 McMahon, 2010 DSO N = 5 Not stated Higher 
education 

Training & 
Development 
Module 

Not stated 

45 Omar et al., 
2018 

DSO N = 23 23 females Secondary 
education 

Mathematics Brunei 

46 Panadero et al., 
2013 

ERIG N = 209; n 

Rubric = 104; n = 

Non-rubric = 105 

182 females & 
27 males 

Higher 
education 

Learning & 
Development 

Spain 

47 Prins et al., 2005 DSO N = 27 14 females & 
13 males 

Higher 
education 

Agriculture, Water 
Management, 
Energy, Spatial 
Planning. 

Belgium, 
Germany, 
Netherlands, 
Poland, and Spain 

48 Raes et al., 2015 ERIG N = 51; n 

Anonymous = 27; 
N Non-Anonymous 
= 24 

92% females Higher 
education 

Educational Studies 
Course 

Not stated 

49 Rogers & Feller, 
2016 

ERG N= 361  48% females Mixed Not stated Not stated 

50 Roscoe et al., 
2020 

DSO N = 70 34.3% females Higher 
education 

Not stated   USA 

51 Rotsaert et al., 
2018 

ERIG N = 46 84.44% 
females  

Higher 
education 

Educational Studies 
Course 

Not stated 

52 Rotsaert et al., 
2017 

DSO N = 3680; n 

Level 1 = 32.2%; 
n Level 2 = 
34.4%; n Level 3 
= 33.5% 

1675 females 
& 1398 males 

Secondary 
education 

Not stated Belgium. 

53 Seifert & Felix, 
2019 

DSO N = 300; n 

Bachelor’s = 169; 
n Master’s = 93 

Not stated Higher 
education 

Teaching and 
Learning in 
Technological 
Environments 

Not stated 

54 Shen et al., 2020 ERG N = 70 65 females & 
5 males 

Higher 
education 

English (EFL) China 

55 Sluijsmans et al., 
2002 

ERIG N = 93; n 

Experimental = 50; 
n Control = 43 

74 females & 
19 males 

Higher 
education 

Designing Creative 
Lessons Course 
(For the Domains 
Art, Dutch 
Language, & 
Music) 

Netherlands 

56 Stanier, 1997 DSO N = 36 Not stated Higher 
education 

Interdisciplinary 
Studies in 
Environmental and 
Applied Sciences 

United Kingdom 
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# Author(s) (year) Research 
design 

Sample size Gender 
distribution 

Educational 
level 

Subject domain Country 

57 Strijbos et al., 
2010 

ERG N = 89; n CGF-H 
= 18; n CGF-L = 
18; n ESF-H = 
18; and n ESF-L 
= 17. 

68 females & 
21 males 

Higher 
education 

Academic Writing Germany 

58 Strijbos et al., 
2021 

DSO N = 1486 817 females & 
713 males 

Secondary 
education 

Writing Netherlands 

59 To & Panadero, 
2019 

DSO N = 11; n 

Teachers = 7 
6 females and 
5 males 

Higher 
education 

University English, 
Educational Issues I 
And II and Human 
Development 
Theories, And 
Disaster 
Management and 
Society 
Development in 
Asia 

Hong Kong 

60 Topping et al., 
2000 

DSO N = 12 10 females, 2 
males 

Higher 
education 

Educational 
Psychology 

Scotland 

61 Van Gennip, 
2012 

ERIG N = 106 
students; n PA 

condition = 25; n 

PA+ condition = 45, 
n teacher-assessment 

condition = 36 

Not stated Secondary 
education 

Metal work & 
electronics 

Netherlands 

62 Van Gennip et 
al., 2010 

ERIG N = 62; n 

Experimental = 45; 
n Control = 17 

62 males Secondary 
education 

Metal work & 
electronics 

Netherlands 

63 Van Heerden & 
Bharuthram, 
2021 

DSO N = 64 Not stated Higher 
education 

Not stated South Africa 

64 Vander Schee & 
Birrittella, 2021 

DSO N = 827; n Pre 

COVID = 697; n 

Post-COVID= 130 

52% females Higher 
education 

Introduction to 
Marketing 

USA 

65 Vanderhoven et 
al., 2015 

ERIG N = 69; N 

Experimental = 33 
N Control = 36 

72% females Secondary 
education 

Not stated Belgium 

66 Wen & Tsai, 
2006 

DSO N = 280; n 

Undergraduates = 
85.1%; n 

Graduates = 
14.9% 

58.1% males 
and 41.9% 
females 

Higher 
education 

Not stated Taiwan 

67 Wilson et al., 
2015 

DSO N = 282 Not stated Higher 
education 

Science of Sex; 
Financial 
Techniques, 
Instruments and 
Markets; Finance 
and Finance 
Reporting, 
Intercultural 
Relations; 
International 
Television and 
Beyond; 
Transnational 
Communication; 
Key Competencies 
in Inclusive 
Education; 
Integrated 
Marketing 
Communications; 
And, History in The 
Secondary School 
II. 

Australia 
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# Author(s) (year) Research 
design 

Sample size Gender 
distribution 

Educational 
level 

Subject domain Country 

68 Zhu et al., 2019 DSO N = 149; n 

Course A = 70; n 

Course B = 79 

Not stated Higher 
education 

English Writing China 

69 Zou et al., 2018 DSO N = 105; n 

Engineering = 
59%; n English = 
41% 

54% Females  Higher 
education 

Engineering 
Students: English 
Reading and 
Writing Class; and, 
English Students: 
Advanced Thesis 
Writing for EFL 
Students Class. 

China 
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Supplementary material 5. Peer assessment intervention characteristics 

# Author(s) 
(year) 

PA 
terminology 

Did PA 
contain 
grades? 

Use of PA aids Length of 
intervention 

Anonymity2 PA task & subject Constellations 

1 Alqassab et 
al., 2018 

Peer feedback No Yes (criteria, prompts, 
& worked-example) 

6 weeks (including 2 
intensive training 
sessions); 4 practice 
sessions 

Fictional 
assessee 

Geometry construction 
task. Mathematics 
education. 

No 

2 Alqassab et 
al., 2019 

Peer feedback No No 1 practice session 
with no training. 

Fictional 
assessee 

Geometry proof. 
Mathematics for pre-
service teachers. 

No 

3 Anaya et al., 
2019 

OPA (online 
peer 
assessment) 

Yes Yes (Rubric) No intervention Not stated Modular teaching 
mini-video. Computer 
engineering. 

No 

4 Berndt et al., 
2018 

peer feedback No Yes (Criteria) 1 practice session 
with no training. 

Fictional 
assessor 

Written text. 
Academic writing. 

No 

5 Carlsson 
Hauff & 
Nilsson, 2021 

Peer 
assessment 

No No None. But PA 
activity was done 6 
times, no time 
element mentioned. 

Not stated  Peer assessment on six 
reports discussing 2-3 
articles related with 
consumer behavior. 
Master's course in 
marketing.  

No 

6 Carvalho, 
2013 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Criteria) No training Single blind 
(assessee)  

Contribution to 
teamwork (process); 
Business Case 
(Management course) 

No 

7 Chang et al., 
2020 

Peer 
assessment 

No Yes (Rubric) They do not report 
training, and they 
only did two 
sessions of practice. 

Not stated Creation of an object 
in a VR environment. 
Natural sciences. 

No 

8 Chen et al., 
2020 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes, for the 
scoring only 
and scoring 
+ 
commenting 
conditions; 
No for the 
commenting 
only 
condition. 

Yes (Rubric) 4 weeks intervention 
with 2 practice 
sessions and no 
training. 

Single blind 
(assessee)  

Video-recorded 
musical performance. 
Musical theatre 
course. 

Adachi, Tai, & 
Dawson 
(2018) 
 

9 Cheng & Tsai, 
2012 

(online) Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (assignment 
requirements) 

5 practice sessions 
(each PA activity 
lasted for 1 week); 
No training. 

Double blind Five assignments 
(image editing, image 
composition, 
computer graphics 
outlining, computer 
symbol design, and 
computer self-portrait 
sketching). 
Communication 
technology course. 

No 

10 Cheng et al., 
2014 

(online) Peer 
assessment 

Yes No PA activity lasted 
for 2 weeks (at least 
5 practice sessions); 
No training. 

Double blind Student-created video 
project. Advanced 
communication 
technology course  

No 

11 Chien et al., 
2020 

Peer 
assessment 

No Yes (Rubric) 3 weeks span, with a 
total of 350 min. 

Double blind Learning film 
(watching SVVR 
materials and 
conducting English 
speaking training). 
English. 

No 

 
 

2 Single blind (assessor): only the assessee knows the identity of the assessor; Single blind (assessee): only assessor knows the identity of the 
assessee; Double blind: both the assessor and the assessee do not know the identity of each other.  
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# Author(s) 
(year) 

PA 
terminology 

Did PA 
contain 
grades? 

Use of PA aids Length of 
intervention 

Anonymity2 PA task & subject Constellations 

12 Ching & Hsu, 
2016 

Peer feedback No Yes (Feedback 
prompts) 

4 weeks Public. 
  

Case analysis of an 
instructional design 
problem. Instructional 
design class.  

No 

13 Corgnet, 2012 Peer 
evaluation & 
peer 
assessment 

No (they 
decide how 
much 
money each 
group 
member 
receives out 
of team's 
profit) 

No 1 practice session 
with no training. 

Single blind 
(assessee)  

Real-life problem. 
Mathematics task. 

No 

14 Domínguez et 
al., 2016 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Rubric) No training. No 
length given for the 
actual intervention. 

Single blind 
(assessee)  

Creation of websites 
with multimedia 
products. Computing 
project management. 

Gielen et al., 
2011 

15 Ersoz & Sad, 
2018 

Peer 
assessment 

No None Not applicable Public Commenting on 
artworks posted in a 
Facebook group. 
Instructional 
technologies and 
material design. 

