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Background • Johannes Kepler University Linz

Johannes Kepler University Linz, Austria 

‣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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Background • Johannes Kepler University Linz

Institute of Digital Business 
‣ Information Systems 

‣ Digital Business Management 

‣ Interactive Media 

‣ E-Learning 
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• Multimedia Study Services for Social and Economic Sciences
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9 Multimedia Studienservice SOWI (MUSSS) 

Organisation – Prozesse (ab WS 2014) 

!  Unterschiedlich bei MUSSS und MUSSS OC 

!  Prozesse vor LV-Beginn (Beantragung, Terminabstimmung, 
Raumreservierung, Moodle-Kurse ...) 

!  Beantragung Tutoren 

!  Ausbildung Tutoren 

!  Prüfungen – Prüfungsraum 

!  Prüfungen in Gmunden  
und Rottenmann 
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http://spirit.hs-magdeburg.de
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Background: CrossTeaching Working Group 23

https://www.crossteaching.org



Cross-Teaching-Scenario 24

Tutors

Web-
conference 

(Adobe Connect)
Skype

WhatsApp

Facebook

Lecturer
Uni 2

Students
Uni 1

Students
Uni 2

E-Mail

Lecturer
Uni 1

Skype

...

Learning Management

Forum
Wiki

Chat

...

E-Mail

PeerReview

...

twitter

Shared Spaces

Cross-Teaching-Tool-Setting



Inquiry-Based Learning – 
A Process Model2



Learning Scenario »Scientific Paper Writing« 

Topic: „Ethical issues of digital communication“ 
‣4 courses, 3 Master programmes, 2 Universities 

‣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

26Inquiry Based Learning Process  •  Setting  •  Paper Writing



Kolb, D. A. (1984) Experiential Learning: Experience as the Source of 
Learning and Development, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N.J.

Forschungsdesign  •  Lernmodell

Kolbs Experiential Learning Cycle (ELC) 

Forschungsdesign und ProzessmodellInquiry Based Learning Process  27
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journal hochschul-didaktik, 20(2), 2009, S 4-7
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Oct. 2017



Research Workshop  
JKU Linz, Nov. 2017
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Research Workshop  
JKU Linz, Nov. 2015
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Inquiry Based Learning Process  • Prozessmodell

Full Research Process

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



#TCCM Conference, 
Magdeburg, Feb. 2017
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#TCCM Conference, 
Magdeburg, Feb. 2016
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Previous Work and Methodology3



Previous Work and Methodology  • Peer Review as QM Tool

Herzog, M.A., Franz, L., Katzlinger, E., 
Stabauer, M.:  Peer Review as a Quality 
Management Tool Embedded in an 
Inquiry-based Learning Scenario. In: 
Proceedings of 16th International 
Conference on Information Technology 
Based Higher Education and Training, 
ITHET2017

…
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Ergebnisdiskussion • Mediennutzung

Last Years Question: 
What is really in all 
that Peer Reviews?  

43Previous Work and Methodology •  Investigation of Reviews
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Positive Feedback 
13 papers,  
in total 75 reviews, 
2016 winter cohort 
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Negative Feedback 
13 papers,  
in total 75 reviews, 
2016 winter cohort 
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Previous Work and Methodology  • Research method

This Years Question:  
How the received peer feedback 
improves the final performance 
of students papers? 
‣Qualitative investigation of the 

implemented feedback in final papers 
using Peer Review categories from 
Hattie/Timperley 2007
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Effective Feedback:  
Where am I going? (Feed Up) 
How am I going? (Feed Back) 

Where to next? (Feed Forward)

J. Hattie, H. Timperley, “The Power of Feedback”  
in Review of Educational Research  
Vol 77, Issue 1, 2007, pp. 81 – 112.

Purpose:  
Reduce discrepancies between  

current understandings/performance 
and desired goal
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Result Discussion
‣ What kind of feedback made it into the final paper? 
‣ How much this incorporation helped students to perform?
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Incorporated feedback

Not incorporated feedback
“The citation in footnotes should be adjusted to the [professors‘] 
requirements: sources included in the text without footnotes.”   
(transl.: group 7: 1: 13460 - 1: 13657)

“The only point of criticism – graphics and visualizations would help to 
upgrade the paper!” (transl.: group 10: 1: 17810 - 1: 17879)

“An important element in understanding the results is to add the 
pictures for group 1 and 2 at least to the annex.” (transl.: group 12: 1: 7775 - 1: 7883)

“Please shorten the paper, to stick to the 10 pages that were 
required.” (transl.: group 09: 1: 11338 - 1: 11417)

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

Not incorporated feedback

“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)

“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)

“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.” (transl., 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.”  (transl.: group 12: 1: 8029 - 1: 8111)



Results  •  Findings

Grouping
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Results  •  Conclusion

Experiences and Learnings 

‣70% increased the performance by more than 10% 

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

‣92% 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
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