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Abstract: This study analyzes the benefits and limitations of a “free-selection” peer 
assignment protocol by comparing them to the widely implemented “assigned-pair” protocol. 
The primary motivation was to circumvent the issues that often appear to the instructors 
implementing peer review activities with pre-assigned groups, without posing additional 
workload to the instructor or diminishing the learning outcomes. In the study, 36 sophomore 
students in a Computer Networking course were randomly assigned into two conditions: 20 in 
Assigned-Pair, where the students worked in pre-defined dyad, and 17 in Free-Selection, 
where students were able to explore and select peer work for review. Result analysis showed a 
very strong tendency in favor of the Free-Selection students regarding both domain specific 
(conceptual) and domain-general (reviewing) knowledge. 

 
 
 
Introduction 
 

Peer review is an instructional method aiming to help students elaborate on domain-specific knowledge 
while simultaneously developing methodological review skills. McConnell (2001) argues that peer reviewing 
offers to students the opportunity for a constructive and collaborative learning experience, by engaging them in 
an active learning exercise. Typically, in a peer review cycle, an author drafts a piece of work which is then 
evaluated by a peer. The evaluation or critique is carried out anonymously on the basis of explicitly defined 
criteria and is subsequently returned to the author. The author is free to review his or her final draft based on the 
given critique. However, when practicing peer review in the classroom the instructor has a number of alternative 
design selections to choose from.  

Peer review is primarily expected to support higher-level learning skills such as synthesis, analysis, and 
evaluation as the students have the opportunity to analyze and evaluate peer work. Scardamalia and Bereiter 
(1997) have provided evidence that higher cognitive processes of learning are stimulated and guided by the peer 
review procedure, by implementing the method into school classes. The literature abounds with relevant studies 
indicating that the method is popular among educators inspired mainly by the constructivist and socio-
constructivist paradigms for learning (e.g. Topping, 1998; Falchikov, 2001; Liu & Tsai, 2005) who want to 
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challenge their students to think critically, synthesize information, and communicate science in nontechnical 
language.  

Peer review has been used as a learning process to improve the quality of computer programs for at 
least 30 years (Anderson & Shneiderman, 1977; Luxton, 2009). However, in the Computer Science curriculum 
peer review is not widely used. Approaches towards structuring collaborative learning and increasing CS 
students’ willingness to invest more time in acquiring domain-general knowledge appeared only recently, with 
the merging of Computer Science, Design, and Arts. Available research so far, in the Computer Science 
discipline, has documented promising results (e.g. Crespo, Pardo, & Kloos, 2004; Ziu, Lin, Chiu, & Yuan, 
2001). Certain researchers emphasize that by implementing peer review, students get feedback of greater 
quantity than a busy teacher could reasonably provide (Wolfe, 2004; Silva & Moreira, 2003). This gives 
valuable feedback and the opportunity for development of critical reviewing skills. Others report benefits such 
as students’ improved self-evaluation skills (Davies & Berrow, 1998) and improved students’ attitudes and self-
efficacy (Anewalt, 2005).  

Peer review takes many forms: it may be face-to-face or written, may involve numerical ratings as well 
as comments, and may supplement or replace instructor evaluations. The many forms of peer review may be 
confusing for the educator interested to implement the method. However, to increase the potential impact of peer 
assessment on learning, it is crucial to understand which mechanisms affect learning, and how these mechanisms 
can be supported (Gielen, 2010). We can identify four major phases in a peer review process: (a) producing 
initial work, (b) assigning reviewers, (c) review submission, and (d) revision. This work focuses on phase 2 
(assigning reviewers) and explores the potential of the Free-Selection (FS) assignment protocol, that is, allowing 
students to browse and select for themselves peer work for review. Although certain benefits related to this 
protocol have already been reported (Luxton, 2009), there is not really any substantial research evidence 
available so far regarding on the impact of free-selection technique on students’ learning outcomes. We posed 
two restrictions to ourselves, when designing the protocol and defining the technological features of our system. 
First, we need to keep students’ and instructors’ overhead to the same level as in a typical peer review process, 
and second, we need to have at least the same level of learning outcomes. Regarding the learning outcomes, we 
focused both on conceptual knowledge acquisition (domain-specific) and on reviewing skills developing 
(domain-general). We chose to compare FS against a very simple and widely used protocol, the Assigned-Pair, 
where students are paired into dyads and play both the roles of authors and reviewers.  
 
