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INTRODUCTION
Over the last few years, I have experimented with a student feedback assessment method that follows a formalized scholarly journal-style review process. Although the peer review system has numerous drawbacks, it is still considered the gold standard (Bloom, 1999; Enslin and Hedge, 2018). Like us, students often research an area searching for the truth by writing term papers. They can be creative, show novelty, significance, and produce sound scholarship. However, students are also not experts as they are learning simultaneously and require assistance from experts. The instructor is the expert who takes on the role of being the reviewer of students’ papers. Our role is to assess the submission and provide constructive feedback to improve the quality of the students’ discoveries. The instructor is a reviewer helping students articulate their results and interpretations better. The instructor can help make the paper easier to understand and enhance the communication of the paper’s thesis. The objective is to make the student’s manuscript sound, impactful, rigorous, and communicative. For example, the peer review feedback I received on this perspective piece was very insightful and led to significant changes in macrostructure, improving the message I wanted to deliver. I am thankful for the long narrative form type of feedback. Students can incorporate the feedback and resubmit their work for re-evaluation, addressing our comments in a rebuttal similar to the journal-style review process. Hence, why not use the gold standard for student term papers?
THE FORMALIZED JOURNAL-STYLE REVIEW PROCESS
Students submit their papers before the end of a semester’s deadline for review. The instructor acts as a reviewer who can reject the paper in the case of plagiarism detection or accept it subject to either minor, moderate, or significant changes. Minor revisions or “surface” changes include typographic and grammatical errors, formatting, and small clarifications. Moderate changes add to the minor revisions. Examples include more elaboration and clarifications in certain sections and citations to support statements. Major revisions are “macrostructure” changes requiring additional research, organizational changes, and other substantive revisions. Examples of significant issues are inaccuracies and unsupported conclusions, erroneous data analysis, significant flaws in syntax, and extensive rewritten sections to fortify the paper. These five decision outcomes are hierarchical, from accepted outright to minor to moderate to significant and to outright rejection.
The review is an open peer review by construction since the instructor is the expert reviewer and the student is the manuscript’s author, openly known to each other. This open peer review process aligns with recent suggestions to make the scholarly journal-style peer review process less secret and more open (Enslin and Hedge, 2018). Nevertheless, it could also be single-blinded (i.e., anonymous marking), whereby the instructor does not see the student names, removing any potential human biases. However, recent findings indicate that anonymous marking intervention has done little to reduce ethnic, gender, and socio-economic mean performance differences (Hinton and Higson, 2017; Pitt and Winstone, 2018).
The instructor prepares a report starting with a summary of the paper in a narrative form and then lists the recommended revisions with major issues first, followed by moderate and then minor comments. The student then makes the revisions and prepares a written rebuttal indicating how they dealt with the concerns and submits the revised paper and the rebuttal for review by the instructor. The rebuttal could be in the form of replies to each critique or a long-form narrative. Although a rebuttal is currently not requested, it is an essential document as it provides metacognitive benefits for reflecting and thinking about the work and research findings (McGuire, 2015).
The instructor can assign a tentative grade based on the original submission with or without informing the student. For example, if revisions are significant, the instructor can assign a tentative low grade depending on the extent of modifications requested. On the other hand, if they are considered minor, a letter grade such as B or higher may be appropriate. It is rare for the instructor to accept a paper without any comments for improvement. Similarly, academic papers are rarely accepted outright for publication in a peer-review journal.