No 

16 Falchikov, 
1995 

Peer 
assessment & 
peer feedback 

Yes Yes (student 
generated criteria) 

Assessed more than 
one student; brief 
training. 

Grading: Single 
blind (assessee) 
assessee.  
Oral feedback: 
Public 

Oral presentation of a 
written summary of 
experimental study of 
interest. Human 
developmental 
psychology. 

No 

17 Feyli & 
Ayatollahi, 
2016 

Peer feedback No No No training. 
Intervention: 14 
sessions, bi-weekly. 

Public Oral discussion. 
English. 

No 

18 Filius et al., 
2019 

Peer feedback No Yes (Exemplars, and 
deep approach to  
learning questionnaire 
which worked like a 
rubric) 

Feedback instruction 
given and exemplars 
were shown in both 
text and video 
modality. Length of 
training was not 
mentioned.  

In small private 
online course 
(SPOC): Public 
In MOOC 
course: double 
blind  

Providing peer 
feedback on how 
"deep" the peer 
feedback given by a 
peer is. Multiple 
subjects (i.e., "Public 
health, human rights, 
clinical epidemiology, 
and child 
development"). 

No 

19 Ghahari & 
Farokhnia, 
2017 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes  Yes (criteria) Semester long (30 
hours); 8 practice 
sessions; training 
(explanation of 
assessment criteria) 

Not stated but 
probably public 
because they 
discussed the 
feedback with 
their peers 

Writing task (1 
paragraph describing 
previous class 
session). English 
course.  

No 

20 Ghahari & 
Farokhnia, 
2018 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (criteria) 8 practice session; 
training (explanation 
of assessment 
criteria) 

Not stated but 
probably public 
because they 
discussed the 
feedback with 
their peers 

Writing task (1 
paragraph describing 
previous class 
session). English 
course. 

No 
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21 Güler, 2017 Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Rubric) Training: 1 week 
Intervention: 5 
weeks 
No specific time or 
number of hours 
given per session 

Depending on 
the condition: 
double blind or 
public.  

Peer scoring on group 
presentation via 
WhatsApp. Computer 
network and 
communication 
course.  

No 

22 Guo & Lei, 
2020 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Rubric & 
scoring sheet) 

Training: a session, 
peer grading 8 
essays. Intervention: 
a session (or one full 
day, depending on 
the experimental 
condition) peer 
grading to 4 
additional peer 
essays. 

Not stated Written essay. 
Chinese. 

No 

23 Harris & 
Brown, 2013 

Peer 
assessment  

Yes Yes (Criteria & 
exemplars) 

Length not 
mentioned; No 
training. 

Not stated  Oral presentations, 
essays, projects. 
English.  

No 

24 Hassel & Lee, 
2019 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Rubric) 1 practice session 
(lasted 2 hours); 
Training (1.5 hours). 

Double blind Essay of open-ended 
problem. Engineering 
(Petroleum refining). 

No 

25 Hou & Cheng, 
2012 

(online) Peer 
assessment 

No No Length not specified 
but there were 21 
groups and each 
group provided PF 
to other groups so 
multiple practice 
sessions were likely 
to take place; No 
training. 

Not stated Film (group project). 
Multimedia 
production course. 

No 

26 Hsia et al., 
2016 

Peer 
assessment 
(web-based) 

Yes Yes (Rubrics) The teacher 
provided training in 
the 1st week. 
Students in the 
experimental group 
only had 1 round of 
PA. The whole 
intervention ran for 
7 weeks, with 1 
session a week (45 
min/session). 

Single blind 
(assessee)  

Creation of a script 
and performance 
based on a selected 
theme (Chinese folk 
story). Junior High 
School Performing 
Arts course. 

No 

27 Huisman et 
al., 2018 

Peer feedback No Yes (Assessment 
criteria) 

One session for 
training (verbal 
instructions). PA 
was 
provided/received 
once. 

Double blind Written essay. 
Educational 
sciences/Family 
pedagogy. 

No 

28 Hwang et al., 
2014 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (criteria) 4 weeks intervention 
(1 practice session 
per week); no 
training. 

Not stated Game development; 
Science 

No 

29 Izgar & 
Akturk, 2018 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Rubric) 10 weeks, 4 hrs a 
week. Training in 
the form of co-
creating the rubric 
with the students. 

Assessor knows 
the identity of 
the assessee but 
unclear if 
assessors are 
anonymous. 

Evaluating classmates 
after a presentation of 
a topic. Special 
Teaching Methods II 
course. 

No 
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30 Johnson & 
Winterbottom, 
2011 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (criteria) Study lasted 22 
weeks but unclear 
how many time PA 
was practices; no 
training. 

Not stated Project work. Science. No 

31 Kilickaya, 
2017 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes (30% 
from peers 
and 70% 
from 
instructor) 

Yes (Peer evaluation 
form and team 
dynamics rubric) 

Length not 
mentioned. 
Participants 
underwent a tutorial 
session about how to 
conduct PA and SA 
through hands-on 
experience on the 
rating scale. 

Public Students performed a 
micro teaching 
activity and evaluated 
their group mates 
after. Teaching 
Language Skills 1. 

No 

32 Kim & Ryu, 
2013 

(online) Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Rubric) 1 hour PA practice; 
20 minutes training. 

Not stated Ill-structured 
instructional design 
task. Instructional 
design course 
(preservice teachers) 

No 

33 Kuo et al., 
2017 

(online) Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Criteria) 3 weeks; 2 practice 
sessions (assessing 2 
peers in each 
session); no training.  

Single blind 
(assessee)  

Video recorded Kung 
Fu Tai-Chi 
movements. Physical 
education course. 

No 

34 Lai & Hwang, 
2015 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Exemplars, 
general assessment 
criteria) 

Length of 
intervention: 500 
min (80 min 
dedicated to 
assessment criteria 
development and 60 
min dedicated to 
peer assessment). 
Training: PA 
performed 10 times 
during training and 
more than 10 times 
during the task. 

Double blind Poster. Art. No 

35 Li, 2019 Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Rubric) Students peer 
assessed two drafts 
during training. 
Length of 
intervention not 
stated. 

Not stated WebQuest Project 
(inquiry-oriented 
activity). Subject not 
stated. 

No 

36 Li et al., 2020 Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Rubric) Length not reported, 
but participants were 
taught the 
dimensions of the 
rubric and practiced 
on 2 essays.  

Public 
(experimental 
Group) 
Not stated for 
control group. 

PA on argumentative 
essays. English 
reading and writing 
course. 

No 

37 Li & 
Steckelberg, 
2004 

(online) Peer 
feedback 

No Yes (criteria) 2 practice sessions 
(i.e., assessing 2 
peers); brief training 
(discussing 
assessment criteria). 

Double blind Web-based project. 
Instructional 
technology course 
(preservice teachers).  

No 

38 Lim et al., 
2021 

Peer 
feedback/PRT 
(Peer Review 
of Teaching) 

No Yes (Rubric) Length of PRT not 
mentioned, but the 
intervention ran 
from fall of 2018 to 
fall of 2020 (in 
different cohorts).  

Single blind 
(assessee)  

Preservice teachers 
peer reviewed their 
classmates after a 
microteaching 
activity. Middle 
grades mathematics 
methods course.  

No 
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39 Lin, 2018 Peer 
assessment, 
peer feedback 

No Yes (Assessment 
Criteria) 

Last 6 class sessions 
(total time not 
given). Explanation 
of the assessment 
dimensions, 
examples for each 
dimension, 
assessment criteria, 
and the use of the 
onPear system. 

Public (control 
group).  
Single blind 
(assessee) 
(experimental 
group). 

Assessment of peer 
microteaching video 
via the onPear system 
in Facebook. Teacher 
training course. 

No 

40 Lin et al., 
2002 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Discussed 
criteria) 

60 minutes; 4 
practice attempts 
(i.e., assessing 4 
peers); training 
=Discussed 
assessment criteria 
(for 30 minutes for 
the high school 
students & three 
sessions for the 
undergraduate 
students). 

Not stated Project. Electrical 
Engineering & 
Operating Systems 
courses. 

No 

41 Liu et al., 
2016 

Peer Review Yes Yes (Rubric) Students were 
guided to evaluate 
others in the 1st and 
2nd week of peer 
review exercise. 
Intervention ran for 
8 weeks, 1 hour per 
week.  

Assessor knows 
the identity of 
the assessee but 
unclear if 
assessors are 
anonymous. 

Students had to create 
a story using an iPad, 
which their classmates 
could see. Web 2.0 
storytelling course. 

No 

42 Liu et al., 
2018 

Web based 
peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Rubric) "Two class sessions 
in a row." Total time 
not reported. 
Training conducted 
online. 

Not stated Writing of English 
counter-offer letters. 
Foreign Trade 
Practical Operation 
Process.  

No 

43 McConlogue, 
2012 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes 
(discussed/constructed 
criteria) 

 4-5 practice 
sessions (i.e., 
assessing 4-5 peers); 
training (discussion 
of criteria + separate 
practice session). 

Double blind Written tasks (lab 
reports & Literature 
review). Engineering 
course. 

No 

44 McMahon, 
2010 

Peer 
assessment  

No Yes (Criteria) 15 weeks; practice 
sessions not reported 
(15?); no training. 

Not mentioned Action plans. Training 
& Development 
Module 

No 

45 Omar et al., 
2018 

Peer 
assessment 

No Yes (Assessment 
prompt) 

Intervention one 
hour; training one 
session (length not 
stated). 

Double blind Problem solving. 
Mathematics 

No 

46 Panadero et 
al., 2013 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (criteria; only for 
experimental 
condition) 

1 practice session; 
no training. 

Not stated Concept map. 
Learning & 
development course. 

No 

47 Prins et al., 
2005 

Peer 
assessment 

No Yes (rubric, feedback 
rules, assessment 
template, examples of 
last year reports) 

Mini-session of 
training (1/2 hr); 3 
assessment 
activities. 

