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ABSTRACT

Crowdsourcing offers a practical method for ranking andisgo
large amounts of items. To investigate the algorithms andrin
tives that can be used in crowdsourcing quality evaluatioves
built CrowdGrader, a tool that lets students submit andaboH
ratively grade solutions to homework assignments. We ptake
algorithms and techniques used in CrowdGrader, and weitlescr
our results and experience in using the tool for several coenp
science assignments.

CrowdGrader combines the student-provided grades intma co
sensus grade for each submission using a novel crowdsguakin
gorithm that relies on a reputation system. The algorithenait
tiverly refines inter-dependent estimates of the consegsades,
and of the grading accuracy of each student. On syntheti, dat
the algorithm performs better than alternatives not baseeputa-
tion. On our preliminary experimental data, the perforneeseems
dependent on the nature of review errors, with errors thabeaas-
cribed to the reviewer being more tractable than thosengrisom
random external events. To provide an incentive for reviewhe
grade each student receives in an assignment is a comipiioétice
consensus grade received by their submissions, and ofewieg
grade capturing their reviewing effort and accuracy. Theentive
worked well in practice.

1. INTRODUCTION

Ranking items according to their quality is a universal jpeoh
occurring when hiring, admitting students, accepting eagrice
papers, presenting search results, selecting winnersiests, and
more. Often, the quality of items is best judged by humanteval
ators. As relying on a single evaluator is often impracticabnd
can be perceived as unfair — an overall evaluation can bénaata
via crowdsourcing: several evaluators compare or gradbsesof
the items, and their feedback is then combined in an ovenaking
or scoring of the items.

To study the algorithms and incentives that can be used vinc:ro
sourcing quality evaluations, we built CrowdGrader, a témi
the crowdsourced evaluation of homework assignments. €Grow
Grader lets students submit, and collaboratively gradkitieas
to homework assignments; their grade for each assignment de
pends both on the quality of their submitted solution, andran
quality of their work as graders. CrowdGrader is availakie a
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We chose to focus on homework grading for several reasons.
First, this is a problem that we know well, and we were confiden
that the tool would be used by us and by some of our colleagues,
providing valuable experimental data. Furthermore, sahstsub-
mitted to a homework assignment share the same topic: wetdo no
need to address the problem of matching the topic of eachisubm
sion to the domain of expertise of each reviewer, as it is sEy
for conference submissions. The students submitting timeeho
work solutions would provide a ready pool of graders. Last, b
not least, we hoped the tool would provide educational bexfi
the students. We hoped students would benefit from beingtable
examine the solutions submitted by other students: acdshgul
students would be able to look at alternative ways of solvirey
same problem, and students who encountered difficultie$dausi
able to study several working solutions to the problem wiiked-
ing. We also hoped that students would benefit from their'peer
feedback.

The first question we studied with the help of CrowdGrader was
whether it is best to ask students to compare and rank sulomiss
or to assign them numerical grades. Ranking alone did nok wor
to our satisfaction. Students expresseded some uneasiresek-
ing their peers, especially as they perceived ranking asra bol,
unable to capture the difference between a pair of roughlyvegq
lent submissions, and a pair of submissions, one of whichvers
good, and the other non-functional. As a consequence, mgnki
was frequently skipped. We settled on asking students to &st
sign grades to each submission, and rank them in quality.o@ife
course, the ranking can be derived from the grades, but vievbel
that the exercise of ranking added precision to the grades.

The second question concerned the algorithms that can lde use
to merge the grades provided by each evaluator, into ovevall
sensugrades for each assignment. We developed a novel crowd-
sourcing algorithm, which we nickname@éncouver , that com-
bines the grades provided by the students with the help opa re
utation system that captures the student’s grading acgurBice
algorithm proceeds via iterations, following a structursgired by
[17], and inspired also by expectation maximization teqbes [9,
6,[25]. In each iteration, the algorithm computes a consensti-
mate of the grade of each submission, weighing the student in
according to the accuracy of each student; the consensosasest
are then used to update the estimated accuracy of the ssudamt
synthetic datayancouver performs well, far outperforming al-
gorithms such as the average or median. On our real-workg] dat
the results are mixed. Our impression is thahcouver outper-
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forms simpler algorithms when the grading errors of the estisl in which non-controversial, blander propsals may faredpettan

are not random. However, in one of the classes where Crowd- more audacious and original ones. We agree with the autlors o

Grader was used, the grading errors were random in natuee, du [23] that this may be a true problem for proposal review. How-

to mis-matches between the code compilation environmedtriteeo ever, we believe that in the context of homework assignméinés

students submitting and evaluating homework solutiong jathat problem may be minor or non-existent. Our incentive furrgtio

caseyvancouver performed slightly worse than simple average. described in Sectidnl 7, gives a farily generous reward thoatladv
The last question we studied concerned the incentives s@ges  not overly decrease if a students mis-ranks one of the assigis;

to obtain quality evaluations from the students. Our apgho@as this gives more leeway to students presented with a homesudrk
simple: we made the grade each student received depend lon bot mission that does not follow the beaten path. We also betieae
the quality of the solution they submitted, and on the quaiit the less competitive evaluation setting, as compared tp-& 8et-

their review and grading work. This worked well in practiead ting, may lessen the problem. Finally, in our somewhat Eahit

we will describe the methods we used for assigning gradieditr real-world experience, students generally were more reéaadg-
The remainder of the paper presents in detail the technigmgs ~ ward originality than teaching assistants. The main goaltefaich-

algorithms used, and the experimental results obtained. ing assistant is often to avoid controversy, in order to @wmn-
frontations with students. Thus, teaching assistantsrgbnéelt a
2. PREVIOUSWORK stronger obligation to follow a rigid grading scheme, foe take

of consistency, and subtract a fixed number of points for &gmh
of error encountered. Students felt less constrained bynéeel
for full consistency, as the authors of the submissions traged
could not easily identify or compare the grades they recefr@m
the same grader.

