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Abstract  

 Although consistency and effectiveness of feedback have been alluded to in literature, 

there has been little research that has specifically looked at these issues. Very few studies have 

quantified feedback types or looked at whether markers consistently use the same feedback 

types on written assignments. Most studies have instead asked students, through interviews, 

about the nature of feedback they have received. These studies found that feedback received is 

inconsistent in its quantity and quality, and that it is often ineffective.  

In conducting a literature search for this research, very few studies were found that 

examined consistency of feedback types used by markers when marking the same assignment 

or that used descriptive statistics to show variability in feedback types used by these markers. 

This research aimed to address this gap. Markers in two different studies marked and provided 

feedback on the same student assignments, and a taxonomy for coding different feedback 

types used by markers was developed. This taxonomy was based upon already defined 

feedback types, a review of currently available coding systems for feedback, and a deductive 

and inductive analysis of feedback types currently used by markers in the study. 

 The findings of the research revealed that inconsistency was occurring among markers, 

both across and within assignments, and that very little effective feedback was being provided. 

The inconsistency was occurring in the score/grade given, in the amount and types of feedback 

used, and in the messages conveyed in the feedback comments. Feedback was classified as 

being effective if it provided information that answered Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) three 

questions; where am I going, how am I going and where to next? Very few comments in the 

research answered these three questions, thus, very little feedback provided by markers was 

found to be effective. 

 This research had only a small number of participants and focused on one institution, so 

the findings cannot be generalised. Further studies in other institutions and/or in other areas of 

education would help to support or refute the findings found here. Lack of consistency is an 

issue that is occurring in education, and it is an issue that deserves more attention. Students 

deserve feedback that is consistent and effective, allowing them to improve future work. This 

research is intended to increase awareness around these two issues. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

This study focused on the written feedback comments provided by markers in 

undergraduate education. The study investigated whether the comments on student 

assignments were consistent across a number of markers. A taxonomy was developed for 

classification of the various feedback categories to check for consistency of comments. 

This first chapter introduces the reader to a general outline of the topic being researched 

and presents the structure of the dissertation. It provides information about the initial motivation 

and background to the study. It also explains the research aims and significance along with 

providing working definitions of key terms.  

1.2 Motivation for the Research 

Written feedback is an important part of the education process in tertiary study (Black & 

Wiliam, 1998; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Higgins, Hartley, & Skelton, 2002). It is also one of “the 

top 5 to 10 highest influences on achievement as a part of learning” (Hattie & Timperley, 2007, 

p. 83). When used effectively, it allows students the opportunity to respond to gaps in 

understanding they may have with regard to the level of achievement they are trying to reach 

(Black & Wiliam, 1998; Carless, 2006; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Poulos & Mahony, 2008; 

Walker, 2009). Effective written feedback tells the student “where they are going, how they are 

going and where to next” (Hattie & Timperley, 2007, p. 86). This enables students to develop 

skills in self-assessment while also allowing them to be actively engaged in the learning process 

(Carless, Slater, Yang, & Lam, 2011; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). 

1.3 Background to the Research 

My interest in feedback developed alongside my passion for providing assistance to 

students in the development of their writing. This interest started in my second year of teaching 

as a nursing lecturer and has continued to today, 12 years later. In my second year of teaching I 

was asked to organise classes where academic advisors would come in to teach our nursing 

students how to write academic assignments. What I noticed was that student attendance at 

these classes was low and participation was poor. Students did not appear to engage with the 

material taught. It was felt, by myself and other members of our team, that this was due to the 

lessons not linking to the discipline of nursing. Student feedback in the paper evaluations 

supported the observations we made. 

The problems we had in our programme were that many students had difficulty with 

writing academic assignments and the classes being provided were not effective. These 

problems, and the fact that many students still needed assistance with writing, led to the 

introduction of embedded co-tutoring classes on academic writing. This involved a subject 
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discipline (nursing) lecturer working alongside an academic advisor to teach the academic 

writing, and the introduction of a multi-stage assessment where students were required to use 

feedback on one assignment to improve the next. These strategies were created in order to try 

to assist students to develop their writing skills.  

The multi-stage assessment in our programme was specifically designed to enable 

lecturers to provide feedback to students that they could use to improve their future writing. The 

multi-stage assessment was an important tool in the provision of feedback by markers and also 

an important tool for use of feedback by students. The feedback was considered iterative as 

students were given repeated feedback on a series of assignments. The feedback addressed 

the same components of academic writing on each of the marked pieces of work. Students 

were encouraged to respond progressively and cumulatively to the feedback provided. 

According to Barker and Pinard (2014), these are the main principles of iterative feedback; the 

provision of feedback on multiple pieces of work that students can respond to cumulatively.  

Using iterative feedback and continuous assignments is a process approach to the 

development of writing. Vardi (2009, 2012) argued that using a process approach to writing, 

where students submit multiple drafts and receive feedback on those drafts, is one of the most 

successful ways of developing student writing. Provision of marker feedback during a process 

approach allows students to enter into “cycles of revision” with regard to their work (Zamel, 

1985, as cited in Ashwell, 2000, p. 228). Cycles of revision occur in two ways. First, they occur 

through students reading and rereading their own work in order to make changes with regard to 

their writing; this is what competent writers will do throughout the writing process. Second, they 

occur through teachers (or lecturers) looking at student draft assignments, and then 

commenting on their work in order for the student to make changes before handing in their final 

copy (Zamel, 1985, as cited in Ashwell, 2000). The feedback provided in this second example, 

which is considered iterative, helps writers learn what is involved in the writing process, and 

encourages them to develop writing skills that will enable them to personally revise their own 

work.  

Although our particular multi-stage assessment did not involve the submission of drafts, 

it did use a process approach to writing. Feedback was given following the submission of each 

of three pieces of work (three different assignments) for which students received a mark. The 

marks from the three pieces of work accumulated into one final overall grade/mark for the 

completed multi-stage assessment. The provision of these grades/marks intended to ensure 

more compliance in attending to the tasks, and also more compliance in using the feedback 

provided. This approach of providing marks or grades for assessments, where iterative 

feedback is provided, is supported in a study by Vardi (2009). Vardi suggested that when 

students are encouraged or motivated to respond to feedback they can often achieve 

substantially higher marks or grades. This is also supported by Trotter (2006), who looked at the 

effect of continuous summative assessment on the behaviour of students, whereby students 
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submitted tutorial files three times during the semester for grading and feedback. Trotter found 

that students appreciated receiving grades alongside feedback as this made them feel like they 

were being rewarded for their hard work.  

Through the use of the multi-stage assessment in our programme,  we were providing 

substantial feedback to students. As markers, we felt the feedback we were providing was of a 

high standard; however, this feedback had never been evaluated or reviewed. We had also 

received anecdotal evidence from students that the feedback being provided by different 

markers was inconsistent in quantity and quality. This raised some concerns for us as this 

anecdotal evidence linked to what was being reported in research.  Research suggested that 

variability in the quality and quantity of feedback by markers was occurring. Mutch (2003) found 

that some markers “wrote very little on feedback sheets” provided to students while others wrote 

much more (p. 29). In an initial study the words ranged from five to 104, and in an external 

sample the range was from seven to 129. Fifteen percent of all sample feedback sheets had 

numbers of words below 30.  Bevan, Badge, Cann, Willmott, and Scott (2008) reported that in 

all focus groups conducted with students, the students commented on inconsistencies in the 

feedback they received. Most comments related to inconsistencies in the quantity of feedback 

received, with students stating that some markers provided them with “blank feedback sheets 

with only a mark written on them” (Bevan et al., 2008, p. 11). Students stated this was not 

uncommon but it was variable across markers. Pokorny and Pickford (2010) pointed out some 

problems highlighted by students with regard to perceived mismatches between the grade given 

by a marker and the feedback comments. Students interviewed through focus groups in this 

research spoke of not trusting the written comments on the feedback sheets they received. This 

was mainly put down to inconsistencies between the grade given and the feedback comments 

provided.  

The anecdotal evidence received in our programme and the supporting literature that 

was read led me to question whether feedback being provided by markers was effective and 

useful for students, and also to question whether markers were all conveying the same 

messages in their feedback. This in turn led to the development of the research topic which 

looked at the consistency and effectiveness in the provision of written feedback comments 

across different markers as well as to the development of a taxonomy for defining and coding 

feedback comments.   

1.4 Aims and Significance of the Research 

In addition to investigating the consistency and effectiveness of written feedback 

provided by markers, the present study aimed to contribute to literature by providing a new 

qualitative, formative taxonomy for written feedback that could be used by markers in tertiary 

education. The study also aimed to provide recommendations with regard to professional 

development for markers around the provision of feedback. 
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1.5 Definitions of Key Terms 

The following definitions relate to key words being used in the study. The working 

definitions provided are specific to the context of this research. 

Multi-stage assessment – is an assessment that contains two or more pieces of work that are 

graded. Feedback is provided to students following each piece of work and students are 

expected to use the feedback for future improvement. 

Assignments – are written essays and written reflections completed by students. 

Feedback – is any information provided to individuals with regard to aspects of their 

performance or understanding (Clynes & Raftery, 2008; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Narciss, 

2007). 

Scoring rubrics – are documents “that articulate the expectations for an assignment by listing 

criteria or what counts and describing levels of quality from excellent to poor” (Andrade, as cited 

in Reddy & Andrade, 2010, p. 435). 

Grades – are the letter scores (generally A, B, C, or D/F) given on an assignment that provide a 

judgement of the student’s work according to certain criteria or standards. 

Marks – are the numerical scores given on an assignment that provide a judgement of the 

student’s work according to certain criteria or standards. 

Please note: Assignments used in this research study provided students with both letter grades 

and numerical marks. 

1.6 Outline of Chapters 

This thesis comprises six chapters. This first chapter provides contextual and 

background information. It also introduces the aims and significance of the research, provides 

important working definitions, and outlines the structure of the dissertation. 

Chapter Two is a review of the relevant literature focusing on the provision of feedback 

in higher education. The term feedback is defined further and an examination is provided into 

students’ perceptions of effective and ineffective feedback. This examination established that 

students want feedback that tells them what is right or wrong, why, and how to improve, but that 

they often do not receive feedback of this type. The possibility that some feedback types are not 

clearly defined in literature, and that markers do not have enough information about feedback to 

be able to provide feedback that is consistent and effective is examined. A review and summary 

of feedback types and currently available feedback coding systems is conducted for this 

purpose. 

Chapter Three presents details of the methodology used in the research. The initial 

discussion identifies the theoretical perspective of the researcher, that of post-positivism. This is 

followed by an outline of the research process including a brief discussion about the 
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development of a qualitative, formative taxonomy for written feedback. The process of checking 

for inter-rater reliability of the taxonomy is explained, and the data collection process of the 

research described, along with a summary of information about the research participants and 

the research sample. The chapter concludes with a brief description of data analysis methods 

used, an outline of ethical considerations, and a statement made in relation to Māori 

consultation.  

Chapter Four conveys the findings of the research. It first provides a more in-depth 

discussion about the development of the formative taxonomy. Then, data collected and 

analysed from both a 5x5 empirical study and a 4x4 empirical study are interpreted. Tables that 

show the marks/grades given, and feedback types used by the various markers are included, 

along with error bar graphs showing the consistency of feedback comments. Data collected for 

a control study are also interpreted. This data relates to feedback comments collected from a 

further eight assignments marked by each marker. The mean and standard deviations of these 

feedback comments are compared with the means and standard deviations of feedback 

provided in the original research. This was done in order to check whether marker feedback 

changed due to knowledge that someone was collecting and examining their marking.  

In Chapter Five, six feedback comments are chosen for more in-depth analysis. These 

feedback comments are compared to Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) theory that states effective 

feedback provides information for the learner that answers three important questions. These 

questions are – where am I going, how am I going and where to next? An explanation is 

provided in this chapter of how each of the six chosen feedback comments provides information 

relevant to Hattie and Timperley’s questions, thus giving examples of effective feedback. 

Chapter Six is a discussion of the results. This chapter provides a review and summary 

of the research findings while also discussing the relationship between these findings and 

current literature. Also included is an outline of the limitations identified in the study, future 

research opportunities, and some professional development ideas that can be used to assist 

markers with regard to the provision of effective and consistent feedback to students. The thesis 

ends with a concluding statement.  
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

 This chapter reviews the relevant literature in relation to feedback, especially with regard 

to its provision on student written work by markers in tertiary study. The first part of the review 

defines feedback and argues that for feedback to be effective, it should provide information 

about where learners currently are in their learning, where they should be, and how they can 

close the gap (Ramaprasad, 1983). The research shows that learners want this type of 

feedback, but that they report seldom receiving it from markers. The second part of the review 

explores the feedback literature in more detail. It argues that at present we only have a 

beginning understanding of feedback and that a categorisation scheme regarding written 

feedback would facilitate markers in providing more effective feedback to learners. The review 

argues that the lack of information and understanding about feedback may be a reason why 

learners are not receiving feedback that they find useful. The review also puts forward the idea 

that an extensive qualitative taxonomy of written formative feedback needs to be created in 

order for markers to have better understanding of feedback. Such a taxonomy could help 

markers identify the characteristics of different feedback types. It could also be used to research 

feedback that markers provide on written work. This research would enable an analysis of the 

types of feedback being provided to learners, and help to determine whether markers are 

providing consistent messages.  

2.2 Part One – Defining Feedback and Learner Perceptions 

2.2.1 Definitions of feedback. 

Feedback can be defined as any information provided to individuals with regard to 

aspects of their performance or understanding (Clynes & Raftery, 2008; Hattie & Timperley, 

2007; Narciss, 2007). It includes all dialogue in both formal and informal settings (Askew & 

Lodge, 2000, as cited in Carless et al., 2011), and informs learners if their responses, 

performances, or understandings are right or wrong (Sadler, 2010). A much narrower definition 

by Ramaprasad (1983) is that feedback is information that provides individuals with evidence of 

where they currently are in their state of learning, where they should be, and actions that can be 

taken to fill the gaps identified. For the purposes of this research, the first definition is being 

used as currently not all feedback provided by markers fits with Ramaprasad’s definition. As will 

be shown in this review, feedback may inform learners of where they currently are in their state 

of learning, but may not necessarily tell them how to improve. This is considered feedback, but 

is thought to be not as effective for learners.  
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 2.2.2 Effective feedback.  

For the purposes of this research, the defining of effective feedback focused on the 

effectiveness of the content in the feedback comment rather than feedback’s ability to improve 

student performance. This has meant that not all research about effectiveness of feedback has 

been discussed here. Discussion has been limited to research by Carless et al. (2011) and 

Hattie and Timperley (2007) as these researchers have focused more on the information 

provided in feedback comments and whether it is considered effective or not rather than 

feedback’s effectiveness in improving student performance.  Carless et al. (2011) and Hattie 

and Timperley (2007) argued that feedback that is effective provides gap-altering information to 

the learner. This feedback has an impact beyond the immediate task, so is useful for the learner 

in the future (Hounsell, 2007, as cited in Carless et al., 2011). Gap altering information is 

defined as information that tells learners not only what and where the gap is in their work, but 

more importantly, tells them how to reduce or close the gap by advising them of what can be 

done to improve (Walker, 2009). Carless at al. (2011) and Hattie and Timperley (2007) 

suggested that gap-altering information facilitates self-regulation in the learner, which means 

that learners can monitor and then re-construct their own work independently. Re-construction 

is achieved through “planning, correcting mistakes and fix up strategies” (Hattie & Timperley, 

2007, p. 94). Reconstruction allows learners to re-think both the form and content of their written 

work so as to become independent writers.  

Hattie and Timperley (2007) claimed that for feedback to be effective, it needs to answer 

three main questions: where am I going, how am I going, and where to next? If the feedback 

answers these questions, it provides information for the learner about whether they are on track 

with their goals of learning (where am I going), what they have understood and misunderstood 

(how am I going), and strategies they need to take to improve (where to next) (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007). Answers to these questions supply gap-altering information that facilitates 

self-regulation in the learner and supplies information that feeds forward to future work. 

It is argued here, however, that gap-altering information is often not being provided to 

learners today. Evidence of this has been shown in research studies that have asked students 

about the types of feedback they actually receive and the types of feedback they would like to 

receive (Bevan et al., 2008; Hounsell, McCune, Hounsell & Litjens, 2008; K. Hyland, 2013; P. 

Hyland, 2000; Lizzio & Wilson, 2008; Pokorny & Pickford, 2010; Poulos & Mahony, 2008; 

Walker, 2009; Weaver, 2006). Students report wanting feedback that aligns with information 

supplied in Ramaprasad’s definition, but also report that feedback of this type is often not being 

supplied. As will be shown here, this is the type of feedback that most learners prefer and what 

they expect to receive. 

2.2.3 Student perceptions of feedback. 

Student feedback preferences have been identified in a number of studies (Bevan et al., 

2008; Dowden, Pittaway, Yost, & McCarthy, 2013; Hounsell et al., 2008; P. Hyland, 2000; 
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Walker, 2009; Weaver, 2006). Bevan et al. (2008), in an anonymous on-line questionnaire (n = 

45) and focus group interviews (n = 20), gathered interesting comments about feedback from 

students. They found that students want feedback that is returned promptly, but more 

importantly, they want feedback that shows them what’s right or wrong in their work and why. 

They also want information about how to improve. One student in Bevan et al.’s study stated 

that while he/she had received a high mark for his/her work, there was also a lot of information 

provided by the marker on how the work could be improved (Bevan et al., 2008). This was 

considered important information by this student. 

In a much larger study of 782 students by Hounsell et al. (2008), excerpts from 69 

student interviews showed that students wanted feedback that provided sufficient detail to be 

useful while also providing information that could be fed-forward. One student mentioned the 

need for feedback, alongside providing detail, giving guidance on how to improve. This student 

stated that “…There should be more feedback ‘cause that’s the only way you can really improve 

yourself, if you know what to improve yourself on and which parts [to improve]” (Hounsell et al., 

2008, p. 64).  

The findings in these two studies have shown that students want what is known as gap-

altering information; information that feeds forward and tells students how to improve.   This 

argument is supported in studies by Weaver (2006), P. Hyland (2000), and Walker (2009). In 

Weaver’s (2006) study, where 44 business and art design students were surveyed and 22 

students were interviewed in groups, a majority of the students agreed that “constructive 

criticism is needed [from feedback] to know how to improve” and that “feedback is helpful to 

explain gaps in knowledge and understanding” (p. 385). Likewise, in a study by P. Hyland 

(2000), students reported wanting to know exactly what comments meant, exactly what they 

needed to improve on, and specific advice on how to improve. This study collected information 

from 674 questionnaires that asked students what they learned from feedback they received on 

assessments, and how tutors could enhance the quality of feedback provided. Walker (2009), 

who interviewed 43 students, found that students reported wanting “to be told what they had got 

wrong, why and how to do better” and also stated that they “would appreciate being given things 

to work on or to watch out for in future assignments” (p. 75). In all of the above studies, students 

acknowledged the importance of being provided with gap-altering information so as to make 

improvements. This aligns with Ramaprasad’s (1983) definition of feedback as outlined 

previously. 

 2.2.4 Students’ perceptions of unhelpful/ineffective feedback. 

While students have stated the types of feedback they want to receive on their work, 

they have also stated that they do not always receive these types of feedback. Students have 

instead reported receiving feedback that lacks sufficient detail (Hounsell et al., 2008; Weaver, 

2006), and that lacks gap-altering information (Carless, 2006: Lizzio & Wilson, 2008). They 

have indicated that at times they receive feedback that is difficult to understand because it uses 
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academic discourse (Carless, 2006; Chanock, 2000; P. Hyland, 2000; Weaver, 2006), and that 

they often receive feedback that is inconsistent in its quantity and quality (Glover & Brown, 

2006; Spinks, 1998). These factors are discussed in more detail in the upcoming sections. 

2.2.4.1 Lack of detail in feedback. 

The lack of detail in feedback was something that came across strongly in research by 

Hounsell et al. (2008). A number of students in this research expressed concern at getting poor 

marks and yet receiving little or no feedback about where they had gone wrong. One student 

said “I got 8 out of 20, and I’ve got nothing written on my [feedback] sheet at all” (Hounsell et al., 

2008, p. 63). Another student said “Mines the same. I got 10, and it’s got no comments on it 

what so ever” (Hounsell et al., 2008, p. 63). These students were clearly dissatisfied with the 

amount of feedback they had received. The feedback had no useful information about what was 

wrong in their work, nor did it have any information about how to improve, so was considered by 

the students to be quite unhelpful. 

The amount of detail in feedback was also raised as an issue by students in a previously 

mentioned study by Weaver (2006). Discussions from group interviews in this study showed 

that the majority of students felt feedback was often too general and lacked sufficient detail. 

Having ticks or something circled with no comments was a clear example of what was meant by 

feedback that was lacking in detail, and this was something that was mentioned by students in 

this study (Weaver, 2006).  

2.2.4.2 Lack of gap-altering information.  

Carless (2006) found that students were concerned about a lack of gap-altering 

information in their feedback. Carless conducted a large scale questionnaire across eight 

universities, which was returned by 1,740 students. He found that 40.3% of students confirmed 

that they rarely received “feedback that helped them improve their next assignments” (p. 223). 

He also found that 12.1% had never received feedback of this type before, showing that a 

significant number of students in these universities were not being provided with gap-altering 

information. These findings were backed up in subsequent follow-up focus group interviews 

where students made comments such as, “I seldom know how to improve my next assessment 

because of the lack of comments or advice” (Carless, 2006, p. 224), and, “few comments on the 

assessment are given. Assessment seems like a means of giving a grade rather than helping 

students to learn” (Carless, 2006, p. 224). These statements from students clearly showed a 

concern about gap-altering information.    

Lizzio and Wilson (2008) reported similar findings. They asked 57 students “to provide 

anonymous written descriptions of the types and quality of written feedback comments they had 

received on their assessment” (p. 265). They asked students to describe types of comments 

they considered to be effective and ineffective. Comments that supported transferable learning 

were considered to be the most effective and helpful, and were identified as good examples of 
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gap-altering information. These comments, however, were found in a subsequent study to be 

seldom provided in feedback (Lizzio & Wilson, 2008).  In this subsequent study, 277 students 

were asked to rate the statements collected in the previous study according to how often they 

had received similar feedback in their own course. The researchers found that only 7% of 

comments were transferable, and only 8% suggested strategies for improvement. These 

findings showed that the number of comments received by students that offered gap-altering 

information was very low.  

2.2.4.3 Academic discourse. 

A third issue identified by students regarding feedback concerns difficult to understand 

academic discourse (Carless, 2006; Chanock, 2000; Higgins et al., 2002; Hyatt, 2005; Lea & 

Street, 2000; Weaver, 2006). These researchers argued that academic discourse can have a 

significant influence on students’ understanding and use of feedback. Academic discourse is the 

socio-cultural knowledge and language important to specific academic communities (Gutierrez, 

1995; White & Lowenthal, 2011). This socio-cultural knowledge and language is often unfamiliar 

to students when they first enter into the academic community and so can be difficult for 

students to understand and interpret. Terms such as argument, critical analysis, criticality, and 

interpretation, if not explained as part of the course, are often misunderstood by students. This 

can lead to a mismatch between what students believe they should be writing in an assignment 

and what markers are looking for in the students’ completed work. 

 Carless (2006) identified the comprehension of feedback comments as being a problem. 

He stated that students wanted to engage with tutor or lecturer feedback, but that some 

experienced difficulty doing this. Carless pointed out that the problem some students faced was 

that they had difficulty translating feedback provided to them due to lack of understanding. 

These students reported being unable to decode criteria relating to feedback and being unable 

to understand what the tutor/lecturer was saying.  

Chanock (2000) researched the issue of academic discourse following observations she 

made regarding students misunderstanding of tutor comments on their written work. These 

observations led her to investigate  whether students and staff had the same understanding of 

the commonly used written feedback comment “too much description and not enough analysis” 

(p. 95). Chanock surveyed 101 students and 12 staff and found that 49% of the students 

surveyed did not really know what the term “analysis” meant, and that a number of the 

definitions students wrote for the term analysis were not congruent with definitions from staff. 

Students, who didn’t really understand the term analysis, wrote that analysis was to do with 

originality, depth, concise style, facts or research, relevance and “breaking up” of information. 

Staff reported instead wanting students to use cause and effect, to use interpretation, or to 

provide a causal explanation.  

Weaver (2006) surveyed 44 students in faculties of business and art and design, asking 

them to indicate “how confident they were in understanding some common phrases used in 
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written feedback comments” (p. 383).  She found that there were phrases and words commonly 

used by markers that were not easily understood by students. Between 21% and 41% of the 

students surveyed indicated that they lacked confidence in understanding feedback comments 

such as “more critical reflection needed”, “lacks application to theory”, “underpinning theory”, 

and “superficial analysis”. These words and phrases often form part of the academic discourse 

in tertiary study. If not understood, they can have a significant impact on student understanding 

and use of feedback.  

2.2.4.4 Inconsistency.  

Inconsistency in feedback, a final issue with feedback identified by students, was 

highlighted by Lizzio and Wilson (2008) and Stone and Stone (1985). They both stated that 

consistent messages in feedback are important to perceptions of feedback.  Consistency in 

feedback, for the purpose of this research, refers to similar messages being provided with 

regard to aspects of written work across different markers. It also refers to a similar number of 

feedback comments being written on student work of a similar nature, and a match between the 

feedback comments and the grade given.  

Stone and Stone (1985) reported a link between consistency of the feedback message 

and its perceived accuracy. Results showed that provision of inconsistent feedback messages 

was closely linked to perceived inaccuracy of that feedback. Individuals who received 

inconsistent feedback messages discounted the feedback received and subsequently did not 

use it to improve. Lizzio and Wilson (2008) discussed the link between consistency and 

fairness. They stated that feedback across markers needed to be consistent in its provision of 

information and messages if it was to be perceived by students as being fair. Factors that added 

to perceptions of fairness included appropriate explanations and justification of grades 

(Whitington et al., 2004, as cited in Lizzio & Wilson, 2008) 

 The main issue around consistency identified by students had to do with consistency in 

the quantity of feedback. Lack of consistency in the quantity of feedback comments was a 

problem identified by Spinks (1998). In focus group interviews, Spinks found that the most 

common complaint from students about feedback related to the amount of feedback received. 

Students stated that feedback amounts varied considerably from marker to marker. This was 

particularly prevalent in lower grade essays where, for F grade assignments, some were 

reported to attract a great deal of marker feedback while others had almost none.  

 Glover and Brown (2006) also raised the issue of consistency in the quantity of 

feedback. In an analysis of the type and purpose of tutor feedback comments on a number of 

randomly selected student assignments, Glover and Brown found that inconsistencies in the 

quantity of feedback comments were shown across many markers. These markers had 

awarded a similar mark on assignments, but provided students with differing amounts of 

comments. Examples included one marker awarding a mark of 40% and writing a total of 22 

comments with another awarding 41% and writing only two comments. Similarly, they found a 
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marker awarded 78% and wrote five comments while another marker awarded 80% and wrote 

31 comments.   

Glover and Brown (2006) also found inconsistency in quantity where comments on 

grammar and spelling were concerned, as well as inconsistency in comments about academic 

conventions. With regard to grammar and spelling, Glover and Brown found that some work 

was heavily corrected for these aspects while others much less so. With regard to academic 

conventions, they found that students were often confused about these sorts of comments.  

Students reported that they were given one type of information by one marker, and then told 

something completely different by a second marker.  This type of confusion with messages 

impairs learners in their progress with writing. Consistency about academic conventions needs 

to occur if learners are to correctly write assignments according to the conventions of the 

discipline within which they are studying. It is also an issue that can be easily overcome with 

communication among markers. 

2.2.4.4.1 Possible reasons for inconsistency in feedback.  

 While no specific research has been found that has looked at reasons why feedback 

may be inconsistent across markers, several researchers have questioned whether 

inconsistencies could be occurring due to individual preferences, marker ideas and beliefs 

about feedback, the subjective wording in assessment rubrics, and the experience of markers 

(Baume, Yorke, & Coffey, 2004; Bloxham, den-Outer, Hudson, & Price, 2015; Ecclestone, 2001; 

Grainger, Purnell, & Zipf, 2008; Webster, Pepper, & Jenkins, 2000). One of the main impacts on 

consistency is thought to be the wording of rubrics. Many researchers have highlighted the 

subjectivity of wording in rubrics as being a significant problem in marking (Baume et al., 2004; 

Bloxham et al.,  2015; Ecclestone, 2001; Grainger et al., 2008; Webster et al., 2000). Other 

impacts include the experience of markers, although research by Ecclestone (2001) found that 

marking by expert markers needed as much moderation as marking by novices. More reasons 

for inconsistencies in marking in relation to this current research are discussed in the discussion 

chapter. 

2.2.5 Concluding comments. 

What has been argued so far is that feedback needs to provide information about what 

is right or wrong, why and how to improve. This is what is known as gap-altering information. It 

has also been claimed that this is the type of feedback that students report wanting to receive, 

while also arguing they seldom receive it. Why might this be? Could it be due to a general lack 

of information and understanding about feedback? Could this lack of information and 

understanding be because there is not enough information in literature about the different types 

of feedback that can be used, and not enough specific information about what each type of 

feedback looks like (characteristics of the feedback)? These are the issues that will be 

investigated in more detail in the next section of the review. 
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2.3 Part two – Feedback Types and Coding Systems 

2.3.1 Introduction. 

Part two of this review examines and discusses feedback types in more depth. It 

summarises the feedback types already identified and defined in the literature, and then 

examines feedback coding systems to see whether these contain any further feedback types 

that could be identified and defined. This is done in order to check the level of information about 

feedback currently available to markers. The review also evaluates coding systems to see if 

they are suitable for marker use in examining their own feedback practice. This will help the 

researcher to decide whether a new qualitative, formative taxonomy of written feedback should 

be developed. It is thought that a new taxonomy could help increase access to information 

about feedback and could be referred to by markers when reviewing their own feedback 

practice. Such a taxonomy could also be used as part of this research, to evaluate the types of 

feedback different markers are providing and to check whether the messages markers are 

providing are consistent and effective.    

2.3.2 Feedback types. 

 This section outlines and discusses different feedback types identified in the literature. 

Included is developmental feedback, topic specific or content feedback, generic feedback, 

corrective or editorial feedback, discourse feedback, dialogical feedback, feed-forward feedback 

and positive feedback (praise). These feedback types were chosen as they were the feedback 

types most commonly referred to in literature and the feedback types identified by the 

researcher as being most commonly used by markers. 

2.3.2.1 Developmental feedback. 

 The first feedback type identified in the literature was developmental feedback. 

Developmental feedback was defined by Hyatt (2005) as comments written “with the intention of 

aiding the student with subsequent work in relation to the current assignment” (p. 344). Hyatt 

stated that developmental feedback offers alternatives for the learner, tells learners what they 

need to address next, poses a question, or is informational, offering comments or information on 

related and complimentary topics. Hyatt suggested that this type of feedback provides learners, 

in most instances, with information on how to progress with their work.  

Lizzio and Wilson (2008) asked students what they thought effective feedback was. One 

of the categories identified as relating to effective feedback was developmental feedback. 

Interestingly, what was identified as developmental feedback in this study was very similar to 

what Hyatt (2005) found. Developmental feedback was defined as information that is 

transferable, that identifies goals for the future, that suggests strategies for improvement, and 

that poses a question about content. Again, all comments related to aiding learner progress with 

their work. 
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 Although developmental feedback was clearly defined in the literature and was viewed 

by many as being important, in this review it was considered to be an umbrella term rather than 

a specific feedback type.  This was because a number of other feedback types identified by the 

researcher also provide developmental feedback. These feedback types, which include generic, 

dialogical, and “feed-forward” feedback, all provide information that offers development for 

learners, but provide the information in a slightly different way. Thus, “developmental feedback” 

was considered too broad a category for use in this research.  

2.3.2.2 Topic specific or content feedback. 

The second feedback type identified from literature was topic specific or content 

feedback. This feedback type was defined as providing information about “student knowledge 

and understanding of the topic being assessed” (Brown & Glover, 2005, p. 2). Spinks (1998) 

stated that this feedback relates to comments about concepts, issues, and theories that lie 

within and behind each topic. She suggested that these comments provide either positive 

reinforcement for good points made, or more often, question the writer about something lacking 

in relation to the topic. Spinks also proposed that these comments offer advice on how much 

background information to include, point out relevant or irrelevant parts of content, and ask 

learners to move forward from description to analysis in their writing.  

It was discovered in investigating topic-specific feedback that it generally provides very 

little feed forward information and very little encouragement with future writing skills (Brown & 

Glover, 2005). It may acknowledge performance gaps around the topic or content of work, and 

provide information to close the gap, but usually lacks relevance to future work. This is because 

the content of an assignment is often specific to the piece of work being assessed. Hence, once 

the assignment has been completed, students often do not refer to the feedback as they have 

moved on to a new topic. Therefore, in differentiating and categorising this feedback, it was 

described as having only two distinguishing features, one being that it is about content and the 

other being that it is information that is non-transferable to a different assignment.    

2.3.2.3 Generic feedback. 

Generic feedback was the third feedback type identified in the literature. This feedback 

type was defined as providing information about the structure or mechanics of writing, and it 

was information which was considered transferable because it suggests new approaches to 

future assignments (Lea & Street, 2000; Orsmond & Merry, 2011). Lea and Street referred to 

generic feedback as being information about syntax, punctuation, layout, or structure, while 

Orsmond and Merry pointed out that generic feedback also allows learners to improve aspects 

of future work. These researchers stated that this type of feedback helps learners to develop 

skills in academic conventions and writing. 