Outright rejection without the possibility of re-submission, although it commonly happens with journals, never happens with student manuscripts under this journal-style review process. There are two cases to consider. First, never flatly reject a student’s submission, even if atrocious, because these are the students who will significantly improve their manuscript by incorporating the feedback. They cannot do any worse but only improve their manuscript and grade in the second round of revisions. Second, if the student plagiarised, they are brought to the office given a stern warning of the consequences, receive a zero grade, and get a second chance to resubmit a new non-plagiarized manuscript (Devlin, 2006). The idea is to correct behavior instead of punishment by reporting the incidence to the University (Kara and MacAlister, 2010). Thus, treating this issue in a formative manner may result in student remorse and behavior change. Unfortunately, plagiarism is also rising in academic papers in journals due to the publish or perish paradigm (Butler, 2010; Awasthi, 2019).
Not assigning any grade is an option if the rebuttal and revisions are to the instructor’s satisfaction. Then the students receive full marks. When we publish our research, we are not assigned a letter grade. The quality of our published papers arises indirectly, initially by the journal impact factor and later by citation counts, which are also subject to manipulation (West and Bergstrom, 2021). Unfortunately, students do not usually publish their work in journals. Still, why do we letter grade their papers when ours are not assigned a letter grade? A gradeless learning environment has pitfalls but also offers a positive learning environment (McMorran and Ragupathi, 2020) and is something we instructors should consider. See Figure 1 for a summary of the Journal-style review process of students’ work.
[image: Figure 1]FIGURE 1 | Proposed assessment of student paper.
DISCUSSION
What if feedback is provided only after grading the paper? Unfortunately, this type of feedback does not allow the students to improve the manuscript since they cannot incorporate this into their paper and resubmit. The feedback provided to students is usually to defend the grade they received. However, academic manuscripts have a preferential treatment than students’ manuscripts that do not have a journal-style review intervention, as discussed previously. Scholars can resubmit, sometimes multiple times, for publication by incorporating some recommendations and rebutting other suggestions.
Is the journal-style review process more time-consuming activity for the instructor? Anecdotal evidence indicates that this is not the case. Why? The instructor will have a copy of the student’s initial manuscript and the report. Hence, reviewing it a second or third time does not take long, mainly if a rebuttal indicates how students dealt, or not, with the reviewers’ recommendations. The time-consuming task of grading is spread across time, with more time spent assessing earlier in the semester and less later than the grading lumped together at the end of the semester.
Why not have students do the peer review instead of the instructor? First, some literature advocates for this approach, but training students to be successful peer reviewers is difficult (Min, 2005). Second, students may not be independent reviewers (Bejdová et al., 2014). Third, students are not experts. Fourth, the instructor also knows how to peer review, although there is some evidence that this may not be the case at the graduate level (Navalta and Lyons, 2010). Hence, the students will get better feedback from the instructor than from their classmates to incorporate into their paper.
What is the evidence on feedback? Providing feedback to students is commonly done at all levels of education and is a thoroughly examined research area (Orrell, 2006; Hattie and Timperley, 2007; Winstone et al., 2019). Literature shows written comments provided by teachers improve students’ work only if they incorporate the feedback into their work (Dohrer, 1991; Slade, 2017; Slade and Miller, 2017; Bowden, 2018). Slade (2017) found that improvement requires multiple submissions of mini post-lab assignments whereby students pay attention to feedback and review their work until they “Do it Right!”. Slade and Miller (2017) showed that requiring four drafts of an introduction to mimic journal-style chemistry writing resulted in significant improvements as students re-assess their work by responding to constructive feedback. Contrary to the claim that students do not read or use such comments, recent evidence indicates that many collect and use such feedback (Slade, 2017; Zimbardi et al., 2017). Hence, the proposed formalized journal-style review process has similarities to the existing literature and should improve the quality of the students’ papers.
