ITHET2018, PRASAE Workshop, Olhao, Portugal

Reflecting Peer Reviews
In Inquiry Based Learning Scenarios.

An Analysis of Peer Feedback Levels and their Implementation

1. Background

2. Inquiry-Based Learning - a Process Model
3. Previous Work and Methodology

4. Result Discussion
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Johannes Kepler University Linz, Austria

JXU

JOHANNES KEPLER
UNIVERSITY LINZ

» 20.000~ students; 2.500~ employees
»65 BA-, MA-, PhD- study programs at 118 institutes

- Faculty of Social sciences, Business and Economics
- Faculty of Engineering and Natural Sciences

- Faculty of Law
- Faculty of Medicine (since 2014)
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Institute of Digital Business
» Information Systems
» Digital Business Management
» Interactive Media

» E-Learning

)=

DEPARTMENT OF DIGITAL
BUSINESS MANAGEMENT
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JXU

JOHANNES KEPLER
UNIVERSITY LINZ

- Multimedia Study Services for Social and Economic Sciences
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2

s\&\' S P e R IT Forschungsgruppe
.\\ l Science Projects in Radio and Information Technology

Hochschule
Magdeburg * Stendal

Q
Deutsch English

SPIiRIT > Showcase
News

Projects Twee’[S by @spirit_grou;@®

m SPiRIT HF/RFID Simulator (ROSI-3D Project)

Members of staff

(=] SPIRIT Retweeted

Einparians 1@ Michael A. Herzog
- @maherzog
Events
Wir suchen Nachfolge fir IT-
Research Y
Leiter/in @hs_magdeburg! In
Studies unserem top ausgestatieten
Contact Kommunikations- &
Informationszentrums arbeiten
22 engagierte Mitarbeiter/innen.
#Jobs #Wirtschaftsinformatik hs-
magdeburg.deffileadminfuser...
U Apr 18, 2018
5] SPIRIT Retweeted http-// p t h —I'I d b d
This HF/RFID Simulation was developed by research group SPiRIT in project . S Irl . S a e u r " e
ROSI-3D funded by German Federal Ministrv of Education and Research. In f#+R Michael L. Nelson
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https://www.crossteaching.org

Background: CrossTeaching Working Group
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Cross-Teaching-Tool-Setting J ! U

JOHANNES KEPLER
UNIVERSITY LINZ
LECTURER
UNI 1
e \/‘\
UNI 1 L
( Facebook ) conference
(

Adobe Connect) E-Mail
Skype Cf)
4 . ) .
: Learning Management twitter
E-Mail

\_\ PeerReview
STUDENTS l LECTURER

UNI 2 UNI 2

2

Hochschule
Magdeburg e Stendal
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Inquiry-Based Learning —
A Process Model
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Learning Scenario »Scientific Paper Writing«

Topic: ,Ethical issues of digital communication®

»4 courses, 3 Master programmes, 2 Universities

\OBEROSTERREICH/ {4 H OCh SCh U I e

A NS Magdeburg e Stendal

2

JOHANNES KEPLER
UNIVERSITY LINZ

» Most of them Part-time students,
» High technology and media affinity
» 13 learning groups, 10 inter-university

» 39 students (21 female, 18 male), 4 Teachers involved (2 female, 2 male)
» ERASMUS+ funded
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Kolbs Experiential Learning Cycle (ELC) Concrete

Experience
Feeling

Accomodator Diverger
O'(\
S
O

Active \e\‘b Reflective
Experimentation«¢ | Observation

Doing O(\ Watching

Converger @0 Assimilator

Kolb, D. A. (1984) E L E he S f Abstract
olb, D. A. xperiential Learning: Experience as the Source o Concebtualization
Learning and Development, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N.J. Tﬁinking
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Kolb's Learning Cycle
synchronised with Wildt's
Research Cycle

application/
Information
transfer

immerse In
practicing

Concrete
Experience —
- identification/
evaluation 2 O negotiation of
S o M subject
O = n O
> GC) M =
3 E X
< T Q ~
- <
o, 8_ O O
Feeling p >< > p rO b I e m y
realization L] research gap,
_ ,006900 | Abst ra(_:t _ hypoth eg i sp
oo Conceptualization
A R _
T design of
methodology, approach of
research iInvestigation

concept
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PeerReview (Online-Assessment) @

Closed

Workshop grades report

First name

Surname

Visible groups = All participants &

/

Submission* . |/ Last modified ™ .