The reputation-based crowdsourcing algorithm we use toeagg
gate grades is inspired by the algorithm[ofl[17] for the aggten
of boolean input. Unlike that work, however, we do not have a
proof of convergence for our crowdsourcing algorithm, ndula
theoretical characterization of how the precision depawjsnp-
totically on the number of reviews. The algorithm is alsqinsd,
and related, to the technique of expectation maximiza®;6 [26,
16,128,125/ 2I7]. The approach is also related to belief prapag
tion methods([24, 29]. A related, but coarser, method wad bge
one of the authors to aggregate information provided byoeslibf
Google Maps via the Crowdsensus system [7].

Rank aggregation methods have a very long history. The prob-
lem originally arose in the context of elections. In a cleakton-
tribution [8], de Borda proposed that each voter assignk eaa
candidates a scote 2, . . . , n, according to the preference; the can-
didates were then ranked according to the total score tloeyve
from all voters. Again in the context of elections, Arrow ped
a famous theorem, stating that any rank aggregation thiafisat
transitivity, unanimity, and independence of irrelevaitématives
is a dictatorship, where there is a single fixed voter (théathc)
who determines the outcome [2,]13]. An overview of rank aggre
gation methods used in democracies around the world carube fo
in [20].

Kemeny-optimal rankings minimize the sum of Kendall-Tas+di
tances between the ranks proposed by individual votersenaly-
gregate rank. The problem of computing Kemeny-optimal irage
is known to be NP-hard [8, 10]. Cynthia Dwork, Ravi Kumar et al
[10] study approximation methods that can be applied to the-p
lem of ranking search results by combining the output of dve
rankers. Nir Ailon et al. [[1] developed an algorithm to find ap
proximate solution subject to additional constraints. Pphablem
of finding Kemeny optimal solution is equivalent to the miimm
feedback arc set problem, and Kenyon-Mathieu and Schudy [19
obtained polynomial time algorithm for computing a solatisith
loss at mos{1 + ).

On-line algorithms for rank aggregation have been long-stud
ied, especially in their application to ranking in sportsisias
chess and tennis. In these algorithms, a global rankingadugr
ally refined and updated according to a stream of incoming-com
parisons. In sports, these comparisons consist in the mesof
matches between players; in other settings, the comparisay
be obtained by asking users or visitors to sites to selecthaewvi

The work most closely related in goals to ours is the proposal
to crowdsource the review of proposals for use of telescope t
by [22], as well as the recent NSF pilot project for reviewfngd-
ing proposals[12]. As in those approaches, we also dis&ithe
task of reviewing the submissions to the same set of peopte wh
submitted the items to be reviewed. Both for proposals stibchi
to a specific panel, and for solutions submitted to the sam&eho
work assignment, the submissions are on sufficiently refateics
that the problem of matching submission topic with reviewer
pertise can be disregarded. For proposals, of course, asstlra
taken to avoid conflicts of interest; our situation for horoeks is
relatively simpler. Where the problems differ is that preglore-
viewing is essentially a top-problem: the best proposals must
be selected for funding. Homework grading, on the other hand
an evaluation problem: each item needs to be graded on a scale
In top-k problems, the most important consideration is precision
at the top; mis-ranking items that are far from the toparries
no real consequence. In our evaluation problem, each di@iua
carries approximately the same importance, and we do nattoee
precisely rank students whose submissions have appraintae
same quality. While there are techniques that can be appligokh
problems, this difference in goals justifies the relianc§2@f[12]
on comparisons, and ours on grades. Comparisons can aléow th
precise determination of the tdpitems in a ranking [5]; we chose
instead to develop reputation-based algorithms for mgrgiades.

The works of [22] and[[12] discuss incentive mechanisms for
reviewers, consisting in awarding a better placement infitied
ranking to proposals whose authors did a better job of ramnigw
We follow the same approach, but we have the additional cainst
that students must find the reviewing work appropriatelyareled
with respect to the time it takes. Students are most ofteeuiimie
pressure, and they often consider the question of whetreshoar
is better spent reviewing for one class, or working on the é&tom
work assignment of another. A reward such as the oné_of [12],
where a couple of places in the ranking are awarded based on re
viewing work, would not have sufficed, especially in the extiof
an evaluation rather than tdpsetting. Rather, we let instructors
chose a reward magnitude that is commensurate with the 8me r
quired by reviewing. Furthermore, unlike [22,12], we falbe &d-
ditional constraint that students must regard the rewarfdiaand
non-punitive; as we will see in Sectibh 7, this affected duvice
of reward metrics.