The importance of generic feedback is that it relates to structure and mechanics rather 

than content of written work. The feedback about structure includes learners’ handling of an 
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assignment at the macro level. This includes comments such as whether introductions and 

conclusions are correct and whether the assignment is well organised (Spinks, 1998). It also 

looks at the transition of ideas within and between paragraphs. Feedback about mechanics, 

alternatively, is considered to cover learners’ handling of the assignment at the micro level 

(Spinks, 1998). It includes factors relating to grammar, expression, and spelling amongst a 

number of other sentence-related issues.  

Information about structure and mechanics were considered generic because they 

provide information that is transferable to other similar assignments. Components of structure 

and mechanics help learners make improvements to their writing, making the information 

transferable. This transferability of information is what distinguishes generic feedback from topic 

specific feedback.  

2.3.2.4 Corrective or editorial feedback. 

Corrective or editorial feedback was the fourth feedback type identified in the literature. 

This feedback type focuses on correcting errors (Bitchener, 2008; Price, Handley, Millar & 

Donovan, 2010). It is concerned with surface level corrections of written work. Discussion in the 

literature alluded to corrective feedback being either direct or indirect (Bitchener, 2008). Direct 

corrective feedback provides the correct linguistic form above or near the error while indirect 

corrective feedback indicates in some way that an error has occurred but no explicit correction 

is given (Bitchener, 2008; Ellis, 2009). Examples of direct corrective feedback include crossing 

out of unnecessary words or phrases, and the insertion of words and phrases that may be 

missing (Bitchener, 2008). Examples of indirect corrective feedback include underlining or 

circling of errors with no indication of how the error could have been correctly written, or 

alternately, the recording of the number of errors in the margin.  

An important factor of corrective feedback is that it can also be classified as generic.  

This is conditional, however, on the feedback providing information about improvement. If the 

feedback only points out errors without showing the correction or improvement, then it is only 

corrective in nature. If information is also provided about how to correct the error then the 

feedback is also classified as generic. This is because information about correcting errors 

allows learners to make improvements in future work, making the information transferable, an 

important characteristic of generic feedback.  

2.3.2.5 Discourse feedback. 

 Discourse feedback, the fifth feedback type identified in the literature, was defined as 

feedback that contains terminology relating to the “taken for granted” assumptions and 

understandings of academic conventions within the discipline being studied (Hyatt, 2005; Lillis & 

Turner, 2001). This terminology is often commonly referred to as “jargon” in the academic 

context. Terms considered to be academic discourse include argument, structure, plagiarism, 

explicitness, and clarity, to name just a few (Lillis & Turner, 2001). These are understandings 
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and terminology that appear straight forward and clear to markers, but that are confusing for 

those unfamiliar with the discipline being studied (Hyatt, 2005).  

The problem with discourse feedback is that it excludes learners from effective 

participation and engagement within a course (Hyatt, 2005; Niven & Meyer, 2007; Weaver, 

2006; White & Lowenthal, 2011). This is because discourse feedback often appears as encoded 

information that learners do not have full access to (White & Lowenthal, 2011). If learners do not 

understand what has been said, it is difficult for them to actively engage (Gutierrez, 1995).  

Niven and Meyer (2007) pointed out that markers may assume that what they are saying 

about learning, assessment, and feedback is clear, but in reality it is actually new discourse for 

learners. They therefore argued that any expectations around learning within a course need to 

be made clear. These expectations need to be introduced and explained at the beginning of the 

course as this helps to reduce the amount of discourse being misunderstood. 

There are some terms, described here as academic discourse, that are common across 

most of the tertiary sector. These terms are what will be referred to as discourse feedback in 

this thesis. They include words or phrases such as those mentioned above, as well as terms 

like “interpreting and applying evidence”, “logical structure”, “clearly structured and succinct”, 

and “development of complex ideas”. These are terms which the researcher has found to be 

misunderstood by students and which students consider to be academic discourse. 

2.3.2.6 Dialogical feedback. 

 Dialogical feedback, the sixth feedback type identified in the literature, involves sharing 

or reciprocity between learners and markers (Carless et al., 2011; Nicol, 2010; Sutton, 2009; 

Tuck, 2012). It was also referred to as feedback that invites further discussion. This feedback 

type was defined in a variety of ways. Carless et al. (2011) outlined it as being an interactive 

exchange between the marker and the student. They stated that during this interactive 

exchange, “interpretations are shared, meanings negotiated, and expectations clarified” (p. 

397). They suggested that this is a type of feedback that supports and informs learners while 

also helping them to develop self-regulation skills. Bakhtin (1986, as cited in Sutton, 2009) 

referred to dialogical feedback as being a “shared enquiry which uses endless posing and 

answering of questions” (p. 3). He stated that open communication is used where there is no 

first or last word. This allows for knowledge to be constantly constructed yet also be 

deconstructed and reconstructed (Wegerif, 2006, as cited in Sutton, 2009). Nicol (2010) stated 

that in dialogical feedback, feedback activities are shared across markers and learners. For the 

dialogue to be effective, the feedback needs to be adaptive (subject to the student’s needs), be 

rich in two-way exchanges, be interactive with actions relating to the task goal, and be 

reflective.  

 Although dialogical feedback was considered in the literature to be one of the most 

important and effective feedback types, it was identified by this researcher as being one of the 

most difficult for markers to provide on written work. This is because, as has been discussed in 
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the previous paragraph, dialogical feedback is usually thought to be about two way interactive 

exchanges between markers and learners. Two way interactive exchanges are often difficult to 

provide on written work, as there are usually delays between when markers provide the 

comments and learners receive them.  These delays can be quite long, and learners may not 

use the feedback because they have often moved on from the topic of the assessment that the 

feedback is related to. This means the dialogue and the two way interaction are often broken 

down between the marker and the learner. 

 Dialogical feedback, however, does not have to be an interactive two way exchange. It 

can also be about “open communication where there is no first or last word“(Sutton, 2009, p. 3). 

Markers can offer open communication through providing information that invites learners, 

through probing questions, to think further about the topic. Markers can also prompt learners to 

make a more in-depth thinking action. In doing this, learners can construct, de-construct, and 

re-construct old and new knowledge. This is the type of information that has been labelled as 

dialogical in this particular research, instead of the two-way interactive exchange.  

2.3.2.7 “Feed-forward” feedback. 

“Feed-forward” feedback, a term some would refer to as being gap-altering, is the 

seventh and arguably most important type of feedback identified in the literature. This was 

defined as feedback that provides targeted comments for improvement (Bevan et al., 2008). 

Researchers stated that these comments relate to the production of written work and apply to 

doing something similar on a different piece of work (Bevan et al., 2008; Nicol, 2010). The 

information supplied should not just tell learners where they went wrong, but also focus on 

strengths and weaknesses, and what to do to improve (Nicol, 2010).  

According to Brown and Glover (2005), feed-forward feedback enhances future 

understanding and achievement. It provides learners with opportunities to close the gap 

between their own current performance and their desired level. Feed-forward feedback is 

forward looking rather than being solely concerned with the work that has just been completed 

(Price et al., 2010). It is about “longitudinal development not only including feedback directed at 

supporting improvements, but also providing advice and guidance that supports slowly learnt 

literacies” (Knight & York, 2004, as cited in Price et al., 2010, p. 279).  

With feed-forward feedback, the aim is to shift away from just informing learners about 

what is right or wrong to having them see and understand the reasons why something is right 

and wrong and how it can be improved (Sadler, 2010). This aids learners in making judgements 

about their own work, during, on, and after completion (Sadler, 2010). An example of a feed-

forward comment would be “You’ll need to work on the following three things in your next essay” 

(Burke, 2009, p. 48). The marker then informs the writer of the three things they need to work 

on and how to do it.  
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2.3.2.8 Positive feedback. 

 Positive feedback is the final feedback type identified in the literature. Positive feedback 

has been defined as information that provides support and encouragement to the learner (Lizzio 

& Wilson, 2008) and alternatively as “an act which attributes credit to another for some 

characteristic, attribute or skill which is positively valued by the person giving the feedback” 

(Hyland & Hyland, 2001, p. 186). Positive feedback can range from a single comment that offers 

simple agreement to a more intense and detailed response that points out what was done well 

and why.  

 According to Hyland and Hyland (2001) responses from learners to positive feedback 

can be varied. Hyland and Hyland found that some learners highly valued positive comments 

while others dismissed them as being of little use. They found that learners were very adept at 

recognising insincere positive comments which served no function for them. Ferris (1997) found 

that positive feedback comments were not very useful in effecting change. Praise was seen as 

not being effective unless it had specific information about the performance of the task (Ferris, 

1997; Hattie & Timperley, 2007).  

While a large number of students reported that positive feedback is important to them, 

and that it increases their confidence (Weaver, 2006), researchers have pointed out that 

positive feedback that includes little direct instruction is of little developmental value (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007). Positive comments that use hedges to reduce the impact of criticism but 

which provide very little information for the learner about their completed work, are seen as 

having little value by some learners (Hyland & Hyland, 2001). These types of comments reflect 

a positivity and sympathy toward the learner but serve no purpose in improving learner work.  

2.3.2.9 Concluding comments about feedback types from literature. 

 The researcher identified the types of feedback presented in the previous section as 

some of the more prominent of the different feedback types currently used by markers, and they 

were identified as being important for marker use in examining their own feedback practice. 

These feedback types, except for developmental feedback as it was too broad a category, are 

considered important enough to include in a new taxonomy for markers should one be 

developed. This is because they all relate to the function of feedback rather than just its content, 

and this was what is considered important by the researcher. Knowing the function of feedback 

allows markers to more clearly identify whether the feedback they are providing is effective or 

not. Markers can identify factors such as whether the feedback is providing gap-altering 

information, something considered important by learners.  

2.3.3 Existing coding systems. 

The feedback types previously presented were not deemed  by the researcher to be the 

only feedback types currently used by markers. Through anecdoatal observation, the 

researcher had seen other feedback types used in practice. This led her to investigate whether 
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already existing feedback coding systems could provide any further feedback types not 

currently identified. Coding systems reviewed included those by Stern and Solomon (2006), 

Mutch (2003), Ivanic, Clark, and Rimmershaw (2000), Spinks (1998) and Brown, Gibbs and 

Glover (2003). These coding systems were chosen because they all specifically looked at 

written feedback comments on student work, and they also were the coding systems most often 

referred to in literature. These coding systems were reviewed for new feedback types and were 

then evaluated for use by markers in examining their own practice.  

2.3.3.1 Stern and Solomon (2006).  

The first coding system reviewed was by Stern and Solomon (2006), who aimed to 

replicate Connors and Lunsford’s (1993) study which analysed faculty comments on student 

papers. They also wanted to review some of the tips for effective grading to check if these were 

being used by markers. Stern and Solomon reported that they “did not find any one coding 

system that could account for all faculty comments to the level of specificity required so 

therefore created their own system” (p. 29). They developed 23 categories that looked at 

feedback at the global level, the middle level, and the micro-level, as well as an “other 

comments” category developed to capture personal comments and tracking marks. At the 

global level, comments were coded according to whether they were about overall quality, paper 

structure and organisation, creativity, or voice. At the middle level, comments were coded 

according to whether they were about quality of specific thoughts and claims, procedure and 

technique, support/evidence for claims, request for content clarification, or paragraph and 

sentence structure/style. At the micro level, comments were coded according to word 

choice/phrasing, missing words and pieces, grammar and punctuation, spelling/typos, technical 

style, and references or citations. The other comments category included invitations to discuss 

the paper, personal expressions and advice, scholarly advice, “roadmaps”, tracking marks, 

rubric/grading sheet, unidentifiable, and other. 

 This first coding system categorised feedback in significant detail. It looked at feedback 

on three levels and provided comprehensive coding of feedback within each level. It did not, 

however, offer any new feedback types relevant for the current research. This was because the 

feedback types coded in this system seemed to relate to the content of the comment rather than 

the function. This differs from feedback types being looked for in this research as feedback 

types for this research relate to the function of feedback and its use by learners.  

This coding system was also not considered appropriate, by the researcher, for use by 

markers in examining their own practice. What hindered use of the system was that the different 

feedback categories were not clearly defined. These feedback categories also did not fit with 

the types of feedback previously defined from literature. There was no reference to whether the 

feedback performed functions such as feeding-forward, or being dialogical, whether it included 

academic discourse, or whether it was corrective and/or generic in nature. These are functions 

that markers need to be aware of if they are examining their own practice.  
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2.3.3.2 Mutch (2003). 

 The second coding system reviewed was by Mutch (2003), who investigated the content 

of comments on 122 assignment feedback sheets. He conducted the research following 

anecdotal evidence from a variety of stakeholders that feedback was uninformative or too brief. 

Mutch used the sentence as the unit of analysis and initially coded feedback in relation to 

whether it was about understanding of the question, structuring and argument, concepts, 

knowledge, communication, or presentation. He also coded feedback according to whether it 

was positive or negative, and then further coded comments by category into factual, 

developmental, implied developmental, conversation, and neutral.  

Although three categories identified in this system seemed to fit with feedback types 

defined in the literature, the researcher considered the overall coding system to be of little use 

for markers. This was because the definitions and characteristics of the feedback types were 

not clearly shown, thus it was unclear whether the feedback types related to the function of 

feedback. The codes of developmental and implied developmental seemed to fit with the 

identified feedback type of developmental feedback in the literature, and codes relating to 

understanding of the question and knowledge seemed to fit with topic specific feedback. 

However, these feedback types were not defined and their characteristics not stated. Also, as it 

was difficult to see how feedback would be coded into the different categories because no 

examples or characteristics were given, the researcher considered the coding system to be of 

limited use as a comprehensive taxonomy for markers.  

 What were considered important categories, however, were the codes of positive, 

negative, and neutral. These codes, which relate to feedback tone, appeared to be important for 

markers. The reason for this is that tone is thought to have an impact on student acceptance 

and use of feedback. According to Carless (2006) and Ivanic et al. (2000), receiving scathing 

negative feedback potentially damages students’ self-concept about their own ability. It also 

saps their confidence and increases their sense of inferiority. If students continually receive 

feedback with negative connotations, they are likely to avoid reading the feedback in the future. 

The researcher therefore decided that categorising feedback according to tone was important 

and that the categories of positive, negative, and neutral should be included and defined in a 

new taxonomy, should one be developed.  

2.3.3.3 Ivanic et al. (2000).  

 The coding system by Ivanic et al. (2000) was the third coding system reviewed. Ivanic 

et al. aimed to identify some of the ways that markers respond to student writing and “to reveal 

some of the messages carried by the different types of responses” (p. 47). Their hope was to 

stimulate all tutors to critically evaluate their feedback practices. Ivanic et al. collected a 

selection of responses by tutors on students’ writing from two academic settings. The responses 

were given by five subject tutors at a United Kingdom [UK] university and four English for 

Academic Purposes tutors, some working in the UK university, others in an African university. 
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Ivanic et al. coded feedback responses into six identified categories: explained the grade in 

terms of strengths and weaknesses, evaluated the match between the student’s essay and an 

ideal answer, corrected or edited the student’s work, engaged in a dialogue with the student, 

gave advice which would be useful in writing the next essay, and gave advice on rewriting this 

essay. 

 Several of the categories in this coding system fit with definitions from other literature 

reviewed for this study. The categories also related to the function of feedback and so were 

useful for markers in examining their own practice. The categories of most use were correcting 

and editing students’ work (corrective feedback), engaging student’s in a dialogue (dialogical 

feedback), and giving advice that is useful in writing the next essay (“feed-forward” feedback). 

These were the categories identified as being important for a new taxonomy.  

The overall coding system however, seemed unsuitable for use by markers. This is 

because, as it stands, categories in this coding system such as “giving advice” needed to be 

defined more clearly. Markers need to be able to distinguish whether the advice they are giving 

is about the topic, the structure, or the mechanics of the assessment, as advice about some of 

these things would be transferable, while advice about others would not. Markers need to be 

able to break down feedback types into this sort of detail in order to see more clearly whether 

the feedback they provide is effective or not. This sort of detailed information, however, was not 

included in the coding system so the coding system was not determined to be useful as a 

comprehensive taxonomy for markers.  

2.3.3.4 Spinks (1998). 

 The coding system by Spinks (1998) was the fourth coding system reviewed. Spink’s 

research analysed the kinds of feedback comments markers made on student written 

assignments. Ninety three assignments were analysed. The comments were categorised under 

six headings: non-verbal notations, grammar and expression, subject matter, structure, 

referencing, and professional induction. Non-verbal notations covered the various graphic 

devices that markers use as shortcuts in their marking. Grammar and expression covered 

comments about diction, spelling, and punctuation, along with comments about syntax. Subject 

matter covered comments relating to the student’s handling of content. Structure covered the 

student’s handling of the overall outline of the assignment such as the introduction, conclusion, 

and organisation of paragraphs. Referencing covered comments relating to compliance with 

APA procedures. Professional induction covered the kinds of comments that were designed to 

induct the student into the discipline in which they were studying.  

 Several of the categories used by Spinks related to feedback types defined from 

literature. Comments about subject matter related to topic specific or content feedback and 

comments about grammar and expression related to feedback about mechanics. The 

categorised comments, however, were referring to content rather than function so they were not 
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relevant to this research. This was also the case with the other feedback types identified in the 

coding system.    

Codes that relate to what the feedback is telling the learner and codes that show levels 

of response from marker were also missing in this coding system. There was no mention of 

whether the feedback was engaging students in a dialogue, or whether it was telling the learner 

of improvements they could make. These feedback functions are important as they show the 

marker whether they are providing gap altering information. Showing levels of response from 

markers is also important as levels of response can tell markers whether their feedback is very 

simple, just stating what is right or wrong, or whether their feedback is more complex, stating 

why something is right and wrong and what can be done to improve (gap altering information). 

This information allows markers to more clearly distinguish the feedback types they are using, 

and to evaluate whether they are providing feedback that is effective. As none of this 

information was provided, the system was not a comprehensive taxonomy that would be useful 

for markers.  

2.3.3.5 Brown et al. (2003). 

 The final coding system reviewed was by Brown et al. (2003) who developed evaluation 

tools for science teachers as part of the FAST (Formative Assessment in Science Teaching) 

project in the United Kingdom. This project evaluated the impact of assessment regimes on 

student learning. One tool Brown et al. developed was a coding system for categorising 

feedback on student assignments. This coding system investigated the types of feedback 

teachers wrote on student assignments along with the types of feedback students found most 

useful. 

 This coding system was the most comprehensive of those reviewed. It classified 

feedback broadly into six categories and then explained these categories further, giving 

examples for clarification. The six broad categories were: comments on the content of the 

student response, comments designed to develop student skills, comments that encouraged 

further learning, motivational comments, de-motivational comments, and holistic summary 

comments. Examples given for comments on the content of the student response were: those 

that identified errors and misconceptions in student work, those that identified omissions of 

relevant material, those that pointed out irrelevant material, and those that clarified a point 

made. Examples of comments designed to develop student skills related to: communication 

such as coherence, paragraphs and conciseness; English usage around spelling, punctuation 

and grammar; diagrams and graphs; mathematical information; and presentation such as in 

referencing and aesthetic appearance of work. Examples of comments that encouraged further 

learning included those where dialogue with the student was encouraged, where further 

assessment tasks were referred to, or where resource materials were referred to. Examples of 

comments that were motivational included those that encouraged performance, praised 

achievement, or offered solidarity with student views. Examples of comments that demotivated 
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included negative words or phrases, or comments that gave a judgement of students’ 

performance which was personal and negative. Finally, comments that provided a holistic 

summary included those that stated strengths or weaknesses in a summary at the end of the 

assessment.  

A point of difference with Brown et al.’s coding system was that feedback was classified 

according to three levels. The three levels related to the depth of the comment showing whether 

the feedback only acknowledged a weakness (level one), or provided correction (level two), or 

explained why the student’s response was inappropriate, or why a corrected response was 

more appropriate (level three). This ability to look at the depth of feedback is particularly useful 

for markers, as providing comments that provide depth equate with providing gap-altering 

information (Glover & Brown, 2006). It was therefore decided that level of depth should be 

included in a new taxonomy.  

The overall coding system, however, still did not provide all information needed for an 

extensive taxonomy. Although categories such as those around content, study skills, and further 

learning were all identified as important, there seemed to be feedback types missing. Details 

such as whether feedback used academic discourse or whether feedback was generic were not 

obvious, and there was no clear division of feedback into the areas of mechanics and structure. 

Instead, these were put together into the category of study skills. Details of feedback included in 

the sub-categories were also not that obvious. It was therefore decided that while this coding 

system offered some positives, it still was not considered the right sort of coding system to be 

used by markers.  

 

Table 1 

Summary Table of Reasons for Unsuitability of Reviewed Feedback Coding Systems 

Stern and 
Solomon 

(2006) 

Mutch       
(2003) 

Ivanic et al. 
(2000) 

Spinks 

(1998) 

Brown et al.  

(2003) 

Coding system 
too detailed 

Feedback 
categories not 
defined clearly 

Small number of 
feedback 
categories 

Feedback 
related to 
content not 
function 

Characteristics 
of sub-categories 
not obvious 

Feedback 
related to 
content rather 
than function 

Characteristics 
of feedback not 
described 

Feedback 
categories not 
defined clearly 
enough 

Some feedback 
categories 
missing e.g., 
dialogical, feed-
forward, 
discourse 

Some feedback 
categories 
missing e.g., 
discourse, 
generic 

Feedback 
categories not 
defined clearly 
enough 

Limited  
examples of 
feedback types 
given 

Characteristics 
of feedback 
types not clear 

Does not give 
different levels 
such as simple, 
complex 
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Stern and 
Solomon 

(2006) 

Mutch 

(2003) 

Ivanic et al. 

(2000) 

Spinks 

(1998) 

Brown et al. 

(2003) 

Some feedback 
categories 
missing e.g., 
feed-forward, 
dialogical, 
corrective 

 

 

Some feedback 
categories 
missing e.g. 
dialogical, 
discourse 

Does not give 
different levels 
such as simple, 
complex 

Some feedback 
categories 
missing e.g., 
discourse, 
connective 

Does not give 
different levels 
such as simple, 
complex 

  

 

2.3.4 Concluding comments. 

 After reviewing the literature and coding systems for feedback types, it was decided that 

a new qualitative, formative taxonomy should be developed. This was because there only 

seemed to be limited information about feedback types in the literature and there did not seem 

to be any existing coding system suitable for markers in examining their own practice. The 

researcher felt that although some feedback types had been identified in the literature, there 

could still be more feedback types being used by markers. It was therefore concluded that, at 

present, markers do not have enough information to be able to clearly examine their own 

practice, and that a newly developed taxonomy should be developed in order for them to be 

able to do this. It was also concluded that more information about feedback types needs to be 

made available for markers through professional development. 

2.4 Part Three - Research Questions 

  This section provides a brief overview of the development of the taxonomy and outlines 

the research questions. The new taxonomy was developed through combining selected 

feedback types identified through the literature review with feedback types identified by the 

researcher in a deductive and inductive analysis of feedback comments. The deductive and 

inductive analysis of the comments and a more extensive explanation of how the taxonomy was 

developed are presented in Chapter Four. The new taxonomy was used to seek answers to the 

research questions presented below, as well as to provide professional development for 

markers in higher education. Consistency and effectiveness of feedback among markers were 

checked because they were raised as issues by students, reported on in the literature, and 

seemed to relate to problems identified in marker feedback.  

 

The questions developed for the research were: 

1. Can a taxonomy for providing feedback on writing be developed that focuses on the 

functions of feedback and the needs of those who would use such a taxonomy? 

2. Employing such a taxonomy: 



 26 

a) What types of feedback are observed most often in written feedback in a tertiary 

setting?  

b) What happens when different markers mark the same assignment?  Specifically: 

i) Are they consistently using the same feedback types? 

ii) Are they consistently providing the same feedback messages? 

iii) Are they providing effective feedback according to Hattie and Timperley’s 

(2007) theory that states effective feedback should tell the student where they 

are going, how they are going and where to next? 
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Chapter Three - Method 

3.1 Introduction 

 This chapter introduces the methodology used in the research. This research consisted 

of two major parts: the development of a qualitative formative taxonomy to be used in reviewing 

marker feedback, and an empirical study employing the developed feedback taxonomy. The 

taxonomy was developed to classify the function of different feedback types currently used by 

markers, and was then used in the empirical study to examine what happens when different 

markers mark the same assignment.  The chapter outlines the methodology used in both parts 

of the study.   

The first section of the chapter summarises the theoretical perspective of post-positivism 

that underpins this research. The second section outlines the research process including: the 

development of the qualitative, formative taxonomy; the process applied for data collection; and 

the process used for data analysis. The chapter concludes with a discussion about ethical 

considerations and Māori consultation.  

3.2 Theoretical Background  

The research presented here was informed by a post-positivistic view. Two of the main 

scholars of post-positivism were philosophers Karl Popper (Popper, 1972) and Thomas Kuhn 

(Kuhn, 1970). These philosophers put forward a different conceptualisation of truth from that 

which had been part of the positivist view for many years. The positivist view of truth is that 

there is a reality out there that is independent of our thoughts about it (Popper, 1972). According 

to positivists, knowledge of this reality can be found “in observable phenomena … embodied in 

scientific laws” (Miller, 2000, pp. 49-50). This knowledge comes from scientific research carried 

out by objective researchers. Such knowledge will enable prediction and control. The post-

positivist view accepts that there is a reality out there independent of researchers, but it differs 

from the positivist view in that it holds that any knowledge of the reality is fallible (Popper, 1972). 

This means that truth can only be approximated and understanding is often subject to revision. 

Ideas about truth can always be superseded by a new understanding (Popper, 1972). As 

Popper suggested, for the post-positivist “a positive decision can only temporarily support 

theory, for subsequent negative decisions may always overthrow it” (p. 33). 

The goal of research in the post-positivist view is to seek knowledge that gets as close 

as possible to an objective truth, while also understanding that all knowledge can be revised. To 

promote the objectivity in the research, the goal is to ensure as far as possible that the bias of 

the researcher does not influence the results of the research. Therefore, various methods are 

used such as triangulation, and/or dialogue with other scholars and researchers (Clark, 1998; 

Miller, 2000). In this research, data triangulation was used to gain a better understanding and a 

closer approximation of truth about the use of formative feedback. Data triangulation occurred 
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through looking at the feedback comments of nine markers in two different contexts at two 

different times. The contexts and the relative time frames are explained later in this chapter.  

The use of triangulation and the philosophy of the researcher that knowledge of truth is always 

revisable fit most closely with the post-positivistic view, hence why it was considered as the 

underpinning theory of this research.  

3.3 The Research Process 

This second section of the chapter outlines the steps used in the research process. A 

brief explanation is given of how the new qualitative, formative taxonomy for written feedback 

was developed, and how the inter-rater reliability of the taxonomy was evaluated. The data 

collection process is outlined, along with a summary of information about the research 

participants and research sample. The use of moderation and a control is explained and data 

analysis methods are discussed.  Ethical considerations are outlined, and a statement provided 

in relation to Māori consultation. 

3.3.1 Development of the feedback taxonomy. 

In order to develop the taxonomy for this research, two sources were used for identifying 

feedback types: the literature and a set of marked assignments. Feedback types identified in 

literature were: topic specific, generic, corrective, discourse, dialogical, “feed-forward”, positive 

(feedback that offers praise), negative (feedback that is critical or discouraging), and neutral. 

Further feedback types generated from examination of marked assignments: were simple, 

complex, connective, non-descript, and personal.  

To identify the new feedback types from marked assignments, 10 assignments were 

selected. These assignments were different from those selected for the main empirical study; 

however, the same consent process was used (See Appendix A - D for consent forms and 

information sheets). The assignments were selected from two previously marked assessments 

in Turnitin. The assignments chosen were those written and marked by participants in this 

study. The process of selection was not random. The first 10 assignments that met the 

preceding conditions were used. The selected assignments were printed from Turnitin, marker 

and student participant numbers were written on them, then all other identifying features were 

removed. The assignments were then used for identification of feedback types 

Inductive and deductive analysis were used to identify the feedback types. First, 

deductive analysis was used to check if already identified feedback types from literature were 

being used by markers. Second, inductive analysis was used to identify any new feedback 

types. All identified feedback types related to the function of feedback and these were used to 

develop the taxonomy for the main research study. A more in-depth explanation of the 

deductive and inductive analysis can be seen in the results chapter of this thesis.   
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3.3.2 Inter-rater reliability of the taxonomy – Initial evaluation. 

Once the taxonomy had been developed and feedback types decided, an inter-rater 

reliability study of the taxonomy was conducted. A research assistant was employed for this 

purpose. The first step involved checking understanding of the feedback definitions and codes. 

For this step, two assignments were separately coded by both the researcher and the research 

assistant, and then the two parties met to compare and discuss their results. This was done to 

ensure consistency of understanding in relation to the feedback definitions and codes.  

Inter-rater reliability results were checked using Cohen’s Kappa. Cohen’s Kappa 

measures the level of agreement between two coders (Bryman, 2008) by looking at the level of 

agreement beyond that which would occur by chance. According to Bryman, when Cohen’s 

Kappa is used, a coefficient is produced with a value between 0 and 1. The closer the 

coefficient is to 1 the higher the agreement between the two coders. A co-efficient of 0.75 or 

above is considered to be very good.   

Our initial inter-rater reliability results showed that the measure of agreement between 

the two coders was very good for all but two categories. These two categories had a Cohen’s 

Kappa of 0.65 and 0.69, while the other categories were 0.80 and above. As these two 

categories were below the level of 0.75 for agreeance, adaptions to the feedback definitions in 

the taxonomy were made and then a further four assignments were coded before meeting again 

to discuss the results. Results of inter-rater reliability at the second meeting showed that all the 

categories had a Cohen’s Kappa of 0.80 or above except for one of the originally identified 

categories which was still below the 0.75. This category had a Cohen’s Kappa of 0.73. While 

this result was not above the 0.75 level being aimed for, it was considered to be within the 

allowable parameters. It was therefore decided that at this stage, no further adaptions to the 

feedback definitions needed to be made. 

3.3.3 Inter-rater reliability of the taxonomy – Final evaluation. 

The final evaluation of inter-rater reliability was completed through the co-coding of 

another 18 assignments. This was done to check if the level of inter-rater reliability had 

improved and also to provide more substantial evidence as to the reliability of the taxonomy. 

The results of this final evaluation were very good across all categories in the coding schedule. 

The Cohen’s Kappa for all categories was 0.78 and above with most categories sitting at 0.90 

and above. These good results meant that the reliability level was considered to be of a high 

enough standard to allow for the taxonomy to be used in the research, as well as to show that it 

may be reliably used by other academics and researchers in the future if they chose to do so. 

3.3.4 Main empirical study – Introduction. 

Once the taxonomy had been developed and checked for reliability, it was used to 

identify marker use of feedback types. It was also used to check whether markers were 

providing consistent and effective feedback to learners. In order to do this, data for analysis 
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were generated through markers marking and providing feedback on the same student 

assignments. This involved five markers who worked with year one students all being given the 

same five year one assignments to mark, and four markers who worked with year two students 

all being given the same four year two assignments to mark.  

3.3.5 Research participants. 

The markers were lecturers in an undergraduate degree programme in a tertiary institute 

in New Zealand. The potential number of markers available was 16; however, not all of these 

markers agreed to participate. Following the provision of information and consent forms (See 

Appendix A – D for consent forms and information sheets), five markers from the first year of 

the programme and four from the second year consented to be involved. No reason was given 

from markers who declined to participate. 

Participation required from students was minimal as the researcher was only using the 

students’ marked work to collect feedback comments. It was still, however, considered 

important that their consent be gained as these students were disclosing their own work and 

disclosing their assignment grades. Following an information session, and the provision of 

consent forms and an information sheet, 217 out of a possible 295 students consented to their 

assignments being used.  

3.3.6 Research sample. 

Nine student assignments were chosen for the main empirical research study. These 

assignments were randomly selected from nine different marking piles, each pile containing 15 

to 20 assignments. Student numbers from assignments in each marking pile were written down 

in a list. The researcher then chose one numbered assignment from each pile for inclusion in 

the research sample. These chosen assignments were photocopied and then embedded back 

into each marker’s normal marking pile without the markers knowing which assignments were 

being used for the research. The markers also did not know the identity of any student whose 

assignment they were marking. This was because all assignments only had a student 

identification number on them.  

Once all the assignments had been marked (41 in total, 25 from year one and 16 from 

year two), the researcher removed the research assignments from each marking pile. The 

feedback was then coded into the pre-designed taxonomy and analysed for consistency across 

markers. As well as looking at consistency, the developed taxonomy was used to identify 

whether markers were providing effective feedback to students. The criteria for effective 

feedback was established using Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) theory that effective feedback 

should tell the student where they are going, how they are going, and where to next. It was 

found through the literature review that providing information that answers these questions 

equates to providing gap-altering information, an essential element in effective feedback. Six 

examples of feedback comments that provided information that aligned with Hattie and 

Timperley’s questions were collected for this purpose. These are presented in Chapter Five. 
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3.3.7 Moderation. 

As nine students had had their work marked by multiple markers, it was decided that the 

marked assignments should also be moderated before being returned to the students. This was 

to ensure that students received a fair grade and fair comments on the assignment they 

received back. The process involved a moderator separately checking the grades and 

comments on the marked essays that belonged to the original marker. It was decided that if the 

moderator agreed with the grade and comments from the original marker, the assignment would 

be returned to the student. If the moderator disagreed, discussion would take place and 

changes made if necessary before the assignment was returned. In the case of this research, 

no changes needed to be made as the moderator agreed with the original marker’s grades and 

comments.  

