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System message You are the ReviewGFT Planner, a world class scientific reviewing assistant. You create
plans using the Investigator and Reviewer Al agents to review paragraphs. You will ask the Investigator to
gather context from both the web and the paper in the first few steps, then, at the end, the action you ask
the Reviewer agent will be exactly “Write a review based on the gathered context.”. DO NOT add a single
word to this sentence. Your output MUST be formatted as a numbered list. NEVER write a step that does
not involve an action for the Investigator or the Reviewer agents.

User message You will be given a paragraph. Your task is to point out the weaknesses of this paragraph,
i.e. ask questions to gather context from the paper and the web before reasoning over it and the paragraph
to identify the weaknesses of the passage. Thinking step by step, break the process of scientific reviewing
down into small, simple tasks. These should involve gathering context for the paragraph, i.e., gathering
information from the paper (such that the paragraph can be understood, verified and criticized without re-
quiring any access to the paper.) and from the literature (such that the Reviewer Al agent can understand
cited studies, compare the paper againt other related studies, evaluate its originality and soundness and be
aware of criticisms and limitations, all without needing any access to the literature. The questions should
be self-contained and formulated to facilitate effective Google searches). The gathered information should
allow the Reviewer to comment on the soundness, originality, replicability, meaningfulness of the compari-
son or the substance of the information discussed in the paragraph. As you make plans for other Al tools,
each step should be solvable using one of the following actions:

1. Actor: Investigator | Action: Answer question using the paper | Parameters: question | Description:
Answer the provided question from the provided paper. It is important that the query that is searched
is a question ending in “?".

2. Actor: Investigator | Action: Answer question using Google | Parameters: question | Description: Use
google search to try to answer the provided question. It is important that the query that is searched on
Google is a self-contained question ending in “?".

3. Actor: Reviewer | Action: Write review | Parameters: | Description: Write a review that only points out
the weaknesses and areas of improvement of a passage based on the plan so far. Can only be called
once context has been gathered by another agent.

Your plan should be a numbered list. Steps should be in simple language, and mention which agent should
do them.

T will give you now the golden rules by which you NEED to abide. It is of upmost important that none of
these rules is broken:

Rule #1: Each step involves requesting the Investigator or the Reviewer to perform an action.

Rule #2: The plan begins with the Investigator answering questions using the paper. Each of these steps
should start with “Search the paper to understand”. The next steps should request the Investigator to an-
swer questions by searching the web. These should start with “Search the web to understand” and should
be only about one idea. Questions answerable from the web should be self-contained such that they are
understandable without referring to another step or the paper. Finally, the last step should be EXACTLY
“Reviewer: Write a review based on the gathered context.”

Rule #3: The questions to the Investigator should ONLY ask about one concept at a time. For example,
“Search the paper to understand what Attention is ” is valid but “Search the paper to understand what
Attention is and how it works” is NOT.

IT IS IMPORTANT TO RESPECT THE THREE GOLDEN RULES 1 JUST GAVE YOU. Now, the paragraph
you will review is:

{paragraph)
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User message Answer the question based on the context below. IF the question cannot be answered based

on the context, return exactly ‘T don’t know”.

| context )
Question: |guestion )
Answer:
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SWIF2T Reviewer

« FFFBIEEY
- MFiEE B i B S| A+ 515 5

° ‘EF ‘A*_ L ‘;E EI System message You are the ReviewGPT Reviewer, a world class Al assistant for scientific reviewers. You
1 15 ’-F ALYV A L write a review that highlights the weaknesses and areas of improvements of a paragraph based on context

given to you, and return results as valid J[SON. You need to make sure that the review addresses a specific

L FA : ’] Y TR *_ L portion of the paragraph, that it is not generic and that it is constructive. If you think that no review is
— ﬁ D ﬁ E\ 1:|: 1b ;.F ALY A needed, then you can also say this. Also, make sure to use the given context to generate a review: a review
that points out the absence of an information in the paragraph should not be made if this information is

° ]? ﬁ“ II'E present in another paragraph of the paper, be careful this is very important!
I User message You will be given a paragraph with the following context:
{context )
==
o %iIE / iﬂ iﬁiﬂé'l‘; There are five possible review labels: Empirical and Theoretical Soundness, Meaningful Comparison, Sub-
stance, Originality, Replicability. Write a review that:
L DI EEIE 1. Selects and quotes a substring from the given para h
. q 8 &l paragraph.
== 1 - 2. Chooses the appropriate review label.
- BEMHIEE e
. Writes a review sentence usin e quoted substrin e review label an e context. It is -
3. Writes i t ing the quoted substring, th iew label and th text. It is IMPOR
= TANT that you use the provided context to generate a sensible review.
S I ye P B
* DEEE I'EE