Not stated Written report; 
Agriculture, water 
management, energy, 
spatial planning. 

No 

48 Raes et al., 
2015 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (student 
generated rubric). 

3 weeks of practice 
each student peer 
assessed 16 times; 
additionally 2 
training sessions 
(introduction & 
discussion, 
development of 
criteria, practice PF). 

Single blind 
(assessee) 
scoring 
followed by 
public oral 
feedback. Then 
either single 
blind assessee 
(condition A) or 
public 
(condition B)  

Conducting Workshop 
(group assignment). 
Educational Studies 
course. 

No 

49 Rogers & 
Feller, 2016 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Assessment 
scale) 

Not stated. Probably 
one session (it was 
outside class-time). 

Single blind 
(assessor)  

Essay. No subject 
specified. 

No 
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50 Roscoe et al., 
2020 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Grading scale) Length of 
intervention: one 
session (60-90 
minutes). No 
training. 

Fictional 
assessee  

Essay. No subject 
specified. 

No 

51 Rotsaert et 
al., 2018 

Peer 
assessment/ 
peer feedback 

Yes Yes (student-
generated assessment 
rubric + feedback 
criteria) 

Length of 
intervention 4 
sessions (weeks?); 7 
practice sessions 
(i.e., each student 
assessed 7 times); 
training session 
(with practice). 

Single blind 
(assessee) 
(during first 2 
weeks of 
intervention) 
then public 
(during last 2 
weeks) 

Conducting Workshop 
(group assignment). 
Educational Studies 
course 

No 

52 Rotsaert et 
al., 2017 

Peer 
assessment 

NA (survey 
study) 

NA (survey study) NA (survey study) NA (survey 
study) 

Not stated.  No 

53 Seifert & 
Feliks, 2019 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Rubric) None.  Single blind 
(assessee) 
because some 
wrote their 
names on their 
work by 
mistake. 

Self-assessment and 
peer-assessment for 
various online 
assignments submitted 
in various courses. 
(No specific 
assignment or task, or 
number of online 
assignments peer 
assessed was 
mentioned. But a 
respondent mentioned 
about a writing task in 
an interview 
transcript.) Teaching 
and learning in 
technological 
environments courses. 

No 

54 Shen et al., 
2020 

Peer 
assessment 

No Yes 
(Rubrics/guidance 
sheets) 

Two hours session 
for training, one 
hour session for 
intervention. 

Public Written assignment. 
English (EFL) 

No 

55 Sluijsmans et 
al., 2002 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Criteria) Training (four tasks 
of 1 hour each 
including 
introduction to PA, 
defining criteria, 
discussing 
guidelines for giving 
constructive PF, and 
judging performance 
of a peer) = This is 
the PA intervention; 
during PA activity 
each student had to 
assess three (3 
practice attempts). 

Assessor knows 
the identity of 
the assessee but 
unclear if 
assessors are 
anonymous  

Videotapes of creative 
lessons. Designing 
creative lessons course 
(for the domains Art, 
Dutch language, & 
Music). 

No 

56 Stanier, 1997 Peer 
assessment  

Yes  Yes (Negotiated 
criteria) 

Training provided 
(Introduction session 
and discussion of 
criteria). Unclear for 
how long they 
practiced it and how 
many times they did 
PA.  

Not stated Brochure making. 
Interdisciplinary 
Studies in 
Environmental and 
Applied Sciences 

No 

57 Strijbos et al., 
2010 

Peer feedback No Yes (criteria) 1 practice session 
with no training. 

Fictional 
assessor 

Written text. 
Academic writing. 

No 

58 Strijbos et al., 
2021 

Peer feedback No PA 
activity was 
done but 
students 
received a 
scenario 

Yes (see observations) NA Fictional 
assessor 

Writing formal 
business letter (see 
observations). All 
disciplines. 

No 
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59 To & 
Panadero, 
2019 

Peer 
assessment  

No Yes (Discussed 
criteria) 

Length not stated 
but (each had to 
practice it a least 
once); Training 
(plenary discussion 
of exemplars and 
practicing assessing 
them). 

Not stated; but 
appears public 
from type of PA 
(i.e., 
discussions) 

Approx.2 assignments 
per module: analytical, 
argumentative & 
reflective essays, oral 
presentations & group 
projects. University 
English (compulsory), 
Educational Issues I & 
II, Human 
Development Theories 
(discipline-specific 
subjects), Disaster 
Management, and 
Society Development 
in Asia  

No 

60 Topping et 
al., 2000 

Peer 
assessment 

No Yes (criteria) 1 practice session; 2-
hours training 
session (criticising a 
peer review 
publication from the 
course director). 

Anonymous 
scoring, public 
peer comments. 

Written academic 
report. Educational 
psychology. 

Topping, 1998 
 

61 Van Gennip, 
2012 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (criteria) Multiple times (had 
to assess each group; 
but unclear how 
many groups); 1 
training session 
(general instruction 
on PA). 

Not stated  Design & construct a 
mechanical robot 
artefact. Project-based 
course teaching 
detailed technical 
skills in metal work 
and electronics  

No 

62 Van Gennip 
et al., 2010 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (student 
generated criteria) 

6-week each student 
assessing multiple 
groups of peers; 1 
training session. 

Not stated Designing and 
constructing a robot 
artefact; Project-based 
course teaching 
detailed technical 
skills in metal work 
and electronics. 

No 

63 van Heerden 
& 
Bharuthram, 
2021 

Peer review No Yes (Rubric (not 
compulsory), 
feedback worksheet) 

Training not stated. 
1 session for 
intervention. 

Public Essay. Subject not 
stated. 

No 

64 Vander Schee 
& Birrittella, 
2021 

Peer group 
grading 

Yes Yes (Rubric) Instructor explained 
the rubric as well as 
the peer group 
grading process at 
the start and at the 
middle of the 
semester. Total time 
not mentioned.  

Double blind Peer group grading of 
the submission (i.e., 
case analysis of the 
marketing strategies of 
a marketing company) 
of another group. 
Introduction to 
Marketing.  

No 

65 Vanderhoven 
et al., 2015 

Peer 
assessment  

Yes Yes (Rubric) Not stated but each 
student assessed 
multiple times; 
training intensive 
(introduction to PA, 
discussion of 
criteria, practice of 
PA). 

Single blind 
(assessee) (in 
the 
experimental 
group) 

Oral presentation; 
Subject not stated 

No 

66 Wen & Tsai, 
2006 

(online) Peer 
assessment 

NA (survey 
study) 

NA (survey study) NA (survey study) NA (survey 
study) 

NA (survey study) No (survey 
study) 
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67 Wilson et al., 
2015 

(online) Peer 
assessment 

Yes  Unclear Unclear but appears 
to be multiple 
assessments (see 
procedure). 

Depending on 
the practice 
model (see 
study) 

Variety of tasks. 
Multiple courses: 
"Science of Sex 
(BIOL 260), Financial 
Techniques, 
Instruments and 
Markets (ACST 201), 
Finance and Finance 
Reporting (ACST 
852), Intercultural 
Relations (ICOM 
101), International 
Television and 
Beyond (ICOM 201), 
Transnational 
Communication 
(ICOM 817), Key 
Competencies in 
Inclusive Education 
(TEP 248), Integrated 
Marketing 
Communications 
(MKTG 204) and 
History in the 
Secondary School II 
(TEP 428). " 

No 

68 Zhou et al., 
2019 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Rubrics Not stated  Double blind Written task (3). 
English writing. 

No 

69 Zou et al., 
2018 

Peer 
assessment 

Yes Yes (Rating scales for 
PA and back 
evaluation) 

None.  Double blind “The engineering 
students wrote one 
autobiography and one 
summary of a novel 
read in class. The 
English students wrote 
a literature review and 
methodology section 
for their senior thesis 
paper.”  Engineering 
students: English 
Reading and Writing 
class; and, English 
students: Advanced 
Thesis Writing for 
EFL Students class. 

No 
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Supplementary material 6. Results of peer assessment  intrapersonal variables 

Table 1 of 2 for supplementary material 6. Results of intrapersonal variables  peer assessment 

Article 
# 

Author 
& year 

Aim(s) Study 
design 

Variables of 
interest 

Study 
quality 

Results 

2 Alqassab 
et al., 
2019 

To investigate relationships between: 
(a) peer feedback accuracy and types 
(b) peer feedback accuracy, peer 
feedback provision beliefs, perceptions 
of feedback message, and emotions  
(c) Task performance (proof 
comprehension) beliefs about peer 
feedback provision and perceptions of 
peer feedback message  

ERG Emotions 
(curiosity, 
confusion, anxiety), 
trust in self as 
assessor 

9 Emotions: Anxiety associated with less accurate peer 
feedback. 
No significant effects were found for feeling curious 
or confused on peer feedback accuracy.  
Trust in self as assessor: Did not predict peer 
feedback accuracy or task performance.  
 
 

6 Carvalho, 
2013 

To investigate the relationships 
between students' perceptions of 
fairness of peer assessment and 
perceived conflict & friendship 
marking (problems with PA) 

DSO Fairness 4 Perceptions of fairness of peer assessment negatively 
associated with occurrence of problems and 
difficulties in peer assessment (conflict & friendship 
marking). 

9 Cheng & 
Tsai, 
2012 

To explore the relationships between 
students’ approaches to learning and 
their interpersonal perspectives (i.e., 
psychological safety, value diversity, 
trust and social interdependence) in 
online peer assessment. 

DSO Trust in self as 
assessor 

3 Students who trusted themselves to peer assess were 
more likely to adopt cohesive conceptions and deep 
approaches to learning; students who had trust in 
their peers were inclined to use deep approaches. 

18 Filius et 
al., 2019 

To investigate the effect of 
asynchronous audio peer feedback on 
deep approach to learning in online 
education.  
 