3.3.8 Control. 

After the initial marking had been completed and the data analysed, further data were 

collected. This was done in order to check whether knowing that someone was looking at their 

feedback had impacted on the types of feedback markers provided. To do this, a further eight 

marked student assignments were collected from each first year and second year marker. This 

was agreed to as part of the consent process. These assignments related to a different 

assessment from that used in the original marking. The feedback from these assignments was 

coded in the taxonomy and the data analysed with the aim of looking at the normal feedback 

practices of markers involved in the research. Markers did not know which assignments were 

being collected for this purpose. The feedback comments from the control assignments were 

compared with the feedback comments from the original research assignments. Control findings 

can be found in Chapter Four. 

3.3.9 Data analysis methods. 

 The feedback comments collected from the marking in the empirical study were 

analysed using descriptive statistics as well as repeated measures via SPSS. Error bar graphs 

were generated which visually represented whether consistency was occurring between 

markers within each feedback type. For the control feedback, the mean and standard deviation 

for each control feedback type was compared with the mean and standard deviation for each 

feedback type coded in the initial study. This was done to check whether marker feedback 

changed when markers knew they were being observed. The feedback comments in both the 

main empirical study and the control were also deductively analysed to see if they provided 

effective feedback for students. Examples of feedback comments that provided information 

answering Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) three questions: where am I going, how am I going, 

and where to next, were collected as examples of effective feedback practice. 
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3.4 Ethical Considerations  

As some research participants were known to the researcher, it was deemed important 

to maintain the anonymity of the participants. This was achieved through providing all research 

participants with a research number at the beginning of the data collection process. Names 

were removed from all student assignments, and all identifying personal information with regard 

to markers was also removed, with only participant numbers being visible to the researcher.  It 

was also deemed important to maintain the anonymity of the institution where the research took 

place. This meant that all identifying information about the institution was removed and the 

consent forms and information sheets provided to students and lecturers were placed on letter 

head from the University of Otago. Ethical approval for this study was obtained through the 

University of Otago ethics protocols, as well as through the ethics committee of the institution 

where the research took place. 

3.5 Māori consultation 

No Māori lecturers or students were involved in the research; however, consultation was 

undertaken with both Te Wãnanga Mãori at the institute where the research took place, and Te 

Tumu (the School of Māori, Pacific and Indigenous Studies) at Otago University. This 

consultation occurred through the ethics process. 
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Chapter Four: Results 

4.1 Introduction 

 Chapter Four outlines the findings of the research. It explains how the qualitative 

taxonomy of formative feedback was developed.  It then goes on to show the results of the 

taxonomy being used to code feedback collected for an empirical study. Specifically, what was 

being looked at in the main empirical study was the consistency of marker feedback and the 

types of feedback most often observed on student assignments. Whether markers were using 

the same feedback types, and whether they were consistently providing the same feedback 

messages were the main focus.  

In reporting the results of the main empirical study, all findings are presented using 

descriptive statistics. The mean and standard deviation for each feedback type are given and 

then error bar graphs used to show whether consistency was occurring between markers within 

each feedback type. In order to also show whether markers were consistently providing the 

same feedback messages, the wording of some feedback messages relating to the structure 

and mechanics of assignments are compared.   

Following the outline of these initial findings, results are provided for the control study. 

For this part of the research, the mean and standard deviation for each feedback type from the 

main empirical study are compared to the mean and standard deviation for each feedback type 

in the control. This will show whether the overall feedback style stayed the same for each 

marker or whether it changed with the marker’s knowledge that feedback was being collected. 

4.2 Part One – The Development of a Formative, Qualitative Taxonomy 

4.2.1 Introduction. 

 An important part of this research involved the development of a new qualitative 

taxonomy for written formative feedback. This was developed because, on review of the 

literature, there did not seem to be enough information available for markers to examine their 

own feedback practice. Also, although there were a number of systems available for coding 

feedback, they mainly focused on the content of the feedback comments rather than their 

function, and feedback function was the main characteristic of feedback types defined in this 

taxonomy. There also seemed to be a gap in the literature with regard to definitions of feedback 

types. This was seen by the researcher as a possible reason for students not receiving the 

types of feedback they wanted from markers.  

4.2.2 Identifying and defining feedback types. 

To develop the taxonomy for this research, first the literature was reviewed for already-

defined feedback types. As previously stated, these feedback types included: topic specific, 

generic, corrective, discourse, dialogical, feed-forward, positive, negative, and neutral.  
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Comprehensive definitions of these feedback types can be found in the literature review, with 

simpler definitions being available in this chapter. Second, feedback comments on marked 

assignments were analysed. These were analysed to see if markers were already using 

feedback types identified from literature, and then to see if any new feedback types could be 

found.  

4.2.2.1 Deductive analysis of feedback comments. 

Deductive analysis was used to establish if markers were using the feedback types 

identified in literature. For this purpose, a structured categorisation matrix was developed. The 

categories in the matrix were feedback types defined from literature.  For the analysis, feedback 

comments from marked assignments were reviewed for content. Feedback comments that 

corresponded to categories in the matrix were coded in the relevant category, and feedback 

comments that did not correspond to categories in the matrix were put aside for further analysis. 

Some feedback comments were coded into more than one category as these comments offered 

more than one function of feedback.  

The deductive analysis showed that markers were using all feedback types identified in 

literature; however, a number of feedback comments did not fit into any of the matrix categories. 

There were also some feedback comments that provided alternative functions not listed in the 

matrix. These feedback comments were later inductively analysed to see if they contained any 

new feedback types.    

4.3.2.2 Inductive analysis of feedback comments. 

The process of inductive analysis involved the multiple reading and interpretation of 

feedback comments that had been put aside during the deductive phase. These feedback 

comments were openly coded which involved the writing of short phrases in the margin of the 

research transcripts (the marked assignments). These phrases provided descriptions of any 

newly identified feedback types and the functions they performed.  Once the phrases had been 

written, they were collected from the transcripts and made into headings. These headings were 

individual words that described the feedback type. Five new feedback types were identified from 

the headings. These were simple, complex, connective, non-descript, and personal.  

Simple feedback, the first of the new feedback types, stated only if something was right 

or wrong or if something needed to be done. This kind of feedback offered no explanations and 

no suggestions for improvement. Complex feedback, the second new feedback type, offered a 

higher level of specificity. This feedback type still stated what was right or wrong or what 

needed to be done, but also gave a reason why the information was right or wrong, or why 

something further needed to be done. Although complex feedback offered more information to 

learners, it still did not offer suggestions for improvement. Comments that offered suggestions 

for improvement were classified as feed-forward feedback, a category already identified from 

literature. Feed-forward feedback was identified as one of the most important types of feedback, 
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although in this study it was not used regularly by markers. This finding confirmed what other 

researchers had already identified, that feed-forward feedback was not commonly used as a 

type of feedback on student work (Glover & Brown, 2006). The third new feedback type 

identified was connective feedback. This was defined as any comment that connected the writer 

back to some other feedback of a similar nature within the same essay, or to another essay that 

had previously been completed. The fourth new feedback type was non-descript. This was 

defined as feedback that used symbols only, with no explanation in words for what the symbol 

was, or its meaning. The function of this feedback was to provide information for the student in a 

more concise way. The final new feedback type was personal. This was defined as comments 

that were personalised through use of either a personal pronoun or the student’s name. 

Personal pronouns either related to the writer, or to the marker, so included the use of either 

“you” and “your” or “I” and “my”. The function of this feedback was to make more of a personal 

connection with the student. 

4.3.2.3 Concluding comments. 

From the deductive and inductive analyses, a list of 12 headings was produced that 

accounted for all feedback types identified in the data. These headings were: topic specific, 

generic, feed-forward, corrective, dialogical, connective, simple, complex, personal, tone 

(covering positive, negative and neutral feedback), non-descript, and discourse. These 

headings became the main feedback types used in the research taxonomy, although some 

headings were broken down further to make their function more obvious. Tone was broken 

down into positive, negative and neutral, and simple and complex where broken down 

according to whether they were about something that was right or wrong.  

The initial deductive and inductive analyses were completed independently by the 

researcher, however, consultation did occur with supervisors about the defining of the  

feedback types. The feedback codes were also checked for inter-rater reliability through the 

pilot study that coded feedback from an initial six student assignments. This pilot study involved 

the researcher and a research assistant coding the feedback from the six assignments 

independently before comparing the coding and coming up with a consensus for feedback 

definitions and types. 

All the previously mentioned feedback types were considered by the researcher to be 

important because they helped to break down feedback into categories that were more easily 

distinguished. They also provided information that helped to separate more effective feedback 

types from those that were less effective. This is evident in the way feedback is defined 

according to whether it is simple, complex, or feed-forward. By dividing feedback into these 

layers, markers can examine the depth of their comments.  Simple feedback which provides 

very basic information about what is right or wrong is not useful for students (Weaver, 2006). 

Complex feedback that tells students what it right or wrong and why, is also not that useful for 

students. Feedback that feeds forward, that is gap-altering, and that can be used in future work, 
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is much more useful and is considered by students to be the most effective (P. Hyland, 2000; 

Walker, 2009; Weaver, 2006). Because it was considered important that markers be able to 

identify all of these different feedback types and layers, all of them were used in the 

development of the taxonomy. 

4.2.3. Definitions of all feedback types. 

The different feedback types were compiled into a list with their definitions stated. They 

were then broken down to show their specific characteristics. These characteristics were used 

as the basis for coding within the taxonomy.  

The feedback types for the taxonomy were defined as follows: 

 Topic specific feedback – Information about the content of the current piece of 

written work. This is information that is typically irrelevant to future written work. 

 Corrective feedback – Information that corrects written work at the sentence level. 

This is mainly about mechanics, correcting grammar, spelling, and APA issues. 

 Generic feedback – Information about the structure or mechanics of written work. 

This is information that is transferable to future written work.  

 Simple feedback about something correct – Information that simply tells the writer 

what they have done right. There is no mention of why it is right. 

 Simple feedback about something not correct – Information that simply tells the 

writer what they have done wrong. There is no mention of why it is wrong. 

 Complex feedback about something correct – Information that tells the writer what 

they have done right and why it is right.  

 Complex feedback about something not correct – Information that tells the writer 

what they have done wrong and why it is wrong. There is no mention of how it could 

be improved.  

  “Feed-forward” feedback – Information that tells the writer “where to next”. It tells 

the writer what is right or wrong and why. It also tells or shows the writer how they 

can make improvements.   

 Connective feedback– Information that connects the writer back to a previous 

feedback comment made in either the current essay or a past essay. 

 Dialogical feedback – Information where the marker tries to connect with the writer 

through posing a question. The marker asks the writer to think more deeply about 

something to do with content or another part of written work. 

 Personal feedback (Three types) – Information that is personalised to the writer by: 

using the student’s name, using “you” or “your”, or personalised to the marker by 

using “I” or “My”. 

 Positive feedback (Feedback that offers praise) – Information that is positive, using 

a friendly tone that is encouraging. 
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 Negative feedback (Feedback that is critical or discouraging) – Information that is 

negative, using an angry or abrupt tone that is discouraging. 

 Neutral feedback – Information that is considered neither positive nor negative or 

that is considered to be both positive and negative. 

 Non-descript feedback – Information that uses symbols only with no explanation in 

words for the symbols used. Symbols are used to simplify the feedback 

 Discourse feedback – Information that uses academic words which students may 

not know the meaning of. These words are used by the marker to help the students 

understand writing in the discipline in which they are studying. 

 

All feedback was coded as to whether it was about content, structure, mechanics, or 

general non-specific information, as well as the other feedback categories identified above.  

Feedback about content related to feedback comments about the topic of the essay. Feedback 

about structure related to comments about the overall layout of the essay and the layout of 

sentences. Examples included comments about paragraphs, introductions, and conclusions, as 

well as general comments about sentence structure (whether sentences were fragments and 

run-ons, or whether sentences were too long). Feedback about structure also included 

comments about types of references and/or the need for more references within paragraphs. 

Feedback about mechanics related to comments about errors within sentences, references, or 

citations.  This category included errors about spelling and punctuation. Feedback about 

general non-specific factors related to larger, general, non-specific issues such as cover pages, 

essay marks, rubrics, spacing on pages, or comments such as making an appointment. These 

were comments that did not fit into the structure, mechanics, or content characteristics of 

feedback. 

Coded feedback comments did not always fit into just one feedback type. Feedback was 

classified according to many of its functions so a feedback comment was sometimes deemed to 

fit into multiple categories. For example, some feedback was classified as being about structure, 

while also being personal and being feed-forward. Other feedback was classified as being about 

mechanics, being generic, and being complex. Coding the feedback comments into multiple 

categories was deemed acceptable. It was felt markers needed to be able to identify feedback 

in this detail in order to distinguish whether feedback they were providing was effective or not. 

For example, a marker could have provided a “feed-forward” comment to a learner, but the 

comment could have been discouraging and critical. This would have impacted on whether the 

feedback was effective as the learner may not have used the comment because of its tone. 

These are all factors that markers need to be aware of and look at in examining their own 

practice, hence the importance of all the feedback types identified and defined here. 
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4.2.4 Feedback characteristics for coding. 

For coding each feedback type in the taxonomy, the following characteristics and codes 

were identified. Table 1 shows the characteristics and codes and the feedback type they relate 

to. This is the taxonomy used in the research.  

Please note - unless otherwise stated, all feedback comments can be either about 

content (AC), structure (AS), mechanics (AM), or general non-specific (GNSC) information, as 

well as the other characteristics mentioned in the table. 

 

Table 2 

Developed Taxonomy for Coding Feedback 

Feedback type Characteristics Codes 

Topic specific  About content only 

 Not generally transferable to future work 

 For example: “This is very brief about your client – 
what about her family and hobbies” 

AC 

Corrective   About mechanics only and 

 Provides correction by crossing something out and may 
or may not provide the correction 

 Generally not transferable to future work 

 For example: Marker crossed out “EXPLORE” and 
wrote underneath “not caps” 

AM 

PC 

Generic  About structure mainly or 

 About mechanics 

 Transferable to future work 

 For example: “paragraphs should have only one topic 
or idea” 

AS  

AM 

T 

 

Simple about something 
correct 

 

 Points out something right or good 

 For example: “good point made here” 

SR 

Simple about something 
not correct or poorly done 

 Points out something wrong or poorly done and/or 

 Points out something that needed or needs to be done 

 For example: – “superficial” or “repetitive” 

SWi 

SWii 

Complex feedback about 
something correct 

 Points out something right or good and 

 Provides a reason why something is right or good 

 For example: “Well written introduction as it clearly 
outlines to the reader what will be covered in the essay” 

SR 

PRi 

 

Complex about 
something not correct or 
poorly done 

 Points out something wrong or poorly done and/or 

 Points out something that needed or needs to be done 
and 

 Provides a reason why something is wrong or poorly 
done and/or 

 Provides a reason why something needed or needs to 

SWi 

SWii 

 

PRii 

 

PRiii 
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Feedback type Characteristics Codes 

be done 

 For example: “Your conclusion is not correct as you 
have added some new ideas” 

“Feed-forward”  Points out something wrong and/or 

that something needed to be done and 

 Provides a reason why something was wrong and/or 
why something needed to be done and 

 Provides an explanation of how to make 
improvements or how to do what needs to be done 

 Transferable to future work 

 For example: “You are listing too many ideas in your 
paragraphs. Each paragraph should be about one main 
idea.. In future essays please ensure that you have 
only one idea per paragraph and that you expand on 
that idea using the SEX framework (Statement, 
evidence, explanation)” 

SWi 

SWii 

PRi 

PRii 

PE 

 

T 

 

Connective  Connects back to a previous part of the essay or 

 Connects back to a previous assessment 

 For example: “As in the first essay proof reading will 
help you with your sentence structure” or “As stated 
before where are your links?” 

CBi 

CBii 

 

Dialogical  Poses any question of the writer and/or 

 Engages in a dialogue by suggesting the student 
perform a thinking action, or think more deeply about 
something or 

 Tries to make a personal connection with the writer by 
agreeing with something said 

 For example: “Can you tell me more here. What 
assumptions are you meaning? whose assumptions? 
what are they about?” 

PQ 

ESD 

 

 

MPC 

Personal   Uses personal pronouns specific to the student (You or 
your) or 

 For example: “You write well, your introduction is 
good“ 

 Uses the students name  

 For example: “Jane you have clearly understood the 
topic” or 

 Uses personal pronouns specific to marker ideas or 
thoughts (I or my) 

 For example: “I was pleased to see an improvement in 
your academic writing. Well done 

PFi 

 

 

 

PFii 

 

 

 

PFiii 

Positive feedback (Offers 
praise) 

 Tone is positive, friendly, encouraging 

 For example “I enjoyed reading your essay” 

TP 

Negative feedback 
(Critical or discouraging) 

 

 Tone is negative, angry or abrupt, discouraging 

 For example: “don't start a sentence with AND” or “go 
out where????” 

TNG 
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Feedback type Characteristics Codes 

Neutral  Tone appears neither positive nor negative or is both 
positive and negative 

 For example: “This last sentence could be written to 
read a bit better” 

 

TN 

Non-descript  Symbol feedback (no words used to explain) 

 For example: “sp” or “??” 

SF 

 

Discourse  Academic words that may not be understood by 
students 

 For example: “awkward sentence” or “very 
conversational” or “This section was overall very 
superficial” 

ACW 

 

4.3 Part Two – Use of the Developed Taxonomy to Evaluate Consistency of 

Feedback Types Across Markers 

4.3.1 Introduction. 

 The developed taxonomy was used in an empirical study to examine patterns of 

consistency in feedback when different markers all marked the same student assignments. It 

was also used to identify the most common feedback types used by markers on student written 

work. Two separate studies were conducted. The findings from each study will be outlined here: 

first the 5 x 5 study (where five markers all marked the same five assignments), and second the 

4 x 4 study (where four markers all marked the same four assignments). It is important to note 

that no collaboration among markers occurred in order to check marker comments and marks. 

This was due to time pressures for the return of student work. This, therefore, could have 

impacted on consistency in the marking.  

For each feedback type in the taxonomy, a repeated measures analysis of variance was 

used to perform the basic analysis.  The five markers formed the “between” factor in the 

analysis, and the five papers being marked were the “within” factor (the repeated measure). In 

these analyses, what was of interest was the between factor; that is, what was being examined 

was whether the five/four markers were consistent in their provision of feedback.  The difference 

in the marks received was of less interest in the study. 

It should be noted that the repeated measures analyses used here were not particularly 

powerful due to the relatively small sample size.  The goal in the design of the study was to look 

for patterns across a large number of outcome measures (feedback types), which could be 

confirmed in subsequent studies.  Given the low power combined with a large number of 

comparisons to be made, it was decided to use an alpha level of .05 to flag findings that might 

be worth pursuing in later research.  Also, as the sphericity assumption for results in a number 

of the feedback types was not met, the Huynh-Feldt test was used to check for statistical 
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significance in the repeated measures analysis. It should be noted that the design of the study 

did not allow for accurate estimates of test reliability (sample size was too small). Only the 

probability values from the statistical tests are provided. 

Additionally, the means and standard deviations for individual markers within each study 

were generated. This showed the level of use of the feedback type for each marker. Error bar 

graphs were also generated to visually represent the level of variability for each marker across 

student assignments for each feedback type.  It should be noted that even though most of the 

differences among markers were not found to be statistically significant from an inferential 

perspective, that did not mean that they were the same. Thus, differences among markers were 

explored even when those differences fell short of statistical significance.  Following the 

analysis, the level of consistency between markers in the wording of their feedback comments 

was also explored and explained for each study. 

 

4.3.2 The 5x5 study. 

4.3.2.1 Marker use of feedback type and consistency. 

 To check for marker use of all feedback types, the means and standard deviations for 

each marker for each type of feedback were generated using SPSS. The mean showed the 

average number of times the marker used the specific feedback type across the five different 

assignments, and the standard deviation gave an indication of the spread of marker use for 

each feedback type over the five assignments. A low standard deviation indicated that the 

number of times the feedback type was used on each of the different assignments was similar. 

A high standard deviation indicated that the number of times the feedback type was used on 

each of the different assignments varied more across assignments. In addition to presenting the 

means and standard deviations, an error bar graph was constructed for each feedback type, 

allowing for visual inspection of the results.  

4.3.2.1.1 Results for total score provided by markers. 

 Before looking at the feedback comments, the total score provided by each marker in 

the 5x5 was examined. Table 3 and Figure 1 give the means, standard deviations, and raw 

values for total score. In Table 3, it can be seen that although there was only slight variance 

among the means for total score across the five assignments, there was wide variance across 

markers in the raw values they provided on each individual assignment. This is therefore 

examined more closely.  

To check for overall statistical significance for the repeated measures analysis, the 

Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value that was produced was 0.108 which showed the means 

for total score were not statistically significantly different from one another. However, markers 

were found to be not particularly consistent in their provision of scores for some of the individual 

assignments. As can be seen in Table 3, there was substantial variability among markers, 



 42 

particularly on assignments S156, S178, and S206. For assignment S156, a difference of 20.0 

points was seen between the highest and lowest scores. Marker T8 provided the high score of 

52.0, and marker T9 provided the low score of 32.0. The other three markers were more 

consistent with markers T10 and T15 providing a score of 41.0 and marker T14 providing a 

score of 39.0. Marker T8 was the marker who varied the most for this assignment with a 

difference of 11 points between his/her score and the next closest one. For assignment S178, 

marker T8 gave the high score of 85.0, and marker T9 gave the low score of 54.0. A difference 

of 31.0 points existed between these two scores. Markers T10, T14, and T15 were again more 

consistent with their scores with marker T10 giving a score of 71.0, marker T14 a score of 78.0, 

and marker T15 a score of 75.0. Marker T9 was the marker who varied the most in this 

assignment. There was a difference of 17 points between his/her score and the next closest 

one. In assignment S206, marker T9 gave the high score of 84.0 and marker T10 gave the low 

score of 58.0. Again this shows wide variability, in this case a difference of 26.0 points. Marker 

T10 was the marker who varied the most from the other markers. Marker T10 was 20 points 

different from the next closest score for this assignment. 

 

Table 3  

Means, Standard Deviations and Raw Values for Total Score 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 77.10 14.50    52.0,   85.0,  88.0,   78.0,  82.5 

T9 5 67.30 23.20 32.0,   54.0,  82.0,   84.0,  84.0 

T10 5 63.30 13.99 41.0,   71.0,  72.5,   58.0,  74.0 

T14 5 74.40 20.22 39.0,   78.0,  88.5,   80.5,  86.0 

T15 5 72.70 18.95 41.0,   75.0,  76.5,   79.0,  92.0 

 

Figure 1. Total score. 

4.3.2.1.2 Results for number of feedback comments. 

 Before looking at the particular feedback types, the total number of feedback comments 

provided by each marker was also compared. Table 4 and Figure 2 give the means, standard 

deviations, and raw values for the total number of comments provided by markers. To check for 

overall statistical significance, the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value that was generated 
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was < 0.001. This showed the difference between the means was statistically significant for 

number of feedback comments across markers. In Table 4, this difference is shown in the wide 

variability between marker T8 and the other markers in the 5x5 study. Marker T8, on average, 

provided only 24.2 comments per assignment as opposed to marker T10 who, on average, 

provided 50.6 comments. Marker T10, on average, provided the most comments of any marker. 

Marker T9, on average, provided 40.6 comments, marker T14, on average, provided 48.6 

comments, and marker T15, on average, provided 40.8 comments. Marker T8 consistently 

provided the least number of comments over the five assignments.   

As well as variability across the five assignments, markers were not consistent in their 

provision of comments on the individual assignments. As can be seen in Table 4, there was 

substantial variability between the numbers of comments provided by markers on all 

assignments. The difference that was the smallest was on assignment S186. On this 

assignment, the difference was 21 comments, with marker T8 providing the low of 27 

comments, and marker T10 providing the high of 48 comments. The assignment that showed 

the most variability was assignment S156. On this assignment, marker T8 provided the low of 

19 comments, and marker T14 provided the high of 63 comments. On all assignments marker 

T8 provided the least number of comments, and on all assignments except for assignment 

S156, marker T10 provided the most comments. 

 

Table 4  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Total Number of Comments 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 24.20 7.39 19.0,   19.0,  27.0,   36.0,  20.0 

T9 5 40.60 10.57 46.0,   43.0,  38.0,   52.0,  24.0 

T10 5 50.60 9.12 43.0,   45.0,  48.0,   66.0,  51.0 

T14 5 48.60 14.87 63.0,   29.0,  42.0,   64.0,  45.0 

T15 5 40.80 12.25 43.0,   35.0,  39.0,   60.0,  27.0 

 

Figure 2. Total number of comments. 
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4.3.2.1.3 Results for feedback about content. 

 In looking at the feedback types from the developed taxonomy, the first feedback type 

that was examined was topic specific feedback. This feedback type was the only one that 

specifically addressed information about content. This feedback type was one of those identified 

in the literature. 

4.3.2.1.3.1 Topic specific feedback. 

 Table 5 and Figure 3 give the means, standard deviations, and raw values for topic 

specific feedback. Table 5 shows that marker T10 used this feedback type, on average, far 

more often than the other markers in the 5x5 study.  Marker T10 on average used topic specific 

feedback 12.0 times per assignment however, this was not consistent. As is shown by the 

standard deviation of 7.77, this marker also had a lot of variability in usage. Looking at the 

individual raw values, we see a high of 24 uses and a low of three uses. Marker T8, in contrast, 

on average used topic specific feedback only once per assignment. This marker’s use of this 

feedback type was fairly consistent, as is shown by the low standard deviation. A high usage for 

this marker was four and a low usage was zero. Markers T14 and T15 were very similar in their 

use of this feedback type. These markers both used topic specific feedback on average six or 

seven times per assignment, ranging from a high of nine or 10 uses to a low of three or four 

uses.  

Markers were inconsistent in their provision of this feedback type on individual 

assignments. On assignment S156, it can be seen that topic specific feedback was only used 

once by marker T9 and twice by marker T8, yet was used nine times by marker T10. Markers 

T14 and T15 each used this feedback type six times. On assignment S178, there was a high of 

eight uses by marker T15 and a low of one use by marker T8. Other markers used this 

feedback type between three and seven times. Assignment S186 had a high of 10 uses (by 

marker T10) and a low of four uses (by markers T8 and T9). Other markers used this feedback 

type between seven and nine times. Assignments S206 and S213 were the most interesting. 

Wide variability was shown on these assignments. On assignment S206, marker T8 provided 

zero topic specific comments and marker T10 provided 14 comments. Marker T9 provided one 

comment and markers T14 and T15 provided four and three comments respectively. On 

assignment S213, again marker T8 provided zero topic specific comments, while marker T10 

provided 24 comments. Marker T9 provided two comments and markers T14 and T15 provided 

10 and nine comments respectively. Overall, the high use of topic specific feedback came 

consistently from marker T10, and the low use of this feedback type came consistently from 

marker T8. 

The results in Table 5 show wide variability in the use of this feedback type, however, 

this was not shown to be statistically significant when the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p 

value that was produced was 0.55 which showed the means were not statistically significantly 
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different from one another. This result may have been due to the small sample size and the 

wide standard deviation for marker T10. 

 

Table 5  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Topic Specific Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 1.40 1.67     2,         1,       4,        0,       0 

T9 5 3.00 2.55 1,         7,       4,        1,       2 

T10 5 12.00 7.77     9,         3,     10,      14,      24 

T14 5 6.40 2.30     6,         5,       7,        4,      10 

T15 5 7.00 2.55 6,         8,       9,        3,       9 

 

Figure 3. Topic specific feedback. 

4.3.2.1.4 Results for feedback about the structure and mechanics of an assignment. 

 The main two feedback types in the developed taxonomy that related to giving feedback 

on issues about mechanics and structure were corrective and generic feedback. Corrective 

feedback was defined as feedback that corrected errors on student work occurring at the 

sentence level (corrections regarding the mechanics of the essay). Corrective feedback typically 

crossed out something wrong or circled something in student work to indicate an error, but did 

not necessarily tell the student how to correct the error. This meant that this feedback type 

generally did not supply transferable information. Generic feedback was defined as feedback 

that provided information about the structure or mechanics of an essay. This information, while 

still telling students about errors in their work, also told students how to correct the errors. The 

information in this feedback type was transferable to future work.    

4.3.2.1.4.1 Corrective feedback. 

 Table 6 and Figure 4 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

corrective feedback. Table 6 shows that marker T15, on average, used corrective feedback 

more often than other markers; however, this was not consistent. This marker used this 

feedback type 5.20 times per assignment, with a standard deviation of 4.81, showing wide 

variability in use. Marker T8 used this feedback type the least. This marker, on average, used 



 46 

corrective feedback only 1.20 times per assignment, with a standard deviation of 0.83. This 

showed marker T8 was much more consistent in his/her use of this feedback type. 

 Although the means in Table 6 show some variability, differences among markers was 

not seen to be statistically significant; the p value that was produced was 0.214, showing the 

means were not statistically significantly different from one another for this feedback type. 

Markers, however, were found to be not particularly consistent in their provision of this feedback 

type on some of the individual assignments. This was mainly the case for assignments S156 

and S206. On assignment S156, marker T15 varied greatly from the other markers. This marker 

provided eight corrective feedback comments, while three of the four other markers did not use 

corrective feedback at all, and marker T10 provided only one comment of this type. For 

assignment S206 there was even greater variability. On this particular assignment, marker T15 

provided 12 corrective feedback comments, while marker T10 provided zero. Marker T14 

provided six, marker T9 provided five, and marker T8 provided only two.  Assignment S186 was 

the only assignment where the raw values were very similar. In this assignment there was only 

one point of difference between the high use of two and the low use of one for this feedback 

type.  

 

Table 6  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Corrective Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 1.20 0.83 0,       1,       2,       2,       1 

T9 5 1.40 2.19 0,       0,       2,       5,       0 

T10 5 2.20 2.38 1,       6,       1,       0,       3 

T14 5 3.20 2.38 0,       3,       2,       6,       5 

T15 5 5.20 4.81 8,       4,       2,      12,      0 

 

Figure 4. Corrective feedback. 
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4.3.2.1.4.2 Generic feedback. 

 Table 7 and Figure 5 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for generic 

feedback. This table shows wide variability in the means and wide variability in the standard 

deviations. To check for overall statistical significance in the means, the Huynh-Feldt test was 

used. The p value that was produced was 0.011. This result showed the difference in the means 

was statistically significant for this feedback type.  

Table 7 shows the wide variability in use of this feedback type by markers. As seen in 

the table, marker T9 used generic feedback, on average, much more often than the other 

markers across the five assignments. This marker, on average used this feedback type 16.2 

times per assignment, however, this was not consistent. As is shown by the standard deviation 

of 6.83, marker T9 had a lot of variability in usage. Looking at the individual raw values, we see 

a high of 25 uses and a low of eight uses. Marker T15 also had a lot of variability in usage as 

shown by the standard deviation of 7.89. This marker, on average, used this feedback type 13.6 

times per assignment but had a high use of 22 and a low of four. Marker T8 used this feedback 

type the least. Marker T8, on average, used this feedback type only 7.0 times per assignment, 

with a standard deviation of 4.06. He/she had a high usage of 11 and a low usage of only two. 

Marker T10 showed the least variability across the assignments. This marker used generic 

feedback on average 12.4 times, and had a standard deviation of 3.84. He/she had a high 

usage of 17 and a low of nine.  

 Variability was also shown in the provision of this feedback type on individual 

assignments. This is shown particularly in assignments S178 and S206. In assignment S178, 

marker T9 provided 17 generic feedback comments. This was contrasted by marker T8, who 

only provided two generic feedback comments. Marker T14 on this assignment provided nine 

comments, and markers T10 and T15 provided 16 and 15 comments respectively. On this 

assignment, there was a difference of 15 comments between two individual markers. In 

assignment S206, the difference is not as great, but there was still variability shown. Markers T8 

and T10 on this assignment both provided 11 generic feedback comments, while markers T9 

and T15 both provided 20. Marker T14 provided 14 comments. 

 

Table 7  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Generic Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 7.00 4.06  4,       2,       11,      11,      7 

T9 5 16.20 6.83 11,     17,      20,      25,      8 

T10 5 12.40 3.84  9,      16,      17,      11,      9 

T14 5 10.60 4.66     10,      9,       14,      16,      4 

T15 5 13.60 7.89  4,      15,       20,      22,      7 
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Figure 5. Generic feedback. 

4.3.2.1.5 Results for feedback type according to level of depth. 

 A number of feedback types defined in the taxonomy related to the level of depth of 

information provided by the marker. These feedback types included simple feedback (feedback 

that only told the student what was right or wrong), complex feedback (feedback that told the 

student what was right or wrong and why it was right or wrong), and feed-forward feedback 

(feedback that told the student what was right or wrong, why, and what could be done to 

improve). The last feedback type, feed-forward feedback, was the only feedback type of any 

depth that provided information that was transferable to future work.  

4.3.2.1.5.1 Simple feedback about something correct. 

  Table 8 and Figure 6 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for simple 

feedback about something correct. To check for overall statistical significance in the means for 

this feedback type, the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value that was produced was 0.023. 

This result showed that the difference in the means across markers was statistically significant 

for this feedback type. 

 In Table 8, the variability in the means across the five markers is shown. This table 

shows that marker T10 used this feedback (simple about something correct) the least often. 

This marker only used this feedback type 1.60 times per assignment, with his/her use of this 

feedback being consistent across the five assignments. This is shown by the low standard 

deviation of 0.54, and by a high usage of only two comments on three assignments, and a low 

usage of one comment on two other assignments. The mean and standard deviation for this 

marker were quite different from markers T9 and T14. Marker T9, in comparison, used this 

feedback type, on average, five times per assignment; however, this marker’s use of this 

feedback type was less consistent. This is shown in the higher standard deviation of 2.91. A 

high usage for this marker was eight comments, and a low usage was only one comment. 