The effect of review incentive on the quality of the rankirsg i
examined in depth in[23]. The main problem, also raised &#j,[2
is that the incentive mechanism makes the grading a “Kegnesi
beauty contest", where reviewers are rewarded for thinkiey
other reviewers; in turn, this may encourage a “race to nezitd,



among a set of alternatives. In the original paper by Bradisy
Terry, the player strenghts are obtained from match outsovwae

a maximume-likelyhood approach![4, 121]; Elo replaced thishwi
a dynamic update process which could account also for the-tim
varying aspect of player strenghts [11]. Glickman then eefithe
models and the algorithms by first adapting a Bayesian umgate
proach|[[14], and by then obtaining efficient algorithms \pat@x-
imation and parameter estimation [15].

3. CROWDGRADER

CrowdGrader lets students submit and collaboratively es
lutions to homework assignments. The lifecycle of an assimt
in CrowdGrader consists of three phases: a submission phase
review phase, and a grading phase.

The submission phase is standard.

the generated ranking, and we experimented with severajries

4.1 Review assignment

We opted for an anonymous review process, in which submis-
sions to review were assigned automatically to studentg:eSstu-
dents could not choose which submissions to review, norrieige
did they know the identity of the submissions’ authors, they
limited ability to collude and cause their friends to reeehigher
grades.

In usual computer-science conferences, papers are adsigne
program-committee members in a single batch; each memeéer th
has a period of time to read the papers and enter all revieves. W
decided to follow a different approach, in which submissiorere
assigned to students for review one at a time: students veere a
signed a new review task only upon completion of the previous
one. Our chief concern in making this decision was to enswae t

In the review phase, each student must review a given number sy dents would not get the submissions, and their reviewedn

of submissions. The more submissions each student revibers,
more accurate the crowd-sourced grade will be, but the darge
workload on the students. In our experiments, asking thel ea
submission was reviewed by 5 or more students yielded aaiolept
accuracy.

Once the review period is over, CrowdGrader computes a con-

sensus grade for each submission, aggregating the gradeser
parisons provided by the students via the algorithms wepnéisent

in Sectiob. Crowdgrader then assign&mwd-grade” to each
student, by combining the consensus grade of the submigsibn
areview gradewhich quantifies the review effort and accuracy of
each student. In our experiments, computing the crowdeghgd
giving 75% weight to the submission grade, and 25% to thevevi
grade, provided sufficient motivation for the students to gule-
quate effort in reviewing. The instructors can either usedtowd-
grade as the grade for the student in the assignment, or drey c
fine-tune the final grades, for instance to correct overabids.

up. Unlike conference papers, the submitted homework isolsit

are all on the same topic, and they can be fairly similar tdheac
other; furthermore, to preserve anonymity, submissiordeume-
view were denoted by un-memorable names such as “Homework 2
Assignment 3”. By having students work on one review at a time
we hoped to cut down on the possibility of mix-ups. Indeed, we
received no valid reports of mis-directed reviews.

Delaying the review assignment until the last moment offere
two additional benefits. First, we were able to ensure thaudl-
missions received roughly the same number of reviews, dven i
some students failed to do any reviewing work. For each sstbmi
sion, we considered the numberlibiely reviews consisting of the
completed reviews, along with the review tasks that had lasen
signed only a short time before. When assigning reviews,hes&
submissions having least number of likely reviews. Secaine,
delayed assignment let us gather information about theatguadl
submissions, as the review process proceeded, enablimgopsit

We applied CrowdGrader to the grading of coding assignments ize the review assignment by routing submissions to stsdeimo
namely, Android programming assignments (CMPS 121, taught \yere in the best position to provide feedback on them. We bave
by one of the authors at UCSC); C++ programming assignments perimented with various techniques for routing submissidsut
(CMPS 109, also taught at UCSC); and Java assignments {taugh\ye do not yet have sufficient experimental evidence to report

at University of Naples). While CrowdGrader can supportfim{p
ciple many types of assignments, we focused on programnsing a
signments for three reasons.

Programming assignments are especially burdensome te:grad
unpacking, compiling, and testing each submission is a-time

the performance of the algorithms.

4.2 Comparisonsvs. grades

For the first homework assignment conducted using Crowd-
Grader, we decided to ask students to rank homework sulimgssi

consuming process. CrowdGrader enabled us to give coding as rather than grade them. We had more faith in the studentt’ abi

signments weekly, spreading what would have been a verypuoser
grading task on the students participating in the class.

Second, we thought that students would be able to test ahd eva
uate the submitted code with reasonable accuracy.

Third, we believed that students would directly benefit from
reading the code submitted by other students. Strong dsiden
would be presented with alternative ways of solving the |aois,
and weaker students would have an opportunity to study akever
working solutions. Indeed, students reported a positiyeeggnce
from the tool, citing their ability to learn from others, aatithe
usefulness of the feedback they received, as the main kenefit

The code for CrowdGrader as
used for this paper is available from
https://github. com | ucadeal faro/ cr owdr anker),
and CrowdGrader itself is available at

http: /7 www. cr owdgr ader. or g/

4. DESIGN OF THE REVIEW PHASE

The review phase is of primary importance for the accuracy of

ity to compare submissions, than in their ability to assigadgs
with sufficient consistency, so that grades assigned bgréifit stu-
dents would be comparable. When reviewing a submission, stu
dents were presented with a screen displaying the submsstiey
had already ranked, in the quality order they had previoesly
tered; at the bottom, and in a highlighted color, was the naw s
mission to review. Students were instructed to write sorediiack

for the submission’s author, and then to drag and drop thesubw
mission into the appropriate place in the raniing.