DSO Motivation 
(measured by 
feeling personally 
committed in the 
mechanism scale) 

9 Feeling personally committed was a significant 
predictor of deep approach to learning while 
providing and receiving peer feedback.  
Participants significantly felt more personally 
committed to provide peer feedback than to receive.  

22 Guo & 
Lei, 2020 

To investigate the effects of key 
variables related to peer raters’ 
qualities: content knowledge, previous 
rating experience, training on rating 
tasks, and rating motivation. 

ERIG Motivation 13 Motivation-enhancing interventions (especially 
monetary incentives) reduce peer assessment errors. 
These effects are mediated by self-paced training. 

23 Harris & 
Brown, 
2013 

To explore teachers’ and students’ 
perspective of peer and self-
assessment in New Zealand.  

DSO Trust in self as 
assessor 

2 Lack of trust seems to have a negative effect on peer 
assessment accuracy 

52 Rotsaert 
et al., 
2017 

To investigate the relationship between 
students’ perceptions of peer 
assessment and interpersonal factors.  

DSO Trust in self as 
assessor 

4 Trust in self as assessor positively related to 
perceived value of peer assessment.  

62 Van 
Gennip et 
al., 2010 

To investigate: 
(a)  how a peer assessment 
intervention can influence 
interpersonal variables (psychological 
safety, interdependence, value 
diversity, and trust)  
(b) the relationship between 
interpersonal variables, and students’ 
conceptions of peer assessment and 
their learning 

ERIG Trust in self as 
assessor 

8 Trust in self as assessor was a strong predictor of 
conceptions of peer assessment.  
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69 Zou et 
al., 2018 

"This study explores the underlying 
factors that influence students’ 
participation in peer assessment in 
writing instruction." 

DSO Motivation, 
fairness, and trust 
in self as assessor 

6 Motivation and trust in self: Students with positive 
attitude (including motivation and trust) towards 
peer assessment appeared to review less papers (i.e., 
less participation in PA) which had an explanation: 
"Positive attitude was associated with lower 
participation, in part because students worked hard 
on each review rather than doing many reviews 
superficially". 
Trust in self as assessor: More than 26% disagreed 
or strongly disagreed that they were competent 
enough to perform peer assessment (38% were 
undecided). 
Fairness: More than 34% of students agreed or 
strongly agreed that they doubt the fairness of peer 
review. The more students doubted the fairness of 
peer assessment the less likely they participated in 
the peer assessment (i.e., review less papers).  
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Table 2 of 2 for supplementary material 6. Results of peer assessment  intrapersonal variables 

Article 

# 
Author & 

year 
Aim(s) Study 

design 
Variables of 

interest 
Study 

quality 
Results 

1 Alqassab et 
al., 2018 

To investigate the impact of a 
structured peer feedback training on 
assessment skills and perceptions of 
preservice mathematics teachers 
considering their domain 
knowledge.  

ERIG Trust in self 
as assessor 

10 Students trust in self as assessors decreased significantly 
(with a large effect size, ηp

2 = 0.20) after the peer 
feedback training regardless of their domain knowledge 
level.  

4 Berndt et al., 
2018 

"To investigate the impact of peer-
feedback content (concise general 
feedback [CGF] vs. elaborated 
specific feedback [ESF]) and 
sender’s competence level (low vs. 
high) on peer-feedback perceptions, 
text-revision performance, peer-
feedback recall performance, and 
mindful cognitive processing. " 

ERG Fairness 
(perceived 
adequacy), 
motivation 
(willingness 
to improve), 
emotions 
(affect) 

9 Fairness and motivation: Receiving peer feedback from 
high competent peer led to more willingness to improve 
(i.e., motivation) and to more perceived adequacy of peer 
feedback (i.e., fairness) than low competent peer. 
Emotions: Elaborate specific peer feedback led to more 
positive affect than general peer feedback.  

7 Chang et al., 
2020 

To investigate the effects of peer 
assessment compared to teacher 
feedback on students’ performance 
and perceptions.  

ERIG Motivation 
(Students' 
learning, 
motivation), 
self-efficacy 

8 Peer assessment leads to higher self-efficacy compared to 
teacher feedback. No significant differences were found 
in learning motivation.  

8 Chen et al., 
2020 

The aim of this study was to 
investigate the effects of different 
modes of peer assessment (peer 
comments + peer scores vs. peer 
comments only vs. peer scores 
only) on students’ peer assessment 
behaviors, theater performance, 
peer feedback quality, validity of 
peer assessment grades (compared 
to teacher's) and learning 
motivation. 

ERIG Motivation 8 Students in the peer commenting group reported higher 
levels of learning motivation than those in the peer 
scoring group.  

10 Cheng et al., 
2014 

"The purpose of this study is to 
explore the relationships among the 
students’ emotional responses, their 
participation in online peer 
assessment and their project 
performance. " 

DSO Emotions  7 Students who received more positive comments reported 
more positive emotion and higher levels of participation 
in responding to their peers’ comments. (Emotional 
response [valence] to receiving peer feedback and 
responding to peers' comments) 

11 Chien et al., 
2020 

"To explore whether learning in the 
spherical video-based virtual reality 
(SVVR) environment with the PA 
approach could improve students' 
English-speaking performance, 
learning motivation and critical 
thinking skills, and reduce their 
English learning anxiety." 

ERIG Motivation, 
emotion 
(anxiety) 

9 Motivation: Peer assessment based SVVR can enhance 
motivation.  
Anxiety: Peer assessment based on SVVR can reduce 
English learning anxiety. 
 

12 Ching & Hsu, 
2016 

"This study explored learners’ 
perceptions of the interpersonal 
factors critical in a role-playing 
peer- feedback activity, as well as 
the types of peer feedback learners 
generated." 

DSO Trust in self 
as assessor, 
comfort 

3 Trust in self as assessor: Participants perceived the 
feedback they provided to their peers as satisfactory (M = 
3.07, on a 5-point scale). 
Comfort: About 63% of participants reported feeling 
more comfortable critiquing peer’s work using the role-
play approach.  

13 Corgnet, 2012 To investigate the impact of using 
peer assessment to share a jointly 
produced outcome on team 
performance. 

ERG Motivation 5 Negative effect of peer evaluation on performance and 
motivation when the members knew each other. When 
participants in the peer assessment were in groups with 
classmates only around 26% of them reported that their 
motivation increased as opposed to 42% of participants in 
groups without classmates. 

15 Ersoz & Sad, 
2018 

"…to explore how a small group of 
visual art education students used 
Facebook as a peer-assessment 
platform…to better understand the 
advantages and disadvantages of 
this particular practice." 

DSO Motivation, 
fairness 

1 Motivation: Facebook-based peer assessment improved 
students’ motivation.  
Fairness: Some participants reported that criticism of their 
work on Facebook was unfair and disruptive.  
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16 Falchikov, 
1995 

"The present study attempted to 
capitalize on the benefits of peer 
assessment in terms of improving 
the learning process, sharpening 
critical abilities and increasing 
student autonomy, while at the 
same time addressing problems 
encountered in earlier studies." 

DSO Fairness 4 Best liked features of peer feedback marking as reported 
by participants was fairness of the system. Peer feedback 
was rated as fairer than traditional teacher assessment but 
as less enjoyable yet both types of assessment were 
reported as being equally not enjoyable. 

17 Feyli & 
Ayatollahi, 
2016 

To explore the effects of peer and 
teacher feedback on students’ self-
confidence. 

ERIG Self-efficacy 5 Peer feedback and teacher feedback improved students’ 
self-confidence. Mean self-confidence at posttest for the 
peer feedback condition was larger than teacher feedback 
condition.   

19 Ghahari & 
Farokhnia, 
2017 

To investigate the effect of peer 
assessment compared to teacher 
assessment on language learners’ 
writing skills and self-efficacy. 

ERIG Self-efficacy  9 Students’ self-efficacy did not change after being 
involved in peer assessment or teacher assessment, and no 
differences in self-efficacy were found between 
participants in the peer and teacher assessment conditions. 
Focus group revealed that students in the peer assessment 
condition did not believe that peer assessment can 
enhance their motivation.     

20 Ghahari & 
Farokhnia, 
2018 

To explore whether peer assessment 
is an appropriate alternative to 
teacher assessment.  

ERIG Emotions 
(embarrass-
ment) 

9 Qualitative data showed that some learners in the peer 
assessment condition reported feeling embarrassed to talk 
to other sex members (for sociocultural reasons).  

21 Güler, 2017 " The aim of this study is to 
investigate the use of WhatsApp 
application in anonymous peer 
assessment in higher education." 

ERIG Fairness 
 

10 Fairness: Students in both the anonymous and non-
anonymous conditions perceived peer assessment via 
WhatsApp as fair. No significant differences in students’ 
ratings of fairness were found between the anonymous 
and the non-anonymous conditions.   

24 Hassel & Lee, 
2019 

To investigate if: 
(a)  engineering students can 
perform accurate peer assessment 
when provided with appropriate 
training and rubric.  
(b) students valued self and peer 
assessment exercise and in what 
ways they found it 
effective/ineffective.  
(c) differences in performance and 
perception of peer assessment based 
on course of study. 

DSO Trust in self 
as assessor; 
motivation  

4 Trust in self as assessor: Students did not consider 
providing peer feedback as an acceptable substitution to 
teacher feedback (M = 2.74; 7-point scale)  
Motivation: Students reported that the peer assessment 
activity motivated them to learn (M = 4.74; 7-point scale).  

25 Hou & Cheng, 
2012 

To investigate students’ emotions 
experienced during online peer 
assessment.  

DSO Emotion 
(emotional 
state of 
assessors and 
assessees) 

6 In peer assessment, students appeared to experience 
positive emotions continuously and these emotions did 
not seem to shift to neutral or negative emotions. Also, 
neutral and negative emotions do not shift to positive 
emotions.   