Marker T14 used this feedback type on average 5.60 times per assignment with a standard 

deviation of 2.60. This marker had a high of nine comments and a low of two comments, so 

again this marker’s use of this feedback type was not shown to be that consistent. Marker T15 

was the only other marker who showed more consistency in his/her use of this feedback type. 

Marker T15 on average used this feedback type 2.80 times per assignment with a standard 
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deviation of 1.30. High usage for this marker was four comments, and low usage was just one 

comment.   

The use of this feedback type by different markers within each individual assignment 

was also not  consistent. This was particularly the case in assignments S206 and S213. In 

assignment S206, marker T10 only provided one simple feedback comment about something 

right. This was in contrast to marker T9 who provided eight comments. In assignment S213, 

marker T10 provided only two comments of this feedback type, whereas marker T14 provided 

nine comments. More consistency was shown in assignments S156 and S178. In assignment 

S156, marker T8 had the low of zero comments and marker T15 the high of four comments. In 

assignment S178, marker T14 had the high of five comments and marker T15 had the low of 

only one comment. 

 

Table 8  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Simple Feedback about Something Correct 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 3.40 2.60 0,       3,       6,       6,       2 

T9 5 5.00 2.91 1,       3,       7,       8,       6 

T10 5 1.60 0.54 1,       2,       2,       1,       2 

T14 5 5.60 2.60 2,       5,       7,       5,       9 

T15 5 2.80 1.30 4,       1,       3,       2,       4 

 

Figure 6. Simple feedback about something correct. 

4.3.2.1.5.2 Simple feedback about something not correct. 

 Table 9 and Figure 7 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for simple 

feedback about something not correct. Table 9 shows that there was a wide variability between 

the number of times marker T8, on average, used this feedback type, and the number of times 

the other markers in the 5x5 study used this feedback type. Marker T8, on average, used simple 

feedback about something not correct the least, using it only 18.0 times per assignment. This 

marker had a high of 23 uses, and a low of 14 uses. This usage was much lower than all other 

markers. All other markers were fairly consistent in their use of this feedback type, as can be 

seen in Figure 7. The means for markers other than T8 were much closer, and the number of 
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times these markers used the feedback type across assignments, more consistent. When the 

Huynh-Feldt test was used to check for statistical significance, the p value that was generated 

was < 0.001. This result showed that the difference in the means across markers was 

statistically significant for this feedback type.  

Variability on the individual assignments was also observed. This was mainly due to 

marker T8 using this feedback type much less than the other markers. One of the greatest 

levels of variability was shown on assignment S156. On this assignment, marker T8 provided 

only 14 comments, while marker T14 provided the high of 53 comments. The other three 

markers were all very close, with marker T9 providing 32 comments, marker T10 providing 33 

comments, and marker T15 providing 35 comments. On assignments S178 and S213 there was 

also some variability shown. On assignment S178, the number of feedback comments, ranged 

from 17 by marker T8, to 24 by marker T14, to 36 by marker T10. On assignment S213, the 

number of comments ranged from 15 by marker T8, to 20 by marker T15, to 39 by marker T14. 

 

Table 9  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Simple Feedback about Something Not Correct 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 18.00 3.87 14,     17,      21,     23,     15 

T9 5 34.40 10.35 32,     34,      35,     50,     21 

T10 5 39.40 10.06 33,     36,      38,     57,     33 

T14 5 41.20 12.55 53,     24,      36,     54,     39 

T15 5 35.00 13.65 35,     29,      34,     57,     20 

 

Figure 7. Simple feedback about something not correct. 

4.3.2.1.5.3 Complex feedback about something correct. 

  Table 10 and Figure 8 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

complex feedback about something correct. As can be seen in Table 10, the means for each 

marker for this feedback type were much lower than previously discussed feedback types, 

however, there was still some variability seen. Marker T8, on average, used this feedback type 

(complex about something correct) the most. Marker T8 used this feedback type two times per 

assignment with a high of four uses and a low of zero uses. Four uses was the highest number 



 51 

of comments by any marker for this feedback type. Most markers either did not use this 

feedback type at all (markers T9 and T15) or only used it a maximum of twice. 

The Huynh-Feldt test was used to test for statistical significance for this feedback type. 

The p value that was generated was 0.055. This result showed that the difference in the means 

was not statistically significant.  

 

Table 10  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Complex Feedback about Something Correct 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 2.00 1.87 0,       3,        3,       4,       0 

T9 5 0.20 0.44 0,       0,        0,       1,       0 

T10 5 0.00 0.00 0,       0,        0,       0,       0 

T14 5 1.20 0.44 1,       1,        1,       2,       1 

T15 5 0.00 0.00 0,       0,        0,       0,       0 

 

Figure 8. Complex feedback about something correct. 

4.3.2.1.5.4 Complex feedback about something not correct. 

 Table 11 and Figure 9 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

complex feedback about something not correct. As can be seen in Table 11, the means for 

each marker for this feedback type were much lower than some of the other previously 

discussed feedback types. This meant that this feedback type was used much less often by the 

markers. The variability between the means was also lower. This variability was shown to be not 

statistically significant when the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value that was generated 

was 0.289.  

 The variability in the raw values for each marker within each individual assignment was 

also less than seen for previous feedback types. There was no difference larger than four 

between the high and low usage for this feedback type on any of the assignments. Assignment 

S186 had the least variability. In this assignment, two markers (T9 and T14) had a high of six 

uses, markers T8 and T15 had five uses, and marker T10 had the low of four uses. This 

represents a difference of only two between the high and the low uses on this assignment. A 
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similar difference can be seen on assignment S213. The low usage on this assignment was one 

by marker T14 and the high usage was three by markers T8 and T9. 

 

Table 11  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Complex Feedback about Something Not Correct 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 2.00 2.00 0,       1,        5,       1,       3 

T9 5 3.80 1.64 2,       5,        6,       3,       3 

T10 5 3.20 1.09 4,       4,        4,       2,       2 

T14 5 3.00 2.12 4,       3,        6,       1,       1 

T15 5 3.20 1.30 3,       2,        5,       4,       2 

 

Figure 9. Complex feedback about something not correct. 

4.3.2.1.5.5 Feed-forward feedback. 

 Table 12 and Figure 10 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for feed-

forward feedback. This feedback type offered information with the most depth for students. It 

also offered information about how something could be improved in future work, thus providing 

gap-altering information. As is shown in Table 12, this feedback type was rarely used by 

markers. Marker T8 used this feedback type the most, but, this was not consistent. Looking at 

the individual raw values for this marker, we see a high of seven uses and a low of zero uses. 

Other markers were more consistent with a high of only one use and a low of zero uses. The 

Huynh-Feldt test showed no statistical significance between the means. The p value generated 

was 0.177. 

 Variability was shown in the raw values for this feedback type within some of the 

individual assignments. This was mainly on assignment S178. On this assignment, marker T8 

provided seven feed-forward comments, while marker T9 only provided one feed-forward 

comment. All other markers provided zero comments of this type. There was some variability 

seen on assignment S206, but this was much less. On this assignment, marker T8 provided 

three comments, markers T14 and T15 provided one comment, and markers T9 and T10 

provided zero comments. Looking at the results across all the assignments, all markers 
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provided at least one feed-forward comment on at least one assignment, but use of this 

feedback type was very low. 

 

Table 12  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Feed-forward Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 2.40 2.79 0,       1,       7,       3,       1 

T9 5 0.20 0.44 0,       0,       1,       0,       0 

T10 5 0.20 0.44 0,       1,       0,       0,       0 

T14 5 0.40 0.54 0,       1,       0,       1,       0 

T15 5 0.60 0.54 0,       1,       0,       1,       1 

 
 

Figure 10. Feed-forward feedback. 

4.3.2.1.6 Results for feedback that connects with the writer. 

 There were two feedback types defined in the taxonomy that related to the marker trying 

to connect more with the writer. These two feedback types provided a connection in the 

following ways. With connective feedback, the marker tried to connect with the writer by 

referring them back to previous comments the marker had made, either on the current essay or 

a previous piece of work. With dialogical feedback, the marker tried to connect with the writer by 

either asking a question of the writer or suggesting the writer perform a thinking action (to think 

more deeply about something they had written).   

4.3.2.1.6.1 Connective feedback.  

 Table 13 and Figure 11 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

connective feedback. As can be seen in Table 13, the means for each marker for this feedback 

type were much lower than some previously discussed feedback types, however there was still 

some variability seen. When the Huynh-Feldt test was used to check for statistical significance, 

the p value that was generated was 0.030. This showed that the difference between the means 

was statistically significant for this feedback type.  

In Table 13, it can be seen that marker T9 on average used connective feedback the 

most. This marker used this feedback type 2.20 times per assignment with a high of four uses 
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and a low of zero uses. Marker T15 did not use this feedback type at all, and markers T10 and 

T14 had a high of only one use. Four uses was the highest number of comments by any marker 

for this feedback type.  Looking at the raw values for each marker for each assignment, 

variability can mainly be seen in assignment S178 and assignment S213. In assignment S178, 

three markers did not use connective feedback at all. Marker T8 wrote two connective feedback 

comments, and marker T9 wrote four comments of this type. In assignment S213, marker T9 

again wrote four connective feedback comments, while marker T8 wrote one and the other 

markers did not use this feedback type at all. Marker T9 was the marker who more consistently 

used connective feedback on all assignments.  

 

Table 13  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Connective Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 0.60 0.89 0,       2,       0,       0,       1 

T9 5 2.20 1.48 2,       4,       0,       2,       4 

T10 5 0.20 0.44 1,       0,       0,       1,       0 

T14 5 0.40 0.54 0,       0,       1,       1,       0 

T15 5 0.00 0.00 0,       0,       0,       0,       0 

 

Figure 11. Connective feedback. 

4.3.2.1.6.2 Dialogical feedback. 

 Table 14 and Figure 12 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

dialogical feedback. As can be seen in both Table 14 and Figure 12, one marker (T10) used this 

feedback type a lot more than other markers. Table 14 shows that marker T10, on average, 

used this feedback type 14.0 times per assignment however; this was not consistent. As is 

shown by the standard deviation of 4.47, this marker had a lot of variability in usage. Even with 

this variability, however, this marker’s use of this feedback type exceeded the use of all other 

markers. Looking at the individual raw values for marker T10, we see a high of 21 uses and a 

low of nine uses. All the other markers had a high of four, six or seven uses and a low of zero or 

one use. This was considerably different from marker T10. When the Huynh-Feldt test was used 
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statistical significance was shown in the difference between the means for this feedback type. 

The p value generated was < 0.001. 

 On all the individual assignments, the variability in the raw values for each marker was 

substantial. On assignment S213 the variability was greatest. For this assignment, marker T10 

wrote 21 dialogical comments, marker T15 wrote six, markers T9 and T8 both wrote two, and 

marker T14 wrote one. This meant there was a difference of 20 between the high and the low 

usage by markers for this feedback type. On assignment S178 variability was the least. For this 

assignment marker T10 wrote nine dialogical comments, markers T9 and T15 wrote six 

comments, and markers T8 and T14 both only wrote three. The difference in high and low 

usage on this assignment was only six. On assignments S156 the difference between high and 

low usage in markers was 14, on assignment S186 the difference was 12, and on assignment 

S206 the difference was 12. This shows wide variability in the use of this feedback type by 

markers on all assignments. 

 

Table 14  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Dialogical Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 2.00 1.58 1,       3,       0,       4,       2 

T9 5 3.20 2.16 5,       6,       2,       1,       2 

T10 5 14.0 4.47 15,      9,      12,     13,     21 

T14 5 2.80 1.09 3,       3,       3,       4,       1 

T15 5 4.40 2.70 2,       6,       7,       1,       6 

 

Figure 12. Dialogical feedback. 

4.3.2.1.7 Results for feedback classified as personal. 

 In the developed taxonomy there are three feedback types classified as personal. 

Feedback was considered personal if it stated the student’s name, if it used personal pronouns 

associated with the writer such as “you” or “your”, or if it used personal pronouns associated 

with the marker such as “I” or “my”. The reason this feedback was considered personal was 

because in using a student’s name or using personal pronouns the feedback became more 

personal in nature and was less objective.  
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In this research, there was no feedback that used the student’s name as all assignments 

only had a student identification number on them. This meant the markers did not know the 

identity of the student whose assignment they were marking. This therefore left only two of the 

personal feedback types to be analysed for this research. 

4.3.2.1.7.1 Personal feedback that used “I” or “my”. 

 Table 15 and Figure 13 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

personal feedback that used “I”. As can be seen in Table 15, there was some variability among 

the means for this feedback type. This variability was shown to be statistically significant when 

the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value that was generated was 0.025.  

In Table 15, it can be seen that marker T10, on average, used this type of personal 

feedback more often than most other markers. This marker used this feedback type 4.20 times 

per assignment, however, this was not consistent as is shown by the standard deviation of 3.19. 

This marker had a high usage of eight comments and a low usage of zero comments. Another 

marker who used this feedback type quite often was marker T8. This marker on average used 

this feedback type 2.60 times per assignment. He/she had a high usage of five comments and a 

low usage of zero comments. The two markers who were more consistent were markers T9 and 

T14. Both had a high use of only one comment, and a low of zero comments.  

The use of this feedback type by different markers on each individual assignment was 

variable. This is shown in the raw values. On assignment S156, marker T10 wrote five personal 

comments that used the word “I”. Markers T8, T9, and T14 only wrote one comment, and 

marker T15 wrote zero comments. On assignment S213, marker T10 wrote eight comments of 

this type. Marker T8 wrote five and all other markers wrote zero. The only assignment where 

some consistency was shown was in assignment S186. The high on this assignment was one 

comment by markers T9 and T15, and all other markers wrote zero comments for feedback of 

this type. 

 

Table 15  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Personal Feedback that Used "I" 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 2.60 2.07 1,       4,        0,       3,       5 

T9 5 0.60 0.54 1,       1,        1,       0,       0 

T10 5 4.20 3.19 6,       2,        0,       5,       8 

T14 5 0.40 0.54 1,       0,        0,       1,       0 

T15 5 1.20 1.64 0,       1,        1,       4,       0 
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Figure 13. Personal feedback that used “I”. 

4.3.2.1.6.2 Personal feedback that used “you” or “your”. 

 Table 16 and Figure 14 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

personal feedback that used “you” or “your”. In Table 16, it can be seen that while there was 

only slight variability among the means for personal feedback of this type, there was wider 

variability in the raw values on some individual assignments. This is what is examined more 

closely in the discussion of this feedback type. 

 To check for overall statistical significance, the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value 

that was produced was 0.409 which showed the means were not statistically significantly 

different from one another. Markers were found, however, to be not particularly consistent in 

their provision of this feedback type on some of the individual assignments. As can be seen in 

Table 16, there was some variability among markers, particularly on assignments S156 and 

S178. For assignment S156, a difference of seven comments was shown between the high of 

nine comments by marker T10 and the low of two comments by marker T15. Other markers 

provided eight comments (marker T14), six comments (marker T9), and three comments 

(marker T8). On assignment S178, the difference again was seven comments. Marker T9 wrote 

the high of 12 comments, marker T8 wrote the low of five comments, and markers T10, T14, 

and T15 were more consistent each writing seven or eight comments. On all other assignments 

the difference between the high and low number of comments was three or four.  

 

Table 16  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Personal Feedback that Used "You" or "Your" 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 4.60 1.14 3,       5,        5,       4,       6 

T9 5 6.80 3.27 6,      12,       6,       3,       7 

T10 5 7.00 1.87 9,       8,        4,       7,       7 

T14 5 5.80 2.16 8,       7,        7,       3,       4 

T15 5 5.80 2.38 2,       8,        7,       5,       7 
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Figure 14. Personal feedback that used “you” or “your”. 

4.3.2.1.8 Results for feedback classified for its tone. 

 It was considered important in this research to look at the tone of the feedback provided 

by markers. Tone is important because it can have an impact on whether students use or do not 

use the feedback. Feedback collected for the taxonomy therefore was classified according to 

whether it had a positive tone, a negative tone, or a neutral tone.  

4.3.2.1.8.1 Positive feedback. 

 Table 17 and Figure 15 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

feedback with a positive tone. The table shows some variability in the means and standard 

deviations. To check for overall statistical significance of the means, the Huynh-Feldt test was 

used. The p value that was generated was 0.005. This result showed the difference in the 

means was statistically significant for this feedback type. 

 Table 17 shows the variability in use by markers across the five assignments. As seen in 

the table, marker T10, on average, used positive feedback much less across the five 

assignments than the other markers. Marker T10, on average, used this feedback type only 

0.60 times per assignment. This use was consistent as is shown by the low standard deviation 

of 0.89. This marker had a high use of only two comments, and a low use of zero comments. 

Marker T14 used positive feedback the most. This marker used this feedback type, on average, 

5.40 times per assignment. This marker, however, was less consistent as is shown by the 

higher standard deviation of 2.70. This marker used positive feedback nine times on one 

assignment, while using it only twice on another assignment.  

 For each individual assignment, marker use was also varied. As can be seen by the raw 

values, there was quite wide variation in the use of positive feedback on assignments S186, 

S206, and S213. The greatest variability was shown on assignment S213. On this assignment, 

marker T14 provided nine positive comments, marker T15 provided three, markers T8 and T9 

provided two, and marker T10 provided zero. On the other two assignments there was less 

variability, but there was still a difference of five comments between the high and low usage of 

this feedback type. 
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Table 17  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Positive Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 3.40 2.07 1,       3,        6,       5,       2 

T9 5 2.20 1.09 1,       2,        2,       4,       2 

T10 5 0.60 0.89 0,       1,        2,       0,       0 

T14 5 5.40 2.70 2,       4,        7,       5,       9 

T15 5 2.40 1.14 4,       1,        2,       2,       3 

 
 

Figure 15. Positive feedback. 

4.3.2.1.8.2 Negative feedback. 

 Table 18 and Figure 16 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

negative feedback. While the means were low for this feedback type, two markers varied 

considerably from the other markers. Marker T9 and T10 used negative feedback more often 

than other markers in the 5x5 study. Marker T9, on average used negative feedback 2.2 times 

per assignment, and marker T10 used negative feedback, on average, two times per 

assignment. All other markers used this feedback type, on average, less than once per 

assignment. Marker T10 had a high of four uses and a low of zero uses. Marker T9 had a high 

of three uses and a low of zero uses. On three of the five individual assignments, marker T9 

used negative feedback three times, and on two of the five assignments, marker T10 used 

negative feedback four times. Marker T14 was the only marker who only used negative 

feedback once. 

 To check whether the difference in the means for this feedback type were statistically 

significant, the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value that was generated was 0.82. This 

showed that the means were not statistically significantly different from one another for this 

feedback type. 
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Table 18  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Negative Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 0.60 0.54 1,       1,        0,       0,       1 

T9 5 2.20 1.30 3,       3,        2,       0,       3 

T10 5 2.00 1.87 1,       0,        1,       4,       4 

T14 5 0.20 0.44 1,       0,        0,       0,       0 

T15 5 0.40 0.54 0,       1,        1,       0,       0 

 
 

                                                        Figure 16. Negative feedback. 

4.3.2.1.8.3 Neutral feedback. 

 All markers in the 5x5 study made comments with a neutral tone more often than 

positive or negative comments. Comments considered neutral had neither a positive nor a 

negative tone or contained both. Table 19 and Figure 17 show the means, standard deviations, 

and raw values for neutral feedback. The table shows a wide variability between the number of 

times marker T8, on average, used this feedback type, and the number of times the other 

markers in the 5x5 study used this feedback type. Marker T8 on average used this feedback 

type the least, using it only 20.40 times per assignment. This marker was also not consistent in 

his/her use with a standard deviation of 6.46. Marker T8 had a high of 31 uses, and a low of 15 

uses. His/her usage was, however, much lower than the other markers overall. A reason for this 

may have been because this marker provided less feedback comments overall per assignment 

than other markers. This could account for the variation in the number of neutral comments 

marker T8 provided, and could also account for the variability in marker T9’s neutral feedback 

count on assignment S213. On this assignment, it can be seen that marker T9 provided  fewer 

neutral feedback comments than on his/her other assignments. Once again this could be due to 

the overall number of comments on the assignment. This assignment attracted a lot fewer 

overall feedback comments by marker T9 than the other assignments this marker marked.  

The Huynh-Feldt test was used to check for statistical significance among the means for 

this feedback type. The p value that was generated was 0.005. This result showed that the 

difference in the means across markers was statistically significant.   
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Table 19  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Neutral Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 20.40 6.46 17,     15,      22,      31,     17 

T9 5 36.20 10.91 42,     38,      34,      48,     19 

T10 5 48.00 8.03 42,     44,      45,      62,     47 

T14 5 42.80 15.95 60,     24,      35       59,     36 

T15 5 38.00 12.51 39,     33,      36,      58,     24 

 

Figure 17. Neutral feedback. 

4.3.2.1.9 Results for feedback of other types. 

 The final two feedback types defined and used in the taxonomy were non-descript and 

discourse feedback. Non-descript feedback was feedback that only used symbols with no 

explanation of what the symbol meant. Discourse feedback was feedback that used  

terminology or jargon relating specifically to writing in the discipline the student was studying. 

This terminology or jargon it was felt may not have been understood by the student. 

4.3.2.1.9.1 Non-descript or symbol feedback. 

 Table 20 and Figure 18 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for non-

descript (symbol) feedback. The table shows wide variability in both the means and the 

standard deviations for this feedback type. To check for overall statistical significance, the 

Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value that was generated was 0.027. This result showed that 

the difference in the means was statistically significant for this feedback type.  

 Table 20 shows the wide variability in use of this feedback type by markers. As seen in 

the table, markers T10 and T14 used non-descript feedback, on average, much more often than 

the other markers across the five assignments. Marker T10, on average, used this feedback 

type 16.0 times per assignment, however, this was not consistent. As is shown by the standard 

deviation of 6.81, marker T10 had a lot of variability in usage. Looking at the individual raw 

values, we see a high of 24 uses and a low of 6 uses for this marker. Marker T14 was similar. 

This marker, on average, used this feedback type 15 times per assignment but again usage 

was not consistent. This markers variability in usage was shown by the standard deviation of 
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11.97. Marker T14 had a high of 33 non-descript comments and a low of just two. Marker T8 

used this feedback type the least. Marker T8, on average, used this feedback type only seven 

times per assignment, with a standard deviation of 5.56. He/she had a high usage of 16 and a 

low usage of only two. 

 Variability was seen in the provision of this feedback type on all individual assignments 

except assignment S213. On this assignment, three of the five markers wrote six non-descript 

comments, one marker (T15) wrote five comments, and one marker (T14) wrote nine. This 

meant there was a difference of only four comments between the high of nine and the low of 

five for this assignment. Assignment S206 had the most variability between markers.  Marker 

T14 had the high of 33 non-descript comments, while marker T9 had the low of 15. Marker T8 

wrote 16 non-descript comments, marker T10 wrote 24 comments, and marker T15 wrote 18. 

On assignment S156, comments ranged from a high of 15 (marker T14), to a low of three 

(marker T8). On assignment S178, comments ranged from a high of 16 (marker T10) to a low of 

two (marker T14) and on assignment S186, comments ranged from a high of 18 (marker T10) to 

a low of seven (marker T8). 

 

Table 20  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Non-descript Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 7.00 5.56     3,       2,        7,       16,       6 

T9 5 10.20 3.70    12,      6,       11,      15,       6 

T10 5 16.00 6.81    13,     16,      18,       24,      6 

T14 5 15.00 11.97    15,       2,      13        33,      9 

T15 5 10.20 5.26      5,       6,      12,       18,      5 

 

Figure 18. Non-descript feedback. 

4.3.2.1.9.2 Discourse feedback. 

 Table 21 and Figure 19 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

discourse feedback. In Table 21, it can be seen that while there was only slight variability 

among the means for this feedback type across the five assignments, there was wide variability 
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across markers in their raw values on each individual assignment. This is what is examined 

more closely in the discussion of this feedback type. 

 To check for overall statistical significance, the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value 

that was produced was 0.502 which showed the means were not statistically significantly 

different from one another for this feedback type. Markers were, however, found to be not 

particularly consistent in their provision of this feedback type on some of the individual 

assignments. As can be seen in Table 20, there was substantial variability among markers, 

particularly on assignment S178. On this assignment, marker T10 wrote 12 discourse feedback 

comments, markers T8 and T14 wrote zero discourse comments, marker T9 wrote nine, and 

marker T15 wrote two. Assignment S206 showed the next greatest level of variability. On this 

assignment, marker T8 wrote nine discourse feedback comments and markers T9 and T15 

wrote zero comments of this type. Marker T10 wrote three comments and marker T14 wrote 

four. The highest number of discourse comments by all markers occurred on assignment S156. 

On this assignment, three of the five markers wrote eight discourse feedback comments, 

marker T15 wrote six, and marker T8 wrote three. Assignment S213 received the least 

discourse comments with the high of two comments and the low of zero comments.  

 

Table 21  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Discourse Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S156, S178, S186, S206, S213 

T8 5 3.00 3.53 3,       0,        1,         9,       2 

T9 5 2.60 3.43 8,       4,        1,         0,       0 

T10 5 5.20 4.76 8,      12,       3,         3,       0 

T14 5 2.60 3.43 8,       0,        0,         4,       1 

T15 5 2.00 2.34 6,       2,        1,         0,       1 

 

Figure 19. Discourse feedback. 

4.3.2.2 Summary of results for the 5x5 study. 

  In summary, there was wide variability seen among markers in the 5x5 study. This 

variability was shown across the five assignments as well as within some of the individual 

assignments. Possible explanations for this will be considered in the discussion chapter 
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(Chapter Six). Across the five assignments, the difference in the means was shown to be 

statistically significant in a number of feedback types. These were generic feedback (p value 

0.011), simple feedback about something correct (p value 0.023), simple feedback about 

something not correct (p value < 0.001), connective feedback (p value 0.030), dialogical 

feedback (p value < 0.001), personal “I” feedback (p value 0.025), positive feedback (p value 

0.005), neutral feedback (p value 0.005), and non-descript feedback (p value 0.027). Some of 

these feedback types related to the personal style of the marker such as connective, dialogical 

and personal “I” feedback, so some variability was expected. Other feedback types, such as 

those that pointed out errors or positives in student work (generic, simple about something 

correct, simple about something not correct), were expected to be more consistent. This, 

however, was not always the case.  

 Within individual assignments, wide variability among markers was shown on the total 

score, and also in the number of comments provided by markers. For total score, the widest 

variability was seen on assignments S178, S206, and S156. On assignment S178 there was a 

31 point difference between the highest and lowest overall scores, on assignment S206 there 

was a 26 point difference, and on assignment S156 a 20 point difference. For total number of 

comments, the difference in the means was shown to be statistically significant with a p value of 

< 0.001. This meant that markers provided a substantially different number of comments per 

assignment. This difference was particularly shown on assignment S156 where marker T8 

provided 19 comments overall, and marker T14 provided 63 comments.  

For 12 of the 17 feedback types, variability was shown among markers within individual 

assignments. This variability related to the number of times the feedback type was used by the 

marker in the assignment. The assignments shown to have the most variability were 

assignments S178, S206, and S213. Assignment S178 was shown to have variability across 

markers in seven different feedback types. These were generic feedback, simple feedback 

about something not correct, feed-forward feedback, connective feedback, personal “you” 

feedback, non-descript feedback, and discourse feedback. Assignment S206 was shown to 

have variability across markers for six different feedback types. These were corrective 

feedback, generic feedback, simple feedback about something correct, positive feedback, non-

descript feedback, and discourse feedback. Assignment S213 was also shown to have 

variability across markers for six different feedback types. These were simple feedback about 

something correct, simple feedback about something not correct, connective feedback, 

dialogical feedback, personal “I” feedback, and positive feedback. The assignment that was 

shown to have the least variability was assignment S186. Variability was only shown in this 

assignment for one feedback type. This feedback type was positive feedback.  

4.3.2.2.1 Star graphs. 

To show more clearly the variability across several measures within individual 

assignments, star graphs were developed.  A star graph is a visual representation of multiple 
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data points for a single observation.  In this case, they represent eight of the feedback 

dimensions presented at once.  Each variable is placed on a scale from 0 in the centre of a 

circle to the maximum possible value on the circumference of that circle.  Thus, each variable 

represented is standardised against all the other variables. 

 

 To produce the star graphs for this analysis, eight variables were chosen. These 

variables were feedback types and other feedback information already reviewed in the previous 

section. The variables included total score, total number of comments, total number of words, 

simple feedback about something not correct, complex feedback about something not correct, 

generic feedback, feed-forward feedback, and neutral feedback. Simple, complex, generic and 

feed-forward feedback types were chosen because they were feedback types that offered 

information with varying levels of depth. Neutral feedback was chosen as this was the tone of 

the feedback most often provided by markers. Total score, total number of comments, and total 

number of words were chosen because they provided essential background information in 

relation to the marking. The letter codes for the variables in the star graphs can be seen in 

Table 22. 

  

Table 22 

Codes for Variables in the Star Graphs 

Code Variable name 

A Total score 

B Total number of comments 

C Total number of words 

D Simple feedback about something not correct 

E Complex feedback about something not correct 

F Generic feedback 

G Feed-forward feedback 

H Neutral feedback 

 

4.3.2.2.1.1 Variability within individual assignments. 

4.3.2.2.1.1.1 Assignment S178.   

The star graphs in Figure 20, give a visual representation of variability across markers 

within assignment S178. As can be seen, the star graphs for the markers show similarities and 

differences. The most similar graphs are those of markers T9 and T10. For markers T9 and 

T10, the graphs show a very similar amount of total comments (B) and total words (C) used. 

They also show a similar amount of simple feedback about something not correct (D), generic 

feedback (F), and neutral feedback (H).  Thus, the assignment received a very similar approach 
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to providing feedback from markers 9 and 10. The marker with the star graph that shows the 

most difference is marker T8. This marker’s star graph is very different from all the other 

markers. It shows that marker T8 provided a higher score, wrote fewer comments, and used all 

the feedback types a lot less than the other markers. It appears to be the case that this marker 

thought more highly of the assignment than the other markers and perhaps felt it needed less in 

the way of feedback.  Also note that markers T14 and T15 are somewhat similar. 

 

          Marker T8                 Marker T9                  Marker T10               Marker T14                Marker T15 

 

Figure 20. Star graphs for marker use of feedback types within assignment S178. 

4.3.2.2.1.1.2 Assignment S206. 

 The star graphs in Figure 21, give a visual representation of variability across markers 

within assignment S206. For this assignment, once again the star graphs show similarities and 

differences. The most similar graphs are those of markers T9 and T15. These markers were 

very similar in total score (A), and the total number of feedback comments (B). They were also 

very similar in use of simple feedback about something not correct (D), and neutral feedback 

(H). Marker T8 was very different to all other markers, except for in total score (A) where he/she 

was similar to markers T9, T14 and T15, and in the number of words (C) where he/she was 

similar to markers T9, T10 and T15.   

 

           Marker T8                   Marker T9                  Marker T10                 Marker T14                 Marker T15 

 

Figure 21. Star graphs for marker use of feedback types within assignment S206. 

4.3.2.2.1.1.3 Assignment S213. 

The star graphs in Figure 22, give a visual representation of variability across markers 

within assignment S213. For this assignment, similarity is seen between the star graphs of 

markers T8, T9 and T15, but the other two markers are quite different. The main difference is 

seen in number of comments (B), simple feedback about something correct (D), and neutral 

feedback (H). Markers T8, T9 and T15 show similarity in total score (A), total number of 



 67 

comments (B), and total words (C), and markers T8 and T9 show similarity in complex feedback 

about something not correct (E) as well. The only consistency shown across all markers is in 

the amount of feed-forward comments provided (G). 

 

       Marker T8                   Marker T9                Marker T10                Marker T14              Marker T15 

 

Figure 22. Star graphs for marker use of feedback types within assignment S213. 

4.3.2.2.1.1.4 Assignment S186. 

 The star graphs in Figure 23, give a visual representation of variability across markers 

within assignment S186. This is the assignment that shows the least variability. As seen in 

Figure 23, the star graphs of markers T9, T10, T14, and T15 are very similar. The only marker 

showing variability is marker T8. This marker provided fewer comments overall (B), provided 

fewer simple not correct comments (D), fewer generic comments (F), fewer neutral comments 

(H), and a lot more feed-forward comments (G). 

 

       Marker T8            Marker T9             Marker T10            Marker T14           Marker T15 

 

Figure 23. Star graphs for marker use of feedback types within assignment S186. 

4.3.2.2.1.2 Concluding comments. 

 The star graphs confirmed the results found in the tables and error bar graphs for the 

5x5 study. They displayed the similarities and differences across markers within each of the five 

assignments. Variability was shown in the five chosen feedback types, as well as in the three 

other variables.  

 

4.3.3 The 4x4 study. 

4.3.3.1 Marker use of feedback type and consistency. 

 As with the 5x5 study, in the 4x4 study the means and standard deviations for each 

marker for each feedback type were generated using SPSS. In addition, an error bar graph was 

constructed for each feedback type, allowing for visual inspection of results. The Huynh-Feldt 
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test was used to check for statistical significance. This test was used because the sphericity 

assumption for results in a number of feedback types was not met. Also, as the sample size 

was too small (n = 4), the study did not allow for estimates of test reliability. Only the alpha 

value was given for each result.  

