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• About me 
– Huy Viet Nguyen 
– 4th year 
– Prof. Litman’s lab 
– NLP > NLP Applications in Edu > Peer reviews & Student writings > 

Review helpfulness & Natural language argument 

 
• Contact 

– 5420 SENSQ 
– hvn3@pitt.edu 
– http://people.cs.pitt.edu/~huynv 
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Outline 
• An overview 

– Why peer review 
– Be a good reviewer 

 
• SWoRD Peer Review system 

– Behind your screen (a.k.a teacher’s view) 
– How to’s (a.k.a student’s view) 

 
• A little inside the system 

– SWoRD mechanics 
– SWoRD intelligence 

 
• Live demo 
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Why peer review[2,3,4] 

• Support learning process 
– Peer authors: have feedback on strengths, weaknesses and/or tips for 

improvement 
– Peer reviewers: see other examples or approaches, form critical 

thinking 
 

• Reduce instructor workload associated with writing activities 
– Instructors spend more time on other aspects of teaching 
– Students have more writing practice 

 
• Concerns 

– Not always as effective as teacher’s feedback 
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Be a good reviewer[1] 

• Be nice 
– Mention the strengths of the paper 
– Try to help your peers improve their work, not evaluate them as a person 

• Be constructive 
– Give particular ideas for how to improve the work product 
– Don’t just complain about a problem; offer possible solutions for how to 

fix it 
• Be specific 

– Follow the rubrics given to you by your instructor for each dimension 
– Be precise about where particular problems occur 
– Give examples. 
– Including the location of one instance of common basic writing problems 

(spelling/grammar, poor word choice, awkward sentence structures) 
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Be a good reviewer (2) 
• Be open-minded about style 

– Unless instructed otherwise, there is no one way for each paper to be 
written 

– Ask yourself: did you understand the paper, did you believe the argument, 
and did you learn something? 

– If you say yes to all three, then the paper should be evaluated as good 
• Consider what aspects of your own work you want to improve 

– What aspect of  your own writing can improve as a result of your reviews? 
– What can you take away from each review that allows you to become a 

better writer? 
• Remember, you are being graded on your reviewing 

– Your quantitative ratings are graded according to accuracy 
– Your commenting feedback is back-evaluated (graded) by authors on 

helpfulness and specificity 
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Problems in administrating 
peer reviews[2] 

• Student reviewers are novices in their disciplines 
– Inaccurate feedback relative to subject-matter expert or instructor 

 
• Student are inexperienced in constructing reviews 

– They were not trained 
 

• High workload required to administrate peer reviews 
– Select reviewers for writers 
– Exchange writing and reviewing 

 
• SWoRD is developed to address the above issues 
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What is SWoRD 

• SWoRD: Scaffolded Writing and Rewriting in the Disciplines 
• A web-based reciprocal peer review system to support writing 

practice 
– Large content class (hundreds of students) 
– Writing is critical 
– Peer review is an essential process 
> Students gain knowledge as well as writing and reviewing skills 

 
• Support the whole cycle 

– Writing > reviews > back-reviews > re-writings 
– Reviews are graded regarding accuracy, helpfulness 
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Numbers that tell 

• 7: years for which SWoRD has been being developed 
• 10: countries (USA, CAN, GBR, NLD, EST, HUN, SGP, KOR, CHN) 
• 17: disciplines (Psychology, Astronomy & Physics, Computer 

Science, Biology, Economics, Engineering, Speech Pathology, 
English & Rhetoric, Philosophy, Women's Health, Math, 
Pharmacy, Social Welfare, History, Cognitive Science, Law, 
Education) 

• ~160: active classes last year 
• ~6700: active users last year 
• ~1500: total seats since 2009 
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Three phrases to SWoRD 

1. Upload your product 
2. Make reviews on the work of your peers 
3. Read the reviews on your work product and back-evaluate 

each review for helpfulness and specificity 
 

• To remember: 
– Follow the instructions and prompts on the main SWoRD dashboard 
– Complete before the deadline 
– Part of your grade is determined by performing all the steps in the 

process 

15 



Teacher user 

• Tasks 
– Create course 
– Create assignment 
– Manage reviewer-author assignment 
– Manage grade 
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Teacher user views: course info 
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Course info (2) 
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Course info (2) 

SWoRD will/not identify whether 
review comments have 
localization and/or solution idea 
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Teacher user views: assignment design 
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Assignment design (2) 
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Assignment design (3) 
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Assignment design (4) 
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Student user 

• Three tasks 
– Submit writing 
– Submit review on others’ writings 
– Submit back-evaluation on others’ reviews 

 
• Views 

– Assignment timeline 
– Submitted document, made reviews, received reviews 
– To do items regarding three tasks 
– Grades 
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Student user view: account 

https://arrow.lrdc.pitt.edu/arrow/ 
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Student user view: account 
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Account 
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Course list 
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Assignment view 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• SWoRD does not have a built-in document viewer 
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Assignment view 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• SWoRD does not have a built-in document viewer 
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Grade view 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
– Review accuracy: in comparison with other reviewers of the same writing 
– Review helpfulness: regarding back-evaluation of writer 
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Grade view (2) 

Your helpfulness score for different reviews 
Your ratings of different 
document (on APA 
dimension) 
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Submit writing 
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Submit writing 
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Submit writing 
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Submit review 
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Submit review 
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Solution 
feedback 

Submit review with instant feedback 
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Localization 
feedback 
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Submit back-evaluation 
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SWoRD mechanics 

• Distributes writings to reviewers 
 

• Distributes peer reviews to writers 
 

• Determines accuracy of each reviewer’s numerical ratings 
– Provides writers with reviewers’ weighted ratings 
– Provides reviewers with feedback on their review accuracy 

 
• Distributes back-evaluations to reviewers 

– As review helpfulness 

42 



Review accuracy 

• SWoRD uses 3 indices 
– Systematic difference 
– Consitency 
– Spead 
> All depend upon a comparison of a given reviewer’s ratings to the mean 
of ratings 
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The extent to which each reviewer systematically tends to be overly 
generous, overly harsh, or unbiased in assessing papers (t-test) 
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The extent to which each reviewer systematically discerns good papers 
from poor papers (correlation test) 
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The extent to which each reviewer distributes scores too narrowly or too 
widely (STDEV differences) 
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SWoRD intelligence 

• Help reviewer give more helpful reviews 
– Localization 
– Solution 

 
• Help writer write better essays 

– Thesis detection 
– Revision plan 

 
• Our lab takes care of the NLP aspect of the above research 

problems 
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Future directions 

• To support teachers 
– Currently student-centric 

• Solution, localization feedback 
• Thesis detection 
• Revision plan 

– Will be teacher-centric 
• Writing/review analytic 
• Class performance 

 
• To support assignment design 

– Library/database that includes rubrics/prompts 
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SWoRD vs. ARROW 

• Given its success, SWoRDTM Peer Assessment has recently 
become a trademark of Panther Learning Systems Inc. 
 

• ARROW has been brought up as an alternative for research 
purpose at Pitt [arrow.lrdc.pitt.edu] 
 

• SWoRDTM is now changing to PeerceptiveTM 
[www.peerceptiv.com] 
 

• ARROW will be renamed to SWoRD soon ! 
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Live demo 

• arrow.lrdc.pitt.edu 
 

• http://www.peerceptiv.com/wordpress/help/student-help/ 
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