26 Hsia et al., 
2016 

To investigate: 
(a) the impact of web-based peer 
assessment on students’ 
performance 
(b)  the relationships between the 
students’ self-efficacy in peer 
assessment (i.e., trust in self as 
assessor), learning motivation, and 
performance. 

ERIG Motivation 
and Trust in 
self as 
assessor.  

9 Trust in self as assessor: Students in the experimental 
group reported high levels of trust in self as M = 4.10 on 
a 5-point scale; no comparisons were made with the 
control group).  
A positive significant correlation was found between 
performance and trust in self as assessor (r = 0.30).  
Motivation: Students in the experimental group reported 
high levels of learning motivation M = 4.13 (on a 5-point 
scale; no comparisons were made with the control group). 
A positive significant correlation was found between 
performance and motivation (r = 0.19).  

27 Huisman et al., 
2018 

(a) To compare the impact of 
providing versus receiving peer 
feedback on students’ performance 
in academic writing.  
(b) To investigate the relationship 
between the nature of received peer 
feedback, students’ perceptions, and 
writing performance.  

ERIG/
ERG3 

Motivation 
(willingness 
to improve) 

7 Explanatory peer feedback leads to more willingness to 
improve.  
Students’ willingness to improve was not significantly 
related to increase in writing performance.  
 

 
 

3 Not stated how the assignment to experimental groups was made. 
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28 Hwang et al., 
2014 

To investigate the effect of peer 
assessment on students’ learning 
achievement, motivation, and 
problem-solving skills in science 
game development.  

ERIG Motivation 8 Peer assessment had a positive effect on students’ 
learning motivation as those in the experimental group 
reported significantly higher levels of learning motivation 
than the experimental group at the post-test which was 
supported by qualitative findings.  

30 Johnson & 
Winterbottom, 
2011 

To explore the effects of self- and 
peer assessments on students’ 
motivation in a girls-only biology 
class.  

DSO Motivation 
(goal-
orientation) 

4 Contradictory results: the quantitative data showed a 
decrease in learning-goal orientation (negative result), 
while the qualitative data showed that some students 
moved towards such an orientation (positive result). 

31 Kilickaya, 
2017 

To investigate university language 
students’ perceptions of peer 
assessment.  

DSO Trust in self 
as assessor 

3 Most participants stated that they lacked confidence to 
assess their peers because the peer assessment training 
was not sufficient or because they did not have enough 
prior experience with peer assessment.  

32 Kim & Ryu, 
2013 

To investigate the impact of a web-
based formative peer assessment 
(WFPAS) on students’ 
metacognitive awareness and 
learning achievement compared to 
traditional peer assessment and self-
assessment.  

ERG Motivation 10 Motivation: Positive effect was found of WFPAS on 
motivation compared to traditional peer and self-
assessment, with large effect sizes (Cohen’s d) ranging 
between .55 and .70. 
 

33 Kuo et al., 
2017 

To investigate the effect of 
incorporating a peer-assessment 
teaching model into mobile learning 
system on physical education 
students’ outcomes.  

ERIG Motivation, 
self-efficacy 

7 Positive effects of mobile-based peer assessment on 
learning motivation and physical self-efficacy, as the peer 
assessment group experienced improvement in learning 
motivation and self-efficacy at the post-test whereas no 
significant change was found for the mobile-based 
learning condition (without peer assessment).   

34 Lai & Hwang, 
2015 

 To investigate the effect of 
interactive peer assessment criteria 
development approach on students’ 
learning outcomes.  

ERIG Motivation 13 Learning motivation: Interactive assessment criteria 
development approach in peer assessment can lead to 
higher levels of learning motivation, as students in this 
condition reported significantly higher motivation at the 
post-test than the control group (peer assessment without 
the interactive assessment-criteria development).  

35 Li, 2019 “(…) to examine the effects of 
gamed based assessment training on 
students’ assessment skills and 
intrinsic motivation.” 

ERIG Motivation 
(intrinsic) 

8 Game-based peer assessment training can lead to higher 
levels of intrinsic motivation, as students in this condition 
reported significantly higher levels of intrinsic motivation 
compared to the control (conventional peer assessment).  

36 Li et al., 2020 To investigate the effects of peer 
assessment enabled by: (a) wiki, (b) 
small messaging group, and (c) big 
messaging group on students’ 
performance and motivation.  

ERIG Motivation 
(intrinsic) 

10 Peer assessment using small messaging group produces 
higher levels of intrinsic motivation compared to big 
messaging group, and wiki only settings.  

37 Li & 
Steckelberg, 
2004 

"This study aims to gain a better 
understanding of how the newly 
arisen social messaging may impact 
the practice of peer assessment." 

ERIG Fairness 7 Students in the peer assessment (experimental) group 
considered peer assessment to be fair (“The peers' 
comments on my work were fair" M = 4.23, on a 5-point 
scale). Perceptions of the control group (no peer 
assessment) were not measured.  

38 Lim et al., 
(2021) 

To investigate the impact of a peer 
feedback model on preservice 
teachers’ perceptions of peer 
feedback.  

DSO Motivation 
(engagement) 

6 Motivation (engagement): An increased level of 
participation in peer feedback was observed in all 
courses. 

39 Lin, 2018 To investigate the effect of 
anonymity in a Facebook-based 
peer assessment on students’ peer 
feedback and their perceptions of 
learning and peer assessment.  

ERG Fairness 10 Participants in the anonymous condition rated peer 
feedback as less fair than those in the identified condition.  
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41 Liu et al., 
2016 

"This study aimed to explore how 
peer review may affect creative 
performance and self-efficacy in a 
Web 2.0 learning context." 

ERIG Self-efficacy, 
comfort4 
(reactions to 
potential 
feedback) 

6 Self-efficacy: No evidence that peer assessment 
negatively influenced creative self-efficacy as no 
significant differences were found between the 
experimental (peer assessment) group and the control 
group (no peer assessment) in all creative self-efficacy 
measures, with small effect sizes (Cohen’s d) ranging 
between .31 and .42.  
Comfort: Both groups showed high self-efficacy in the 
dimension of reaction to potential feedback, M = 3.88 and 
3.65 for the experimental and the control groups 
respectively.  

42 Liu et al., 
2017 

To investigate the effect of a web-
based training involving group 
discussions on students’ 
performance and perceptions of 
peer assessment and the effect of 
anonymity in this context. 

ERIG Trust in self 
as assessor 

9 Overall, students had high trust in self as assessors during 
the web-based peer assessment task, M = 4.11 (on a 5-
point scale) with no significant differences between the 
anonymous and non-anonymous conditions. However, 
students were less confident regarding giving helpful 
opinions or suggestions, telling whether peer has done 
his/her best, and ignoring unreasonable received feedback 

43 McConlogue, 
2012 

To evaluate students' perceptions of 
the reliability of marking of peer 
assessment of divergent written 
tasks in two engineering courses. 

DSO Fairness 5 Many students in the study considered peer assessment 
unfair.  

44 McMahon, 
2010 

To investigate the impact of peer 
assessment and negotiated learning 
activities on students’ perceptions 
in an outcome-based curriculum.  

DSO Motivation, 
trust in self as 
assessor 

4 Students reported that peer assessment improved their 
motivation and their trust in self as assessors.  

45 Omar et al., 
2018 

"To examine the effect of the use 
peer of assessment in a Brunei 
Mathematics classroom in the 
learning of Geometry" 

DSO Trust in self 
as assessor, 
comfort, 
emotion 
(enjoyment) 

4 Trust in self as assessor: Criteria discussion did not lead 
to trust in the self as an assessor. 
Comfort: Peer assessment created to a feeling of comfort, 
especially when providing feedback instead of grading.  
Enjoyment: 30% of students reported that they did not 
enjoy giving peer feedback while 43.5% reported enjoy it. 

46 Panadero et 
al., 2013 

To investigate the effect of rubric 
and friendship on the reliability and 
validity of peer scoring, students’ 
performance, perceived comfort and 
fairness of peer assessment. 

ERIG Comfort and 
Fairness 

5 Comfort: No significant effect of rubric was found on 
perceived level of comfort.  
Fairness: No significant effect of rubric was found on 
perceived fairness of peer assessment.  

47 Prins et al., 
2005 

To investigate students’ perceptions 
of the design of instructional 
support for peer assessment within a 
computer supported collaborative 
learning environment.  

DSO Trust in self 
as assessor, 
comfort 

7 Trust in self as assessor: Overall, students trusted 
themselves during peer assessment.  
Comfort: Five out of the seven students felt comfortable 
to perform peer assessment.  

48 Raes et al., 
2015 

To investigate the effect of 
increasing anonymity using a 
Classroom Response Technology 
(CRT) to reduce undesirable social 
effects of peer assessment. 

ERIG Comfort 9 Anonymous peer assessment was perceived as more 
comfortable than non-anonymous peer assessment.  

49 Rogers & 
Feller, 2016 

To explore why students’ success 
declined when they read and 
assessed their peers’ excellent 
essays. 

ERG Motivation, 
self-efficacy 

8 Assessing excellent-quality peer work leads to a 
decreased motivation (i.e., discouragement) in the 
assessor. 
Self-efficacy: Participants in the excellent-essay condition 
reported being significantly less able to write an essay as 
good as the essay they have assessed. 

51 Rotsaert et al., 
2018 

To investigate the impact of fading 
anonymity on peer feedback quality 
and students’ perceptions of peer 
assessment.  

ERIG Trust in self 
as assessor 
 

10 A significant increase in trust in self was found after the 
initial anonymous peer assessment sessions (although 
trust in self was high to start with). Students’ trust in self 
as assessor did not change when transitioned from the 
anonymous to the non-anonymous sessions.  

53 Seifert & 
Feliks, 2019 

To investigate students’ and 
lecturers’ perceptions of the use of 
self and peer assessment in teacher 
training. 