 
Method 
Participants 
 

The study employed 37 sophomore students (21 males and 16 females) majoring in Informatics and 
Telecommunications Engineering in a 5-year study program. Students volunteered to participate in the study and 
we awarded a bonus grade for the laboratory course to students who successfully completed all the phases of the 
study. Students were domain novices and they had never before been typically engaged in case-based learning as 
undergraduates. We randomly assigned students into two groups: 

• Assigned-Pair (AP): 20 students, 12 males and 8 females, randomly assigned into 10 same-gender 
dyads.  

• Free-Selection (FS): 17 students, 9 males and 8 females. 
 
 
Material 
 

The domain of instruction was “Network Planning and Design” (NP&D), which is a typical ill-
structured domain characterized by complexity and irregularity. The outcome of a NP&D technical process 
results from analyzing user requirements and demands compromise in balancing technology against financial 
limitations (Norris & Pretty, 2000). The network designer has to solve an ill-defined problem set by the client. 
The role of the designer is to analyze the requirements, which are usually not fully specified, and follow a 
loosely described procedure to develop a practical solution. Hence, the success of a NP&D project depends 
greatly on past experience. Computer network design involves topological design and network synthesis, which 
are best conceived through studying realistic situations. Students in Computer Engineering learn to face realistic 
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complex problems and they can be greatly benefited by project-based learning methods (Martinez-Mones, 
Gomez-Sanchez, Dimitriadis et al., 2005). This is the reason why several researchers employ cases and plausible 
scenarios in their studies concerning network-related instruction. For example, Linge and Parsons (2006) 
employed realistic cases in a “Data Telecommunications and Networks” module and they concluded that this is 
an ideal method for teaching computer network design, while Gendron and Jarmoszko (2003) successfully 
utilized relevant real world problems to teach “Data Communications and Networking”.  

For the purpose of our research, we developed a web-based environment for case-based learning in the 
Network Planning and Design domain. Studying in the environment involves solving ill-structured problems, 
presented to students as “scenarios”. A scenario is a problem-case anchoring student learning in realistic and 
complex problem situations in the field. After presenting the problem, a scenario poses to students some critical 
open-ended questions (scenario-questions), engaging them in decision-making processes, as if they were field 
professionals. 

Before answering the scenario-questions the learners are guided to study supporting material in the 
form of “advice-cases”. An advice-case is a comprehensive case presenting some useful experience in the field 
that is relevant to the scenario problem. Hence, each scenario is accompanied by a number of relevant advice-
cases. Advice-cases are organized in smaller parts (“case-frames”), each one analyzing a domain theme, that is, 
some meaningful and self-contained aspect of the whole case. For example, an advice-case could possibly be 
organized in three case-frames, under the titles “Cost limitations”, “Efficiency requirements” and “Traffic type 
and users’ profile”, which are considered as important themes in the NP&D domain. In order to develop advice-
cases, we selected and adapted authentic NP&D cases reported in the literature.  

The scenarios presented to students referred to various installations of computer network systems in 
new or restructured facilities, while the advice-cases referred to similar projects highlighting important domain 
factors such as the cost of the project, efficiency requirements, expansion requirements, and the traffic type and 
end-users’ profile. Overall, by answering the scenario-questions, the students had to suggest a possible solution 
to the problems depicted in the scenario, based on domain past experiences presented in the advice-cases that 
accompanied the scenario. 
 
 
Design 
 

We used a pre-test post-test experimental research design to compare the performance of the two 
groups. The type of peer review performed by the students was the independent variable and students’ 
performance in the written tests and in the learning environment were the dependent variables. All students 
worked individually throughout the activity, since the students were engaged in a double-blinded peer review 
process. The study had five distinct phases: Pre-test, Study, Review & Revise, Post-test, and Interview. 
 
 
Instruments 
 

The pre-test was a prior domain knowledge instrument that included a set of 6 open-ended question 
items relevant to domain conceptual knowledge (e.g., “How can the security requirements of a network affect its 
architecture?”). The post-test also focused on acquired domain-specific conceptual knowledge including three 
domain conceptual knowledge questions (e.g., “Which network characteristics are affected by the end-users’ 
profile?”). The answers to these questions were not to be found as such in the study material, but rather to be 
constructed by taking into account information presented in various cases. 
 