Should the submission for review be mandatory or voluntary? Making early submission of a manuscript for review mandatory is vital because the weaker students will benefit the most but are the ones who are the least likely to submit if the process is voluntary (Dohrer, 1991). Moreover, to detect noticeable improvement in the quality, students need to submit multiple paper drafts for review (Dohrer, 1991; Slade and Miller, 2017).
Until now, students submitted their work for feedback voluntarily. The thinking was that students would take this great opportunity to get feedback to improve their work and get a better grade. Unfortunately, many of the undergraduate students submitted only a final draft. Why undergraduate students did not take this opportunity remains unknown. One potential reason is procrastination since it would require students to have the draft at least 2 weeks before the deadline, the last day of classes. Student procrastination occurs because of task aversion, risk-taking, and time delay of future incentives (Zhang et al., 2019; Svartdal et al., 2020).
The subsequent two case studies illustrate differences between undergraduate and graduate students opting in to get feedback when it is voluntary. In a recent third-year undergraduate course entitled: “The Economics of Climate Change” during Winter 2021, out of the 40 students, only six students (i.e., 15%) submitted their papers for feedback, and a couple submitted multiple times until they felt they “did it right!”. They wrote a commentary piece like those published in a scholarly journal with a word limit of 600 words, one table or figure, and 3–5 scholarly references. Students followed the style of an article published in Nature. The six students that submitted their work for review and revised their paper received an A grade worth 20% of their overall grade. Some of the commentaries were even publishable. Some students found it challenging to keep the manuscript to 600 words but found it a great skill to acquire as every word counts. To give one example of many, a student submitted for review a short commentary entitled “What has happened to CO2 emissions after Kyoto Protocol relative to before for China?”. The student used data from the World Bank and the scientific methodology of Waggoner and Ausubel (2002) and reported the results in a commentary style.
In a graduate course entitled: “Environmental and Natural Resource Economics,” all 14 students submitted their work for review multiple times. The students wrote a research paper on the value of ecosystem services provided by local urban parks using the holistic approach by Sutton and Anderson (2016). After a few revisions during the semester, students presented their work at an end-of-term symposium. An invitation was sent out to the whole school to attend. Furthermore, one of the papers is under review with a journal. Not all graduate students ended up with an A grade for their work, but every paper improved from the initial draft submission.
AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
PT conceptualized the opinion piece.
PUBLISHER’S NOTE
All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The author would like to thank Lian Dumouchel, Laura Lamb, Mike Henry, Bruce Martin from Thompson Rivers University and Jaime Teixeira da Silva an independent scientist from Japan for the numerous discussions and valuable feedback about the proposed journal-style review process for students’ term papers.
REFERENCES
 Awasthi, S. (2019). Plagiarism and Academic Misconduct A Systematic Review. DESIDOC J. Lib. Info. Technol. 39 (2), 94–100. doi:10.14429/djlit.39.2.13622
 Bejdová, V., Kubincová, Z., and Homola, M. (2014). “Are Students Reliable Peer-Reviewers?,” in 2014 IEEE 14th International Conference on Advanced Learning Technologies,  (Athens, Greece , July 7–10, 2014) ( IEEE), 270–272. Available at: https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/6901456 (Accessed April 24, 2020). 
 Bloom, F. E. (1999). The Importance of Reviewers. Science 283 (5403), 789. doi:10.1126/science.283.5403.789
 Bowden, D. (2018). Comments on Student Papers: Student Perspectives. J. Writing Assess. 11, 1–15. doi:10.1080/13600800500283791
 Butler, D. (2010). Journals Step up Plagiarism Policing. Nature 466, 167. doi:10.1038/466167a
 Devlin, M. (2006). Policy, Preparation, and Prevention: Proactive Minimization of Student Plagiarism. J. Higher Educ. Pol. Manage. 28 (1), 45–58. doi:10.1080/13600800500283791
 Dohrer, G. (1991). Do Teachers' Comments on Students' Papers Help?. Coll. Teach. 39 (2), 48–54. doi:10.1080/87567555.1991.9925485