DSO Trust in self 
as assessor, 
fairness 

4 Trust in self as assessor: Students reported being able to 
perform peer assessment accurately (M = 3.7 on a 5-point 
scale).  
Fairness: Most participants perceived peer assessment as 
fair (M = 4.40 on a 5-point scale). 

 
 

4 The authors consider it as a sub-scale of (creative) self-efficacy, yet it clearly aligns with our definition of comfort.   
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54 Shen et al., 
2020 

"To evaluate the effects of using 
peer assessment in an English 
writing class to enhance Chinese 
college students’ learner autonomy" 

ERG Trust in self 
as assessor 
(learner 
autonomy) 

10 Peer assessment did not lead to improved trust in the self 
as assessor, as no significant differences were found 
between the experimental (i.e., peer assessment) and the 
control (traditional teacher assessment) groups.  

55 Sluijsmans et 
al., 2002 

To investigate the impact of peer 
assessment training (within a 
course) on students’ assessment 
skills, task performance, and 
perceptions of the activity. 

ERIG Trust in self 
as assessor 
(assessment 
skill) 

9 No effect of peer assessment training was found on 
increasing trust in self as assessor.    

56 Stanier, 1997 To investigate students’ perceptions 
of group work and peer assessment. 

DSO Trust in self 
as assessor, 
discomfort 

2 Trust in self as assessor: At the beginning students raised 
concerns regarding their ability to assess their peers’ 
work, but after receiving some support they showed an 
increased acceptance of the activity. 
Discomfort: Around 40% of the participants reported 
feeling uncomfortable. The methodological information is 
quite limited, but it seems logical to expect 60% did not. 

57 Strijbos et al., 
2010 

To investigate the impact of peer 
feedback content (concise general 
vs. elaborated specific feedback) 
and sender’s competency level 
(high vs. low) on students’ 
perceptions of peer feedback and 
their academic writing performance.  

ERG Fairness 
(perceived 
adequacy), 
motivation 
(willingness 
to improve), 
emotions 
(affect) 

9 Fairness: Elaborate specific feedback from a high 
competent peer was perceived as more adequate (i.e., fair) 
than from low competent peer.  
Motivation (willingness to improve): No significant 
effects of peer feedback content and senders’ competency 
levels were found on willingness to improve.  
Emotions (affect): Elaborate specific feedback from a 
high competent peer led to more negative affect.  

58 Strijbos et al., 
2021 

"The present study reports on the 
structural validity and measurement 
invariance of the Feedback 
Perceptions Questionnaire (FPQ) 
developed by Strijbos et al. (2010).  

DSO Fairness 
(perceived 
adequacy), 
motivation 
(willingness 
to improve), 
emotions 
(affect) 

7 Fairness of peer feedback was found to be a strong 
positive predictor of willingness to improve (i.e., 
motivation), and affect.  

60 Topping et al., 
2000 

To investigate the reliability and 
validity of qualitative peer 
assessment and students’ 
perceptions of the activity. 

DSO Discomfort 4 All participants (12 students) reported experiencing 
discomfort during peer assessment.  
 

62 Van Gennip et 
al., 2010 

To investigate: 
(a)  how a peer assessment 
intervention can influence 
interpersonal variables 
(psychological safety, 
interdependence, value diversity, 
and trust)  
(b) the relationship between 
interpersonal variables, and 
students’ conceptions of peer 
assessment and their learning 

ERIG Trust in self 
as assessor  

8 Students’ trust in self as assessors in the peer assessment 
and the teacher assessment conditions did not differ 
significantly.  

64 Vander Schee 
& Birrittella, 
2021 

To examine peer group grading's 
efficiency while maintaining 
perceived fairness. 

DSO Fairness 4 Students perceived that peer group grading was fair, 
regardless of whether it was conducted online or hybrid 
(online + face-to-face). 

65 Vanderhoven 
et al., 2015 

To investigate the effect of 
anonymity-using Classroom 
Response Technology (CRT)- on 
reducing undesirable social effects 
of peer assessment.  
 

ERIG Discomfort, 
fairness 

9 Discomfort: No effect was found on anonymity in 
reducing assessors’ levels of discomfort (which was 
already low to start with for both the anonymous and non-
anonymous conditions). 
Fairness: No effect was found for anonymity on 
perceptions of peer assessment fairness as both conditions 
did not differ significantly and both forms of peer 
assessment were considered fair (M = 3.50 and 3.10 on a 
5-point scale for the non-anonymous and anonymous 
conditions).  

66 Wen & Tsai, 
2006 

To explore university students’ 
perceptions and attitudes towards 
online peer assessment. 

DSO Fairness 2 No significant differences were found between 
perceptions of fairness of traditional peer assessment and 
online peer assessment, yet the mean scores for both 
items measuring fairness were low (M traditional = 2.81, SD 
= .87, M online = 2.73, SD = .93 on a 5-point scale). 

67 Wilson et al., 
2015 

To investigate students’ perceptions 
of fairness, trust, and temporality of 
online peer review Moodle tool.  

DSO Fairness  1 Students did not perceive peer assessment as fair.  
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68 Zhu et al., 
2019 

To investigate the social-affective 
impact of peer assessment.  

DSO Emotions 5 Several emotions were mentioned by students in relation 
to peer assessment including gratitude and being flattered, 
unsureness, nervousness, disappointment, and anger.  
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Article 

# 
Author 
(year) 

Aim(s) Study 
design 

Variables of 
interest 

 
Study 
quality 

 
Results 

3 Anaya et 
al., 2019 

To explore how social 
relations between assessors 
and assessees can 
encourage learners to 
participate in the peer 
review process.  

DSO Social 
connections 

3 Using social relations to assign students to peer assessment 
resulted in 60% acceptance rate for participation in peer 
assessment as reviewers.  

5 Carlsson 
Hauff & 
Nilsson, 
2021 

To investigate the effects of 
trust in peer and self-
assessed knowledge on 
students’ perceptions of 
making and receiving peer 
assessment before and after 
the task.  

ERIG Trust in the 
other as 
assessor 

7 Trust in the others as assessors positively associated with positive 
expectation of making and receiving peer assessment (i.e., feeling 
comfortable, making fair assessment, and learning from peer 
assessment).  

9 Cheng & 
Tsai, 2012 

To explore the relationships 
between students’ 
approaches to learning and 
their interpersonal 
perspectives (i.e., 
psychological safety, value 
diversity, trust and social 
interdependence) in online 
peer assessment. 

DSO Psychological 
safety, value 
diversity, trust 
in the other as 
assessor, 
interdependence  

3 Psychological safety: Students with high psychological safety 
were more likely to have cohesive conceptions and adopt deep 
learning approaches. 
Value diversity:  Students with low goal value diversity were more 
likely to adopt cohesive conceptions and deep learning approach. 
Those with low value diversity for criteria possessed cohesive 
conceptions and deep approaches. 
Trust in the others as assessors: Those who had trust in their peers 
were inclined to use deep approaches. 
Social interdependence: Most students showed cooperative/non- 
competitive type of social interdependence (48%); these students 
mainly adopted cohesive conceptions and deep approaches to 
learning. Some students showed cooperative/competitive type of 
social interdependence (26%); most of them adopted cohesive 
conceptions and deep approach to learning. 

13 Corgnet, 
2012 

To investigate the impact 
of using peer assessment to 
share a jointly produced 
outcome on team 
performance. 

ERG Social 
connections 
(friendship) 

5 Friendship can facilitate team performance when outcomes are 
shared equally but seems to have a negative effect when peer 
evaluation determines the profit each member receives.  

14 Domínguez 
et al., 2016 

"…examining the 
consistency and differences 
among self-, peer-, 
external- and instructor-
assessment." 
"…two additional, and 
secondary, goals: identify 
differences in the given 
assessments depending on 
both the quality of the 
assessed products and on 
the competency of the 
assessing student and 
analyse the impact of this 
activity on the learning 
process." 

ERIG Social 
connections 
(friendship) 

7 Friendship (peers from the same university) leads to biased (less 
strict) peer assessment scores. 

15 Ersoz & 
Sad, 2018 

"…to explore how a small 
group of visual art 
education students used 
Facebook as a peer-
assessment platform, as 
well as to better understand 
the advantages and 
disadvantages of this 
particular practice." 

DSO Social 
connections 
(friendship) 

1 As a disadvantage of peer assessment, participants reported 
friendship-based favouritism in peer assessment that can lead to 
biased comments.   
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5 The authors call it tension in feedback communication 

23 Harris & 
Brown, 
2013 

To explore teachers’ and 
students’ perspective of 
peer and self-assessment in 
New Zealand. 

DSO Social 
connections 
(friendship) 

2 One teacher reported observing inaccuracy in peer assessment due 
to friendship, and students shared strong concerns regarding the 
negative impact of peer and self-assessment on social 
relationships.  

31 Kilickaya, 
2017 

To investigate university 
language students’ 
perceptions of peer 
assessment. 

DSO Social 
connections 
(friendship) 

3 Most of the participants suffered from friendship bias, and they 
reported that their peer assessment was influenced by their 
relationships with the peer they assessed (a friend vs. someone I 
don’t get along with).  

46 Panadero et 
al., 2013 

To investigate the effect of 
rubric and friendship on the 
reliability and validity of 
peer assessment, students’ 
performance and their 
perceived comfort and 
fairness of peer assessment. 

ERIG Social 
connections 
(friendship) 

5 No significant effect of rubric was found on reducing friendship 
bias.  

50 Roscoe et 
al., 2020 

To investigate the influence 
of students’ perceptions of 
author characteristics and 
error in peer work on 
evaluation of quality of the 
assessed work. 

DSO Social 
connections 
(i.e., 
interpersonal 
author traits: 
generosity, 
kindness, and 
loyalty) 

7 The perceived quality of the assessed work (written essays) was 
related to assessees’ personality traits as perceived by assessors 
(e.g., generosity, kindness, loyalty).  