 
Procedure 
 

In the Pre-test phase, students completed the prior domain knowledge instrument in class. During the 
Study phase, all students logged in the environment (from wherever and whenever they wanted) and worked on 
3 scenarios, accompanied by 6 advice-cases, compiled by 22 case-frames (in total). Students had to read the 
material in the advice-cases and based on that to provide answers to the open-ended scenario questions. They 
were allowed one week to complete the activity and study conditions were common for all the students.  
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 Next, in the Review & Revise phase the students had to review, in a double-blinded process, the 
answers their peers gave to the scenarios in the previous phase (Study). Furthermore, the students were able, in 
case they wanted to, to revise their own answers according to the comments received from their peers. The 
Review & Revise phase also lasted one week. More specifically, we allowed a 4-day period for all the reviews, 
while the parallel revision of the previous answers lasted 3 more days (7-day period).  

After the Review & Revise phase, the students took a written post-test in class and shortly after that, we 
interviewed the students to record their attitudes and comments on the activity. Interviews were semi-structured 
and focused on students’ views on the activity and more particularly on the Review & Revise phase.  
 
 
Treatment 
 

The study conditions were the same for all students during the first week (study phase). In general, the 
students had to study the advice-cases and propose suitable solutions to the problems depicted in the respected 
scenarios.  

In the second week, the students continued with the review and revise phase, which was different for 
these two groups. Students in the AP group were randomly paired and had to blindly review each other’s 
answers in the scenario questions of the previous phase. Hence, each student in the AP group had to submit 3 
reviews (one for each answer to the respective 3 scenarios). The steps the AP students had to follow could be 
summarized as follow:  
 

1. The student reviews blindly her peer’s answer to a scenario-question. 
2. The student receives the review from her peer for her own answer to the same scenario-question.  
3. The student has to submit a revised answer along with detailed justification about any changes made. 

The revised answer could be identical to the initial; however, the student would still have to justify her 
decision not to change anything.  

 
The difference between the Assigned-Pair and the Free-Selection groups was the choice of the answer 

each student would review. In the FS group, the students were able to see all the students’ answers and decide 
which to review. Figure 1 presents a part of the “answer grid”. The answers appeared in random, but constant, 
order to each student. This means that, for example, Answer #1 always appeared in the Mth position to Student 
A and in the Nth position to Student B. At first, only the first 200 characters of each answer was shown followed 
by a “read more” link. Each time an FS student clicked on that link to read the whole answer of another student, 
the system was recording the study time and the position of the answer in the answer grid. 
 

 
 
Figure 1. Part of the answer grid. According to this figure, the student has read answers 1, 2, 3, 5, and 9 (marked by an eye 
icon), and has reviewed answers 1 and 3 (marked by a bullet icon). The complete grid had 16 answers for the Free-Selection 

group. 
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The students were able to read as many answers they liked, but they had to perform at least one review 
for each of the 3 scenarios (at least 3 reviews in total). At this point we encouraged students to review more than 
one answer per scenario to increase the probability all students to receive at least one review for each of their 
answers. Of course, it was possible for some answers to receive more that one reviews, while for others to 
receive none. For this reason we were prepared to directly assign additional reviews to students during the 3-day 
“just revision” period of the Review and Revise phase. However, we acknowledge that there are various other 
strategies that span from “students should have complete freedom in the selection process” to “every student 
should get at least one review for each submitted answer”. 

Students had to follow a review microscript with three question prompts guiding them through an 
efficient review process, focusing on (a) content, (b) argumentation, and (c) expression. Specifically, the 
questions were: 

 
1. Which are the main points of your peer’s answer? List in short what your peer suggests in her answer. 
2. Does your peer provide efficient argumentation? Does your peer use solid arguments or does she base 

adequately her answer on the provided case material? 
3. Does your peer write clearly and eloquently? Does your peer use correct vocabulary, grammar, 

phrases? Does she express correctly what she wants to say? 
 
 
Data Analysis 
 

Two instructors who had served as reviewers of the learning material served also as raters. To avoid 
any biases, students’ paper sheets for the pre- and post-test were mixed and assessed blindly by the two raters. 
Additionally, students’ initial and revised answers to the scenarios of the learning environment and the 
respective reviews were also presented for assessment to the raters without disclosing students’ identities. 