Unfortunately, after writing the feedback paragraph, mstuy
dents skipped the ranking step, leaving the new submissh@rav
they found it — at the bottom of the ranking. To confirm this,
we measured the fraction of timgs that students would rank the
newly assigned submission higher than a given submisséeyrid
already reviewed. Had students been accurate, this frestiould
have been close to 50%, since there was no relationship eetive
quality of the new submissions, and that of the previousljewed

lWhile inserting the new submission in the ranking, the stigle
were able to re-order previously ranked submissions.
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Assignment|  fu | Number of pairs|
CMPS 121 hw 1| 36% 252
CMPS 121 hw 2| 41% 231
CMPS 121 hw 3| 53% 271
CMPS 121 hw 4| 52% 277
CMPS 121 hw 5| 49% 221

Table 1: Fractionf, of pairs consisting of a previously-reviewed
submission, and a submission under review, in which the sub-
mission under review was ranked higher by the student than th
previously-reviewed one.

ones. Instead, in the first assignment this fraction was 868p.
Even after strongly reminding students to provide a rankthg
fraction f,, rose only to41% in the second assignment. Table 1 re-
ports the value of}, for the five CMPS 121 Android assignments.

Talking to students, we understood that they were skippieg t
ranking step because of a combination of forgetfulnessuamdll-
ingness. Several students mentioned that they felt undaivie
with providing a ranking of their peers. Furthermore, thegught
that ranking was a blunt instrument. They complained abavitiy
to arbitrarily rank submissions that they felt were rougbtjuiva-
lent, and they worried that ranking did not differentiatévoeen the
situations of submissions of roughly equivalent qualityd &ub-
missions of widely different quality. While ranking can eetl be
precise, we are concerned not only with precision, but algéb w
how the tool is received by the students.

The problem in our Ul, of course, was that we could not dis-
tinguish between a skipped ranking, and a valid rankingrti&ta
from the third homework assignment, we modified the Ul so that
students needed tmthrank the submissionandassign a grade to
each one: the ranking had to reflect the grades. As studeuks co
not leave grades blank, this effectively forced studentsrawvide
a valid ranking. Tabl€]1l shows that from assignment 3 onwards
the fraction f;, was very close to 50%. Adding grades led to a
more accurate ranking of the submissions — regardless ahehe
the grades themselves were used! The student satisfactibn w
CrowdGrader also markedly increased, once grades wereaseen
the primary method of providing input to the tool.

Once grades were available, we decided to use the additional

information they convey, and we focused on the developmént o
crowdsourcing algorithms for the aggregation of grades.thin
current Ul of CrowdGrader, students still need to both rarnsis-
sions, and assign them a grade. Obviously, once we havesyrade
the ranking step is un-necessary. However, we believe #iat a
ing students to also rank the submissions forces them tadems
the relationship between submissions with similar gratsegjing
them to fine-tune the grades to more accurately reflect thieiity
assessment. We intend to confirm this belief in future wooknc
paring the accuracy of the grades with, and without, the irank
step.

4.3 Reecting evaluations

We discovered early on that it was important to allow stuslémt
leave some submissions ungraded, and yet consider théwrev
ing duty for the submission as completed, as far as the canput
tion of the students’ own review grades were concerned. mn ou
programming assignments, there were many cases in whidh wel
intentioned students were unable to review submissionsthén
Android class, their installation of Eclipse and Android KSDc-
casionally misbehaved in a way that left students unabl®ad |

and review the code submitted by other students. In the Cass¢l
glitches or differences in the build environment occadlignare-
vented students from compiling and executing the subnrissio-
der review. Initially, students needed to enter a grade ¢teive
credit for their review effort, and students entered very gyades
for the submissions they could not evaluate. In our inforamll-
ysis of the accuracy of the tool, this was the largest soufakse
crepancy in the grades assigned by different students teaime
submission. The solution was to let students flag a revielwvdas
“declined", omitting the grade, and providing instead aplaxa-
tion of why they were declining it. In our experiments, no mor
than 1% of submissions required instructor evaluation¢esiall
students declined their review; these submissions tyipicatre
markedly incomplete and non-functional.

5. THE VANCOUVER CROWDSOURCING
ALGORITHM

Once students assign grades to the submissions they review,
need to aggregate the student-provided grades intonsensus
grade for each submission. The simplest algorithm for campu
ing consensus grades consists in averaging the gradesidaniss
sion has received; we refer to this algorithmaagy. We devel-
oped an alternative algorithm, thencouver algorithm The
vancouver algorithm measures each student’s grading accuracy,
by comparing the grades assigned by the student with theegrad
compared to the same submissions by other students, ansl give
more weight to the input of students with higher measuredi-acc
racy. The algorithm thus implements a reputation systenstior
dents, where higher accuracy leads to higher reputatiod,t@n
higher influence on the consensus grades.

On synthetic datayancouver is far more accurate thaavg.

On our experimental datesancouver performs better thaavg,
but as we will report in Sectidd 6, the difference is not qagdarge,
perhaps due to the fact that our assumptions about useribetav
not fully correspond to how students behave in practice.