4.3.3.1.1 Results for overall grade provided by markers. 

 For the assignments used in the 4x4 study, a total score was not given. These 

assignments were instead marked using a grading system of A, B, C, and F. Table 23 shows 

the overall grades given by each individual marker on each individual assignment. These 

grades were variable on each of the assignments, except assignment S217. On this 

assignment, all markers gave the student an F grade. On assignment S216 the variability was 

greatest, with marker T2 giving the student a B grade, and marker T12 giving the student an F 

grade. Markers T3 and T4 both gave a C grade. Overall, marker T12 consistently gave the 

lowest grades across the four assignments, and marker T2 consistently gave the highest. 

 

Table 23  

Overall Grade Given by Markers for Each Individual Assignment 

Marker  

Number 

Assignment 
S21 

Assignment 
S78 

Assignment 
S216 

Assignment 
S217 

T2 B C B F 

T3 C C C F 

T4 C C C F 

  T12 C F F F 

 

4.3.3.1.2 Results for number of feedback comments. 

 As in the 5x5 study, the number of feedback comments provided by each marker was 

compared. Table 24 and Figure 24 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

total number of comments provided by markers in the 4x4 study. To check for overall statistical 

significance, the Huynh-Feldt test from the repeated measures analysis of variance was used. 

The p value that was generated was 0.313. This showed the difference between the means for 

different markers for total number of comments was not statistically significant. Markers were 

found, however, to be not particularly consistent in the number of feedback comments they 

provided on some of the individual assignments. As can be seen in Table 24, there was 

variability shown among markers on both assignments S21 and S217. On assignment S21, 

marker T2 provided the low of 19 feedback comments, and marker T4 provided the high of 33 

comments. This meant there was a difference of 14 comments across the two markers. On 

assignment S217, the variability was the greatest. On this assignment, marker T2 provided a 

low of 53 comments and marker T3 provided a high of 86 comments. This meant there was a 

difference of 33 comments across the two markers for this assignment. Assignment S216 was 
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the assignment with the least variability, yet this was the assignment that received the greatest 

variance in grades. The variance in grades on this assignment (as shown in Table 23) ranged 

from a B to an F, yet the difference between the high and the low for the number of feedback 

comments provided was only four.  

 

 

Table 24  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Total Number of Feedback Comments 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

  S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 30.50 15.46    19,          28,         22,          53 

T3 4 40.75 30.32    30,          23,         24,          86 

T4 4 37.25 23.21    33,          19,         26,          71 

T12 4 33.25 20.20    27,          18,         25,          63 

 

Figure 24. Total number of comments. 

 

4.3.3.1.3 Results for feedback about content. 

4.3.3.1.3.1 Topic specific feedback. 

 Table 25 and Figure 25 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for topic 

specific feedback. This feedback type was the only one that specifically addressed information 

about content. To check for the overall statistical significance of the means, the Huynh-Feldt 

test was used. The p value that was generated was 0.407. This showed the difference between 

the means for this feedback type was not statistically significant. Once again, however, some 

variability was shown among markers on some of the individual assignments. This variability 

was mainly shown on assignments S78, S216, and S217. On assignment S78, topic specific 

feedback was used nine times by marker T12, and 16 times by marker T2. This showed a 

difference of seven between the high and low usage of this feedback type on this assignment. 

On assignment S216, the difference was five, with marker T2 using this feedback type nine 

times and markers T3 and T12 using it 14 times. Assignment S217 showed the greatest 

variability. On this assignment, marker T12 had the low of seven uses and marker T3 the high 
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of 19. This meant there was a difference of 12 uses between the high and the low on this 

assignment for this feedback type.  

 

Table 25  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Topic Specific Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 13.00 3.55 11,          16,          9,          16 

T3 4 14.00 3.74 10,          13,         14,         19 

T4 4 12.50 2.08 13,          10,         12,         15 

T12 4 10.00 2.94 10,            9,         14,           7 

 

 

Figure 25. Topic specific feedback. 

4.3.3.1.4 Results for feedback about the structure and mechanics of an assignment 

4.3.3.1.4.1 Corrective feedback. 

Table 26 and Figure 26 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

corrective feedback. Both Table 26 and Figure 26 show that marker T2 used this feedback type 

a lot less than the other markers across the four assignments. Marker T2’s use of this feedback 

type was, however, consistent, as is shown in the table by the low standard deviation of only 

1.00. He/she had a high use of only two, and a low use of zero. Marker T12 used this feedback 

type the most, using it on average 2.5 times per assignment. This marker’s use, however, was 

not consistent as is shown by the high standard deviation of 4.35. Marker T12 had a high of 

nine uses and a low of zero uses. Variability within individual assignments was shown on 

assignment S21 and S217. On assignment S21, one marker (T4) was considerably different to 

all other markers. Marker T4 provided five corrective feedback comments, while all other 

markers provided zero. On assignment S217, all markers provided corrective feedback 

comments, but in varying degrees. Marker T2 only provided two comments, while marker T12 

provided nine. Markers T3 and T4 were more consistent. Marker T3 provided five comments 

and marker T4 provided four comments.  
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 To check for the overall statistical significance of the means, the Huynh-Feldt test was 

used. The p value that was generated was 0.422. This showed the difference between the 

means for this feedback type was not statistically significant.  

 

Table 26  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Corrective Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 .50 1.00 0,           0,           0,            2 

T3 4 1.25 2.50 0,           0,           0,            5 

T4 4 2.50 2.38 5,           0,           1,            4 

T12 4 2.50 4.35 0,           1,           0,            9 

 

 

Figure 26. Corrective feedback. 

4.3.3.1.4.2 Generic feedback. 

Table 27 and Figure 27 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

generic feedback. Both Table 27 and Figure 27 show that marker T4 used this feedback type 

much less than the other markers. Marker T4 used this feedback type on average 3.25 times 

per assignment with a low standard deviation of 1.25. This marker had a high of only five uses 

and a low of two uses. Marker T12 used this feedback type the most. This marker used this 

feedback type, on average, nine times per assignment, however, this use was not consistent. 

This is shown by the high standard deviation of 5.65. Marker T12 had a high of 17 uses and a 

low of five uses. Variability in the individual assignments is mainly shown on assignment S217. 

This is the assignment where the grades given by the markers were consistent with all markers 

giving an F grade. On this assignment, marker T12 varied greatly from the other markers. 

Marker T12 provided 17 generic feedback comments, whereas markers T2 and T3 provided 

eight comments, and marker T4 provided only five comments. This meant there was a 

difference of nine between the high and low usage of this feedback type on this assignment. 

 To check for the overall statistical significance of the means, the Huynh-Feldt test was 

used. The p value that was generated was 0.083. This showed the difference between the 

means for this feedback type was not statistically significant. 
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Table 27  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Generic Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 6.25 1.25 5,           6,           6,            8 

T3 4 4.50 3.10 6,           1,           3,            8 

T4 4 3.25 1.25 2,           3,           3,            5 

T12 4 9.00 5.65       9,           5,           5,          17 

 

 

Figure 27. Generic feedback. 

 

4.3.3.1.5 Results for feedback type according to level of depth. 

4.3.3.1.5.1 Simple feedback about something correct. 

 Table 28 and Figure 28 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for simple 

feedback about something correct. As shown in the table, marker T12 used this feedback type 

much less than the other markers. Marker T12 used this feedback type, on average, only 2.25 

times per assignment with a low standard deviation of 0.95. This low standard deviation showed 

that this marker was quite consistent with his/her use of this feedback type. He/she had a high 

of only three uses and a low of only one use. In comparison, marker T3 used this feedback type 

a lot more. This marker had an average use of 4.25 times per assignment, and a higher 

standard deviation of 2.63. He/she had a high use of eight and a low use of two showing much 

less consistency. Looking at the individual assignments, the widest variability was shown on 

assignment S216. On this assignment marker T12 provided only two simple comments about 

something correct. Marker T3 provided the most comments with a high of eight. 

 To check for the overall statistical significance of the means, the Huynh-Feldt test was 

used. The p value that was generated was 0.322. This showed the difference between the 

means for this feedback type was not statistically significant. 
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Table 28  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Simple Feedback about Something Correct 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 4.50 1.29 6,           4,            5,            3 

T3 4 4.25 2.63 2,           4,            8,            3 

T4 4 4.00 2.44 6,           3,            6,            1 

T12 4 2.25 0.95 3,           1,            2,            3 

 

 

Figure 28. Simple feedback about something correct. 

 

4.3.3.1.5.2 Simple feedback about something not correct. 

 Table 29 and Figure 29 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for simple 

feedback about something not correct. To check for the overall statistical significance of the 

means, the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value that was generated was 0.344. This 

showed the difference between the means for this feedback type was not statistically significant. 

Variability was, however, shown between markers on some of the individual assignments. This 

variability was shown mainly on assignments S21 and S217. On assignment S21, three of the 

four markers were consistent, while one marker was not. Three markers (T3, T4, and T12) all 

provided 21 comments. The other marker only provided 13 comments. This meant there was a 

difference of eight between the high and low provision of comments for this feedback type on 

this assignment. Assignment S217 attracted the most feedback. This was understandable as 

this was the assignment where all markers gave an F grade. There was, however, some 

variability seen on this assignment between the high and low uses of this feedback type. 

Markers T2, T4, and T12 all provided a similar amount of feedback comments. Marker T4 

provided 39 comments, marker T2 provided 40 comments, and marker T12 provided 41 

comments. Marker T3, in contrast, provided a much higher number of comments, giving 53 

comments of this type on this assignment. This meant there was a difference of 14 between the 

high and low number of comments for this feedback type. 
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Table 29  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Simple Feedback about Something Not Correct 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 23.00 11.91 13,          22,         17,          40 

T3 4 25.00 19.20 21,          10,         16,          53 

T4 4 21.50 12.28 21,          12,         14,          39 

T12 4 24.25 11.35 21,          16,         19,          41 

 

Figure 29. Simple feedback about something not correct. 

4.3.3.1.5.3 Complex feedback about something correct. 

 Table 30 and Figure 30 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

complex feedback about something correct. As can be seen in Table 30, the means and 

standard deviations for each marker for this feedback type were much lower than the other 

previously discussed feedback types. The variability between the means was also lower. This 

variability was shown to be not statistically significant when the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The 

p value that was generated was 0.685, indicating only small differences among means.  

 The variability in the raw values for each marker within each individual assignment was 

also less than seen for previous feedback types. There was no difference larger than two 

between the high and low usage for this feedback type on any assignment. On assignment S78, 

there was no variability at all, with all markers providing zero comments. The assignment with 

the most variability was assignment S216. On this assignment, markers T3 and T4 provided the 

high of two comments, and marker T12 provided the low of zero comments. 

 

Table 30  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Complex Feedback about Something Correct 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 0.25 0.50 0,            0,            1,            0 

T3 4 0.50 1.00 0,            0,            2,            0 

T4 4 0.75 0.95 1,            0,            2,            0 

T12 4 0.50 0.57 1,            0,            0,            1 
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Figure 30. Complex feedback about something correct. 

4.3.3.1.5.4 Complex feedback about something not correct. 

 Table 31 and Figure 31 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

complex feedback about something not correct. To check for the overall statistical significance 

of the means, the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value that was generated was 0.098, not 

statistically significant, but close to being so. As is seen, however, in both Table 31 and Figure 

31, variability by markers was occurring across the four assignments. Marker T4 was shown to 

use this feedback type much less than the other markers. This marker used this feedback, on 

average, only 1.75 times per assignment with a low standard deviation of 0.50. He/she had a 

high of only two uses and a low of one use across the four assignments. All other markers had 

a high of either six or seven uses and a low of either one or two.  

Variability was also shown between markers on the individual assignments. This 

variability was shown on all assignments mainly due to marker T4 consistently providing a low 

number of these comments, and marker T12 consistently (except for on assignment S217) 

providing a high number of these comments. The assignments with the greatest variability were 

assignments S78 and S217. On assignment S78, the high was six and the low was one, and on 

assignment S217 the high was seven and the low was one. On both of these assignments there 

was one marker who was different to the other three, with the other three markers on each of 

these assignments providing only one or two feedback comments of this type. On assignment 

S78, the marker who was different was marker T12, and on assignment S217 the marker who 

was different was marker T2. Marker T12 provided six comments and marker T2 provided 

seven. 

 

Table 31  

Means, Standard Deviations, and  Raw Values for Complex Feedback about Something Not Correct 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 4.50 2.08 4,           2,           5,           7 

T3 4 2.25 2.50 1,           1,           6,           1 

T4 4 1.75 0.50 2,           2,           2,           1 

T12 4 5.25 2.21 7,           6,           6,           2 
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Figure 31. Complex feedback about something not correct. 

 

4.3.3.1.5.5 Feed-forward feedback. 

 Table 32 and Figure 32 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for feed-

forward feedback. This feedback type offered information with the most depth for students. It 

also offered information about how something could be improved in future work, thus providing 

gap-altering information. As is shown in Table 32 and Figure 32, this feedback type was rarely 

used by markers. Marker T2 used this feedback type on three of the four assignments; none of 

the other markers used it at all.   With no variation in three of the four cells, the repeated 

measures analysis is not meaningful.  What is very surprising here is how little feed-forward 

feedback is used. 

 

Table 32  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Feed-forward Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 0.75 0.50 1,           0,           1,           1 

T3 4 0.00 0.00 0,           0,           0,           0 

T4 4 0.00 0.00 0,           0,           0,           0 

T12 4 0.00 0.00 0,           0,           0,           0 

 

 

Figure 32. Feed-forward feedback. 
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4.3.3.1.6 Results for feedback that connects with the writer. 

4.3.3.1.6.1 Connective feedback. 

 Table 33 and Figure 33 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

connective feedback. This was another feedback type that was rarely used by the markers. One 

marker, T4, did not use this feedback type at all. Marker T12 only used it once on one 

assignment. The other two markers used this feedback type more often, but each only had a 

high of two uses. Variability within assignments was minimal. Assignment S217 had the most 

variability with two markers providing two comments and the other two markers providing zero. 

The variability overall for this feedback type was not seen to be statistically significant. When 

the Huynh-Feldt test was used, the p value produced was 0.204.  

 

Table 33  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Connective Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 0.75 0.95 1,           0,           0,           2 

T3 4 1.00 0.81 0,           1,           1,           2 

T4 4 0.00 0.00 0,           0,           0,           0 

T12 4 0.25 0.50 0,           1,           0,           0 

 

Figure 33. Connective feedback. 

 

4.3.3.1.6.2 Dialogical feedback. 

 Table 34 and Figure 34 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

dialogical feedback.  As shown in Table 34 and Figure 34, marker T12 used this feedback type 

less than the other markers. This marker used this feedback type five times per assignment with 

a standard deviation of 2.44. He/she had a high of eight uses and a low of three uses. The high 

of eight uses occurred on assignment S216, where this marker provided the most comments of 

this type on this assignment. On all other assignments, this marker provided the lowest number 

of comments for this feedback type. Markers T3 and T4 used this feedback type the most. 

Marker T3 used this feedback type, on average, 9.50 times per assignment, while marker T4 

used this feedback type, on average, 10 times per assignment.  
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 On some of the individual assignments, the variability in the raw values for each marker 

was substantial. On assignment S217, the variability was the greatest. For this assignment, 

marker T4 provided 16 dialogical comments, markers T2 and T3 provided 13, and marker T12 

provided only six. This meant there was a difference of 10 between the high and low uses of 

this feedback type on this assignment. On assignment S21, markers T3 and T4 both provided 

11 comments, marker T2 provided six, and marker T12 provided three. On this assignment the 

difference between the high and low uses was eight. The assignment with the least variability 

was assignment S216. On this assignment the high was eight and the low was two. There was 

still a difference of six, but this was the lowest difference of the four assignments.  

To check for the overall statistical significance of the means, the Huynh-Feldt test was 

used. The p value that was generated was 0.111. This showed the difference between the 

means for this feedback type was not statistically significant. 

 

Table 34  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Dialogical Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

  S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 6.25 4.78    6,           4,            2,           13 

T3 4 9.50 3.87     11,         10,            4,           13 

T4 4 10.00 4.54     11,           6,            7,           16 

T12 4 5.00 2.44       3,           3,            8,             6 

 

Figure 34. Dialogical feedback. 

 

4.3.3.1.7 Results for feedback classified as personal 

4.3.3.1.7.1 Personal feedback that used “I” or “my”. 

 Table 35 and Figure 35 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

personal feedback that used “I”. As can be seen in both Table 35 and Figure 35, the markers 

that used this feedback type the most were markers T3 and T12. Their use of this feedback 

type, however, was not substantial. The highest use by marker T3 was three comments on 

assignment S217, and the highest use by marker T12 was two comments on assignment S78. 

The marker who used this feedback type the least was marker T2. This marker only used this 



 79 

feedback type once on one assignment, otherwise did not use it at all. To check for the overall 

statistical significance of the means for this feedback type, the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The 

p value that was generated was 0.445. This showed the difference between the means was not 

statistically significant. 

 

Table 35  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Personal Feedback that Used "I" 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 0.25 0.50 0,           0,           0,            1 

T3 4 1.25 1.25 1,           1,           0,            3 

T4 4 0.75 0.50 1,           1,           1,            0 

T12 4 1.00 0.81 1,           2,           1,            0 

 

Figure 35. Personal feedback that used "I". 

4.3.3.1.7.2 Personal feedback that used “you” or “your”. 

 Table 36 and Figure 36 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

personal feedback that used “you” or “your”.  As can be seen in Table 36 and Figure 36, marker 

T4 was the marker who used this feedback type the most consistently. He/she was also the 

marker that used this feedback type the most across the four assignments. Marker T4, on 

average, used this feedback type 12.25 times per assignment with a low standard deviation of 

1.50. His/her high use was 14, and his/her low use was 11; a difference of only three across the 

four assignments. In contrast, marker T2 had a high use of 14 and a low use of six, marker T3 

had a high use of 17 and a low use of eight, and marker T12 had a high use of 12 and a low use 

of five. The difference between the high and low uses for marker T2 was eight, for marker T3 

was nine, and for marker T12 was seven.  

Within each individual assignment, variability was seen particularly in assignments S21, 

S216, and S217. The greatest variability was shown on assignment S217, where marker T3 

provided 17 personal “you” comments and marker T12 provided only five. This meant there was 

a difference of 12 between the high and low usage of this feedback type on this assignment. On 

assignments S21, and S216, there was a difference between the high and low of seven, and on 

assignment S78 there was a difference between the high and low of only five.  
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 To check for the overall statistical significance of the means for this feedback type, the 

Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value that was generated was 0.466. This showed the 

difference between the means was not statistically significant. 

 

Table 36  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Personal Feedback that used "You" or "Your" 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

  S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 9.00 3.55     7,          14,            6,             9 

T3 4 11.75 4.11   13,            9,            8,            17 

T4 4 12.25 1.50   14,          11,          13,            11 

T12 4 9.00 2.94 9,          10,          12,             5 

 

Figure 36. Personal feedback that used "you" or "your". 

 

4.3.3.1.8 Results for feedback classified for its tone. 

4.3.3.1.8.1 Positive feedback. 

 Table 37 and Figure 37 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

positive feedback.  Both Table 37 and Figure 37 show that marker T12 used this feedback type 

less than the other markers. This marker used this feedback type, on average, only 1.5 times 

per assignment with a low standard deviation of 0.57. He/she had a high of only two uses and a 

low of only one use. This level of use was quite different from the other markers; particularly 

markers T3 and T4. Both markers T3 and T4 had high uses of six.  Their low use was zero for 

marker T4, and one for marker T3. Marker T2 had a high of four and a low of two. 

 Variability within assignments was minimal. Assignment S216 had the most variability 

with two markers (T3 and T4) providing six positive feedback comments, one marker (T2) 

providing four positive comments, and the other marker (T12) providing two. The variability 

overall for this feedback type was not seen to be statistically significant. When the Huynh-Feldt 

test was used, the p value produced was 0.284. 
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Table 37  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Positive Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

  S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 3.25 0.95 3,            4,            4,            2 

T3 4 3.00 2.16 1,            3,            6,            2 

T4 4 3.00 2.58 4,            2,            6,            0 

T12 4 1.50 0.57 1,            2,            2,            1 

 

Figure 37. Positive feedback. 

 

4.3.3.1.8.2 Negative feedback. 

 Table 38 and Figure 38 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

negative feedback. As shown in Table 38 and Figure 38, two markers provided a lot more 

negative feedback comments than the other markers. Marker T2 provided 3.75 negative 

comments, on average per assignment, however, this was not consistent. This inconsistency is 

shown by the high standard deviation of 4.27 and the varied number of uses on each individual 

assignment. For this marker, one assignment attracted a high of 10 negative comments, and 

two other assignments attracted a low of only one negative comment. The fourth assignment 

attracted three negative comments. Marker T12 provided 2.25 negative comments, on average, 

per assignment. This marker had a standard deviation of 2.63, again showing inconsistency in 

the use of this feedback type. This marker provided the high of six negative comments on 

assignment S216, and the low of zero negative comments on assignment S217.  

 Variability by markers within individual assignments was shown on assignments S216 

and S217. The greatest variability was shown on assignment S217 with one marker (T2) 

providing 10 negative feedback comments, two markers (T3 and T12) providing zero negative 

comments, and one marker (T4) providing one negative comment. Less variability was shown 

on assignment S216, but there was a similar pattern. On this assignment, one marker (T12) 

provided six negative comments, two markers (T3 and T4) provided zero negative comments, 

and one marker (T2) provided three negative comments. Marker T2 provided the most negative 

comments overall with a total of 15. Marker T3 provided the least negative comments overall 

with a total of zero. 
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 To check for the overall statistical significance of the means for this feedback type, the 

Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value that was generated was 0.240. This showed the 

difference between the means was not statistically significant. 

 

Table 38  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Negative Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 3.75 4.27 1,            1,            3,           10 

T3 4 0.00 0.00 0,            0,            0,            0 

T4 4 0.25 0.50 0,            0,            0,            1 

T12 4 2.25 2.63 2,            1,            6,            0 

 

Figure 38. Negative feedback. 

 

4.3.3.1.8.3 Neutral feedback. 

 Table 39 and Figure 39 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for neutral 

feedback. To check for the overall statistical significance of the means, the Huynh-Feldt test 

was used. The p value that was generated was 0.254. This showed the difference between the 

means for this feedback type was not statistically significant. There was, however, some 

variability shown by markers across the four assignments, as well as within individual 

assignments. As can be seen in Table 39 and Figure 39, marker T2 provided a lot less 

feedback of this type than other markers. This marker had a high of 41 comments and a low of 

15 comments. He/she averaged 23.50 comments per assignment with a standard deviation of 

12.26. This marker’s use of this feedback type was much lower than the other markers. The 

marker with the highest use of this feedback type was marker T3. This marker provided 37.50 

comments, on average, per assignment with a very high standard deviation of 31.30. This high 

standard deviation meant marker T3’s use of this feedback type was not consistent. This is 

seen in the high usage of 84 comments on one assignment (S217) and a low usage of 18 

comments on another (S216).  

Variability by markers within assignments was mainly shown on assignments S21 and 

S217. On assignment S21, marker T2 provided only 15 neutral feedback comments, and 
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marker T4 provided 29. This was a difference of 14 comments. On assignment S217, marker T2 

provided 41 comments, and marker T3 provided 84 comments. This was a difference of 43 

comments. For the other two assignments the difference between the high and low uses was 

much closer with an eight comment difference for assignment S78, and a five comment 

difference for assignment S216. 

 

Table 39  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Neutral Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 23.50 12.26 15,          23,          15,         41 

T3 4 37.50 31.30 28,          20,          18,         84 

T4 4 34.00 24.53 29,          17,          20,         70 

T12 4 29.50 22.00 24,          15,          17,         62 

 

Figure 39. Neutral feedback. 

 

 4.3.3.1.9 Results for feedback of other types. 

4.3.3.1.9.1 Non-descript or symbol feedback. 

 Table 40 and Figure 40 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for non-

descript feedback. Non-descript feedback was feedback that used symbols only with no 

explanation in words for what the symbol meant. Table 40 and Figure 40 both show there was 

wide variability in the means and standard deviations for this feedback type. The variability in 

the means, however, was not shown to be statistically significant when the Huynh-Feldt test 

was used. The p value that was produced was 0.315 showing that the means for this feedback 

type were not statistically significantly different from one another. In Table 40, however, it is 

clear that marker T2 used this feedback type substantially less than the other markers. Marker 

T2 provided only 2.25 feedback comments of this type, on average, per assignment. This 

markers standard deviation of 3.86 was also a lot lower than the other markers. His/her high 

use was only eight and low use zero. This is a stark contrast to marker T3 who used this 

feedback type, on average, 11.75 times per assignment. This markers standard deviation was 
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18.91, and he/she had a high of 37 uses and a low of zero uses. Both other markers had a low 

of zero, with marker T4 having a high of 30 uses and marker T12 a high of 31 uses. 

 Wide variability was also shown across markers in one of the four individual 

assignments. This variability was shown on assignment S217 where all markers provided an F 

grade. On this assignment, marker T2 provided a lot less non-descript comments than the other 

markers. Marker T2 provided only eight comments of this type, while marker T3 provided 37, 

marker T4 provided 30, and marker T12 provided 31. The difference between the high and low 

on this assignment was 29 comments. On assignment S78, the most consistency was shown. 

On this assignment, no markers provided any non-descript comments. 

Table 40  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Non-descript Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 2.25 3.86 0,            0,           1,            8 

T3 4 11.75 18.91      4,            0,           3,           37 

T4 4 10.00 17.37      2,            0,           1,           30 

T12 4 8.25 15.19      2,            0,           0,           31 

 

Figure 40. Non-descript feedback 
 

4.3.3.1.9.2 Discourse feedback.  

 Table 41 and Figure 41 show the means, standard deviations, and raw values for 

discourse feedback. This was feedback that used terminology or jargon relating specifically to 

writing in the discipline the student was studying. It was also terminology that may not have 

been understood by the student. Once again variability was shown between the means and 

standard deviations of marker T2 and the other markers. This variability was not, however, 

shown to be statistically significant when the Huynh-Feldt test was used. The p value that was 

produced was 0.391. The main variability shown for this feedback type was on assignment 

S217. As can be seen in Table 41, on this assignment marker T2 provided only seven discourse 

feedback comments, while marker T4 provided 24. Both markers T3 and T12 provided 16 

comments of this type. This meant there was a difference of 17 between the high and the low 
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usage of this feedback type on this assignment. On all the other assignments the markers were 

fairly consistent, with a high of only two and a low of zero.  

 

Table 41  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Raw Values for Discourse Feedback 

Marker number N Mean Standard deviation 

Raw values 

S21,       S78,      S216,      S217 

T2 4 2.00 3.36 0,            0,           1,            7 

T3 4 5.00 7.39      2,            0,           2,           16 

T4 4 6.25 11.84      1,            0,           0,           24 

T12 4 4.50 7.72      2,            0,           0,           16 

 

Figure 41. Discourse feedback. 
 

4.3.3.2 Summary of results for the 4x4 study. 

 In summary, as was the case for the 5x5 study, there was wide variability also seen 

among markers in the 4x4 study. This variability was shown across the four assignments, as 

well as within some of the individual assignments. Across the four assignments, the difference 

in the means was not shown to be statistically significant for any of the feedback types, but this 

did not mean that variability was not shown. When examining the tables and error bar graphs, 

variability was seen across a number of the feedback types. Variability was seen for corrective 

feedback, generic feedback, simple feedback about something correct, complex feedback about 

something not correct, feed-forward feedback, connective feedback, personal “you” feedback, 

positive feedback, negative feedback, non-descript feedback, and discourse feedback. Some of 

these feedback types related to the personal style of the marker such as connective, dialogical, 

personal “you”, and non-descript feedback, so some variability was expected. Other feedback 

types however, such as those that pointed out errors or positives in student work (corrective, 

generic, simple about something correct, complex about something not correct, and feed-

forward), were expected to be more consistent. This however was not always the case. 

 Within individual assignments, wide variability was shown in the grade given by markers, 

and also in the number of total comments. For the grade given, the greatest variability was 

shown on assignment S216. On this assignment, marker T12 gave an F grade, markers T3 and 

T4 gave a C grade, and marker T2 gave a B grade. Assignments S21 and S78 also showed 



 86 

some variability. On assignment S21, three of the four markers gave a C grade, while marker 

T2 gave a B grade. On assignment S78, three of the four markers gave a C grade, and marker 

T12 gave an F grade. On assignment S217, all markers were consistent each giving an F 

grade. For total number of comments, assignment S217 showed the greatest variability. On this 

assignment, marker T2 provided 53 comments, while marker T3 provided 86 comments. This 

created a difference of 33 comments between the two markers. 

 Also within individual assignments, 12 of the 17 feedback types, showed variability 

among markers. This variability related to the number of times the feedback type was used by 

the marker on the assignment. The assignment shown to have the most variability was 

assignment S217. This was surprising as this assignment received a consistent F grade from all 

of the markers. This assignment showed variability in 11 of the 12 feedback types. These were 

topic specific feedback, corrective feedback, generic feedback, simple feedback about 

something not correct, complex feedback about something not correct, dialogical feedback, 

personal “you” feedback, negative feedback, neutral feedback, non-descript feedback, and 

discourse feedback. The assignment with the next greatest variability was assignment S21. This 

assignment showed variability in five of the 12 feedback types. These feedback types were 

corrective, simple not correct, dialogical, personal “you”, and neutral. Assignment S216, which 

showed the greatest variability in grades across the markers, only showed variability in three 

feedback types. These were simple feedback about something correct, personal “you” 

feedback, and negative feedback.  

4.3.3.2.1 Star graphs. 

 To once again show more clearly the variability within individual assignments, star 

graphs were developed. To produce the star graphs, seven variables were chosen. These 

variables were total number of comments, total number of words, simple feedback about 

something not correct, complex feedback about something not correct, generic feedback, feed-

forward feedback, and neutral feedback. Total score was not included in this study, so this was 

omitted. The letter codes for the variables in the star graphs can be seen in Table 41. 

 

Table 42 

Codes for Variables in the Star Graphs 

Code Variable name 

A Total number of comments 

B Total number of words 

C Simple feedback about something not correct 

D Complex feedback about something not correct 

E Generic feedback 

F Feed-forward feedback 

G Neutral feedback 
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4.3.3.2.1.1 Variability within individual assignments. 

4.3.3.2.1.1.1 Assignment S21. 

 The star graphs in Figure 42, give a visual representation of variability across markers 

within assignment S21. As can be seen, the star graphs for each marker for this assignment are 

quite different in shape. The only two that show some similarity are those of markers T3 and T4. 

For markers T3 and T4, the graphs show a very similar amount of total comments (A), similar 

amount of simple not correct feedback (C), similar amount of feed-forward feedback (F), and 

similar amount of neutral feedback (G). This is quite different to markers T2 and T12. Marker T2 

provided a lot more feed-forward feedback (F) and a lot more complex feedback about 

something not correct (D). Marker T12 provided a lot more complex feedback about something 

not correct (D), a lot more generic feedback (E), and a lot less total words (B).  

 

           Marker T2                       Marker T3                        Marker T4                      Marker T12            

             

Figure 42. Star graphs for marker use of feedback types within assignment S21. 

4.3.3.2.1.1.2 Assignment S216. 

 The star graphs in Figure 43 give a visual representation of variability across markers 

within assignment S216. For this assignment, markers T3 and T12 are almost identical. Marker 

T3 provided slightly more total comments (A), slightly more total words (B), and slightly more 

simple feedback about something not correct (C), than marker T12. Otherwise, they are very 

close in their provision of the identified feedback types. Markers T2 and T4 are very different to 

the other two markers. Marker T4 provided a similar amount of total comments (A) and a similar 

amount of total words (B), but provided a lot less simple not correct feedback (C), a lot less 

complex not correct feedback (D), and a lot less generic feedback (E). Marker T2 provided more 

feed-forward feedback (F) than all other markers. 

 

Marker T2                       Marker T3                        Marker T4                      Marker T12 

            

Figure 43. Star graphs for marker use of feedback types within assignment S216. 
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4.3.3.2.1.1.3 Assignment S217. 

 The star graphs in Figure 44 give a visual representation of variability across markers 

within assignment S217. As can be seen, the star graphs for each marker in this assignment 

are quite different in shape. The only two that show any similarity are those of markers T3 and 

T4. The star graphs for these two markers show that marker T3 provided slightly more of all the 

feedback types than marker T4, although the amounts are similar. In contrast, marker T2 

provided quite different amounts of all feedback types. This marker provided more complex 

feedback about something not correct (D), more feed-forward feedback (F), and a greater 

number of total words (B). This marker also provided less neutral feedback comments (G). 

Marker T12 provided a lot more generic feedback comments (E), and less total words (B). 

 

           Marker T2                       Marker T3                        Marker T4                      Marker T12            

         

Figure 44. Star graphs for marker use of feedback types within assignment S217. 

 

4.3.3.2.1.1.4 Assignment S78. 

 The star graphs in Figure 45 give a visual representation of variability across markers 

within assignment S78. This is the assignment that shows the least variability. As seen in Figure 

45, the star graphs of markers T2, T3, and T4 are all very similar. The only marker who shows 

some variability is marker T12. This marker provided less total words (B), less simple feedback 

about something not correct (C), and less generic feedback (E). This marker also provided a lot 

more complex feedback about something not correct (D).  

 

        Marker T2                       Marker T3                           Marker T4                    Marker T12            

        

Figure 45. Star graphs for marker use of feedback types within assignment S78. 

4.3.3.2.1.2 Concluding comments. 

 The above star graphs confirmed the results found in both the tables and error bar 

graphs for the 4x4 study. There was variability found across markers within each of the four 
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assignments. This variability was shown in the five chosen feedback types, as well as two other 

variables.  