 Enslin, P., and Hedge, N. (2018). On Peer Review as the ‘Gold Standard' in Measuring Research Excellence: From Secrecy to Openness?. J. Philos. Educ. 52 (3), 379–396. doi:10.1111/1467-9752.12312
 Hattie, J., and Timperley, H. (2007). The Power of Feedback. Rev. Educ. Res. 77, 81–112. doi:10.3102/003465430298487
 Hinton, D. P., and Higson, H. (2017). A Large-Scale Examination of the Effectiveness of Anonymous Marking in Reducing Group Performance Differences in Higher Education Assessment. PloS ONE 12 (8), e0182711. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0182711
 Kara, F., and MacAlister, D. (2010). Responding to Academic Dishonesty in Universities: A Restorative justice Approach. Contemp. Justice Rev. 13 (4), 443–453. doi:10.1080/10282580.2010.517981
 McGuire, S. Y. (2015). Teach Students How to Learn: Strategies You Can Incorporate into Any Course to Improve Student Metacognition, Study Skills, and Motivation. Sterling, VA: Stylus Publishing, LLC.
 McMorran, C., and Ragupathi, K. (2020). The Promise and Pitfalls of Gradeless Learning: Responses to an Alternative Approach to Grading. J. Further Higher Educ. 44 (7), 925–938. doi:10.1080/0309877x.2019.1619073
 Min, H.-T. (2005). Training Students to Become Successful Peer Reviewers. System 33 (2), 293–308. doi:10.1016/j.system.2004.11.003
 Navalta, J. W., and Lyons, T. S. (2010). Student Peer Review Decisions on Submitted Manuscripts Are as Stringent as Faculty Peer Reviewers. Adv. Physiol. Educ. 34 (4), 170–173. doi:10.1152/advan.00046.2010
 Orrell, J. (2006). Feedback on Learning Achievement: Rhetoric and Reality. Teach. Higher Educ. 11 (4), 441–456. doi:10.1080/13562510600874235
 Pitt, E., and Winstone, N. (2018). The Impact of Anonymous Marking on Students' Perceptions of Fairness, Feedback and Relationships with Lecturers. Assess. Eval. Higher Educ. 43 (7), 1183–1193. doi:10.1080/02602938.2018.1437594
 Slade, D. J. (2017). Do it Right! Requiring Multiple Submissions of Math and NMR Analysis Assignments in the Laboratory. J. Chem. Educ. 94 (10), 1464–1470. doi:10.1021/acs.jchemed.7b00136
 Slade, D. J., and Miller, J. S. (2017). A Project Provides an Opportunity: Multiple Drafts of an Introduction Require Students to Engage Deeply with the Literature. J. Chem. Educ. 94 (10), 1458–1463. doi:10.1021/acs.jchemed.7b00135
 Sutton, P. C., and Anderson, S. J. (2016). Holistic Valuation of Urban Ecosystem Services in New York City's Central Park. Ecosys. Serv. 19, 87–91. doi:10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.04.003
 Svartdal, F., Dahl, T. I., Gamst-Klaussen, T., Koppenborg, M., and Klingsieck, K. B. (2020). How Study Environments Foster Academic Procrastination: Overview and Recommendations. Front. Psychol. 11, 3005. doi:10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.04.003
 Waggoner, P. E., and Ausubel, J. H. (2002). A Framework for Sustainability Science: A Renovated IPAT Identity. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U S A. 99 (12), 7860–7865. doi:10.1073/pnas.122235999
 West, J. D., and Bergstrom, C. T. (2021). Misinformation in and about Science. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U S A. 118 (15), e1912444117. doi:10.1073/pnas.1912444117
 Winstone, N. E., Mathlin, G., and Nash, R. A. (2019). Building Feedback Literacy: Students' Perceptions of the Developing Engagement with Feedback Toolkit. Front. Educ. 4, 39. doi:10.3389/feduc.2019.00039
 Zhang, S., Liu, P., and Feng, T. (2019). To Do it Now or Later: The Cognitive Mechanisms and Neural Substrates Underlying Procrastination. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Cogn. Sci. 10 (4), e1492. doi:10.1002/wcs.1492
 Zimbardi, K., Colthorpe, K., Dekker, A., Engstrom, C., Bugarcic, A., Worthy, P., et al. (2017). Are They Using My Feedback? the Extent of Students' Feedback Use Has a Large Impact on Subsequent Academic Performance. Assess. Eval. Higher Educ. 42 (4), 625–644. doi:10.1080/02602938.2016.1174187
Conflict of Interest: The author declares that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.
Copyright © 2021 Tsigaris. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.
OPS/xhtml/nav.xhtml
Contents

		Cover

		Formalized Journal-Style Review Process: Improving the Quality of Students’ Work 		Introduction

		The Formalized Journal-Style Review Process

		Discussion

		Author Contributions

		Publisher’s Note

		Acknowledgments

		References









OPS/images/cover.jpg
frontiers
in Education

Formalized Journal-Style Review
Process: Improving the Quality of
Students’ Work





OPS/images/feduc-06-701978-g001.gif









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
1N Education