5.1 Variance minimization principle
Thevancouver algorithm is based on the following fact.

PROPOSITION 1. (minimum variance estimator) Suppose

|we have available uncorrelated estimat&s, ..., X, of a quan-

tify x of interest, where each; is a random variable with average
x and variancev;, for 1 < i < n. We can obtain an estimate of
that has minimum variance by averagifig, . . . , X,, while giving
eachX; a weight proportional tal /v;, for 1 <14 < n. Thatis, the
minimum variance estimatoX of z can be obtained as:

X = 72%1 Xifvi
Zi:l 1/vi

The variance of this estimator is
> —1

PROOF Given two uncorrelated estimatés;, X», with vari-
ancews, vz, consider their linear combinatidn = a1 X1+ a2 Xo,
with a1 + a2 = 1. By the Bienaymé formula, the variance ¥fis
given byaiv; +(1—a1)?ve.. If we take the derivative with respect
to a1, and set it to 0, we obtaiiv1 = asv2, Oran o 1/v1 and
a2 «x 1/v2. The general case for estimates follows similarlyl

n

var(X) = <Z

=1

1

Ui

2The algorithm owes its name to the fact that it was conceived
while strolling the pleasant streets of this Canadian city.



This observation immediately suggests how to obtain rejouta
based crowdsourcing algorithms for grades: if we could smwe
measure the varianeg of each student, we could weigh the input
provided by studentin proportion tol /v;.

5.2 Algorithm structure

We developed an algorithm that proceeds in iterative fashio
using consensus grades to estimate the grading variancacbf e
user, and using the information on user variance to compote m
precise consensus grades. The structure of the algoritimspised
by the algorithm of{[1]F] for computing consensus booleamiesl
To state the algorithm, we denote Giythe set of students, and I8y
the set of items to be graded (the submissions). W&'let (T, E)
be the graph encoding the review relation, whre= S U U and
SNU = 0, and wherd(i, j) € E iff j revieweds; for (¢,5) € E,
we let g;; be the grade assigned hyto ;. We denote byt the
1-neighborhood of a nodec T.

The algorithm proceeds by updating estimte®f the variance
of userj € U, and estimates; of the consensus grade of item
1 € S, and estimates; of the variance with whicle; is known.
To produce these estimates, the algorithm relies on message
(I,z,v) consisting of a sourcé € S U U, of a valuez, and of a
variancev. We denote by\/;, M; the lists of messages associated
with itemi € T or userj € U. Given a setM of messages, we
indicate by

Z(l,z,v)G]W CC/U
A S P
(l,z,w)eM
—1
var(M) = | Y -
(l,z,v)EM v

the best estimator we can obtain frdv, and its variance.

The details are given in Algorithil 1. Lin€$[2-4 initializesth
messages to items using the grade assigned by the userscamd a
stant variance (whose precise value is unimportant). If ae &
priori information on the variance of some users, it couldubed
in this initialization step. LineElT=14 propagate, frommiteto the
users who graded them, the best estimate available on time ite
grades and variances. In lihe]12, when we compute the estimat
that is sent to each user, we do not use information coming fro
that same user. Linds16123 propagate, from users to the item
they graded, the (immutable) grade the user assigned taetime i
and a newly-recomputed estimate of the user's grading negia
The estimate of the user variance is computed by considénimg
differences between the item grades assigned by the uskthan
estimates received from the items. Again, when computiagitier
variance that will be sent to an item, we do not consider timérzo
bution to the variance due to this same item. Finally, indiB8+28
we aggregate the information from users into our final esta

p o
k=2 |k=3|k=2|k=3

avg 0.82| 0.63 0.69 1.21
vancouver 0.99 0.93 0.15 0.38

Table 2: Performance afancouver algorithm on synthetic data.

ments. The true quality; of each item; we assumed was normal-
distributed with standard deviation 1. We assumed that esehj

had a characteristic varianeg, and we let the grade;; assigned

by j to i be equal tog; + A;;, whereg; is the true quality of;,
andA;; has normal distribution with mean 0 and variange We
assumed that the variancés; } ;cv of the users were distributed
according to a Gamma distribution with scale 0.4, and shape f
torsk = 2,3. The results are summarized in Table 2. For each
shape factor, and each of the two algoritrengandvancouver,

we report the statistical correlatignbetween true quality; and
consensus quality; for all itemsi, as well as the standard de-
viation o of the differenceq; — ¢;. Each entry in the table is
the average over 100 runs. Thancouver algorithm reduces
the error betewen true and consensus grades by a factordsetwe
3 and 4, compared with simple averageg. The fact that the
gain is larger for shape factdr = 2 compared withk = 3 in-
dicates that the algorithm performs better when there averfe
more imprecise users. Even more significant is the increatieei
correlationp. The code used for the table can be obtained from
https://github. com lucadeal faro/ vancouver} and
corresponds to the tag “2013-techrep”; the code can beyeasil
adapted to study the performance of the algorithms undésrdif
ent sets of assumptions on user behavior.

6. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

We performed two different types of evaluations of the preci
sion of thevancouver algorithm in assigning consensus grades
to assignments. In one type of evaluation, we compared crowd
sourced consensus grades with control grades given bystrada
tor or other domain experts; in the other type, we measured th
grade difference among submissions that we knew were @#nti

6.1 Thedataset

The evaluation dataset consisted in five homework assigrsmen
for an Android class (CMPS 121); five homework assignments fo
a C++ class (CMPS 109), and one homework assignment for a Java
class (LP2). The number of homework submissions, and reyiew
for these classes are summarized in Table 3. As the tablesitedi,
students generally performed the reviews that they weredagk
do, indicating that the system of incentives we have in pldie
cussed more in depth in Sectioh 7) was effective. Some ofithe d

of item grades. We note that we gave above the most concise pre ference between the number of reviews due, and performadea

sentation of the algorithm; a more efficient implementatian be
obtained by optimizing, in the loops at lings] 11 &nd 20, the-co
structions of the sets of messages, considering the ovieelayeen
the sets. This reduces the time for each loop fi@mm?) to
O(nm), wheren is the number of users and items, aidis the
number of reviews for each item.

5.3 Performance on synthetic data

We evaluated the performance w&ncouver on simulated
data; results on real-world data will be given in Secfibn & &tin-
sidered 50 users and 50 items, with each user reviewing &ijtem
these numbers are similar to those occurring in our actisgj@as

ascribed to the fact that students could decline to reviescifip
submissions. The table also shows that, in the initial hoonkew
assignments of each class, some submissions received aifow n
ber of reviews. This occurred as we had not yet fine-tuned our
algorithms for assigning reviews to students. Once we dpes
algorithms that try to predict the probability that eachstamding
review will be completed, we were able to ensure a more umifor
review coverage.

6.2 Evaluation using control grades

For some assignments, we had available control grades fiven
the instructor, or other domain experts, for a randomlyctetésub-


https://github.com/lucadealfaro/vancouver

Algorithm 1 The Vancouver Algorithm.

Input: A review graphG = ((S U U), E) such thatot| > 1forallt € SU U, along with{g:; }; j)c g, and number of iteration&” > 0.

Output: Estimatesj; fori € S.

Pearson’s correlation) between the control graftg and
the consensus gradés; }.

e KT: the Kendall-Tau distance between the orderings induced
by the control and consensus grades [18}; l&nd¢; are the
ranks received by submissieim the computed, and control,
rankings respectively, then KE >~ (r; — t;).

e norm-2: the norm-2 distand®_, (¢;: — 4;)*)"/? between the
control gradegq; } and the consensus gradgs}. Grades

1: {Initialization}
2: for alli € Sdo
3 M; = {(J79LJ71)|(Z7J)€E}
4: end for
5: for iterationk = 1,2,..., K do
6. {Propagation from items}
7. foraljeUdo
8: Mj = 0
9:  endfor
10: for alli € Sdo
11: for all j € 9ido
12: LetM_; = {(j/,l‘,'l)) € M; | jl # J} in M;j = M; U (7‘7 E(ij),var(ij))
13: end for
14:  end for
15:  {Propagation from users}
16: forallie Sdo
17: M; =
18: end for
19: forall j € U do
20: for all i € 95 do
2L LetM_; = {(¢', (x — gij)*,v) | (i',2,0) € My, i # i} in My := M; U (4, gij, E(M—;))
22: end for
23:  endfor
24: end for
25: {Final Aggregation}
26: for all i € S do
27: (jz = E(MZ)
28: end for
Assignment| |S| | RevsDue| MinRevs | AvgRevs
CMPS 121 hw 1| 60 6 2 5.4
hw2 | 61 6 2 5.3
hw3| 68 6 0 4.8
hw4 | 62 6 6 6.1
hw5 | 57 6 5 5.3
CMPS 109 hw 1{ 102 5 0 4.6
hw?2 | 97 5 3 4.6
hw3| 91 5 4 5.1
hw4 | 97 5 3 4.6
hw5 | 90 5 4 5.1

Table 3: Number of reviews assigned and performed for theshom

work assignments that are part of the datakgis the number of

submissions, RevsDue is the number of reviews that eaclerstud
ought to have done, MinRevs is the minimum number of reviews
received by a submission, and AvgRevs is the average nunfber o

reviews per submission.

set of submissions that numbered at least 20. For the Andid
signments, the control grades were assigned by a Teachiig-As
tant (TA) who was a fairly accomplished Android developear F
the Java assignment, the control grades were provided binthe
structor. For the C++ assignments, the authors graded 2@ m
randomly selected submissions for each assignment. Wearexhp

the control grades with the consensus grades computad dpynd
vancouver according to the following metrics:

e p: the coefficient of statistical correlation (also known as

were awarded on a scale from 0 to 10 in the assignnients.

e s-score: we first normalize the control grades} and the
consensus graddsg; }, so that they both have zero mean and
unit variance, obtainindq;}, {g;} Then, we compute the
standard deviation of {¢; — 4;}, and we report the s-score
1-— s/\/§

The results for the various assignments are reported in Ta-
ble[4. We see that the results are unclear: in CMPS 121 and JP2,
vancouver does better; in the two CMPS 109 assignments, it
does worse. This may be a consequence of the fact that the pri-
mary cause of evaluation error in CMPS 109 consisted inrfeslu
encountered by students in compiling the C++ submissionthefr
students, triggered by development environment (opayatistem,
build chain) differences. These failures are not well medédly the
assumption that each user has an intrinsic review accutiaeyact
that compilation problems occurred in one review may hattke li

3The grading scale can be chosen for each assignment, bist all a
signments so far have used a 0 to 10 scale.