4.3.4 A closer look at the wording of the feedback comments.  

 Another part of this research involved the checking of feedback messages for 

consistency.  A sample of feedback comments with regard to the structure and the mechanics 

of assignments was examined and compared for this purpose. These comments were chosen 

because it was felt by the researcher that the messages in the comments needed to be 

consistent. If they were not seen to be consistent by the students, then the comments could be 

discarded as being of no use, and could be seen as being unfair. Issues regarding the 

usefulness and fairness of feedback are supported in literature by Stone and Stone (1985) and 

Lizzio & Wilson (2008). 

4.3.4.1 The 5x5 study. 

 Comments for review in this section were taken from each of the five assignments 

marked in the 5x5 study, and then from each of the four assignments in the 4x4 study. The 

comments that were chosen related specifically to messages about the structure and 

mechanics of the essay. What was found when examining the comments in the 5x5 study was 

that when markers commented on the same issues within an individual assignment, the 

feedback messages they provided were not always consistent. Across the five assignments, 

messages relating to feedback on 18 issues were identified as being consistent. However, 

messages relating to 14 other issues were identified as being not consistent. Table 43, shows 

the number of consistent and inconsistent messages per individual assignment for the 5x5 

study.  

 

Table 43  

Consistent and Inconsistent Messages per Assignment about Structure and Mechanics in the 5x5 

Study 

Assignment number Number of consistent comments 
Number of inconsistent 

comments 

S156 5 3 

S178 4 3 

S186 3 4 

S206 2 3 

S213 4 1 

 

4.3.4.1.1 Inconsistency in messages within assignments. 

To highlight inconsistencies in feedback messages, a set of inconsistent messages from 

each assignment was chosen for analysis. The criteria used to choose the inconsistent 

messages were: 
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1. The information in the feedback comments across markers had to relate to the 

same structural or mechanics issue in the assignment. 

2. The message in the feedback comments about the identified issue had to be 

different or conflicting across three of the five markers.   

 

Inconsistencies were looked at in order to highlight the importance of markers providing 

the same feedback messages to students. As stated earlier, if feedback messages were not 

consistent, it was likely that students would see them as being unfair, and they would likely not 

use the information in the feedback to make improvements. Inconsistent messages were also 

considered confusing for students.   

4.3.4.1.1.1 Assignment S156. 

 The first assignment examined was assignment S156. In this assignment, large 

discrepancies were seen among markers in the feedback provided about errors in the reference 

list. This was concerning as individual marks were given for correct references for this particular 

assessment. It was, therefore, deemed important that markers be consistent in the identification 

of these errors. Table 44 shows the discrepancies in the number of errors highlighted by each 

marker. 

As seen in Table 44, markers T9 and T14 provided the most comments about errors in 

the reference list. These markers both identified errors relating to hanging indents, and ensuring 

the reference list was in alphabetical order. They also identified errors with spacing, capital 

letters, use of italics, and the titles of books. Markers T10 and T15 identified some of these 

previously mentioned errors, but mainly commented on spacing, punctuation, and use of italics.  

Marker T8 only commented on the need for hanging indents. This marker did not identify any 

other errors in the reference list or tell the student to use their APA guide. 

The discrepancy found with identification of errors in the assignment corresponded with 

a discrepancy in the marks provided by each marker for this section of the marking schedule. 

Marker T9 gave a mark of four out of 12 for this section, while markers T14 and T15 gave a 

mark of six out of 12.  Marker T10, in contrast, gave a mark of zero out of 12, and marker T8, 

who only provided one comment on errors in the reference list, gave a mark of 12 out of 12. 

This shows large variability in the marking of the mechanics on this assignment, and also shows 

conflicting information being given to students. 
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Table 44  

No of Reference List Errors Highlighted by Markers in Assignment S156 

Marker number No. of errors identified 

T8 1 

T9 16 

T10 11 

T14 16 

T15 11 

 

4.3.3.1.1.2 Assignment S178. 

 On examining the second assignment, assignment S178, there were inconsistencies 

found in the messages provided by different markers about the student’s conclusion. Table 45 

shows the messages provided with regard to this part of the assignment.  

As seen in Table 45, the message about the conclusion provided by marker T8 directly 

conflicted with the messages provided by markers T10 and T14. Marker T8 was stating that the 

student had summarised the main points of the essay well, while both markers T10 and T14 

were stating that the main points had not been summarised. This shows a large discrepancy 

between markers, and a large discrepancy in the advice given to the student. 

 

Table 45  

Comments Made by Markers about Conclusions in Assignment S178 

Marker number Conclusion comment 

T8 “Good conclusion – you have summarised the main points in your essay in 
a clear and succinct way” 

T9 No comment about the conclusion 

T10 “not a conclusion – this should be a summary of the main points you wrote 
about” 

T14 “In the conclusion try to summarise the main points, your conclusion is quite 
similar to the introduction” 

T15 No comment about the conclusion 

 

4.3.3.1.1.3 Assignment S186. 

 On examination of the next assignment, assignment S186, there were inconsistencies 

found in messages about paragraphing, particularly in relation to the second body paragraph. 

One marker on this assignment provided a message that was quite different to the other 

markers. Table 46, shows the messages provided about this issue. 

 As seen in Table 46, markers T8, T14, and T15 were all fairly consistent in their 

feedback. They were all implying that work needed to be done on paragraph two, particularly 
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around providing more explanation. Marker T10 provided very little feedback, just stating that 

the information within the paragraph was muddled. This comment did, however, correspond to 

some of the other comments made by the other markers about the paragraph being confusing. 

Marker T9 was the marker who was quite different. This marker did not mention the need for 

explanation or anything about information being muddled. This marker instead stated that the 

paragraph was much better, implyng that the paragraph was quite well written. This marker in 

the previous paragraph had written that the student had included information that wasn’t 

necessary and also had stated that some information needed to be explained further. He/she 

also pointed out a number of mechanical errors. This marker, therefore, was implying that this 

second paragraph was much better than the first. Again, this is showing inconsistency in the 

messages provided by markers, and is giving conflicting advice to the student. 

 

Table 46  

Comments Made by Markers about Paragraphs in Assignment S186 

Marker number Paragraph comment 

T8 “you are tending to list ideas here- next time try to write a sentence of your 
own which explains in your own words what the direct quote means” 

T9 “This is a better paragraph” 

T10 “Muddly” 

T14 “This could be explained more clearly – it is a bit confusing” 

T15 “This is brief and therefore demonstrates limited understanding” 

 

4.3.3.1.1.4 Assignment 206. 

 An examination of assignment S206 revealed there were also inconsistencies found in 

messages about paragraphing. For this assignment, however, the feedback related to the first 

body paragraph. One marker, once again, provided a message that was quite different to the 

other markers. Table 47 shows the messages provided by each marker. 

The message about paragraphing that was provided by marker T10 in this assignment 

conflicted with the messages provided by all the other markers. Marker T10 stated that the 

information in the paragraph was muddled, that he/she did not understand what the student was 

saying, and that the sentence structure was not quite right. All other markers stated that the 

paragraph was well written. This showed a large discrepancy between markers. This 

discrepancy also matched with the total score given for this assignment. When referring back to 

the total score, there was a large discrepancy between marker T10 and the other markers. 

Marker T10 gave the lowest total score on this assignment by 20 points. This corresponds with 

the comments provided by the marker.  
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Table 47 

Comments Made by Markers about Paragraphs in Assignment S206 

Marker number Paragraph comment 

T8 “Good paragraph 1) main idea is introduced 2) good use of relevant 
references, 3) a concluding sentence of your own to show that you 
understood the topic” 

T9 “Good understanding shown. Well written but you need to refer to APA 
guidelines re citations” 

T10 “Muddled. I don’t follow what you mean. Sentence structure not quite right. 
Incorrect” 

T14 “Good ideas in this paragraph. You explained them well” 

T15 “Overall a good demonstration of understanding” 

 

4.3.3.1.1.5 Assignment S213. 

 On examining assignment S213, the researcher found there were inconsistencies once 

again found in the messages provided about the conclusion. Table 48 shows the messages 

provided by each marker for this part of the assignment. 

 The message about the conclusion provided by marker T9 on this assignment was quite 

different to the messages provided by markers T14 and T15. Marker T9 stated that the 

conclusion was good, while both markers T14 and T15 stated that something further needed to 

be done in the conclusion, or that something was wrong. Marker T14 was implying that the main 

points from the essay had not been summarised. Marker T15 implied that the conclusion had 

sentence structure problems. This is again showing a discrepancy between markers in the 

messages they are providing, and is showing conflicting advice being given to the student.  

 

Table 48  

Comments Made by Markers about Conclusions in Assignment S213 

Marker number Conclusion comment 

T8 No comment about the conclusion 

T9 “good conclusion” 

T10 No comment about the conclusion 

T14 “It is good that you have written a conclusion. Remember to summarise the 
main points of your essay” 

T15 “Your conclusion is a summary of your essay, make sure your sentences are 
clear” 

 

4.3.4.2 The 4x4 study. 

 Comments for review in the 4x4 study also showed inconsistencies in messages 

provided. The comments that were chosen, again related specifically to messages about the 
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structure and mechanics of the essay and in this particular study related to discrepancies in the 

messages by at least two of the four markers. This was one of the criteria used for choosing the 

messages. What was found in this study was that when markers commented on the same 

issues within an individual assignment, the feedback messages they provided were not very 

consistent at all. Across the four assignments, messages in relation to feedback on only one 

issue was identified as being consistent across the four markers. Messages in relation to nine 

other issues were identified as being not consistent. Table 49, shows the number of consistent 

and inconsistent messages per individual assignment in the 4x4 study. 

 

Table 49  

Consistent and Inconsistent Messages per Assignment about Structure and Mechanics in the 4x4 

Study 

Assignment number Number of consistent comments 
Number of inconsistent 

comments 

S21 0 4 

S78 0 3 

S216 1 1 

S217 0 1 

 

4.3.4.2.1 Inconsistency in messages within assignments. 

4.3.4.2.1.1 Assignment S21. 

 On examining assignment S21, there were inconsistencies found in the messages 

provided by different markers about the introduction. Table 50 shows the messages provided by 

each marker for this part of the assignment. 

As shown in Table 50, markers T2 and T12 both implied that the introduction was well 

written. Marker T2 stated that it was a nice introduction, and marker T12 gave the introduction a 

tick with no other comments. Neither marker T2 nor marker T12 commented on the sentence 

structure, or awkwardness of the writing. Markers T3 and T4, in contrast, both made comments 

about the writing of the introduction. They both stated that the sentences were poorly structured 

(clunky) and awkward. This shows discrepancy between markers in both their reading of the 

introduction, and the comments they made. This is once again showing conflicting advice being 

given to students. 
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Table 50  

Comments Made by Markers about Introductions in Assignment S21 

Marker number Introduction comment 

T2 “Nice introduction – but should also include what you will discuss and your 
reflective model” 

T3 “While the introduction is ok, the wording is a bit “clunky”. You use I many 
times when you may have been better structuring the sentence without it” 

T4 “While your introduction gives some general know of what you are going to 
say, it is a bit awkward in places and this makes it difficult at times to 
understand what you are saying” 

T12 Just provided a √ 

 

4.3.4.2.1.2 Assignment S78. 

 On examining assignment S78, there were inconsistencies found in the messages 

provided by different markers around the conclusion. Table 51 shows the messages provided 

by each marker for this part of the assignment. Neither markers T2 nor T3 provided a comment 

about the conclusion. This was interesting, as both markers T4 and T12 commented on an error 

the student had made to do with the assessment task. Both markers T4 and T12 raised the 

point that something that was included in the conclusion (considerations for future practice) 

should not have been there. They stated that this information should have been explored in a 

paragraph of its own. Markers T2 and T3 did not pick up on this, so there was a discrepancy 

here between the four markers and the messages they were providing. 

 

Table 51  

Comments Made by Markers about Conclusions in Assignment S78 

Marker number Conclusion comment 

T2 No comment made about the conclusion 

T3 No comment made about the conclusion 

T4 “Your conclusion should summarise what you have discussed throughout 
your assignment. It is best not to introduce new ideas…your considerations 
for future practice should have come earlier as part of your reflection” 

T12 “This is very brief. It was part of your assignment task and so should not 
have been in your conclusion but been explored in its own paragraph” 

 

4.3.4.2.1.3 Assignment S216. 

 Assignment S216 was the most interesting of the four assignments. This assignment 

attracted the least overall variability in the messages provided by markers, yet it attracted the 

greatest variability in grades. For this assignment, the identification of reference list errors was 

examined. This is shown in Table 52. The corresponding grade for the mechanics section of the 

essay is included in the table. As seen in Table 52, discrepancy in response was seen in the 
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number of mechanical errors identified by each marker, as well as with the grade given by each 

marker for this section of the essay. 

 

Table 52  

No. of Reference List Errors Highlighted, and the Grade Given by Markers in Assignment S216 

Marker number No. of errors identified Grade given 

T2 4 C 

T3 3 A 

T4 0 C 

T12 6 C 

 

4.3.4.2.1.4 Assignment S217. 

 Finally, assignment S217 was examined for feedback messages. On this assignment, 

the only major discrepancy among markers was in the number of errors identified in the 

reference list. This is shown in Table 53. The corresponding grade for the mechanics section of 

the essay is also included.  

As seen in Table 53, markers T3 and T12 provided the most comments about errors in 

the reference list. These markers both identified errors relating to capitals, use of ampersands, 

book titles, punctuation, italics, and spacing. Markers T2 and T4 commented on some of these 

issues but did not pick up on others. They only commented on the use of ampersands, italics, 

and an inappropriate source that was used. Identification of errors was important in this 

assignment, as there was a graded section in the rubric that specifically related to this. 

Discrepancy, however, was once again shown among markers.   

 

Table 53  

No. of Reference List Errors Highlighted, and the Grade Given by Markers in Assignment S217 

Marker number No. of errors identified Grade given 

T2 5 F 

T3 10 F 

T4 4 F 

T12 14 F 

 

4.3.4.3 Concluding comments. 

 In conclusion, variability was seen across markers in the messages they provided in the 

highlighted feedback comments. This variability was found in both the 5x5 and the 4x4 studies. 

The messages highlighted were about the structure and mechanics of the assignment, two 

important areas relating to how the assignment should be written. Messages concerning this 
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area of the assignment should be consistent as this helps students to know what is expected of 

them when writing in the discipline in which they are studying. Messages on the assignments in 

this research, however, that related to these issues did not always show consistency. 

4.3.5 The control. 

 The final part of this research, which looked at the consistency of feedback, involved the 

use of a control to check whether marker feedback changed knowing that someone was 

reviewing their work. For the control, a further eight marked assignments were collected from 

each marker. These assignments related to a different assessment from those used in the 

original 5x5 and 4x4 studies. The feedback from the control assignments was coded in the 

taxonomy, and the means and standard deviations for each marker for each feedback type was 

generated in SPSS. These means and standard deviations were then compared with the means 

and standard deviations in the original 5x5 and 4x4 studies. Also, for each feedback type the 

percentage per total number of comments was calculated. This information was placed in 

Tables 54 and 61.    

4.3.5.1 The 5x5 study. 

 Table 54 gives a comparison of feedback use for each marker in the original 5x5 study 

and the 5x5 control. This table gives the means, standard deviations, and percentages for each 

marker for each feedback type. The table is broken down further, later in this section, to provide 

individual marker profiles. Table 55 gives the mean of the means for each feedback type for 

both the original and the control. Calculating the mean of the means allowed for the ranking of 

the feedback types according to their use across the five markers. As can be seen in Table 55, 

the use of neutral feedback and simple not correct feedback were the number 1 and 2 ranked 

feedback types for both the original and the control. Use of other feedback types changed with 

either increase or decrease in usage. There was increased use of personal “you”, topic specific, 

simple correct, complex not correct, positive, personal “I”, complex correct, and connective 

feedback types. There was decreased use of generic, non-descript, dialogical, discourse, 

corrective, and negative feedback types. A possible reason for this increase and decrease could 

be the assessment type. With the assignment used in the control, it was expected that students 

would have used feedback provided in the original assignment to make improvements. If the 

students did this, the markers may have provided more positive comments. They may have also 

provided less negative comments, and not needed to provide so many corrections. This could 

have allowed for an increase in the use of simple correct, positive, and complex correct 

feedback. It could also have allowed for the decrease in non-descript, corrective, and negative 

feedback types.  
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Table 54 

Comparison of the Means, Standard Deviations and Percentages for Feedback Types used by 

Markers in the 5x5 Study 

Feedback 
type 

Marker 
number 

Original  
Mean 

Original 
Standard 
deviation 

Original 

% per 
total 

comments 

Control 

Mean 

Control  
Standard 
deviation 

Control 

% per 
total 

comments 

Generic T8 7.00 4.06 29.0% 4.12 2.03 33.0% 

 T9 16.20 6.83 40.0% 7.37 4.37 29.0% 

 T10 12.40 3.84 24.0% 6.00 5.07 21.0% 

 T14 10.60 4.66 22.0% 6.25 3.84 23.0% 

 T15 13.60 7.89 33.0% 5.25 2.49 20.0% 

Topic 
specific 

T8 1.40 1.67 4.0% 3.75 2.31 29.0% 

 T9 3.00 2.55 7.0% 7.62 4.20 30.0% 

 T10 12.00 7.77 24.0% 7.75 2.91 27.0% 

 T14 6.40 2.30 13.0% 8.87 1.72 33.0% 

 T15 7.00 2.55 17.0% 7.62 3.06 30.0% 

Feed-
forward 

T8 2.40 2.79 10.0% 2.37 1.18 18.5% 

 T9 0.20 0.44 0.4% 0.62 0.91 2.0% 

 T10 0.20 0.44 0.4% 0.75 0.88 2.6% 

 T14 0.40 0.54 1.0% 0.37 0.74 1.4% 

 T15 0.60 0.54 1.5% 0.37 0.51 1.4% 

Corrective T8 1.20 0.83 5.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 

 T9 1.40 2.19 3.0% 0.12 0.35 0.5% 

 T10 2.20 2.38 4.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 

 T14 3.20 2.38 6.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 

 T15 5.20 4.81 13.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 

Dialogical T8 2.00 1.58 8.0% 2.00 1.69 15.0% 

 T9 3.20 2.16 8.0% 4.25 3.10 17.0% 

 T10 14.00 4.47 28.0% 6.00 3.07 21.0% 

 T14 2.80 1.09 6.0% 2.62 1.99 10.0% 

 T15 4.40 2.70 11.0% 3.87 2.85 15.0% 

Connective T8 0.60 0.89 2.0% 0.50 0.53 4.0% 

 T9 2.20 1.48 5.0% 1.62 1.59 6.0% 

 T10 0.20 0.44 0.4% 0.37 0.74 1.0% 

 T14 0.40 0.54 1.0% 0.37 0.51 1.4% 

 T15 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.25 0.46 1.0% 

Simple 
Correct 

T8 3.40 2.60 14.0% 6.50 2.13 50.0% 

 T9 5.00 2.91 12.0% 8.37 4.17 32.0% 
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Feedback 
type 

Marker 
number 

Original  
Mean 

Original 
Standard 
deviation 

Original 

% per 
total 

comments 

Control 

Mean 

Control  
Standard 
deviation 

Control 

% per 
total 

comments 

 T10 1.60 0.54 3.0% 5.75 3.45 20.0% 

 T14 5.60 2.60 11.0% 8.37 3.06 31.0% 

 T15 2.80 1.30 7.0% 5.50 1.60 21.0% 

Simple not 
correct 

T8 18.00 3.87 74.0% 7.50 3.70 59.0% 

 T9 34.40 10.35 85.0% 20.37 9.21 80.0% 

 T10 39.40 10.06 78.0% 24.12 12.60 83.0% 

 T14 41.40 12.55 85.0% 20.62 7.20 77.0% 

 T15 35.00 13.65 86.0% 20.00 7.59 53.0% 

Complex 
correct 

T8 2.00 1.87 8.0% 4.62 2.26 36.0% 

 T9 0.20 0.44 0.5% 1.62 1.99 6.0% 

 T10 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1.37 1.68 5.0% 

 T14 1.20 0.44 2.5% 2.37 1.59 9.0% 

 T15 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2.00 1.60 8.0% 

Complex 
not correct 

T8 2.00 2.00 8.0% 3.75 1.48 29.0% 

 T9 3.80 1.64 9.0% 7.00 4.34 27.0% 

 T10 3.20 1.09 6.0% 8.12 5.66 28.0% 

 T14 3.00 2.12 6.0% 5.00 1.60 18.0% 

 T15 3.20 1.30 8.0% 3.37 1.59 13.0% 

Personal 
(I) 

T8 2.60 2.07 10.0% 5.25 1.58 41.0% 

 T9 0.60 0.54 1.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 

 T10 4.20 3.19 8.0% 5.37 3.06 18.0% 

 T14 0.40 0.54 1.0% 1.50 0.92 5.0% 

 T15 1.20 1.64 3.0% 3.00 1.77 11.0% 

Personal 
(you) 

T8 4.60 1.14 19.0% 7.50 1.51 58.0% 

 T9 6.80 3.27 17.0% 11.62 4.20 45.0% 

 T10 7.00 1.87 14.0% 11.75 5.92 40.0% 

 T14 5.80 2.16 12.0% 10.75 2.37 40.0% 

 T15 5.80 2.38 14.0% 9.75 4.68 38.0% 

Neutral T8 20.40 6.46 84.0% 6.75 3.65 53.0% 

 T9 36.20 10.91 89.0% 20.87 8.90 82.0% 

 T10 48.00 8.03 95.0% 25.00 13.51 86.0% 

 T14 42.80 15.95 88.0% 21.37 7.06 80.0% 

 T15 38.00 12.51 93.0% 22.75 8.87 88.0% 
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Feedback 
type 

Marker 
number 

Original  
Mean 

Original 
Standard 
deviation 

Original 

% per 
total 

comments 

Control 

Mean 

Control  
Standard 
deviation 

Control 

% per 
total 

comments 

Positive T8 3.40 2.07 14.0% 5.87 2.85 46.0% 

 T9 2.20 1.09 5.0% 3.75 3.45 15.0% 

 T10 0.60 0.89 1.0% 3.37 2.87 12.0% 

 T14 5.40 2.70 11.0% 5.25 2.05 20.0% 

 T15 2.40 1.14 6.0% 2.87 1.64 12.0% 

Negative T8 0.60 0.54 2.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 

 T9 2.20 1.30 5.0% 0.50 0.75 2.0% 

 T10 2.00 1.87 4.0% 0.62 0.74 2.0% 

 T14 0.20 0.44 0.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 

 T15 0.40 0.54 1.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 

Non-
descript 

T8 6.80 5.54 28.0% 0.12 0.35 1.0% 

 T9 10.00 3.93 25.0% 1.00 1.41 4.0% 

 T10 15.40 6.61 30.0% 0.25 0.46 1.0% 

 T14 14.40 11.52 30.0% 0.37 0.74 1.0% 

 T15 9.20 5.71 22.0% 1.25 1.28 5.0% 

Discourse T8 3.00 3.53 12.0% 0.12 0.35 1.0% 

 T9 2.60 3.43 6.0% 0.12 0.35 0.5% 

 T10 5.20 4.76 10.0% 0.12 0.35 0.4% 

 T14 2.60 3.43 5.0% 0.25 0.46 1.0% 

 T15 2.00 2.34 5.0% 1.12 1.12 4.0% 

Total no. 

comments 
T8 24.20 7.39  12.75 3.15  

 T9 40.60 10.57  25.50 8.38  

 T10 50.60 9.12  29.00 12.23  

 T14 48.60 14.87  26.87 5.40  

 T15 40.80 12.25  25.62 7.70  

 

Table 55  

The Means of the Means and the Ranking of Each Feedback Type Across all Markers in the 5x5 

Original and Control 

Ranking 

Original 

Mean of means 

Original 
Feedback 

type 

Ranking 

Control 

Mean of Means 

Control 
Feedback 

type 

1 37.08 Neutral 1 19.34 Neutral 

2 33.64 Simple not 
correct 

2 18.52 Simple not 
correct 

3 11.96 Generic 3 10.27 Personal “you 
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Ranking 

Original 

Mean of means 

Original 
Feedback 

type 

Ranking 

Control 

Mean of Means 

Control 
Feedback 

type 

4 11.16 Non-descript 4 7.12 Topic specific 

5 6.00 Personal “you” 5 6.89 Simple correct 

6 5.96 Topic specific 6 5.79 Generic 

7 5.28 Dialogical 7 5.44 Complex not 
correct 

8 3.68 Simple correct 8 4.22 Positive 

9 3.08 Discourse 9 3.74 Dialogical 

10 3.04 Complex not 
correct 

10 3.02 Personal “I” 

11 2.80 Positive 11 2.39 Complex 
correct 

12 2.64 Corrective 12 0.89 Feed-forward 

13 1.80 Personal “I” 13 0.62 Connective 

14 1.08 Negative 14 0.60 Non-descript 

15 0.76 Feed-forward 15 0.34 Discourse 

16 0.68 

0.68 

Connective 

Complex 
correct 

16 0.22 Negative 

     17 0.02 Corrective 

 

4.3.5.1.1 Individual marker profiles. 

 The tables below show each marker’s individual profile for feedback use in the original 

and the control. The top eight feedback types used by each marker were selected for this 

purpose. These feedback types were ranked from one to eight, and the percentage of the 

feedback type per total comments provided. 

4.3.5.1.1.1 Marker T8. 

 Table 56 shows the top eight feedback types used by marker T8. Marker T8’s use of 

different feedback types seemed to change between the original and the control, although 

he/she still provided a large amount of neutral and simple not correct feedback. What changed 

the most for this marker was his/her use of positive and simple correct feedback. There was a 

large increase in both of these feedback types between the original and the control. As stated 

earlier, this may have been due to the improvements in students’ work following the use of 

feedback previously provided. It may have also been because of the assignments chosen for 

the control. These may have been well written, attracting more positive comments.  
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Table 56 

Top Eight Feedback Types used by Marker T8 in the Original and the Control 

Ranking 

Original % Feedback type 

Ranking 

Control % Feedback type 

1 84.0% Neutral 1 59.0% Simple not correct 

2 74.0% Simple not correct 2 58.0% Personal “you” 

3 29.0% Generic 3 53.0% Neutral 

4 28.0% Non-descript 4 50.0% Simple correct 

5 19.0% Personal “you” 5 46.0% Positive 

6 14.0% Positive 6 41.0% Personal “I” 

7 14.0% Simple correct 7 36.0% Complex correct 

8 12.0% Discourse 8 33.0% Generic 

 

4.3.5.1.1.2 Marker T9. 

 Table 57 shows the top eight feedback types used by marker T9. In both the original and 

the control, seven of the eight feedback types were the same; they were just listed in a slightly 

different order. The feedback type used in the original that was omitted in the control was non-

descript feedback. This was replaced by topic specific feedback in the control. The results in 

Table 57 indicate to the researcher that the marking style of this particular marker did not 

change very much, even knowing that his/her feedback was being examined. This marker 

tended to use most of the same feedback types, just using them more often in the control 

assignments. 

 

Table 57  

Top Eight Feedback Types used by Marker T9 in the Original and the Control 

Ranking 

Original % Feedback type 

Ranking 

Control % Feedback type 

1 89.0% Neutral 1 82.0% Neutral 

2 85.0% Simple not correct 2 80.0% Simple not correct 

3 40.0% Generic 3 45.0% Personal “you” 

4 25.0% Non-descript 4 32.0% Simple correct 

5 17.0% Personal “you” 5 30.0% Topic specific 

6 12.0% Simple correct 6 29.0% Generic 

7 9.0% Complex not correct 7 27.0% Complex not correct 

8 8.0% Dialogical 8 17.0% Dialogical 
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4.3.5.1.1.3 Marker T10. 

 Table 58 shows the top eight feedback types used by marker T10. In both the original 

and the control for this marker, six of the eight feedback types were the same. The two 

feedback types that were different in the original from the control were non-descript and 

discourse feedback. The two feedback types that were different in the control from the original 

were simple correct and complex not correct feedback. All the other feedback types were the 

same and had similar percentage rates. This indicated to the researcher that this marker’s 

feedback style did not really change that much, even knowing that someone was examining 

his/her feedback. 

 

Table 58  

Top Eight Feedback Types used by Marker T10 in the Original and the Control 

Ranking 

Original % Feedback type 

Ranking 

Control % Feedback type 

1 95.0% Neutral 1 86.0% Neutral 

2 78.0% Simple not correct 2 83.0% Simple not correct 

3 30.0% Non-descript 3 40.0% Personal “you” 

4 28.0% Dialogical 4 28.0% Complex not correct 

5= 24.0% Generic 5 27.0% Topic specific 

5= 24.0% Topic specific 6= 21.0% Dialogical 

7 14.0% Personal “you” 6= 21.0% Generic 

8 10.0% Discourse 8 20.0% Simple correct 

 

4.3.5.1.1.4 Marker T14. 

 Table 59 shows the top eight feedback types used by marker T14. In both the original 

and the control for this marker, seven of the eight feedback types were the same; they were just 

listed in a slightly different order. The feedback type used in the original that was omitted in the 

control was non-descript feedback. This was replaced by complex not correct feedback in the 

control. The results in Table 59 indicate to the researcher that the marking style of this particular 

marker did not change very much, even knowing that his/her feedback was being examined. 

This marker tended to use most of the same feedback types, just using them more often in the 

control assignments. 
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Table 59 

Top Eight Feedback Types used by Marker T14 in the Original and the Control 

Ranking 

Original % Feedback type 

Ranking 

Control % Feedback type 

1 88.0% Neutral 1 80.0% Neutral 

2 85.0% Simple not correct 2 77.0% Simple not correct 

3 30.0% Non-descript 3 40.0% Personal “you” 

4 22.0% Generic 4 33.0% Topic specific 

5 13.0% Topic specific 5 31.0% Simple correct 

6 12.0% Personal “you” 6 23.0% Generic 

7= 11.0% Positive 7 20.0% Positive 

7= 11.0% Simple correct 8 18.0% Complex not correct 

 

4.3.5.1.1.5 Marker T15. 

 Table 60 shows the top eight feedback types used by marker T15.  Again in both the 

original and the control for this marker, six of the eight feedback types were the same. The two 

feedback types that were different in the original to the control were non-descript and corrective 

feedback. The two feedback types that were different in the control to the original were simple 

correct feedback and complex not correct feedback. Once again, the results in Table 60 indicate 

to the researcher that the marking style of this particular marker did not change very much, 

even knowing that his/her feedback was being examined. This marker tended to use most of the 

same feedback types, just using them more often in the control assignments. The only feedback 

type this marker used considerably less was generic feedback. 

 

Table 60 

Top eight feedback types used by Marker T15 in the original and the control 

Ranking 

Original  

% Feedback type Ranking 

Control 

% Feedback type 

1 93.0% Neutral 1 88.0% Neutral 

2 86.0% Simple not correct 2 53.0% Simple not correct 

3 33.0% Generic 3 38.0% Personal “you” 

4 22.0% Non-descript 4 30.0% Topic specific 

5 17.0% Topic specific 5 21.0% Simple correct 

6 14.0% Personal “you” 6 20.0% Generic 

7 13.0% Corrective 7 15.0% Dialogical 

8 11.0% Dialogical 8 13.0% Complex not correct 
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4.3.5.2 The 4x4 study 

  Table 61 gives a comparison of feedback use for each marker in the original 4x4 and the 

4x4 control. This table gives the means, standard deviations, and percentages for each marker 

for each feedback type. The table is broken down further later in this section to provide 

individual marker profiles, as was done in the results of the 5x5 study. Table 62 gives the mean 

of the means for each feedback type for both the original and the control. As can be seen in 

Table 62, the use of neutral feedback, and simple not correct feedback remained the number 1 

and 2 ranked feedback types across the original and the control. Topic specific feedback was 

the number 3 ranked feedback type. The use of all other feedback types, except for discourse 

and negative feedback, increased between the original and the control. 