- Mit welchen Methoden beeinflussen YouTuber der Beautybranche ihre Zielgruppe auf

04/26
2018

YouTube?
modified on Sunday, 8 January 2017, 9:56 AM

CodeofConduct AMT Peer Review
modified on Monday, 9 January 2017, 8:59 AM
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X ca
X
Grade far Grade for
Grades received submission (of Grades given assessment
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Herzog. M.A., Katzlinger, E, Stabauer, M.: Embedding Interuniversity Peer Review in Virtual
Learning Groups. A Research-based Learning Scenario. In: Emerging Technologies for Education.
SETE 2016, PRASAE2016. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol 10108. Springer
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2016
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#TCCM Conference,
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Quality Management System in Higher Education
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iIn Higher Education (Curriculum
Quialification, Coaching, \ ’
Tandem-Teaching A
N Improvement \J D
. . Learning Setting Foedback o
curricular ecosystem
Accreditation, Input
Re-accreditation . .
~ 7 RN - X PeerReview as a ot — . . .
" 3 \ 4 A student-centered ..‘
Quality Circle, \ Quality-Instrument students
Roundtable Improvement M Ofitmm
online  scalable academic P Herzog. M.A., Franz, L., Katzlinger, E.,
~ /\ available ' Stabauer, M.: Peer Review as a Quality
’ Management Tool Embedded in an
4 ™ |nput | . : .
_ — \J Inquiry-based Learning Scenario. In:
I8 Buddy-Programm > Conference on Information Technology
>\ for students - Based Higher Education and Training.
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C@ Ergebnisdiskussion . . . . .
Oe Schreibstil . . . . . O .
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O Wissenschaftlichkeit . O . O ] .
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C¢ Format 8 O O 8 | " . . |
Ce Anhang - O
T zu viele Worter/klrzen O o | o .
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U Zitation i o "
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Quality of
Peer Review
feedback

" adequately helpful
B very helpful
not helpful

13 papers, in total 75 reviews, 2016 winter cohort
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data evaluation/discussion of results

structure

formatting

potential for innovation

topic
style of writing
method/data collection

practical relevance

visualization
theory — Positive Feedback
13 papers,
sources [N in total 75 reviews,
o 2016 winter cohort
scientific character S
conclusion N
O 10 20 30 40 50 o0
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mistakes (orthography, repetition and comprehension
visualization

research question
target group
method/data collection
conclusion

sources

scientific character
structure

style of writing
formatting

practical relevance
potential for innovation

. Negative Feedback
topic

13 papers,
data evaluation/discussion of results in total 75 reviews,
2016 winter cohort
theory
citation
lengh

O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
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This Years Question: - ~

. Purpose:
!_IOW the recel\{ed peer feedback Reduce discrepancies between
Improves the final performance current understandings/performance
of students papers? . and desired goal )
» Qualitative investigation of the l
Implemented feedback in final papers : _ -
using Peer Review categories from ciiective Feedback:

Where am | going? (Feed Up)