Assignment D, vancouver | D,avg | N. pairs
CMPS 109 hw 2 1.97 3.24 6
CMPS 109 hw 3 1.29 1.39 12
CMPS 109 hw 4 0.98 1.07 20
CMPS 109 hw 5 1.38 1.19 20

Table 5: Average square difference between grades re-
ceived by identical assignments, using crowdsourcingratgos
vancouver andavg.

bearing on the accuracy of other reviews by the same user. The

low correlation between consensus grades and control gfade

CMPS 121 is due to the fact that the control grades have a very

coarse granularity (few values in the grading scale werd)udte
also note that this evaluation is inherently approximaiecesthe
control grade is affected by the same type of imprecision dfia
fects the student-provided grades. While instructor and @fe
(usually) more knowledgeable than students in the subjettem
they also make mistakes when grading homeworks, failingptd s
problems, or not giving credit to great aspects of the woslt o
undetected.

6.3 Evaluation using pairs of identical sub-
missions

For some of the CMPS 109 C++ homework assignments, stu-
dents were able to work in groups. Since at the time Crowd-
Grader did not support group submissions (the feature e si
been added), the students were asked to each submit a solutio
The student submissions would be graded independentlythend
TA, who had a list of groups and their members, would thenaxyeer
the grades received by the students in the same group, &gd &ss
each group member this average. This meant that we hadlaleaila
several pairs of identical submissions, coming from membégthe
same group. This made it possible to judge the quality of wdro
sourcing algorithm according to how close were the gradesived
by pairs of such identical submissions. In TdHle 5, we repotthe
averageD of (¢ — )%, computed over all pairéi, 1) of identi-
cal submissions, for the algorithasincouver andavg. We see
that according to this measure, even for CMPS t@8@couver
has generally better performance ttarg, even though the differ-
ence is not large.

6.4 Discussion

The results presented in this section show that, for ougassi
ments, thevancouver algorithm provides a smaller advantage,
compared t@vg, than it would be expected from Talfle 2. We be-
lieve that the lower performance is due to the fact that tlee esor
model used in developing algorithwancouver, in which each
user: has a variance;, is only an approximation for the real be-
havior of students reviewing submissions. The largestisioguse
of review errors were:

e Unclear problem statements, that caused different stadent
to have different interpretations of what constituted adyoo
homework solution.

e Variability in the student’'s code development environment
that occasionally prevented students from compiling and
evaluating submissions.

The clarity and precision of homework assignments is likily
major factor in the precision of any tool, or any TA, in evdlua
ing submitted solutions. We believe that the higher coti@teand

quality of the results for the Java assignment are due toriteru
mity of the environment enforced for that submission.

We also experimented with a number of variations of algarith
vancouver, some based on using notions of median or weighed
median for selecting grades. In particular, we experintemtih
a method we nicknamed “maverage”, in which we aggregated
student-assigned grades for each item by first discardmdpitih-
est and lowest grades, then doing a weighted average using-th
ciprocal of variance as weights. This process was inspiyethé
way used to average the grades given by Olympic judges in com-
petitions. We also tried to learn the positive or negativastof
each student compared to the others, and subtract the bi@e be
using the student’s grades. None of these variants wadyckaar
perior tovancouver . We believe that larger datasets are needed
for us to be able to formulate and validate algorithms suped
vancouver.

7. REVIEW [INCENTIVE AND FINAL
GRADE ASSIGNMENT

7.1 Review Incentive

To provide an incentive for students to complete a certamlyer
of reviews per assignment, we made the review effort a compon
of the overall grade that was assigned to students. For eanb-h
work assignment, the instructor could choose the numbef re-
views each student had to perform, and the fradien p, < 1 of
the grade that was due to reviews. Each stugiehen received for
the assignment erowd-gradeequal to

min(m;, N) .
N

wherem; is the number of reviews actually performed by student
and where’; is the estimatedeview qualityof 7, which we discuss
below. The choice ofV andp, was dictated chiefly by practical
considerations. In our coding assignments, evaluatingraehmrk
submission entailed a lengthy process of unpacking a ssionis
its own directory, loading it with a tool, reading the varsosource
code files, compiling it, and testing it sometimes with thépraf
test data. The whole process would take between 5 and 10esinut
for each homework; we chos¥ = 5 or N = 6, as the results
appeared to be sufficiently accurate. We also wanted to etisat
each student was able to learn by reading good-quality sdioms
by others, and a value @f = 5 was sufficient in practice to ensure
this (students could always do additional reviews if thegheid to
see even more solutions). Fpr, a common choice was 0.25, so
that 25% of the crowd-grade was due to the reviews. This value
roughly reflected the proportion between the time requicedet
view the submissions, and the time required to complete almohis
one’s own submission.