52 Rotsaert et 
al., 2017 

To investigate the 
relationship between 
students’ perceptions of 
peer assessment and 
interpersonal factors. 

DSO Trust in the 
other as 
assessor, social 
connections 
(friendship 
marking, fear of 
disapproval) 

4 Trust: positively associated with perceived educational value of 
peer assessment. 
Social factors (negative interpersonal processes): Awareness of 
negative interpersonal processes (i.e., fear of disapproval and 
friendship marking) positively predicted the perceived educational 
value of peer assessment.  

59 To & 
Panadero, 
2019 

"This qualitative study 
explores peer assessment 
effects on the self-
assessment process of 11 
first-year undergraduates 
and the factors limiting 
peer influence." 

DSO Social 
connections 
(fear of 
disapproval5)  

5 Social factors (fear of disapproval): Data revealed that peer 
relationships could influence the depth of feedback exchange; six 
(out of the 11) students reported experiencing tension in feedback 
communication.  

62 Van Gennip 
et al., 2010 

To investigate: 
(a)  how a peer assessment 
intervention can influence 
interpersonal variables 
(psychological safety, 
interdependence, value 
diversity, and trust)  
(b) the relationship between 
interpersonal variables, and 
students’ conceptions of 
peer assessment and their 
learning 

ERIG Psychological 
safety, trust in 
the other as 
assessor, value 
diversity, 
interdependence 

8 Trust in the other as assessor and psychological safety were strong 
positive predictors of conceptions of peer assessment. 
 Value diversity: negatively predicted conceptions of peer 
assessment. 
Interdependence: Dependence of the self and dependence of the 
peer did not significantly predict conceptions of peer assessment.  
A mediation effect of conceptions of peer assessment on the 
relationships between interpersonal factors and perceived learning.  

63 van 
Heerden & 
Bharuthram, 
2021 

To explore the effect that 
peer familiarity has on 
receiving feedback from 
peers. 

DSO Social 
connections 

5 Knowing the peer leads to a positive peer assessment experience 
(i.e., more comfort in peer assessment). 
Some students indicated that not knowing the peer made peer 
assessment more objective.  

69 Zou et al., 
2018 

"This study explores the 
underlying factors that 
influence students’ 
participation in peer 
assessment in writing 
instruction." 

DSO Social 
connections 
(friendship) 

6 The more students were concerned about the negative impact of 
peer assessment on interpersonal relationship the more they were 
likely to do back-evaluation (indicating the helpfulness of the peer 
assessment received on a five-point rating scale) 
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Table 2 of 2 for supplementary material 7. Results of peer assessment  interpersonal variables 

Article 

# 
Author & 

year 
Aim(s) Study 

design 
Variables of 

interest 
Study 
quality 

 
Results 

12 Ching & Hsu, 
2016 

"This study explored 
learners’ perceptions of the 
interpersonal factors critical 
in a role-playing peer- 
feedback activity, as well as 
the types of peer feedback 
learners generated." 

DSO Psychological 
safety, trust in 
the other as 
assessor 

3 Psychological Safety: Participants perceived the online role-play 
activity to deliver peer feedback to be beneficial for their 
psychological safety (means ranged between 2.5 and 3.57 on a 4-
point Likert scale).   
Trust in the other as assessor: Overall, participants trusted their 
peers as assessors (means ranging from 3.07 to 3.36 on a 4-point 
Likert scale). 

16 Falchikov, 
1995 

"The present study attempted 
to capitalize on the benefits 
of peer assessment in terms 
of improving the learning 
process, sharpening critical 
abilities and increasing 
student autonomy, while at 
the same time addressing 
problems encountered in 
earlier studies." 

DSO Social 
connections 
(friendship) 

4 Students did not like marking friends. 

20 Ghahari & 
Farokhni, 
2018 

To explore whether peer 
assessment is an appropriate 
alternative to teacher 
assessment. 

ERIG Trust in the 
other as 
assessor 

9 In focus groups students raised trust issues regarding the expertise 
and knowledge of their peers and believed that the teacher should 
be responsible for providing feedback and not their peers.  

24 Hassel & Lee, 
2019 

To investigate if: 
(a)  engineering students can 
perform accurate peer 
assessment when provided 
with appropriate training and 
rubric.  
(b) students valued self and 
peer assessment exercise and 
in what ways they found it 
effective/ineffective.  
(c) differences in 
performance and perception 
of peer assessment based on 
course of study. 

DSO Trust in the 
other as 
assessor 

4 Students felt that their peers had adequate knowledge to assess 
them (M = 4.39 on a 7-point Likert scale). 

29 Izgar & 
Akturk, 2018 

To investigate the 
relationship between peer 
and teacher assessment and 
students’ perceptions of the 
process.  

DSO Social 
connections 
(friendship) 

2 28% of the participants mentioned in the interviews that peers do 
not make fair assessment because they prioritise personal 
problems or friendship. 

37 Li & 
Steckelberg, 
2004 

"This study was designed 
primarily to investigate the 
impact of anonymous peer 
feedback on student 
meaningful learning in higher 
education." 

ERIG Trust in the 
other as 
assessor 

7 Peer assessment led to perceptions of trust in others as assessors: 
"Peers have adequate knowledge to evaluate my work" M = 3.73 
on a 5-point Likert scale for the experimental group.  

38 Lim et al., 
2021 

To investigate the impact of a 
peer feedback model on 
preservice teachers’ 
perceptions of peer feedback.  

DSO Psychological 
safety6

  

6 The employed feature of the peer feedback activity of making the 
presenter leave the room after a teaching demonstration helped the 
students to provide critical peer feedback with little discomfort.  

  

 
 

6 The authors used comfort however their description aligns with our definition of psychological safety 
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40 Lin et al., 
2002 

(a) To assess the correlation 
between peers' and tutor's 
marking and compare the 
markings between 
undergraduate and high 
school students. (b) To assess 
student perceptions of peer 
assessment and compare the 
different perceptions of peer 
assessment between 
undergraduate and senior 
high school students 

DSO Trust in the 
other as 
assessor 

5 In general, students reported low levels of trust in peer as assessor, 
with undergraduate students having significantly higher means (M 
= 3.00 SD = .74) for the item "I agree that peers have adequate 
knowledge to evaluate my work" than high school students (M = 
2.55 SD =.86), t = 2.78, p < .01 
 

42 Liu et al., 
2017 

To investigate the effect of a 
web-based training involving 
group discussions on 
students’ performance and 
perceptions of peer 
assessment and the effect of 
anonymity in this context. 

ERIG Interdependen
ce 

9 Overall, students were satisfied with the group collaboration 
process (M = 5.22 on a 7-point scale). There were no significant 
differences between the anonymous and non-anonymous 
conditions.  

47 Prins et al., 
2005 

To investigate students’ 
perceptions of the design of 
instructional support for peer 
assessment within a CSCL 
environment. 

DSO Trust in the 
other as 
assessor 

7 Students appeared to have more positive attitude towards being 
assessed by others at the post-test.  
 

48 Raes et al., 
2015 

To investigate the effect of 
increasing anonymity in peer 
assessment using a 
Classroom Response 
Technology (CRT) to reduce 
undesirable social effects. 

ERIG Social 
connections 
(peer 
pressure) 

9 Overall students experienced low levels of pee pressure (largest 
mean score = 2.59 on a 5-point scale). Students experienced 
significantly less peer pressure while providing non-anonymous 
written peer feedback rather than oral feedback.  

51 Rotsaert et 
al., 2018 

To investigate the impact of 
fading anonymity on peer 
feedback quality and 
students’ perceptions of peer 
assessment. 

ERIG Psychological 
safety, trust in 
the other as 
assessor, 
value 
congruency, 
social 
connections 
(friendship 
marking & 
fear of 
disapproval) 

10 Psychological safety: no significant change was observed over 
time. Those who presented their workshop in the non-anonymous 
phase reported significantly higher levels of psychological safety 
(M difference = .54, r = .42).  
Trust in peer as assessor: no significant change was found as a 
result of fading anonymity.  
Value congruence: improved significantly after the introduction of 
the anonymous phase (effect size ηG2 = .20).  
Social factors: perceived friendship marking significantly 
increased from the anonymous to the non-anonymous phase but it 
was low when the non-anonymous sessions ended (Cohen’s d = 
.34).  
Fear of disapproval: decreased significantly after the non-
anonymous sessions in comparison to the anonymous sessions 
(Cohen’s d = .56).  

53 Seifert & 
Feliks, 2019 

To investigate students’ and 
lecturers’ perceptions of the 
use of self and peer 
assessment in teacher 
training. 

DSO Trust in the 
other as 
assessor 

4 Participants reported that their peers understood their work 
(M=4.2, on a 5-point scale).  

59 To & 
Panadero, 
2019 

"This qualitative study 
explores peer assessment 
effects on the self-assessment 
process of 11 first-year 
undergraduates and the 
factors limiting peer 
influence." 

DSO Trust in the 
other as 
assessor 

5 Trust in the other as assessor: Participants reported distrust in 
peers’ evaluation competence.  

61 Van Gennip, 
2012 

To investigate the influence 
of differently arranged peer 
assessment activities on 
psychological safety and 
value congruency.  