Hattie/Ti ley 2007
SHETTIMPETEy How am | going? (Feed Back)
} Where to next? (Feed Forward) )
fotiet Tmpere TheFoveroffedscl | Task | Process  Self-Regulation - Sel
Vol 77, Issue 1, 2007, pp. 81 - 112. Level Level Level Level

o _J o _/ o W, o _/
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Codesystem group 01 group 02 group 03 group 04 group 05 group 06 group O/ group 08 group
Self level - - O
Self-regulation level

self-reg not incorporated =
self-reg incorporated
Process level
process not incorporated = g O m m B H B '
H

process incorporated O N .
Task level
task not incorporated

L
task incorporated : n N : o o
Feedback
data analysis/discussion - . O O .
conclusion = - - m - H .
scientific character H B m o m o I H
theoretical part g o m m O = O o
method/data collection ] n e : o ] ]
topic - - O
formal - : o B B B H H
presentation/visualisation N . . = ] O
mistakes - m o L] m N ]
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Result Discussion

» What kind of feedback made it into the final paper?
» How much this incorporation helped students to perform?

024({1286 AnalYSiS of Peer Review Feedback E. Katzlinger » JKU Linz | M.A. Herzog » Magdeburg-Stendal University




self-regulation level
Overall feedback ot lovel not incorporated

oo 0,3%

process level not
incorporated
14%

task level not
incorporated
43%

Yo e - - J— —_— —_— e — — —_— — — - — —

, — — e — - —— ——————————————————————————— ———

Results ® Findings



Task level feedback

100%

Not incorporated feedback

90% “The citation in footnotes should be adjusted to the [professors’]

80% requirements: sources included in the text without footnotes.”
(transl.: group 7: 1: 13460 - 1: 13657)

70% “The only point of criticism — graphics and visualizations would help to

60% upgrade the paper!” ransL.: group 10: 1: 17810 - 1. 17879)

50% “The subject of research, respectively the research question is not
clear from the beginning.” transl.: group 13: 1: 19072 - 1. 19151)

40%

30% Incorporated feedback
“An important element in understanding the results is to add the

20% pictures for group 1 and 2 at least to the annex.” ranst. group 12: 1. 7775 - 1. 7883)

10% “Please shorten the paper, to stick to the 10 pages that were

required.” (transl.: group 09: 1: 11338 - 1: 11417)

0%

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

task level not incorporated (0=58%)
mtask level incorporated (0=42%)
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Process level feedback

Not incorporated feedback

100%
90%
80%
/0%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

04/26
2018

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13

process level not incorporated (0=57%)
process level incorporated (0=43%)

Analysis of Peer Review Feedback

“There are little weaknesses in the methodology part, as you are
talking about case studies. You have to choose the test persons
according to certain criteria. However, you do not explain the
selection. Therefore, it seems that you conducted a randomized online
survey (which is not bad and at one point you even mention it). Still,

you should explain how you reached out to the test persons.”
(transl.: group 7: 1: 4446 - 1: 4953)

“In the research objectives you say that you want to analyze if [...]
Where do you comment and relate to that in the latter part of the

paper? The results and learning should be included in the conclusion.”
(transl.: group 11: 1: 22091 - 1: 22384)

Incorporated feedback

“The description of the method (case study) used is too extensive. You
should rather outline it shortly in one paragraph. It is more interesting
for the reader why you used this research method to analyze the
problem.” ransl.. group 2: 1: 3816 - 1. 4167)

“How does the research environment look like? Are there any
reference theories or papers? One needs to understand in which state
of research your paper is embedded.” ¢ranst: group 12: 1: 8029 - 1: 8111)

)Results e Findings 52



+21 +25

Grouplng o +17 +14

+9

+8
90% +16 T +16 T

+13

80% +18 +11 A +-0
70%

60%

50%

The Acceptors

40%

100% = overall feedback

30%

20%

10%

0%

10 12 4 8 13 2
= process level incorporated m task level incorporated
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Experiences and Learnings

» 70% increased the performance by more than 10%

» For 30% of the groups peer review was seen as not useful

» 927% improved their work even they did not incorporate feedback

» Low performers profit from peer review as well as the top group
» Process level feedback was more incorporated than (easier) task level feedback

» We find no direct correlation between quality of feedback and incorporation rate

024({1286 Analy5i5 of Peer Review Feedback Results ¢ Conclusion
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