The decision of how to measurefor a studeny turned out to be
more difficult. Initially, we defined it as follows. L€ltg;; }ics,jev
be the set of all grades that were assigned, anfljigt.cv be the
set of all consensus grades, as before. Then,

o =E({(gij — @) }jeviiies)

is the average square error with respect to the consensissgraa
hypothetical “fully random” user, who assigns to each swdsion
a grade picked at random from the complete set of assigneégyra
The actual average square ertgrof a student € U with respect
to the consensus grades is instead:

0 = E({(gi5 — Gi) }ies) -

(1 —=pr)d; + pr



Homework Algorithm p | KT | norm-2| s-score
CMPS 109 hw 2 avg 0.75| 0.37 1.40 0.50
vancouver | 0.69| 0.39 1.59 0.45
CMPS 109 hw 3 avg 0.84| 0.39 1.49 0.60
vancouver | 0.80| 0.42 1.75 0.55
CMPS 121 hw 3 avg 0.39| 0.53 1.63 0.22
vancouver | 0.49| 0.53 1.33 0.29
LP2 avg 0.85| 0.20 1.75 0.61
vancouver | 0.87| 0.18 1.79 0.64

Table 4: Performance afvg andvancouver , with respect to control grades.

Therefore, we experimented with assigning to each studeet a

maining final grades by linear interpolation, in proportianthe

view grade that measured how much better the student was thancrowd-grades. In CMPS 109, the instructors often used thedr

such a fully random grader, using:

=1 min(9;,0) .

v

This choice appealed to us from a theoretical point of viespee
cially as it is scale-invariant, so that it would not mattenether
students were using the full grading scale (in our c&$e,0]) or
a subset of it (for instance, assigning grades only in therval
[4,8]). However, the choice did not work to our satisfaction in
practice. In each assignment, some perfectly honest andatent
students received very low review grades, including Ongfeaas it
might seem, some students really did worse than a randonemgrad
in spite of their best intentions. Those students were redagad
to see the time they put into reviewing homework submissgms
completely unrewarded. The problem was especially acuteen
initial homework assignments of each class, where a lasggifm
of homework submissions received the maximum grade, thereb
lowering v, and making it harder to improve on the random grader.
As student satisfaction is one of our goals, we needed aeliffe
approach. We do not yet have a perfect solution: a metricishat
scale invariant and rewards true accuracy as compared doman
input, and yet, that students find fair and gratifying. Therine
currently used by CrowdGrader is a fairly generous one. We le
vg = G2/3.125 be a refence level for the average square error,
whereG is the maximum of the grading scale used (we omit the
justification, as it is fairly ad-hoc), and we use:

R min v;, vg
7y = 1— i’ b Rk
(¥el

This is not scale-invariant, so that students would get hdrige-
view grade simply by agreeing to use only a small portion ef th
overall grade range available to them. We are still seekiscpte-
invariant solution that students find equitable.

7.2 Final grade assignment

CrowdGrader producesrowd-gradesthat depend both on the
submission and on the review grades, as described abovein-The
structor can then either accept these grades as final, adprfinal
grades for a few of the students; the final grades for the mufeai
of the students are then derived by interpolation, accgrtbrtheir
crowd-grades. This gives the ability to the instructor teshape
the grade curve of the class. In the Android class (CMPS 14¢),
instructor relied on this function to manually choose thédiing
lines between A/B, B/C, and C/F grades. The instructor erathi
several assignments chosen from the class rank order, head-t
views, and assign grades (5.3 for A+, 4.5 for the A/B dividing,
etc.) to selected assignments; CrowdGrader then compluee{

grades as final grades.

8. CONCLUSIONS

We conclude with some informal impressions on the perfor-
mance of CrowdGrader in a class setting.

We investigated many cases where the control and consensus
grades differed by some non-trivial amount. In some caggs, t
was due to superficial reviews by students using CrowdGrader
However, in other cases the problem was with the controlegrad
as the instructor or TA had missed problems with the subonissi
that were instead detected by some students reviewing ier-Ov
all, for coding assignments, our impression was that theeasus
grades computed by CrowdGrader were at least of the samigyqual
as those provided by a TA. A TA is more consistent in evalggatin
submissions, paying attention to the same aspects of eaohisu
sion. On the other hand, the greater number of reviews used in
CrowdGrader led to a more comprehensive assessment, i whic
flaws or positive aspects were more likely to be pointed ot
the perspective of the individual student, we felt the twading
options were of similar quality: with TAs, the risk is thagthdo
not pay attention in their grading to the aspects where nfést e
is put (or where the flaws are); with crowdsourced gradesrishe
is in the inherent variability of the process.

Where the crowdsourced evaluations proved clearly sup&es
in the feedback provided to the students. When instructoli\e
are faced with grading a large number of assignments, tte: fee
back they provide on each individual assignment is usuatiitéd.
With CrowdGrader, students had access to multiple revidweedr
homework submissions.

In coding assignments, there is usually more than one way to
solve each problem, and students commented on the beneét of b
ing able to see, and learn from, other students’ solutiohsde®its
who could not complete the assignment particularly bergefitam
being able to examine several different working solutiomghie
homework problems.

In informal comments we received, the two aspects of Crowd-
Grader students appreciated the most was the quality ot f
back received, and the ability to learn from other studestdl-
tions. The one aspect they enjoyed the least, of course, hveas t
time it took for them to do the reviews.

While CrowdGrader may not be suitable for all types of home-
work assignments, the tool performed to our satisfactiorctml-
ing assignments, and we believe that the tool is well-suiteahy
homework assignment where students can, by comparingawut
among them and with their own, come to an assessment of their
peers’ work.
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