 

Table 61  

Comparison of the Means, Standard Deviations, and Percentages for Feedback Types used by 

Markers in the 4x4 Study 

Feedback 
type 

Marker 
number 

Original 
Mean 

Original 
Standard 
deviation 

Original 

% per total 
comments 

Control 

Mean 

Control 
Standard 
deviation 

Control 

% per total 
comments 

Generic T2 6.25 1.25 20.0% 7.25 6.20 11.0% 

 T3 4.50 3.10 11.0% 8.12 5.33 11.0% 

 T4 3.25 1.25 9.0% 3.00 2.13 5.5% 

 T12 9.00 5.65 27.0% 9.50 6.25 16.0% 

Topic 
specific 

T2 13.00 3.55 43.0% 37.25 18.18 56.0% 

 T3 14.00 3.74 34.0% 26.25 9.40 40.0% 

 T4 12.50 2.08 33.0% 27.62 9.48 51.0% 

 T12 10.00 2.94 30.0% 24.25 10.87 40.0% 

Feed-
forward 

T2 0.75 0.50 2.0% 0.75 1.03 1.0% 

 T3 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.62 1.06 1.0% 

 T4 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.50 0.75 1.0% 

 T12 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.75 1.03 1.0% 

Corrective T2 0.50 1.00 1.6% 0.37 0.74 0.5% 

 T3 1.25 2.50 3.0% 2.87 3.64 4.0% 

 T4 2.50 2.38 7.0% 3.25 4.65 6.0% 

 T12 2.50 4.35 7.0% 0.87 2.47 1.4% 

Dialogical T2 6.25 4.78 20.0% 14.50 7.19 29.0% 

 T3 9.50 3.87 23.0% 19.25 10.13 26.0% 

 T4 10.00 4.54 27.0% 18.00 5.01 33.0% 

 T12 5.00 2.44 15.0% 20.37 6.16 34.0% 

Connective T2 0.75 0.95 2.0% 0.85 1.86 1.0% 

 T3 1.00 0.81 2.0% 2.87 1.88 4.0% 
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Feedback 
type 

Marker 
number 

Original 
Mean 

Original 
Standard 
deviation 

Original 

% per total 
comments 

Control 

Mean 

Control 
Standard 
deviation 

Control 

% per total 
comments 

 T4 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.50 1.06 1.0% 

 T12 0.25 0.50 1.0% 0.25 0.46 0.4% 

Simple 
Correct 

T2 4.50 1.29 15.0% 14.50 3.54 22.0% 

 T3 4.25 2.63 10.0% 11.62 5.47 16.0% 

 T4 4.00 2.44 11.0% 13.12 4.29 24.0% 

 T12 2.25 0.95 7.0% 7.50 3.85 12.0% 

Simple not 
correct 

T2 23.00 11.91 75.0% 43.25 29.28 65.0% 

 T3 25.00 19.20 61.0% 47.37 31.15 65.0% 

 T4 21.50 12.28 58.0% 33.37 20.02 62.0% 

 T12 24.50 11.35 74.0% 43.62 12.45 72.0% 

Complex 
correct 

T2 0.25 0.50 1.0% 3.62 3.02 5.0% 

 T3 0.50 1.00 1.0% 1.75 1.58 2.0% 

 T4 0.75 0.95 2.0% 2.37 1.06 4.0% 

 T12 0.50 0.57 1.5% 0.75 1.16 1.0% 

Complex 
not correct 

T2 4.50 2.08 15.0% 6.75 3.49 10.0% 

 T3 2.25 2.50 5.5% 7.25 4.33 10.0% 

 T4 1.75 0.50 5.0% 4.50 3.58 0.7% 

 T12 5.25 2.21 16.0% 7.62 4.77 13.0% 

Personal (I) T2 0.25 0.50 1.0% 0.87 0.83 1.0% 

 T3 1.25 1.25 3.0% 1.12 0.64 1.5% 

 T4 0.75 0.50 2.0% 1.37 0.74 2.5% 

 T12 1.00 0.81 3.0% 2.62 1.68 4.0% 

Personal 
(you) 

T2 9.00 3.55 29.0% 14.12 6.42 21.0% 

 T3 11.75 4.11 29.0% 12.62 5.37 17.0% 

 T4 12.25 1.50 33.0% 14.75 6.90 27.0% 

 T12 9.00 2.94 27.0% 13.62 5.31 23.0% 

Neutral T2 23.50 12.26 77.0% 53.87 34.75 81.0% 

 T3 37.50 31.30 92.0% 64.12 40.18 88.0% 

 T4 34.00 24.53 91.0% 44.12 21.26 82.0% 

 T12 29.50 22.00 89.0% 54.50 11.64 90.5% 

Positive T2 3.25 0.95 11.0% 11.75 5.33 18.0% 

 T3 3.00 2.16 8.0% 8.12 5.66 11.0% 

 T4 3.00 2.58 8.0% 6.87 6.87 13.0% 

 T12 1.50 0.57 4.0% 5.50 5.50 9.1% 
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Feedback 
type 

Marker 
number 

Original 
Mean 

Original 
Standard 
deviation 

Original 

% per total 
comments 

Control 

Mean 

Control 
Standard 
deviation 

Control 

% per total 
comments 

Negative T2 3.75 4.27 12.0% 0.50 0.75 1.0% 

 T3 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.75 1.16 1.0% 

 T4 0.25 0.50 1.0% 0.12 0.35 5.0% 

 T12 2.25 2.63 7.0% 0.25 0.46 0.4% 

Non-
descript 

T2 2.25 3.86 7.0% 5.62 6.43 8.0% 

 T3 11.75 18.91 29.0% 17.37 24.43 24.0% 

 T4 10.00 17.37 27.0% 6.25 2.65 11.0% 

 T12 8.25 15.19 25.0% 7.25 4.52 12.0% 

Discourse T2 2.00 3.36 6.0% 3.12 3.79 5.0% 

 T3 5.00 7.39 12.0% 4.37 4.03 6.0% 

 T4 6.25 11.84 17.0% 0.12 0.35 0.0% 

 T12 4.50 7.72 13.5% 3.25 2.49 5.0% 

Total no. 

comments 
T2 30.50 15.46  66.12 31.48  

 T3 40.75 30.32  73.00 36.06  

 T4 37.25 23.21  54.12 19.30  

 T12 33.25 20.20  60.25 12.22  
 

Table 62  

The Mean of the Means and the Ranking of Each Feedback Type Across all Markers in the 4x4 

Original and Control 

Ranking 

Original 

Mean of means 

Original Feedback type 

Ranking 

Control 

Mean of Means 

Control 
Feedback 

type 

1 31.12 Neutral 1 54.15 Neutral 

2 23.50 
Simple not 

correct 
2 41.90 

Simple not 
correct 

3 12.37 Topic specific 3 28.84 Topic specific 

4 10.50 Personal “you” 4 18.03 Dialogical 

5 8.06 Non-descript 5 13.77 Personal “you” 

6 7.68 Dialogical 6 11.68 Simple correct 

7 5.75 Generic 7 9.12 Non-descript 

8 4.43 Discourse 8 8.06 Positive 

9 3.75 Simple correct 9 6.96 Generic 

10 3.43 
Complex not 

correct 
10 6.53 

Complex not 
correct 

11 2.68 Positive 11 2.71 Discourse 

12 1.68 Corrective 12 2.12 
Complex 
correct 



 108 

Ranking 

Original 

Mean of means 

Original Feedback type 

Ranking 

Control 

Mean of Means 

Control 
Feedback 

type 

13 1.56 Negative 13 1.84 Corrective 

14 0.81 Personal “I” 14 1.49 Personal “I” 

15= 0.50 Complex correct 15 1.11 Connective 

15= 0.50 Connective 16 0.65 Feed-forward 

17 0.18 Feed-forward 17 0.40 Negative 

 

4.3.5.2.1 Individual marker profiles. 

 The tables below show each marker’s individual profile for feedback use in the original 

and the control for the 4x4. The top eight feedback types used by each marker were again 

selected. These feedback types were ranked from one to eight, and the percentage of the 

feedback type per total comments provided. The tables show that for all four markers, the top 

three ranked feedback types were neutral, simple not correct, and topic specific feedback. The 

ranking of other feedback types was varied. 

4.3.5.2.1.1 Marker T2. 

 Table 63 shows the top eight feedback types used by marker T2. In both the original and 

the control for this marker, seven of the eight feedback types were the same; once again they 

were just listed in a slightly different order. The one feedback type used in the original that was 

omitted in the control was complex not correct feedback. This was replaced by positive 

feedback in the control. The results in Table 63 indicate to the researcher that the marking style 

of this particular marker did not change very much, even knowing that his/her feedback was 

being examined. This marker once again used most of the same feedback types, just using 

most of them more often in the control assignments.  

 

Table 63  

Top Eight Feedback Types used by Marker T2 in the Original and the Control 

Ranking 
Original 

% Feedback 
type 

Ranking 
Control 

% Feedback type 

1 77.0% Neutral 1 81.0% Neutral 

2 75.0% Simple not 
correct 

2 65.0% Simple not 
correct 

3 43.0% Topic specific 3 56.0% Topic specific 

4 29.0% Personal 
“you” 

4 29.0% Dialogical 

5= 20.0% Generic 5 22.0% Simple correct 

5= 20.0% Dialogical 6 21.0% Personal “you” 

7 15.0% Simple correct 7 18.0% Positive 

8 15.0% Complex not 
correct 

8 11.0% Generic 
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4.3.5.2.1.2 Marker T3. 

 Table 64 shows the top eight feedback types used by marker T3. In both the original and 

the control for this marker, seven of the eight feedback types were the same; once again they 

were just listed in a slightly different order. The one feedback type used by this marker in the 

original that was omitted in the control was discourse feedback. This was replaced by simple 

correct feedback in the control. Once again, the results in Table 64 indicate to the researcher 

that the marking style of this particular marker did not change very much, even knowing that 

his/her feedback was being examined. This marker used most of the same feedback types, just 

using most of them more often in the control assignments. 

 

Table 64  

Top Eight Feedback Types used by Marker T3 in the Original and the Control 

Ranking 

Original % Feedback type 

Ranking 

Control % Feedback type 

1 92.0% Neutral 1 88.0% Neutral 

2 61.0% Simple not correct 2 65.0% Simple not correct 

3 34.0% Topic specific 3 40.0% Topic specific 

4= 29.0% Personal “you” 4 26.0% Dialogical 

4= 29.0% Non-descript 5 24.0% Non-descript 

6 23.0% Dialogical 6 17.0% Personal “you” 

7 12.0% Discourse 7 16.0% Simple correct 

8 11.0% Generic 8 11.0% Generic 

 

4.3.5.2.1.3 Marker T4. 

 Table 65 shows the top eight feedback types used by marker T4 in the original and the 

control. In both, seven of the eight feedback types were the same; they were just once again 

listed in a slightly different order. The one feedback type used by this marker in the original that 

was omitted in the control was discourse feedback. This was replaced by positive feedback in 

the control. The results in Table 65 indicate to the researcher that the marking style of this 

particular marker also did not change very much, even knowing that his/her feedback was being 

examined. This marker used most of the same feedback types, just using most of them more 

often in the control assignments. 
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Table 65 

Top Eight Feedback Types used by Marker T4 in the Original and the Control 

Ranking 

Original % Feedback type 

Ranking 

Control % Feedback type 

1 91.0% Neutral 1 82.0% Neutral 

2 58.0% Simple not correct 2 62.0% Simple not correct 

3= 33.0% Topic specific 3 51.0% Topic specific 

3= 33.0% Personal ”you” 4 33.0% Dialogical 

5= 27.0% Dialogical 5 27.0% Personal “you” 

5= 27.0% Non-descript 6 24.0% Simple correct 

7 17.0% Discourse 7 13.0% Positive 

8 11.0% Simple correct 8 11.0% Non-descript 

 

4.3.5.2.1.3 Marker T12. 

 Table 66 shows the top eight feedback types used by marker T12. In both the original 

and the control for this marker, all eight feedback types were the same. These feedback types 

were listed in a slightly different order, but the number of feedback types with similar usage was 

high. Only two feedback types had a marked decrease in use. These were generic and non-

descript feedback. The results in Table 66 indicate to the researcher that the marking style of 

this particular marker did not change that much. This marker used all the same feedback types 

showing quite good consistency in use. 

 

Table 66  

Top Eight Feedback Types used by Marker T12 in the Original and the Control 

Ranking 

Original  

% Feedback type Ranking 

Control  

% Feedback type 

1 89.0% Neutral 1 90.0% Neutral 

2 74.0% Simple not correct 2 72.0% Simple not correct 

3 30.0% Topic specific 3 40.0% Topic specific 

4= 27.0% Generic 4 34.0% Dialogical 

4= 27.0% Personal “you” 5 23.0% Personal “you” 

6 25.0% Non-descript 6 16.0% Generic 

7 16.0% Complex not correct 7 13.0% Complex not correct 

8 15.0% Dialogical 8 12.0% Non-descript 

 

4.3.5.3 Concluding comments. 

 To conclude, across both the 5x5 and the 4x4 studies, marker use of feedback types 

remained consistent for most markers between the original assignments they marked and the 
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control. This meant that overall most marker styles did not change with knowing that someone 

was reviewing their work. Only one marker across the 5x5 and the 4x4 showed some variability 

in marking style between the original and the control. This was marker T8. This marker 

consistently used both neutral feedback and simple not correct feedback, but his/her use of 

other feedback types was varied.   
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Chapter Five - Examples of Effective Feedback 

5.1 Introduction 

As well as looking at the consistency of feedback across markers, the developed 

taxonomy was used to identify whether markers were providing effective feedback to students. 

The criteria for effective feedback was established using Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) theory 

that effective feedback should tell the student where they are going, how they are going, and 

where to next. The focus for this component of the research was to investigate whether the 

content of feedback comments provided information that was effective and useful for learners.  

Hattie and Timperley’s questions allowed the researcher to focus more closely on the 

information provided in the comment, hence the reason why these were used. The following six 

examples of  effective feedback practice have been chosen as they provide information that 

would allow the student to answer Hattie and Timperley’s questions. For each example, the 

information relevant to each question is stated and justification for the relevance of the 

information is offered.  Prior to this, a more substantial discussion is given of Hattie and 

Timperley’s three questions.  

5.2 Hattie and Timperley’s Three Feedback Questions 

As stated in Chapter Two, Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) theory of effective feedback 

addresses three important questions. Hattie and Timperley suggested that feedback that is 

effective provides information for the learner that allows them to ask and answer these 

questions - where am I going, how am I going, and where to next? These researchers claimed 

that if the learner is provided with this information, they should be able to use the information to 

further their learning and make progress with any gaps they have in understanding. Hattie and 

Timperley also proposed that each of these feedback questions works at four levels, and that 

the level that the feedback is directed at influences its effectiveness. Hattie and Timperley 

outlined how feedback can be focused on the task and whether it is correct or incorrect, can be 

focused on the process of the task, and can be focused on self-regulation, the process of 

encouraging the learner to revise and use what they already know. Hattie and Timperley also 

outlined how feedback can be focused on the “self”. Feedback focused on the self is often 

unrelated to the task and is more personal in nature offering words of encouragement or 

discouragement with no information about how to improve. While these four levels of feedback 

were considered important to feedback effectiveness and were considered to have a connection 

to Hattie and Timperley’s three questions, they were not used to define effective feedback in 

this section of the research. This is because these four levels of feedback were seen by the 

researcher as relating more to the process learners use in applying the feedback they receive, 

than to the wording content of the feedback comment.   
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Looking at Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) three questions, the first question, where am I 

going?, is one of the most challenging to understand and apply. Hattie and Timperley  proposed 

that this question challenges the learner to judge the success of goal attainment.  In order to be 

able to do this, learners need information that will allow them to track their performance in 

relation to either their own goals or to success criteria for the task they are hoping to achieve. In 

the examples chosen for this research, information that allowed for tracking of performance 

linked to success criteria from the marking rubric. Effective feedback, that allowed the student to 

monitor their performance, provided information relative to specific pass criteria from the 

marking rubric while also providing a guide for students with regard to how well they were 

achieving the chosen criteria. Information relative to the second question, how am I going?, told 

the learner what they were doing right or wrong and why. This feedback basically told the 

student how they were progressing with their work. Information relative to the third question, 

where to next offered strategies and processes that could be used for improvement. This 

information was thought to be useful in feeding forward into future work.  

5.3 Example One  

Example one is a written feedback comment taken from Student 186’s essay. The 

marker wrote: 

You are tending to list ideas here – next time try to write a sentence of your own which 

explains in your own words what the direct quote means. This will show that you can 

apply and interpret evidence. It will also show that you understand the topic. (Marker T8, 

2014) 

This feedback comment is helping the student to answer the three questions outlined by Hattie 

and Timperley (2007) by first answering the question, where am I going? It does this by 

providing information to the student about where this part of their essay falls within the grading 

criteria of supporting evidence in the marking rubric. Part of this comment implies that the 

student is not interpreting and applying evidence in this section of their essay. Not interpreting 

and applying the evidence would have an impact on the grade the student could receive as, 

according to the marking rubric, an A grade can only be achieved if the student applies and 

interprets evidence throughout the essay. A B grade can be obtained if the student applies and 

interprets evidence in most paragraphs, and a C grade would be given if the student only 

interprets and applies evidence in some paragraphs. As the student has not interpreted and 

applied the evidence in this section of their essay, the marker is advising them of why they 

would not be able to obtain an A grade. This comment is providing useful information about 

success criteria for the student that they can use to measure their progress with their overall 

performance in the essay.  

“You are tending to list ideas here” (Marker T8, 2014) addresses the question, how am I 

going? This information is telling the student what they are doing wrong in this section of the 
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essay. Comments such as “listing of ideas” relate back to specific wording in the criteria of 

organisation and coherence in the marking rubric. This comment also relates back to teaching 

sessions students attended as part of the course. In these sessions, students were provided 

with examples of paragraphs that had been developed correctly and incorrectly. Correct 

development of paragraphs was shown as using a framework, known as the SEX framework 

(Statement, Evidence, eXplanation), while incorrect development of paragraphs was shown as 

having too many ideas, in most cases because listing was displayed. The whole idea of listing 

links back directly to the classes the student attended, and so highlights for students something 

that has already been discussed and emphasised. This should mean that the student would 

have good understanding of what they have done wrong and why.   

Lastly, the question where to next is addressed in this feedback comment:  

Next time try to write a sentence of your own which explains in your own words what the 

direct quote means. This will show that you can apply and interpret evidence. It will also 

show that you understand the topic. (Marker T8, 2014) 

The question, where to next, is answered here through the marker providing information to 

students about how they can improve and also why this is important. This is one of the most 

critical components of effective feedback, as the performance gap divide is being addressed. In 

this particular feedback comment, the where to next question is being answered through the 

marker outlining to the student that in future work they need to explain the meaning of direct 

quotes in their own words. The feedback comment also states the words “next time…”, so is 

encouraging the student to take the information in the feedback comment and apply it to their 

future work.  

5.4 Example Two  

Example two is a written feedback comment taken from Student 156’s essay. The 

information being provided in this feedback comment also answers the three questions from 

Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) theory. The information in this comment relays a judgement about 

where this part of the student’s work fits in relation to organisation and coherence, and also 

ideas and understanding in the marking rubric. In the organisation and coherence section, one 

of the pass/success criteria is that paragraphs should contain three to 10 sentences. In the 

ideas and understanding section, one of the pass/success criteria relates to how well the 

student responds to the assessment task. The marker wrote: 

Firstly this paragraph is too long. Please remember for your next essays that paragraphs 

should ideally be between three and ten sentences long. Secondly you have not 

addressed the assessment task. Students were asked to link back the information from 

their discussion with the RN to the two articles. You do not seem to have done this. 

Please be careful to address the assessment task in your next essay. (Marker T8, 2014) 
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This feedback comment, like the previously mentioned feedback comment, is helping 

the student to first answer the question, where am I going? This particular feedback comment is 

implying that, as the student’s paragraphs are too long, they would not have met one of the 

pass criteria for paragraphing in this section of their essay. It is also implying that, as the 

student is off task for this section of their essay, they would have been marked down in the 

criteria of ideas and understanding. This information from the feedback comment is providing a 

guide for the student around whether these two success criteria for the essay task have been 

met, thus giving the student some idea of “where they are going”.  

“This paragraph is too long” and “Secondly you have not addressed the essay task. 

Students were asked to link back the information from their discussion with the RN to the two 

articles. You do not seem to have done this” (Marker T8, 2014) are two statements which 

address the question, how am I going? In these statements the marker is telling the student 

what is wrong with this section of the essay by stating that they are off task with the essay 

requirements. The marker is also telling the student why, by stating that they have not linked the 

information about the RN (registered nurse) back to the articles. This is important information to 

give the student and it is effective because it helps the student to identify gaps in understanding 

around essay content and also around their writing. 

Lastly, the question where to next is addressed in the following feedback comment. 

“Please remember for your next essays that paragraphs should ideally be between three and 

ten sentences long” and “please be careful to address the assessment task in your next essay” 

(Marker T8, 2014) are statements referring the student to what they need to do next time in their 

work. In these statements, the marker is clearly telling the student that they need to think about 

the number of sentences in their future paragraphs and that they need to stay on track with the 

essay task. Both of these statements are supplying information that is relevant not only to this 

work but also to other essays that the student may be completing. This makes this information 

very valuable as well as making it effective as it is clearly feeding forward.   

5.5 Example Three 

Example three is a written feedback comment taken from Student 179’s essay. This 

feedback comment, as in the previous example, relates to the section of the marking rubric titled 

organisation and coherence. This comment, however, relates to pass/success criteria and 

whether the main ideas within the paragraph stand out or not along with whether the ideas 

follow a logical progression. The marker wrote: 

You have crammed a lot into this paragraph from your interview. The last couple of 

sentences have been included without a lot of explanation. Remember that sometimes 

you are better to choose 2-3 ideas and explain them well, than trying to include 

everything and skimming the surface. (Marker T14, 2014) 
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This feedback comment, as in the previous examples, helps the student to answer the question, 

where am I going? It does this by providing a guide to the student around where their written 

work fits within the marking criteria of organisation and coherence in the marking rubric. This 

particular feedback comment is implying that the student’s main ideas do not stand out and that 

they are not adequately explained in this section of the essay. These are two important criteria 

in the rubric so the feedback comment is implying that the student would be marked down for 

these criteria in this section of the essay. Information like this that links to the marking criteria is 

giving the student an idea of their progress and whether they are on track to pass the essay or 

not.  

The statement “You have crammed a lot into this paragraph from your interview. The 

last couple of sentences have been included without a lot of explanation” (Marker T14, 2014) is 

addressing the how am I going question. It is telling the student what they are doing wrong in 

this section of the essay by stating that they have too much information in the paragraph, and 

that the information is not adequately explained. Once again, this is important information to 

give the student, and it is effective because it helps the student to identify gaps in understanding 

around the development of his/her writing, particularly with regard to paragraphs. It also 

provides useful information about explanation and organisation of ideas.  

Lastly, the question, where to next?, is addressed through the following statement. 

“Remember that sometimes you are better to choose 2-3 ideas and explain them well, than 

trying to include everything and skimming the surface” (Marker T14, 2014). The marker in this 

statement is providing the student with a strategy for paragraph development. He/she is 

encouraging the student to choose just two or three ideas, rather than listing a number of ideas. 

The marker is also advising the student that they need to explain these ideas well. This is 

because too many ideas in a paragraph can be confusing and this will mean the student is not 

providing the detail needed for this level of work. This information once again is feeding forward 

and is effective for students to use in the development of their writing on other future essays.  

5.6 Example Four 

Example four is a written feedback comment taken from Student 178’s essay. This 

feedback comment, as in the previous two examples, relates to a section of the marking rubric 

titled organisation and coherence, however, it addresses the pass/success criteria that relates 

to introductions and conclusions rather than paragraphing or organisation of ideas. The 

statement “Assignment has an introduction and conclusion” is another one of the pass criteria in 

the organisation and coherence section of the rubric. The marker wrote: 

Your conclusion has a lot of similarity to the introduction. Try to summarise the main 

points instead of just repeating what you have covered in the essay, it is a bit of an art, 

with practice you will improve. Read conclusions from articles to give your ideas. 

(Marker T14, 2014) 
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While this essay appears to have a conclusion so it would meet the pass criteria for 

introductions and conclusions, this feedback comment still helps the student to answer the  

where am I going question. It does this by providing information about the ideas in the student’s 

conclusion and by comparing the conclusion to an introduction. Doing this comparison gives the 

student a guide to follow around success criteria for a conclusion. The marker is telling the 

student in this comment that conclusions should not just be a repeat of the introduction but that 

conclusions should summarise the main points from the essay.  

The how am I going question is also being addressed with the use of comparison. The 

marker, with this feedback comment, is implying that the conclusion is too similar to the 

introduction because the conclusion is just repeating what has already been covered in the 

essay. This information should not be new to the student as students would have been advised 

in previous classes what the content of introductions and conclusions should be. They would 

have been told that an introduction points out what will follow in the essay, and the order that it 

will be written in, and that a conclusion summarises the main points learned. The student 

therefore, from this information, should be able to understand what is being said about what the 

student did wrong and be able to use the information to make progress. 

The where to next question is being addressed through the following statements: “Try to 

summarise the main points instead of just repeating what you have covered in the essay” and 

“Read conclusions from articles to give you ideas” (Marker T14, 2014). These statements give 

the student some clear strategies they can use to improve conclusions. Telling the student what 

should be stated in a conclusion provides a useful guide that the student can use with ongoing 

writing. Suggesting a strategy of reading other conclusions allows the student to see how other 

writers come up with their concluding paragraphs. Once again this information is feeding 

forward so is very effective and useful for students. 

5.7 Example Five 

Example five is a written feedback comment taken from Student 151’s essay. This 

comment, like example one, relates to a section of the marking rubric titled supporting evidence 

and it again answers the three questions in Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) theory. The marker 

wrote: 

You need to think about the positioning of definitions and quotes from literature. Your 

work would flow better in this section if you started with the definition of family then move 

on to a discussion of John’s family. Otherwise it feels like you are interrupting yourself. 

You also need to link the literature to your client to make it relevant. Your definition says 

that family can include those that are biologically linked, is this the case for John? From 

what you have written it really seems that it is the nuclear family (and his uncle) that 

provide support. (Marker T12, 2014) 
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This particular feedback comment is implying that the student is not positioning and linking the 

definitions and quotes from literature correctly in this part of the essay. This comment, therefore, 

is giving the student a guide to success criteria around supporting evidence. The marker is 

implying that not positioning and linking this information is interrupting the flow of ideas, making 

the information more difficult to understand. Not linking the information also means that the 

pass/success criteria of applying and interpreting supporting evidence is not being met. This is 

because in order for students to apply and interpret supporting evidence, further explanation of 

information is needed which in this case does not seem to have been done.  

The statements “You need to think about the positioning of definitions and quotes from 

literature” and “Otherwise it feels like you are interrupting yourself” also addresses the question,  

how am I going? These statements are telling the student what they are doing wrong in this 

section of the essay. They are telling the student that the positioning of their definitions and 

quotes are not right and why this is. The marker also gives an explanation of how the 

information could have been positioned more clearly making it useful feed forward information 

for the student to use in future essays. 

In the previous feedback comment, there is quite a lot of information that helps the 

student answer the where to next question. “Your work would flow better in this section if you 

started with the definition of family then move on to a discussion of John’s family” and “You also 

need to link the literature to your client to make it relevant” are clear statements that tell the 

student how their work could have been improved. This information may also be useful for 

future work if the student is using definitions to build ideas in future paragraphs.  

5.8 Example Six 

Example six is the final example chosen. It is a written feedback comment taken from 

Student 14’s essay. This comment relates to a section of the marking rubric titled mechanics 

where one of the pass/success criteria is about the APA (American Psychological Association) 

technique used in referencing. The marker wrote the following statement and also corrected the 

reference by adding (2001a) and (2001b) above it: 

When referencing multiple references from one author you need to put the publications 

in chronological order from publication date. If there are some with the same author and 

publication date you differentiate these in your in-text (and ref list) referencing by adding 

an a, b, c etc. to the date. (Marker T12, 2014) 

This feedback comment is providing information to the student about whether the referencing 

technique is correct or not. As some of the referencing technique has been identified as being 

incorrect, the marker is also conveying to the student that he/she cannot receive an A grade for 

this section of the rubric. This is because to achieve an A grade the references in the reference 

list need to be correct throughout. This feedback comment, therefore, is providing a guide 
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around success criteria for the student by providing information that feeds into the marking 

rubric.  

Correcting a reference in the reference list by adding (2001a) and (2001b) above it, 

addresses the question of how am I going? By providing this information, the marker is telling 

the student that the referencing technique is incorrect and is showing the student how it could 

be correctly formatted. This is important information to give the student and it is effective 

because it helps the student to identify gaps in understanding around the development of APA 

style. 

Finally, this whole feedback comment addresses the question, where to next? Through 

this feedback comment, the marker is telling the student how to reference different works 

published by the same author in the same year. This is a common referencing technique often 

used when an organisation is the author. This technique, then, is something that students need 

to be aware of, and it is important feed forward information that can be used by students in 

many future essays and assignments. 

5.9 Concluding Remarks 

As has been shown in the above examples, some markers are providing effective 

feedback to their students. This feedback, as previously mentioned, tells students where they 

are heading with regard to performance on the task, what has been done well or not so well, 

and also what students can do to improve.  Providing this information allows students to  gain 

understanding of what is expected in assessment tasks, as well as to gain understanding on 

how to improve in future tasks they may undertake. If students use this sort of information, it can 

set them on the road to becoming self-regulated learners. Self-regulation is an important skill to 

develop, as when students have this skill they are less likely to rely on others. Self-regulation 

enables learners to establish and monitor their own goals of learning while also allowing them to 

regulate their own thinking and behaviour through the learning process (Carless et al., 2011; 

Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006).  Students, if they develop self-regulations skills, will become 

autonomous, independent learners making them more useful candidates out in the working 

environment.   
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Chapter Six – Discussion 

6.1 Introduction 

 This chapter summarises and interprets the research findings. It outlines the main 

feedback types used by markers, and explores the extent to which these feedback types were 

similar to those identified in the literature. It also looks at the issue of consistency and suggests 

possible reasons why consistency may not have been occurring. The use of effective feedback 

by markers is addressed and limitations of the study are outlined. Finally, future research 

opportunities are presented, and professional development sessions likely to be developed from 

this research are explained. The chapter finishes with a concluding statement. 

6.2 Summary of the Findings 

  The findings of the research identified a number of important factors in relation to the 

research questions. First, they revealed that there were some feedback types used a lot more 

frequently by some markers than others. Neutral feedback and simple feedback about 

something not correct were the most frequently used feedback types, and connective feedback, 

complex feedback about something correct, and feed-forward feedback were the least 

frequently used. Second, the findings revealed lack of consistency across markers. In both the 

5x5 and the 4x4 studies, wide variability was seen across markers in the scores/grades given, 

in the amount of feedback provided, and in the different feedback types used. This variability 

was shown across the assignments, as well as within the individual assignments. Third, the 

findings revealed that the messages provided in feedback comments were often inconsistent. 

These were feedback messages that related to the structure and mechanics of an assignment. 

In the 5x5 study, messages in relation to 14 issues were identified as being not consistent. In 

the 4x4 study, messages in relation to nine issues were identified as being not consistent. 

Finally, the findings revealed that very few feedback comments provided by markers were 

effective as defined by Hattie and Timperley (2007). Only a small number of effective feedback 

comments were able to be collected to demonstrate what effective feedback looks like.  

6.3 Feedback Types Used 

 The feedback type most frequently used was neutral feedback, and the most important 

feedback type that was used least frequently was feed-forward feedback. Simple feedback 

about something not correct was also a feedback type used substantially by markers. Other 

important feedback types such as corrective feedback, topic-specific feedback, and dialogical 

feedback were used, but their use was variable across the two studies. 
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6.3.1 Neutral feedback. 

 Neutral feedback was used more frequently by all markers than either positive or 

negative feedback. In the 5x5 study, the use of neutral feedback per total number of comments 

ranged from 84 - 95%. In the 4x4 study, the use of neutral feedback per total number of 

comments ranged from 77 - 92%. Positive feedback comments equated to only 6.8% of all 

comments in the 5x5 study, and 7.5% of all comments in the 4x4 study. Negative feedback 

comments equated to only 2.6% of all comments in the 5x5 study, and 4.4% of all comments in 

the 4x4 study. The high use of neutral feedback was seen as favourable. It is more objective in 

nature, provides information in an impartial, unemotional way (Shute, 2008), and focuses on 

description rather than judgement, reducing the likelihood of defensiveness in the receiver. 

Negative and positive feedback, in contrast, can direct attention to the “self” and away from the 

task at hand (Butler, 1987; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). This is detrimental to student progress as if 

feedback is directed to the self and not the task; students can be directed away from future 

learning. Negative feedback can also impact student performance. Negative feedback, as 

outlined earlier, can damage students’ self-confidence and increase their sense of inferiority 

(Carless, 2006; Ivanic et al., 2000). If students receive negative feedback, it can cause a 

negative response to reading and using feedback provided in the future.  

A search of the literature showed that neutral feedback was not a term commonly used 

by researchers. Instead, researchers tended to label feedback as just positive or negative, or 

used terms such as praise and criticism. The defining and coding of neutral feedback when 

identified was variable. In the two studies where neutral feedback was identified as a feedback 

type, the researchers defined and coded this feedback quite differently. Stern and Solomon 

(2006) defined it as being comments that had neither a positive nor negative tone.  Mutch 

(2003) did not really define this feedback type but coded it as being feedback with a 

conversational style, addressing students by name and requesting something of them. Stern 

and Solomon (2006) identified neutral feedback as being used by markers only 5% of the time, 

similar to Mutch (2003) who found that neutral feedback was used only 4.35% of the time. This 

is a stark contrast to what was found in this current research. In this current research, 90.5% of 

feedback comments were neutral.  

6.3.2 Simple feedback about something not correct. 

 The second most frequently used feedback type by markers was simple feedback about 

something not correct. Examples of simple feedback are provided below. The high use of this 

feedback type was not viewed as favourably by the researcher. This is because simple 

feedback provides very little information to the student. The only information supplied is what 

the student has done wrong. No further information about why it is wrong or what could be done 

to improve is supplied. While some examples of simple feedback below may imply what the 

student needs to do to improve their work, a marker can never assume that a student knows 

why something is wrong or what they need to do to improve. For example, in the feedback 
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comment “not the author” there could have been many reasons for the author not being correct. 

It could have been due to the student not spelling the author’s name correctly, or it could have 

been due to the student using the first name of the author instead of the surname. It also could 

have been due to the student using the editors’ names from a book instead of the authors’ 

names from a chapter. If the student is not told why the author’s name is wrong, they cannot 

improve in subsequent work. This is because they will not know what they need to do to correct 

their error. The other examples below also do not give all the information required for the 

student to understand what they have done wrong. The information does not tell the student 

why the error is wrong and/or give details of how the error could be corrected.  