ERIG Psychological 
safety, value 
congruence 

9 Psychological safety: was significantly higher for the peer 
assessment conditions compared to teacher assessment (i.e., 
control) condition. 
Value congruency: was significantly higher for the peer 
assessment+ condition (that involved reflection on the roles of 
assessors and assesses) than the control (teacher assessment) 
condition.   
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62 Van Gennip 
et al., 2010 

To investigate: 
(a)  how a peer assessment 
intervention can influence 
interpersonal variables 
(psychological safety, 
interdependence, value 
diversity, and trust)  
(b) the relationship between 
interpersonal variables, and 
students’ conceptions of peer 
assessment and their learning 

ERIG Psychological 
safety, Trust 
in the other as 
assessor, 
value 
diversity, and 
interdependen
ce 

8 Psychological safety: Students felt safer in a peer assessment 
condition compared to teacher assessment condition.  
Trust in peer as assessor: Students reported more trust in peer as 
assessor after the peer assessment intervention. No significant 
differences in trust were found between the peer assessment and 
the teacher assessment conditions.  
Value diversity: Students reported a lower value diversity after the 
peer assessment intervention. Students perceived more value 
unanimity (i.e., low value diversity) in a peer assessment setting 
compared to teacher assessment settings.  
Interdependence: did not significantly change after the peer 
assessment intervention. No significant differences were found 
between the peer assessment and teacher assessment conditions in 
the perceptions of trust interdependence.  

65 Vanderhoven 
et al., 2015 

To investigate the effect of 
anonymity-using Classroom 
Response Technology 
(CRT)- on reducing 
undesirable social effects of 
peer assessment.  

ERIG Social 
connections 
(peer 
pressure, fear 
of 
disapproval) 

9 Peer pressure: Participants experienced significantly less peer 
pressure in the anonymous CRT condition than the non-
anonymous condition. 
Fear of disapproval: Participants experienced significantly less 
fear of disapproval in the anonymous CRT condition than the non-
anonymous condition. 

67 Wilson et al., 
2015 

To investigate students’ 
perceptions of fairness, trust, 
and temporality of online 
peer review Moodle tool.  

DSO Trust in the 
other as 
assessor 

1 In general, students’ trust in peer as assessor was low.  
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Supplementary material 8. 

Instrument to report the characteristics of peer assessment designs (version 1, January 2023) 
Designed by Panadero, E., Alqassab, M., Fernández Ruiz, J., & Ocampo, J. C. (2023). A systematic review on peer assessment: Intrapersonal and interpersonal 

factors. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education. Use that citation if you include the instrument in your publication. 

Also accessible (check for updates to the instrument): https://osf.io/5k42z/?view_only=c77740eca9ef44978e1ac47abcaeef7c 

 

TITLE OF THE ARTICLE 
Click here to add text 

Authors  
Click here to add text 

Our study investigates: 

☐ The impact of peer assessment on interpersonal/intrapersonal factors 

 ☐ The impact of interpersonal/intrapersonal factors on peer assessment 

☐           The impact of peer assessment on performance/behaviour 

☐           The impact of moderator/mediator variables on peer assessment outcomes  

Describe the characteristics of your peer assessment study in the table below. 

Context 

 Category Description i Our study 

1 Subject domain 
Subject domain the study was done in (e.g., 

mathematics, instructional sciences, 
accounting, etc.) 

Click here to add text 

2 Place/Time 
Where was the PA conducted? 

(In class or out of class?) 
☐     In class/class time 

☐     Out of class/free time 

3 Setting Formal or informal education setting? 
☐     Formal 

☐     Informal 

4 Requirement 
Was PA compulsory or voluntary for 

assessor/assessee? 
☐     Compulsory 

☐     Voluntary 

5 Alignment 
Was the PA activity aligned to curriculum, 

learning goals or teaching?  
☐     Yes 

☐     No 

Instructional design 

6 Purpose 
What was the assessment purpose of the 
PA activity? (Formative, summative or 

both?) 

☐     Formative 

☐     Summative 

☐     Both 

7 Object 
What was assessed? (e.g., written 

assignment, oral presentation, contribution 
to group work) 

Click here to add text 

8 Product/Output 
What was the output of the PA? (e.g., 

score, written feedback, oral feedback, or a 
combination) 

Click here to add text 

9 Relation to staff 
assessment 

Was PA done without staff assessment 
(substitutional) or in addition to staff 

assessment (supplementary)? 

☐     Substitutional 

☐     Supplementary 

10 Official weight 
Did participation in the PA activity or the 

grade given by peer(s) contribute to 
learners’ final grades? 

☐     No 

☐     Yes-for participation in PA 

☐     Yes-for PA grade 

☐     Yes-both (PA & participation) 

☐     Other: Click here to add text 

11 Reward 
Was there a reward for participation in 

PA?  

☐     No 

☐     Yes-course credit 

☐     Yes-incentives (e.g., free time, money, etc.) 

☐     Other: Click here to add text 

12 Directionality 
Was the learner assessing another without 
being assessed (unidirectional) or acting as 
both assessor and assessee (bidirectional)?  

☐     Unidirectional 

☐     Bidirectional 

https://osf.io/5k42z/?view_only=c77740eca9ef44978e1ac47abcaeef7c
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13 Degree of interactivity 
How did the assessee demonstrate 
engagement and response to PA?  

☐     Reactive: assessee responds to assessor 

☐     Reciprocal: same learners assess each other on same task 

☐     Negotiated: PA was done more than once on the same task and 
both parties negotiated it  

14 Frequency 
How often was the PA of the same task 

done? (Once, twice, etc.) 
Click here to add text 

15 Group constellation 
Did members of the same group assess 
each other (intragroup) or peers from 
another group (intergroup) or both? 

☐     Intragroup 

☐     Intergroup 

☐     Both 

16 Constellation assessor 
The number of assessors assigned to each 

assessee 
Click here to add text 

17 Constellation assessee The number of assessees per assessor Click here to add text 

18 Unit of assessment 
(assessor) 

At what level did the assessor(s) perform 
PA? Individual, group, or both? 

☐     Individual 

☐     Group 

☐     Both 

19 Unit of assessment 
(assessee) 

At what level did the assessee(s) 
experience the PA? Individual, group, or 

both? 

☐     Individual 

☐     Group 

☐     Both  

20 Privacy 
Did assessor and assessee know the 

identity of each other? (Was PA public, 
single-blind, or double-blind?) 

☐     Public 

☐     Single-blind (for assessor) 

☐     Single-blind (for assessee) 

☐     Double blind (anonymous) 

☐     Other: Click here to add text 

21 Contact 
Was PA done face-to-face or online? How 

was the contact between assessor and 
assessee? 

☐     Face-to-face synchronous: same time same place (ST SP) 

☐     Online synchronous: same time different place (ST DP), e.g., 
skype, chat, etc. 

☐     Online asynchronous: different time different place (DT DP), 
e.g., e-mail, SWoRD, etc. 

☐     Other: Click here to add text 

22 Matching 

How were assessor and assessee matched 
for the PA activity? (e.g., random, skill, 

self-select, gender, friendship, 
performance, etc.) 

Click here to add text 

23 Format How was the PA guided?  

☐     Freestyle (no instruction provided to learers) 

☐     Guided instruction 

☐     Guided prompts 

☐     Guided criteria/rubrics 

☐     Guided criteria/rubrics and prompts  

☐     Other: Click here to add text 

24 Training 
Did the learners receive PA training at any 
time? If yes, describe the moment in which 

they received it and the type of training. 
Click here to add text 

25 Revision 
Did learners revise their work after 

receiving or providing PA? 
☐     No 

☐     Yes 

26 Scope of involvement 
How were learners involved in the PA 

activity?  

☐     Development of assessment criteria 

☐     Gave PA only 

☐     Received PA only 

☐     Gave and received PA 

☐     Additional self-assessment  

☐     Other: Click here to add text 

Outcomes 

27 PA Outcomes 

These variables are directly measured as 
outcomes of the PA activity (i.e., why was 

the PA activity conducted?) 
Select all the options that apply to your 

study from the right column. 

☐     Beliefs & perceptions: including perceptions of learning capacity 
to perform PA or any perceptions related to the PA processes 
(e.g., fairness, usefulness), metacognition and self-regulation, 
attitudes and beliefs (e.g., self-efficacy), teachers’ 
perceptions/conceptions.  

☐     Emotions and motivation: emotions experienced by learners 
(e.g., achievement emotions, social emotions, etc.) & all 
motivational beliefs (e.g., learning motivation). 

☐     Performance: academic/domain specific performance, 
achievement, improved draft/work (i.e., revision). 
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☐     Skills: quality of contribution to the group, professional 
behaviour, problem solving skills, work habits, interpersonal 
skills, metacognitive & self-regulatory skills.  

☐     Reliability of PA: consistency of PA scores compared to other 
peer assessors, or PA over several rounds. 

☐     Validity of PA: accuracy of PA compared to 
teachers/tutor/expert's assessment. 

☐     PF content: characteristics of the feedback messages including 
type, focus, quality, frequency of comments/posts (i.e., 
participation), etc. 

☐     PF processing: Includes implementation, reactions to PF, seeking 
PF, coping with PF, etc. 

☐     Other: Click here to add text 

Moderators/mediators 

28 PA 
Moderators/mediators 

Variables that are not usually manipulated 
but are taken into account when 

investigating PA. Select the variables that 
have been explored in your study from the 

right column.  

☐     Gender: of assessor/assessee. 

☐     Ability & Skills: includes prior knowledge, prior performance, 
achievement level, GPA, finished high school, previous level of 
education, year of enrolment, etc. 

☐     Skills: reviewing ability, computer skills, etc. 

☐     Age: of assessor/assessee. 

☐     Culture, ethnicity, nationality or race 

☐     Other: Click here to add text 

This tool is based on: Alqassab, M., Strijbos, J., Panadero, E., Fernández Ruiz, J., Warren, M., & To, J. (2023). A systematic review 
of peer assessment design elements. Educational Psychology Review. 

Note. PA = peer assessment; PF = peer feedback 

i For more detailed descriptions refer to the Online Resource 3 by Alqassab et al. (2023) via: 
https://osf.io/4jbr3/?view_only=9f5b223115f244ac88ac5b054eb21149  
 
If you have further questions you can contact us: erlaresearch@gmail.com  

 

https://osf.io/4jbr3/?view_only=9f5b223115f244ac88ac5b054eb21149
mailto:erlaresearch@gmail.com