The raters followed predefined instructions on how to assess each specific item. Eventually, each 
student received 5 scores from each rater: Pre-test, Initial Scenario, Revised Scenario, Review Quality, and Post-
test. The Pre-test score was the mean of the 6 conceptual knowledge questions of the pre-test instrument. The 
Initial/Revised Scenario score was the mean of the 3 initial/revised answers in the respective scenarios of the 
learning environment. The Review Quality score was the mean of the quality scores of all the reviews submitted 
by the student. We should note again that each AP student submitted 3 reviews (one per scenario), while each 
FS student submitted at least 3 reviews (at least one per scenario). Finally, the Post-test score was the mean of 
the 3 conceptual knowledge questions of the post-test instrument. The final score for each of the above five 
scores was calculated as the mean of the respective scores submitted by the two raters. 
 

 
 

Figure 2. Time schedule, phase sequence, and metrics for the two groups 
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A 1-10 scale was used for the Pre- and the Post-test scores. On the contrary, a 1-5 scale was used for 
the rest of the scores. The deviation between the rater scores was not to exceed the 20% level (two grades on the 
1-10 and one grade on the 1-5 assessment scale), else raters had to discuss the issue and reach a consensus. As a 
measure of inter-rater reliability, we calculated the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) for the raters’ scores. 
Figure 2 presents the phase sequencing, along with the characteristics and the data we collected in each phase. 
For all statistical analyses a level of significance at .05 was chosen. To validate the use of the parametric tests, 
we investigated the respective test assumptions and results showed that none of the assumptions were violated.  

Interviews were conducted to better understand how students of different groups worked and perceived 
the activity during the Study phase. Interviews were semi-structured and focused on students’ views on the 
activity and more particularly on the peer review process. 
 
 
Results 
 

Inter-rated reliability was high for the Pre-test (ICC = .901), the Initial Scenario (ICC = .856), the 
Review Quality (ICC = .860), the Revised Scenario (ICC = .877), and the Post-test (ICC = .828) scores. Table 1 
presents the results regarding students’ performance throughout the activity. 

 
 Assigned-Pair  Free-Selection 
(scale: 1-10) M SD n  M SD n 
Pre-test 2.69 (1.07) 20  2.59 (0.83) 17 
        
(scale: 1-5)        
Initial Scenario 2.81 (1.00) 20  2.88 (0.86) 17 
Revised Scenario 3.29 (0.75) 20  3.45 (0.62) 17 
Review Quality 3.09 (0.83) 20  3.64 (0.63) 17 
        
(scale: 1-10)        
Post-test 7.71 (0.95) 20  8.43 (0.81) 17 

 
Table 1. Student Performance in the Activity 

 
 
Pre- and Post Testing 
 

T-test results showed that the two groups were comparable regarding their prior knowledge, scoring 
very low in the pre-test instrument (t[35] = 0.324, p = 0.748). To investigate the group differences in the post-
test, we performed one-way analysis of covariate (ANCOVA), using the Pre-test score as a covariate. Results 
showed significant difference between the AP and FS group, in favor of the latter (F(34,1) = 4.215, p = 0.048, 
�

2 = 0.110), while the pre-test was not significantly correlated to the students’ post-test performance. 
 
 
Review and Revision Analysis 
 

Students’ performance was average in the study phase, where they had to answer the three scenarios of 
the learning environment. T-test results showed that there was no significant difference among the groups for the 
Initial Scenario scores (t[35] = 0.186, p = 0.854). This was expected, since the study conditions were the same 
for all students.  

After studying and reviewing their peers’ answers, the students submitted their revised answers to the 
system. T-test results showed once again that there was no significant difference between the Revised Scenario 
scores of the two groups (t[35] = 0.554, p = 0.581). However, when we analyzed students’ improvement 
between initial answers and revised answers, paired-samples t-test results showed that only the difference in the 
Free-Selection group was significant, while there was only a mild trend in the difference in the Assigned-Pair 
group (AP: t[19] = 1.682, p = 0.116; FS: t[16] = 5.162, p = 0.000). 
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We asked the raters to assess the quality of students’ reviews in terms of helpfulness, importance, and 
precision and to assign a score for each review using the same 1-5 scale. Results showed that FS students 
submitted better reviews and t-test results confirmed that there is a strong trend in favor of the FS group 
(t[35] = 1.887, p = 0.072).  
 