4. Generates a JSON object with the keys “reasoning”, “label” and “review”. Below are examples that
Ly i e ee follow all these rules, use them as inspiration 4 {in-context learning examples}

. :I:‘ = sh=A4J1 ]: 'l:—J'
1 $ SN J.p FE—

- RIEFF&FB. FHerEMN L TYERESITEEN
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System message You are the ReviewGFPT Controller, a helpful scientific reviewing assistant. You mana
several other Al agents, passing directions to them from the user. You communicate directly with the other
Al agents, and as such your answers MUST be ONLY valid json.

User message You are currently following an overall plan to point out the weaknesses in the paragraph:
{paragraph)

This is a log of your progress so far:

{progress)

The remaining steps are:

{steps)

The next step is:

{next step)

You will be given a list of actions. Your task is to decide what the best action to take is to accomplish the
next step. Each action has several fields, separated by a vertical line (). These are the actor who takes the
action, the name of the action, the parameters that action requires, and a short description of the action. The
ﬂpﬁ{ms are:

» Actor: Investigator | Action: Answer question using the paper | Parameters: question | Description:
Answer the provided question from the provided paper. It is important that the query that is searched
is a question ending in "?".

* Actor: Investigator | Action: Answer question using Google | Parameters: question | Description: Use
g(mg]e search to try to answer the prmrided question. It is important that the query that is searched on
Google is a question ending in "?".

* Actor: Reviewer | Action: Write review | Parameters: | Description: Write a review that only points out
the weaknesses and areas of improvement of a passage based on the plan so far. Can only be called

once context has been gﬂthered by another agent.

* Actor: Controller | Action: Skip this step | Parameters: | Description: Skip the current step if it is unnec-
essary or impaossible

Provide the best action to take. Your answer must be valid JSON. It should be a JSON object with four entries,
“explanation”, “actor”, “action”, “parameters”. Actors and actions should be strings, parameters should be
another JSON object. Explanations should be a string containing a step-by-step description of why you chose
this action. Remember, necessary parameters can be found between curl}' brackets in the commands. Dutput

JUST the command.
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Winners Winners Winners
SWIF:T GPT-4 CoVe Human SWIFT GPT-4 CoVe Human SWIF2T GPT-4 CoVe Human
SWIFZT - 2275  28.090 20 50 SWIF2T - 2450  23.25 32.25 SWIFT 24.00  28.00 30.75
GPT-4 61.75 - A8.00 45.75 GPT-4 52.00 - 41.50 4475 GPT-4 60.50 - 52.50 48.50
CoVe 50,00 31.50 - 40.25 CoVe 46.00 30.00 - 41.75 CoVe 53.25 29.00 - 42.00
Human 5875 43.00 50.25 - Human 45.50 34.25 3025 - Human 5R8.00 39.50  47.00 -
Total 170.50 9725 12625 11550 Total 143.50 8875 10400 118.75 Total 17175 92,50 12750 121.25

~ BIENFS

« SWIFPTEAIERSENIFeEESHEINE

Model

METEOR BLEU@4 ROUGE-L

GPT-4
CoVe
SWIFAT _pp
SWIF2T

18.13
18.76
19.17
20.04

28.50
29.07
29.77
30.06

18.37
19.62
19.39
20.44
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INSTRUCTION:

As an experienced academic paper reviewer, you are presented with different review contents for
the same paper. Please analyze these contents carefully and consolidate them into a single review.
The review should be organized into nine sections: Summary, Strengths, Weaknesses, Questions,
Soundness, Presentation, Contribution, Rating and Paper Decision. Below is a description of each
section:

1. Summary: Combine the ‘Summary’ sections from all reviews into a cohesive summary, aiming
for a length of about 100-150 words.
2. Strengths/Weaknesses/Questions: Combine the Strengths/Weaknesses/Questions sections from
all reviews into a unified, cohesive bullet-point list that avoids redundancy while preserving the
specific details and depth of each point.
3. Soundness/Presentation/Contribution: Aggregate the Contribution/Soundness/Presentation score
from each review to determine a suitable overall score (the score must be an **integer®*), then,
match this integer score to the comesponding criterion from the list below and provide the result.
For example, if the score is 3, the result should be “3 good'. The possible scores and their criteria
are:

1 poor \n 2 fair \n 3 good ‘n 4 excellent
4. Rating: Aggregate the ‘Rating’ from each review to determine a suitable overall Rating (the
Rating must be an **integer**), then, match this integer Rating to the corresponding criterion from
the list below and provide the result. For example, if the Rating is 1, the result should be *1 strong
reject’. The possible Ratings and their criteria are:

1 strong reject

2 reject, significant issues present

3 reject, not good enough

4 possibly reject, but has redeeming facets

5 marginally below the acceptance threshold

6 marginally above the acceptance threshold

7 accept, but needs minor improvements

8 accept, good paper

9 strong accept, excellent work

10 strong accept, should be highlighted at the conference
5. Paper Decision: It must include the Decision itself (Accept or Reject) and the reasons for this
decision which is based on Meta-review, the criteria of originality, methodological soundness,
significance of results, and clarity and logic of presentation, etc. Please ensure your Decision
(Accept/Reject) matches the value of the *Decision” key in the JSON, if present.

Here is the template for a review format, you must follow this format to output your review result:
**Summary:*¥*  \n <Summary content> \n

**Strengths:**  \m <Strengths result= \n
**Weaknesses:**  \n <Weaknesses result>\n
**Questions:**  \n <Questions result>\n

**Soundness:**  \n <Soundness result> \n
hid & ion:**  \n <Py ion result> \n
**Contribution:¥*  \n <Contribution result> \n

**Rating:**  \n <Rating result>\n

**Paper Decision:**
- Decision: Accept/Reject

- Reasons: reasons content
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SEA SEA-E

INSTRUCTION:

|} iy —— You are a highly experienced, conscientious, and fair academic reviewer. Please help me review

[} 1$ $ = I l I this paper. The review should be organized into nine sections:
SN 1. Summary: A summary of the paper in 100-150 words.

2. Strengths/Weaknesses/Questions: The Strengths/Weaknesses/Questions of paper, which should

— ERESEA-SIERINENBREIRRTMistral-7B = e

and match this score to the corresponding criterion from the list below and provide the result. The

R E R, BEISEA-ERR e

S EA_ E FIJ “ 1 = I I 4 excellent
- ; =3 1 TGN\ 4. Rating: Give this paper an appropriate rating, match this rating to the corresponding criterion

from the list below and provide the result. The possible Ratings and their criteria are:
1 strong reject
2 reject, significant issues present
3 reject, not good enough
4 possibly reject, but has redeeming facets

) Y ’.ﬂ V. v g 5 marginally below the acceptance threshold
[ E ﬁ QLI { ﬁ m 6 marginally above the acceptance threshold
- E D T accept, but needs minor improvements

8 accept. good paper

e = o 1 === LY ey —oEo— | 9 strong accept, excellent wnfk )
— S EA- E1; §I=J 75 ml‘$ $ ’ﬁ\ m E WJ_E_ ) E m S EA-AE §I=J 5. Pa:)grﬁiﬁeﬁnﬂ:{“::;ew}:ﬁ::ggﬁﬁlﬂig;:m or Reject) and the reasons for this

decision which is based on the criteria of originality, methodological soundness, significance of

SRATHS 2 AT B R ARS8 — 501 S

Here is the template for a review format, you must follow this format to output your review result:
**Summary:**  \n <Summary content> \n

— SARESEXTFIZBEER, FIRBIARCL o s

F+¥Weaknesses:**  \n <Weaknesses result> \n
F*Questions:**  \n <Questions result=\n

Be A SUENEME R ERTEMIEEENR st o S i

#*Presentation:**  \n <Presentation result= ‘\n
#*Contribution:**  \n <Contribution result= \n
#*+Rating:** \n <Rating result>\n

**Paper Decision:**
- Decision: Accept/Reject
- Reasons: reasons content

Please ensure your feedback is objective and constructive. The paper is as follows: <paper contents 2 7




- HUESR

CONLL-16 ACL-17 COLING-20 ARR-22 NeurIPS5-16-22 ICLR-17-23 NeurlIPS-23

ICLR-24 Total

# papers 22 136 88 364 1,048 1,617 3,368

i tokens per paper 8.163 8,400 7,571 8.229 10,499 9,586 11,205

# reviews 39 272 112 684 3,847 5,779 15,027
# tokens per review 532 558 539 539 527 602 642
% accepted 50% 67% 93% 100% 97% 30% 95%
domain  NLP/CL  NLP/CL NLP/CL NLP/CL ML ML ML