 
Usage Data 
 

The big challenge in usage analysis was to examine the students’ attitudes, especially in the FS group. 
Considering the length of the answers provided by the students, we decided to set a threshold at 30 seconds for 
all the visits that we would accept as actual answer readings in our analysis. This amount of time should be 
enough for a brief reading, while shorter time periods usually suggest that the student is just browsing through 
the answers. Regarding the answers’ position, usage data analysis showed that students were browsing the whole 
grid before selecting the answer(s) to review.  This means that the answers that appeared first in the grid were 
not favored over the others.  

Based on the above, usage data analysis showed that FS students read in average more than 8 answers 
out of the total 16 in each scenario (M = 8.25, SD = 2.98, min = 3, max = 12). Furthermore, FS students 
reviewed in average almost 2 answers per scenario (M = 1.90, SD = 0.92, min = 1, max = 4), and of course they 
received the same number of reviews for each of their answers (M = 1.90, SD = 0.64, min = 1, max = 3). We 
were expecting to have several answers without reviews by the end of the 4-day period of the Review & Revise 
phase. However, this happened only twice and we asked two students with good review record (number of 
answer visits and submitted reviews above average) to provide the missing reviews. 
 
 
Interview Analysis 
 

Interviews lasted about 15 minutes per student and were audio recorded. We used the interview 
transcripts for content analysis. All students felt comfortable with the environment and the material underlining 
the connection of the cases used with real-world problems. Students of both groups appreciated the comments 
they received from their peers and they mentioned examples where a review comment made them re-evaluate 
and revise their answers. Also, both groups said that the Review & Revise phase was helpful in understanding 
deeper the material, taking into account different perspectives, and providing improved and more 
comprehensive answers.  

We identified two main attitudes, concerning FS students’ criteria for choosing an answer over the 
others for reviewing. According to their statements, students were either trying to find a good answer so that 
they will have excuse to write complimentary comments to their peers, or they focused on answers with obvious 
problems, so that they will be able to write more meaningful review.  

We also asked FS students who submitted more than one review per scenario to explain their motives 
for such an act. First, some students said that writing down reviews and explaining their opinions to others was a 
good exercise to clarify their own understandings. Second, students also mentioned that after reading several 
answers and since the answers were relatively short, it was easy for them to spend a little time submitting more 
reviews. In that way, they thought that they would increase the possibility of everyone receiving at least one 
review. 
 
 
Discussion 
 

The above provide the basis for discussion on students’ activity, and more specifically (a) on their 
ability to review others, (b) on the level of knowledge they acquire, and (c) on the attitudes they demonstrate. 
The Review Quality metric gives as a strong indication in favor of the Free-Selection protocol. Although, 
statistical significance was not reached, it is important that a strong trend appeared regarding the quality of the 
submitted reviews in such a short period of time. One could suggest that in studies lasting for a longer period of 
time, the benefits of the FS method could be even clearer. A more comprehensive analysis of the review quality 
is underway, taking also into account dimensions such as the number, type, and impact of comments and 
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suggestions in the reviews. However, what is already evident in the results is that the FS review process had 
indeed more profound impact on the revision phase, since results showed that the FS students improved 
significantly more (difference between initial and revised scenario answers).  

The same applies also for students’ domain knowledge acquisition. Students in the FS group 
outperformed the ones in the AP group and one should consider the fact that the recorded differences occurred 
just one week after the groups had demonstrated the same level of knowledge (no differences had been recorded 
for the Initial Scenario scores – right before the Review and Revise phase). However, the question that rises is 
why there was no difference in the revised answers of the scenarios in the learning environment. It seems that for 
the AP group even reading one different answer and receiving one review was enough to have a considerable 
improvement on the initial answer. Although this improvement was not significant, it kept the difference 
between AP and FS in a non-significant level. To answer the question, we need to examine the differences in 
revising an answer and having a test on domain conceptual knowledge. Working in pairs gives the chance to 
students to improve what they have already wrote, either by getting some useful comments or adopting good 
ideas from the answers they review. On the contrary, in the post-test, students have to show that they have 
acquired abstract domain knowledge. To perform well in the post-test, students have to have a deeper 
understanding of the domain and be able to generalize and see the connection between an instance in an advice-
case and a domain principle. Students in the FS group were more exposed to multiple perspectives and probably 
this helped them gain a better view of the field. Hence, they were able to improve significantly their initial 
answers and answer in a better way than the AP students the post-test questions. Students that worked in pairs 
were able to read only the answers that one other student had provided. This means that, they had a limited 
chance of getting to know different perspectives and opinions about the issues raised in the scenario questions. 
Consequently, they had to do the reviews based mainly on the understandings they had developed during the 
study phase.  