5,653
9,815
21,839
594
37%
ML

12,296
10,142
47,602
603
60%
multi

« WEERE
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BEINHITINENY, AL EGRIEBRREHITITESEE R ER
« 1TEfHHER
— BLEU. ROUGE. BERTScore

28



- SLINLSIR
— SEATEFRENITUHRPER L T]

L{ih B 2185,

N\
Pl

ROUGE (Recall) ROUGE (Fl-score) ROUGE (Recall) ROUGE (Fl-score)
Method | BLEU | g g R-2 R-L R-1 R-2 k-1 | BERTScore | Tokens Method | BLEU R-1 B2 R-L B-1 R-2? R-L BERTScore | Tokens
CONLL-16 NewrlPS-16-22
M-7B 1892 | 20.81 481 1030 | 2866 681 1418 8249 554 M-TB 1491 | 1447 489 7.5 | 2331 794 1156 83.10 G612
M-TB-R 18.16 | 2196 517 1062 | 2956 718 1431 82.57 357 M-TB-R 1394 | 1447 479 729 | 2270 767 1144 8273 362
M-TB-3.5 | 19.70 | 26.51 558 1396 | 30,19 645 1537 &2.01 627 M-TB-35 | 1695 | 2041 602 1072 | 2645 BR.13 1345 8156 629
SEA-E 2007 | 3491 779 1529 | 3864 B6T 1673 8285 793 SEA-E 2483 | 24.12 731 1066 | 3406 1044 1511 83.35 T82
SEA-EA | 3101 | 3696 891 1634 | 4049 9468 17.57 8294 TO8 SEA-EA | 2708 | 2676 838 1155 3691 11.69 1599 83.52 838
ACL-I7 ICLR-17-23
M-7B 1892 | 2153 523 1050 | 2799 693 1354 8275 569 M-TB 1375 | 13,10 442 651 | 2165 736 10.80 83.26 607
M-TB-R 18.15 | 21.84 519 1076 | 27.71 687 1355 82.56 357 M-TB-R 1298 | 1338 445 685 | 2136 726 1091 82.80 359
M-TB-3.5 | 1673 | 27.27 626 1447 [ 2609 619 1319 82.37 636 M-TB-35 | 1785 | 1826 570 927 | 2737 BR69 1394 8287 637
SEAE | 2567 [3313 771 1494|3552 845 1562| $308 | 772 SEAE | 2334 |2238 684 993 | 3250 1007 1449 | 8358 | 783
SEA-EA | 2790 | 3583 884 1583 | 3803 948 1636 83.19 806 SEA-EA | 2547 (| 2480 T7.87 1081 | 3523 11.32 1543 83.73 841
COLING-20 NeurlP8-23
M-7B 2197 | 2911 642 1480 ) 3191 701 1583 82.76 579 M-TB 1242 | 1196 496 613 | 2055 855 1055 83.86 617
M-TB-R 1949 | 29021 669 1520 3023 680 1525 82.27 361 M-TB-R 1192 | 11.88 487 616 | 20014 831 1049 8344 366
M-TB-3.5 | 1813 | 3403 756 1843 2849 610 1477 82.12 617 M-TB-35 | 1671 | 1680 612 853 | 2651 974 1350 8320 650
SEAE | 2293 | 4062 923 2005|3437 765 1615| 8285 | 774  SEAE | 2134 |2032 727 914 |3134 1126 1414 | 8402 | 794
SEA-EA | 2485 | 4297 1057 2089 | 36.67 876 1696 §3.09 T82 SEA-EA | 2332 | 2249 838 991 | 403 12.73 1503 84.20 fdd
ARR-22 ICLR-24
M-7B 2207 | 2528 696 1246 | 3260 916 1599 83.25 575 M-TB 1393 | 1348 529 673 | 2255 B89 1128 83.79 G614
M-TB-R 2027 | 2489 670 1260 ) 3122 866 1571 8270 357 M-TB-R 1391 | 1417 541 721 | 2294 R85 1169 83.81 380
M-TB-3.5 | 20018 | 31.70 790 1638 [ 30.82 786 1533 82.65 650 M-TB-35 | 1872 | 1940 652 964 [ 2026 993 1458 83.29 649
SEA-E 2792 | 3764 937 17.1% | 3894 984 1735 8338 T87 SEA-E 2388 | 2328 790 10.13 | 3429 11.71 1498 8404 703
SEA-EA | 3005 | 4034 10.832 1817 | 41.37 11.19 18.20 §3.59 g18 SEA-EA | 2596 | 2562 897 1097 | 3697 13.02 1588 84.15 852
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