An answer should be substantially better than the reviewer’s and with good argumentation to function 
as an eye-opener for the reviewer and make her change radically her initial opinion. We gave the Free-Selection 
students the ability to read all the answers inside the group and we instructed them to review at least one in each 
scenario. A student could opt for a minimum effort strategy, choosing only one random answer to read and 
review. In this particular situation the student would have had the same conditions we applied in the AP group. 
However, students followed a learning strategy with increased effort without the obligation to do so. We need to 
underline here the importance of this finding. Indeed, some students read up to 12 out of the 16 available 
answers in a scenario, while the bottom limit for the FS group was 3 answers per scenario (still much more than 
the answers the AP group had). Inevitably, by reading many different answers one should be able to understand 
where these answers are converging. This means, that it was easier for the students to compare answers and 
grasp a clearer picture. Eventually, this way of work helped the FS students develop a better review criterion. 

Regarding their attitudes, both groups seemed to appreciate the positive effect the review process had 
in their learning and we were pleased to hear that in many cases review comments made the students revise their 
initial answers. This means that exposing students to different opinions was helpful for them. Focusing on the FS 
group, we can see that even in the same treatment it is possible to have students moving to completely opposite 
directions. The students that opted for the good answers to review tried to be pleasant to their peers, while the 
ones that opted for the problematic answers tried to be more useful. The different attitudes in selecting answers 
may also be the reason for the wide spread of reviews. The result of this spread was that only two of the answers 
were not reviewed in the initial 4-day review period we allowed to the students.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
 The main goal of the Free-Selection protocol was to enhance the learning experience for the students, 
by exposing them to multiple perspectives. On the other head, in order to be adopted, the method should not 
increase either student’s or instructor’s overhead.  

Concerning the learning outcomes, the FS method seems, not only to ensure the same level of 
performance as the typical assigned-pair scheme, but also to improve students’ knowledge acquisition, both in 
domain-specific (conceptual) and in domain-general (reviewing) knowledge. The workload for the instructor is 
limited, since the FS approach poses less managerial demands and can easily deal with odd or even number of 
students and unexpected changes in students’ population. This is a clear advantage for instructors that very often 
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need to reorganize groups and reassign reviews after sudden dropouts or last minute entries. On the other hand, 
the FS protocol allows the students to have better control of their activity and be as engaged as they want 
(fulfilling of course some basic requirements). This results to better attitudes towards the process. A student can 
opt for the minimum engagement strategy (randomly pick and review one answer) and have in that way the same 
treatment as if she was in the AP group. However, in this study all the FS students decided to be more engaged 
and read and review more answers than the bare minimum. Of course this might not be the case if we had had 
larger groups or if the deliverables for review had been significantly longer. These are two of the limitations of 
the FS protocol. The instructor should divide the class in smaller groups to contain the answer grid in an 
acceptable size (the bigger the answer grid, the higher the chance for the students to pick answers to read 
randomly). We need to present to the students the opportunity to get many different perspectives, but not to 
overwhelm them with options. Regarding the length of the deliverables, one should expect students’ 
involvement to decrease as the deliverables become lengthier, but even in that case, the level of student 
engagement should be expected at least at the same level as in a typical AP setting.  
 Finally, many researchers give more attention to protocols that ensure that each student will receive 
personal feedback for each of the deliverables she has submitted. In this study, we decided to give more 
attention on providing complete freedom of selection to the students. The random positioning of answers in the 
grid has maybe helped in the wide spread of reviews, so at the end we had only two answers to assign. Of 
course, the outcome from the 4-day period could be much worse, with a lot more non-reviewed answers to 
assign. However, looking back in all the data, we believe that the students were benefited more by reading the 
different answers than by getting reviews to their answers. After all, even the students that only got one review 
per answer read many more answers while reviewing. Through this process, the students get an indirect 
feedback. In other words, we believe that the FS students would benefit from the process, even without a policy 
that ascertains that each answer gets at least one review. 
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