“Not the author” (Marker T9) 

“Not in ref list” (Marker T9) 

“Don’t need this” (Marker T10) 

“Spelling” (Marker T10) 

Simple feedback lacks detail; this was an issue reported by many students in research 

studies. As previously reported in this thesis, students have highlighted lack of detail in 

feedback as being a significant issue (Hounsell et al., 2008; Weaver, 2006). Lack of detail has 

been viewed in the past by students as being unhelpful and ineffective. Simple feedback also 

lacks gap-altering information, another issue raised by students in research. Students in 

research conducted by Carless (2006) and Lizzio and Wilson (2008) reported seldom receiving 

feedback with information that was transferable, or that offered suggestions for improvement. 

Simple feedback does neither of these things. It does not feed-forward into other work and does 

not suggest what could be done to improve, so is not considered a very effective form of 

feedback for students.   

 The research by Hounsell et al. (2008), Weaver (2006), Carless (2006), and Lizzio and 

Wilson (2008) support what was found in this current research: feedback lacking detail and 

lacking gap-altering information is being frequently provided by markers. In the 5x5 study, 

feedback of this type per total number of comments ranged from 74-86%. In the 4x4 study, 

feedback of this type per total number of comments ranged from 58-75%.  Use of simple 

feedback by markers was also supported in a study by Brown et al. (2003). Glover and Brown 

(2006) pointed out from the study by Brown et al. (2003) that feedback comments on student 

written work often signalled skills weaknesses, stating what was wrong, but not how the 

weaknesses could be corrected. This is very similar to the simple feedback identified in this 

current research. Simple feedback in this current research focused mainly on skills, providing 

just a statement that told the student what was wrong. There was no indication of why it was 

wrong or how it could be improved.  

6.3.3 Feed-forward feedback. 

 In this research, feed-forward feedback was used the least by markers, yet it was 

considered in literature to be one of the most important feedback types (Bevan et al., 2008; 
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Brown & Glover, 2005; Price et al., 2010). It represented less than 1% of the total number of 

comments. This low use was disappointing, as this is the feedback type that arguably provides 

the most information to students. Feed-forward feedback assists students in the longitudinal 

development of their writing by showing them not only what is right or wrong with their work, but 

also why it is right or wrong and how to improve (Price et al., 2010).  

The limited use of this feedback type corresponds with what was found by Glover and 

Brown (2006) when they coded feedback interventions taken from scripts at two United 

Kingdom universities. Glover and Brown found that interventions that were feed-forward and 

that were designed to encourage further learning were rarely provided by markers. This low use 

of feed-forward comments was also supported in studies by Carless (2006). Students 

interviewed in this study reported seldom receiving feed-forward information that could help 

them improve future work. Findings from these previous studies, and from this current research, 

show that feed-forward feedback is a feedback type that is not commonly provided by markers.  

6.3.5 Other feedback types. 

 Other feedback types considered to be important in this research were corrective 

feedback, topic-specific feedback, and dialogical feedback. In studies identified in the literature 

that have coded these feedback types, some quantified the number of times these feedback 

types were used (Brown et al., 2003; Connors & Lunsford, 1993; Mutch, 2003; Stern & 

Solomon, 2006) while others gave qualitative examples of comments made (Spinks, 1998). The 

studies that quantified the feedback found that use of feedback relating to technical issues 

(corrective feedback) was high and that use of feedback relating to content (topic specific 

feedback) was also high. Dialogical feedback was seldom coded or quantified in any of the 

studies. The findings in this current research differ from that found in the literature in that 

feedback on technical issues was low and feedback about content variable. The coding and 

quantifying of dialogical feedback was evident, but the use of this feedback type was varied. 

6.3.5.1 Feedback about technical issues (Corrective feedback).  

 The high provision of feedback comments that pointed out technical corrections was 

reported in studies by Brown et al. (2003), Connors and Lunsford (1993), and Stern and 

Solomon (2006). These researchers found that comments about errors and omissions featured 

highly in feedback. Brown et al. (2003) found that at Sheffield Hallam University, approximately 

20% of comments were concerned with omissions and problems with grammar and spelling. 

Connors and Lunsford found 22% of feedback comments were focused on these issues. Stern 

and Solomon (2006) reported even higher provision of feedback about these issues. They 

stated that most feedback comments were about technical corrections addressing issues such 

as spelling and grammar.  

This high provision of feedback about technical issues was quite different to what was 

found here. In this research, in the 5x5 study only 6.4% of comments focused on correcting 
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mechanical issues. In the 4x4 study, only 4.7% of feedback comments focused on this issue. 

The reasons for this are not clear but this is something that could be looked at in future 

research. By interviewing the markers from this current study, more information could be gained 

about individual marker preferences and their marking style. Also more information could be 

gained about what markers think they are telling students in the various feedback comments 

they are providing.   

6.3.5.2 Feedback about content (Topic-specific feedback). 

 The high provision of feedback about the content of the assignment was also identified 

in the previously reviewed studies. One study in particular showed a very high use of this 

feedback type by markers. Brown and Glover (2005) reported that approximately 60% of 

feedback comments provided by markers at the Open University, and approximately 70% of 

feedback comments provided by markers at the Sheffield Hallam University were about the 

content of the assignment. Connors and Lunsford (1993) and Stern and Solomon (2006) 

reported much lower percentages, although they were still reasonably high.  Connors and 

Lunsford found that 24% of feedback comments were about the content of the assignment, and 

Stern and Solomon found that 32% of comments focused on this feedback type. The high 

provision of feedback about content could have related to the nature of the assignment and the 

weighting of marks, but this was not discussed in the studies so this conclusion could not be 

made.  

In the current research, the findings were varied. In the 5x5 study, only 14.5% of 

comments were identified as being about content. This was not surprising, however, as the 

main focus of the assignment in this study was writing style rather than content. This 

assignment was the first assignment of the undergraduate degree programme, so it was used 

as a diagnostic to check students’ writing ability. This meant feedback was focused on the 

structure of the assignment rather than its content. In the 4x4 study, provision of feedback about 

the content of the assignment was much higher. Thirty five percent of feedback comments in 

this study focused on the content of the assignment, similar to what was found by Stern and 

Solomon (2006). This again was not surprising, as in the second year of the programme 

students’ writing ability was expected to have improved. In the first year of the programme, 

students received intensive classes about academic writing, so it was expected that by second 

year the conventions of academic writing would be more clearly understood by students. 

Second year markers expected to provide less feedback about the structure and mechanics of 

writing and more feedback about content.  

6.3.5.3 Dialogical feedback. 

 The last feedback type that was of particular interest for this research was dialogical 

feedback. Dialogical feedback was a feedback type identified in literature as being very 

important. According to Carless et al. (2011), Sutton (2009), and Nicol (2010), dialogical 
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feedback promotes self-regulation in the learner. Learners and markers share information 

through discussion allowing for clarification of meanings and expectations. Dialogical feedback, 

however, was a feedback type that was not identified by many researchers when coding 

feedback from student assignments. Only one study of those previously reviewed mentioned 

any type of comment that would be akin to dialogical feedback. This was the study by Brown et 

al. (2003). In this study it was found that 19.1% of feedback comments involved the tutor asking 

the student for clarification. It was unclear, whether the students were encouraged or given the 

opportunity to respond to the feedback, however, this was seen as an example of dialogical 

feedback because the tutor was asking a question of the student; an important characteristic of 

this feedback type. Brown et al. (2003) also reported that 11.1% of comments involved the tutor 

giving clarification about content of the essay. This again was seen as an example of dialogical 

feedback as the reader was trying to make a connection with the writer about the content of the 

assignment. 

 In the current research, use of dialogical feedback by markers was varied. In the 5x5 

study, one marker in particular, used dialogical feedback substantially more than other markers. 

It was unclear, however, why this was the case as markers were not interviewed in this study. 

Overall, dialogical feedback was used reasonably frequently, but mainly in the 4x4 study. In the 

5x5 study, feedback comments that were dialogical equated to only 12.8% of the total number 

of comments, but in the 4x4 study feedback comments that were dialogical equated to 21.6% of 

the total number of comments. This higher use of dialogical feedback in the 4x4 study could 

have related to the higher provision of feedback about content as generally dialogical comments 

relate more to asking questions about the content rather than any other part of the assignment.  

6.4 Consistency in Feedback  

 Consistency in feedback was the second factor examined in this research. Consistency 

is an issue that has been raised in literature, especially with regard to consistency of scoring 

across markers.  There is, however, very limited research that looks at consistency of feedback 

comments provided by markers. There seem to have been very few studies that have examined 

consistency of feedback comments across markers when marking the same assignment, or that 

have used descriptive statistics to show variability across markers in the feedback types used. 

Most of the discussion about consistency of feedback has come in studies where students have 

been interviewed and been asked about the feedback they have received (Spinks, 1998; Glover 

& Brown, 2006). The students in these studies have stated that they have received feedback 

that is variable in both its quantity and quality.  These studies, however, have not provided 

much quantitative data to back up what has been found.  

This research has taken the discussion about consistency further. Through the process 

of having several markers mark the same student assignments, consistency has been 

examined more closely. The results show that there are problems with consistency across 
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markers in the scores and grades given, in the amount of feedback provided, in the types of 

feedback used, and in the messages portrayed in the feedback comments. 

6.4.1 Consistency in scores and grades. 

 Consistency in scores and grades was definitely an issue identified in this research. In 

the 5x5 study, there were differences in total score on a number of assignments. These 

differences ranged from 20 points on assignment S156, to 26 points on assignment S206, to 31 

points on assignment S178. In the 4x4 study, there were differences in the final grade on a 

number of the assignments. These differences ranged from a B (one marker), to a C (two 

markers), to an F (one marker) on assignment S216, from a C (three markers) to an F (one 

marker) on assignment S78, and from a C (three markers) to a B (one marker) on assignment 

S21. This inconsistency in scores and grades confirms what has been found in a number of 

other research studies. Read, Francis, and Robson (2005) asked 50 history lecturers to mark 

the same two undergraduate essays, and found that there were large variations in the marks 

given by different markers. Grainger et al. (2008) found that although markers shared common 

understandings of the criteria used to mark an assessment, they awarded different levels of 

achievement for the same student responses. The markers were “all experienced university 

lecturers teaching in the same programme” (Grainger et al., 2008, p. 136). Gustafsson and 

Erickson (2013) found that the scoring of two different solutions by 30 instructors from the 

physics faculty of a university varied greatly. These findings, as well as the quantitative data 

from the current research, show that consistency in grading is an issue. It also shows that this 

issue is not only occurring in the institution where the research was conducted, but also in other 

tertiary institutions. This is something, however, that could be researched further. 

6.4.2 Consistency in the quantity of feedback used. 

 Consistency in the quantity of feedback was also found to be an issue. The amount of 

feedback provided on student assignments was variable across markers. In the 5x5 study, 

marker T8 provided far fewer comments than the other markers. This marker only provided, on 

average, 24.2 comments per assignment, whereas all other markers provided 40 to 50 

comments. The reason for this variability could have been due to marker T8 tending to write 

longer comments than the other markers. This marker on several assignments wrote more than 

one comment that was over 40 words long. This was quite different to the other markers in the 

study. Also, looking at marker T8’s average words per comment, he/she wrote 35.66 words per 

comment as compared to other markers’, whose words per comment ranged from 21-25. In the 

4x4 study, the variability in the comments per assignment was much less, but there was still 

quite wide variability shown in the words per comment. Marker T3 provided fewer words per 

comment than the other markers. On average this marker provided 25.44 words per comment, 

whereas markers T2 and T4 provided 33 words per comment. Marker T12 provided 29.05 

words per comment. 
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 Variability in the number of feedback comments corresponds with what was found by 

Brown et al. (2003), Ivanic et al. (2000), and Spinks (1998). From the study by Brown et al. 

(2003), Glover and Brown (2006) reported that when different markers provided a similar score, 

the amount of feedback they provided was variable. An assignment with a score of 40% had a 

total of 22 comments written on it, while an assignment with a score of 41% had a total of only 

two comments written on it. This showed clear variability across the two markers in the amount 

of feedback they provided. Ivanic et al. (2000) found that some markers in their study wrote 

numerous specific and general comments on assignments, while others wrote much less. They 

found that some markers gave no specific comments, but just wrote a general comment at the 

end. These researchers commented specifically on how the responses by markers on students 

writing varied enormously in its quantity. Spinks (1998) found that assignments of varying 

grades often attracted varying levels of feedback. She found that both A and high B grade 

assignments attracted a lot less feedback than low B and C grade assignments. She also found 

that feedback on F grade assignments was variable, with some F grade assignments attracting 

a lot more feedback than others.   

 The reason for the variability in the number of feedback comments is not clear, but it 

could relate to something as simple as marker style. Markers do have differing marking styles , 

but whether this is something that could be impacting on quantity of feedback is something that 

would need to be researched further. To check on this, markers would need to be interviewed 

so as to identify their individual preferences. Interviews could also establish whether other 

factors such as marker workload were also impacting on marker feedback. 

6.4.3 Consistency in the feedback types used by markers. 

 Consistency in the feedback types used by markers was another issue identified in this 

current research. As shown in Chapter Four of this thesis, the number of the different feedback 

types used by markers was variable. This is clearly shown in the star graphs that were 

generated. These show quite different patterns of feedback use across markers. In the 5x5 

study, markers were similar in their use of neutral feedback, simple feedback about something 

not correct, generic feedback, and non-descript feedback, but then varied in their use of other 

feedback types. For example, marker T10 provided a lot more feedback that was focused on 

content and that was dialogical. Markers T8 and T14 provided a lot more positive feedback and 

feedback about simple things that were correct. Marker T9 provided more complex feedback 

about something not correct. In the 4x4 study, all markers were similar in their use of neutral 

feedback, simple feedback about something not correct, and topic specific feedback, but then 

varied in their use of other feedback types. Marker T2 provided a lot more simple feedback 

about something correct, and complex feedback about something not correct. Markers T3 and 

T4 provided a lot more non-descript and discourse feedback.  Marker T12 provided a lot of non-

descript feedback, but also provided a lot of generic feedback. These differences in the use of 

feedback type may be attributed to individual preference, or to a number of other factors. These 
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other factors could include such things as marker ideas/beliefs about the effectiveness of 

different kinds of feedback, or marker ideas/beliefs about what they believe students should 

understand and know. Knowing why these differences are occurring is something that would 

need to be researched further.  

 The main problem with consistency in the use of different feedback types was on the 

individual assignments. Some of the individual assignments attracted varying amounts of some 

feedback types. This was mainly seen as a problem when the feedback type related to 

structural or mechanical issues that markers were expected to provide similar feedback on. 

Structural and mechanical issues were specifically targeted in different sections of the marking 

rubric so were considered important. An example of inconsistency in the use of a feedback type 

can be seen on assignment S206 in the 5x5 study. Variability was shown in the use of 

corrective feedback. On assignment S206, marker T15 provided 12 different corrective 

feedback comments which picked up 12 different errors in relation to mechanical issues. Marker 

T10 provided zero comments, thus picking up zero errors. Marker T8 provided two comments, 

picking up two errors. Another example is shown on assignment S156. This example is in 

relation to simple feedback about something not correct. This is another feedback type that 

picks up errors in students’ work. On this assignment, marker T8 provided 14 simple feedback 

comments about something not correct, which would have picked up 14 errors. Marker T14 

provided 53 comments, picking up 53 errors. This is a substantial difference in the use of this 

feedback type and the identification of errors in the student’s work. Similar findings were found 

in the 4x4 study. In this study, corrective feedback on assignments S21 and S217 showed 

variability across markers. On assignment S21, marker T4 provided five corrective feedback 

comments, thus identifying five errors. All other markers provided zero corrective comments, 

picking up zero errors. On assignment S217, marker T12 provided nine corrective feedback 

comments, picking up nine errors. Marker T2 provided two corrective feedback comments, thus 

picking up only two errors. 

 To my knowledge, no other studies have looked at consistency in the use of feedback 

types as was done in this research. There is therefore nothing to compare these results with, so 

it is difficult to know if inconsistencies like this are occurring elsewhere in the tertiary sector. 

This is something, however, that could be researched further. Larger studies that compare the 

feedback types used by different markers would help to establish whether inconsistency across 

markers in provision of feedback is occurring, particularly whether it is occurring in other 

institutions and other areas of education.   

6.4.4 Consistency in the messages portrayed in the feedback comments. 

 Consistency in the messages portrayed in feedback comments was the final issue about 

consistency identified in the current research. This was seen as a significant issue in both the 

5x5 and the 4x4 studies. As outlined earlier, 14 issues in relation to messages about the 

structure and mechanics of the assignment were identified in the 5x5 study, and nine issues in 
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relation to messages about the structure and mechanics of the assignment were identified in the 

4x4 study.  

 This issue with consistency in the messages provided in feedback was something that 

was reported on in the literature. Read et al. (2005) found that participants in their research 

widely disagreed on the good and bad characteristics of various aspects of writing. These 

researchers provided quotes from different participants that showed the disparities in the 

comments about introductions. One participant wrote “An excellent introduction, you really got a 

sense that the author had not fallen into the trap of ignoring the question” (Read et al., 2005, p. 

249). The other participant wrote “Well I thought the introduction was appalling really” (Read et 

al., 2005, p. 249). The messages being portrayed in these two statements are not consistent. 

What was found by Read et al. (2005) is very similar to what was found in the current study. 

Many comments provided by markers about structural and mechanical aspects of the 

assignment in this current research showed discrepancies in the messages provided by the 

different markers. As can be seen in Chapter Four of this thesis, in the 5x5 study messages 

about conclusions and paragraphs were often conflicting. On assignment S178 for example, 

one marker stated that the conclusion was good and that the student had summarised the main 

points of the essay. Two other markers stated that it was not a conclusion and that the main 

points were not summarised. In the 4x4 study, comments about introductions were conflicting. 

Two markers implied that an introduction was good in assignment S21, while two other markers 

stated that the introduction was awkward and not well written. The two sets of conflicting 

comments on each assignment cannot both be right. The student, therefore, may be receiving 

inaccurate information about his/her work.  

6.4.5 Possible reasons for the issue of consistency. 

Although it was difficult to know why inconsistency across markers was occurring 

without interviewing the markers, the literature does outline several possible reasons for 

inconsistency in marking. These relate to the type of rubric used and its wording (the marking 

schedule and criteria), the experience of markers (whether they are novices or experts), and the 

individual marker preference including marker focus and what is important to them. These 

reasons will be outlined in the following section and related to the current research.  

6.4.5.1 Wording of the rubric. 

A number of researchers have looked at the use of rubrics for marking and have tried to 

establish the best sort of rubric to be used for consistency. Discussion on this, however, is still 

ongoing as some researchers prefer the holistic rubric and others the analytic rubric. The 

assignments in the current study were marked using an analytic rubric. Analytic rubrics require 

markers to score individual elements of an assignment before combining all the scores of these 

individual elements to produce an overall score/grade (East, 2009; Hunter, Jones, & Ranfhawa, 

1996; Jonsson & Svingby, 2007). Analytic rubrics are thought by some researchers to provide 
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more consistent scores/grades across markers (East, 2009; Jonsson & Svingby, 2007), 

however, in the current research this did not seem to be the case. The scores in several of the 

individual sections in the 5x5 rubric showed inconsistency across markers, as well as the 

grades in several sections of the 4x4 rubric. In section one of the 5x5 rubric, which scored ideas 

and understanding, on assignment S178 marker T8 gave a score of 11, while marker T9 gave a 

score of three. The same scores were also given by these two markers in section two which 

scored the element of supporting evidence. In the 4x4 rubric, in sections one and two, the 

marking on assignment S216 was not consistent. Marker T12 gave an F grade for both 

sections, while marker T2 gave a B grade. There were also problems with section four (style) 

and section five (mechanics) in this assignment. For section four, marker T3 gave an A grade 

and marker T4 gave a C grade, and for section five marker T3 gave an A grade while all other 

markers gave a C grade.  

One of the main problems identified with rubrics by many researchers was the wording 

of criteria. A number of researchers highlighted the potential for rubrics to cause variability 

across markers (Baume et al., 2004; Bloxham et al., 2015; Burton, 2015; Ecclestone, 2001, 

Grainger et al., 2008; Webster et al., 2000). This related to the subjective language used in the 

criteria, to possible ambiguous phrases that were open to different interpretations, and to the 

need for markers as part of assessing the criteria to apply professional judgement. Grainger et 

al. (2008) found that often the wording in rubrics was subjective and open to interpretation. They 

found that it was common practice in rubrics for words such as extensive, critical, 

comprehensive, adequate, good, sound, and appropriate to be used. They also found that when 

interpreting words such as these, different markers often assumed different meanings for the 

words stated. Webster et al. (2000) also found this. These researchers found that considerable 

ambiguity existed when markers tried to use and understand the criteria on assessment forms. 

These criteria included words such as analyse, evaluate, discuss, demonstrate knowledge, 

coherent argument and logical structure.  

This problem with the understanding of criteria in rubrics could have been occurring in 

the current research. The wording of the criteria was subjective in many parts of both the 5x5 

and the 4x4 rubrics. In the 5x5 rubric, two sections, sections one and two, which scored ideas 

and understanding and supporting evidence, provided descriptions that were subjective and 

more open to interpretation. These descriptions included words such as “excels, demonstrates 

development of complex ideas, adequate but less effective response, interprets and applies 

supporting evidence, and limited exploration of central ideas”. The other three sections of the 

rubric provided more detailed, objective wording. These sections, section three, four, and five, 

which looked at the structural and mechanical aspects of the assignment, provided more 

detailed information which was individually scored (see Appendix E for the 5x5 rubric). Sections 

one and two of the 5x5 rubric were the sections where variability in marker scoring was the 

highest. In the 4x4 rubric, all sections of the rubric used subjective descriptions. All of these 
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sections also showed variability across markers in one assignment or another. Examples of the 

subjective nature of the wording is shown in phrases such as appropriately limits and defines 

terms, uses logical structure, some logical links may be faulty, and adequate but less effective 

response. These are phrases that are likely to assume different meanings from markers (See 

Appendix F for the 4x4 rubric).  

6.4.5.2 Experience of markers. 

The experience of markers was another factor identified from the literature that was 

thought to have had an impact on marker variability. Although most would think that this is due 

to new markers not having enough experience, this was not found to be the case. Price (2005) 

found that when batches of assignments needed to be re-marked due to the moderator finding 

inconsistencies, it was not always an associate or new marker that had done the marking. 

Sometimes it was the more experienced marker. Price discovered that often new members of 

staff marked more within acceptable standards because they were more focused and keen to 

get things right.  Ecclestone (2001) found that marking decisions of expert and competent 

markers needed as much moderation as those made by novices. She put this down to novices 

being more receptive to guidance than established markers. Established markers were often 

more confident in what they knew so sought less guidance.  

The experience of markers in the current research ranged in the 5x5 study from 4 years 

to 24 years, and in the 4x4 study from 4 years to 17 years. It is hard to say whether the 

experience of the marker had an impact on the marking. This is because markers who were 

shown to be different from the others in the score or grade they gave was different for each 

assignment. In the 5x5 study, on assignment S156, marker T8 was the marker who varied the 

most from others. This marker had nine years’ marking experience . On assignment S178, 

marker T9 was the marker who varied from others. This marker had six years’ experience. On 

assignment S206, marker T10 was the marker who varied the most from others. This marker 

had eight years’ experience. Interestingly though, the one marker who consistently sat in the 

middle of the pack with scoring was the marker with the least amount of experience in marking. 

This marker was considered more of a novice with only four years’ experience. This, in a way, 

confirms what was found by Price (2005) and Ecclestone (2001). In the 4x4 study, markers who 

were shown to be different from the others in the grade they gave were again different for each 

assignment. On assignment S21, marker T2 was the marker who varied the most from others. 

This marker had eight years’ experience. On assignment S78, marker T12 was the marker who 

varied the most from others. This marker had 17 years’ experience. 

6.4.5.3 Focus of the marker. 

Lastly, marker preference and the focus of the marker was a factor outlined in the 

literature as having an impact on marker consistency. East (2009) discussed how some 

markers may be influenced by superficial features such as errors with grammar, word choice 
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and spelling. He cited Engber (1995) who stated that some markers were negatively affected by 

lexical errors, and hence would assign a lower grade if there were a high number of these errors 

(as cited in East, 2009). Were any markers in this current research negatively affected by 

vocabulary and grammar errors in this way? Was their focus on correcting these errors? This is 

something that can only be guessed at as markers were not asked this in any interviews. 

What was shown in the current study, however, was that some markers identified and 

acknowledged more errors in student work than others. In the 5x5 study, the markers who 

identified the most errors in the student assignments were markers T9 and T10. These markers 

were particularly focused on mechanical errors and they were also the markers who provided 

the most negative feedback. The marker who identified the fewest number of errors in student 

assignments was marker T8. This marker provided the highest scores to the students across 

three of the five assignments. Marker T8 also provided the highest marks in most sections of 

the rubric. In the 4x4 study, marker T12 was the marker who focused the most on mechanical 

errors. Marker T12 consistently gave the lowest grade in the mechanics section of the rubric 

and consistently gave the lowest grade overall. Marker T3 focused the least on mechanical 

errors. This marker gave an A grade for the mechanics section of an assignment when all other 

markers gave a C grade. These findings could show that some markers are more influenced by 

vocabulary and grammatical errors than others; however, this could only be clarified through the 

interviewing of markers, which was something that was not done in this particular research.  

6.5 Effectiveness of Feedback 

 The use of effective feedback was the final factor examined in this research. What was 

found was that effective feedback was not highly used. It accounted for less than 1% of all 

feedback comments. The feedback type considered to be effective was feed-forward feedback. 

This feedback type was considered effective because it provided the most information for the 

student, and it tended to provide information that answered the three questions put forward by 

Hattie and Timperley (2007). These questions were where am I going, how am I going, and 

where to next? The reason for the low use of this feedback type was not established as 

participant interviews were not conducted.  This is something that requires further investigation.  

 The use of effective feedback by markers is not something that has been found to be 

quantified in research to date. Researchers have endeavoured to define effective feedback, but 

have not looked at how often it is used by markers. In fact, in reviewing the literature there is not 

really any clear definition of what effective feedback is. That is why in this current research, 

Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) three questions were chosen to identify effective feedback being 

used by markers. Overall it was felt that effective feedback told the student what was right or 

wrong, why and how it could be improved and this is what feedback that answered Hattie and 

Timperley’s three questions did. 
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6.6 Limitations of the Study 

 Overall, this study had three major limitations. These were that the number of markers 

was small, only one institution was used to gather participants, and markers in the research 

were not interviewed. Because of the small number of participants and the use of only one 

institution, the results cannot be generalised to other institutions or to other areas of education, 

but they are useful in increasing our knowledge about feedback consistency and effectiveness. 

Also, because none of the markers were interviewed, the reasons for inconsistencies and low 

use of effective feedback cannot be confirmed.  

The main reason for the use of a small number of participants, and the use of only one 

institution was logistical. Using larger marker numbers would have meant that markers would 

have had to mark extra assignments, more than they marked in this current research. In the 

current research, markers only marked four extra assignments on top of their normal marking 

load. It was felt by the researcher that asking markers to mark more assignments than this 

would have been an imposition. Also, doing this may have caused participants to withdraw from 

the research. Using only one institution was a matter of distance. The other institution 

considered for the research was more than an hour away by air travel. Also, the markers to be 

used in this other institution marked on their own rather than in a team. This meant there was no 

opportunity to have teams of markers marking the same student assignments.   

Not interviewing the markers in this research was decided upon after the data were 

collected for the quantitative part of the study. Due to the large amount of data collected and the 

time needed to interpret these data, it was decided that interviewing the markers would need to 

be done in a separate study. This was disappointing as it impacted on the conclusions that 

could be drawn from the research, but it is hoped that interviewing the markers from this study 

may be done in the not too distant future. This will allow the researcher to find possible reasons 

for the inconsistencies found with markers. 

6.7 Future Research Opportunities 

 As already implied in this discussion, there are a number of future research opportunities 

that could come from this research. More research could be conducted on marker consistency 

in both scoring and use of different feedback types. Replication studies could be conducted in 

other institutions, in other countries and/or in other areas of education. More research could 

also be conducted that examines whether feedback being provided by markers is effective. 

Effective feedback would need to be clearly defined, however, or a model used such as that 

used here by Hattie and Timperley (2007). Finally, more research could be conducted that asks 

markers about the types of feedback they use, what their preferences are with regard to 

providing feedback, and what their individual marker style is. These are all research studies that 

could help to define if there is a real problem with consistency in marking or not. 
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6.8 Professional Development for Markers 

As a result of this research, it is likely that some professional development sessions for 

markers will be developed. There is the potential to provide markers with more information 

about different feedback types, their characteristics, and their effectiveness. There is also the 

potential for discussions about marking rubrics, in particular discussion about the specific 

wording of criteria in rubrics and how this wording can be made less subjective.  

6.9 Concluding Comments  

 To conclude, this research has provided some clear evidence to suggest that marking is 

not always consistent across markers.  What was found in the research was that there are 

issues with consistency among markers in the amount and types of feedback they use, and also 

that markers are rarely using feedback that is considered effective (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). It 

was also found that very few other studies had used quantitative data to compare feedback 

types provided by different markers. This was especially in relation to different markers all 

marking the same assignment. This lack of research about consistency meant there was a real 

gap in this area. Lack of consistency had been identified as an issue by some researchers in 

the past, but it was an issue that had not been looked at extensively. There were not a lot of 

previous studies to compare the current findings of this research with. This meant, therefore, 

that not a lot of generalised conclusions could be made. So, where does this leave us? 

Basically, while this research has provided some very beneficial beginning information about 

issues of consistency, more research now needs to be done in this area. This would help to 

either support or refute the findings found here. Consistency is an important issue in education, 

and is one that deserves more attention. Lack of consistency in marking is an issue that can 

have a huge impact on students. Inconsistent feedback and inconsistent messages can be 

unfair to the student, so this is an issue that needs to be addressed. I hope that more 

researchers will take up this mantle and look at this issue in education. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Student Information Sheet 

 

 

TITLE OF RESEARCH: An investigation into lecturer variability in the provision of 
written feedback comments on student assignments 

INFORMATION SHEET FOR STUDENTS 
Thank you for showing an interest in this project.  Please read this information sheet carefully 

before deciding whether or not to participate.  If you decide to participate we thank you.  

If you decide not to take part there will be no disadvantage to you and we thank you for 

considering our request.   

 

What is the Aim of the Project? 
This study is being undertaken as part of the requirements for a Doctor of Education. The 

purpose of the study is to investigate how lecturers provide feedback to students. The feedback 

being investigated is written feedback provided on student assignments. The long term aim of 

the study is to try and improve the feedback students receive from tutors or lecturers.   

 

What Type of Participants are being sought and what will participants be asked to do? 
The participants being sought for this study are students currently undertaking a degree course in 

the Faculty of Health at …. Should you agree to take part in this project, you will be required to 

give permission for your marked assignments to be copied and used for analysis with regard to 

lecturer feedback comments provided on them. If you agree to participate you will be asked to 

fill out the attached separate consent form.  

 

What Data or Information will be collected?  

The data being collected for this research is written lecturer feedback comments that have been 

provided on student assignments.  

 

Who will have access to the data? 

The only people who will have access to the data and information collected will be the 

researcher, and two Otago University staff members who are supervising the research as part of 

the Doctor of Education programme.  

 

What data or information will be reflected in the completed research? 

Excerpts from student assignments may be stated as part of the final research report but under no 

circumstances will your name or any identifying characteristics be included in the report. In 

order to retain confidentiality and anonymity all participants will be given a participant number 

and all identifying information will be removed from any student assignments used.  
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How will the data be stored and will participants be provided with the results of the study? 

The data collected will be securely stored in such a way that only those mentioned above will be 

able to gain access to it. Data obtained as a result of the research will be retained for at least 5 

years in secure storage. The results of the project will be made available in the University of 

Otago Library (Dunedin, New Zealand) and in the … Library (New Zealand) and the research 

may be published. Every attempt however will be made to preserve your anonymity. 

 

What if Participants have any Questions? 
If you have any questions about our project, either now or in the future, please feel free to 

contact either:- 

Jacqui Murray    and/or  Professor Jeffrey Smith 

 

Faculty of Health, Whitireia    College of Education 

 

Telephone Number:- 04 2373100 x 3946  Telephone Number:- 03 479 4900 x 5467 

 

Email Address: Jacqui.Murray@whitireia.ac.nz Email Address:  jeff.smith@otago.ac.nz 

 

This study has been approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee. If you have 

any concerns about the ethical conduct of the research you may contact the Committee through 

the Human Ethics Committee Administrator (ph 03 479 8256). Any issues you raise will be 

treated in confidence and investigated and you will be informed of the outcome. 

mailto:Jacqui.Murray@whitireia.ac.nz
mailto:jeff.smith@otago.ac.nz


 145 

Appendix B: Student Consent Form 

 

 
 
 

TITLE OF RESEARCH: An investigation into lecturer variability in the provision of written 
feedback comments on student assignments 

  
 

I have read the Information Sheet concerning this project and understand what it is about.  All 

my questions have been answered to my satisfaction.  I understand that I am free to request 

further information at any stage. 

I know that:- 

 

1. My participation in the project is entirely voluntary; 

 

2. I am free to withdraw from the project at any time without any disadvantage; 

 

3. Personal identifying information such as audio-tapes will be destroyed at the conclusion of 

the project but any raw data on which the results of the project depend will be retained in 

secure storage for at least five years; 

 

4.. The results of the project will be made available in the University of Otago Library 

(Dunedin, New Zealand) and in the … Library (New Zealand). The research may also be 

published. Every attempt however will be made to preserve my anonymity. 

 

I agree to take part in this project. 

 

.............................................................................   ............................... 

       (Signature of participant)    (Date)                   

 

 

This study has been approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee. If you have 

any concerns about the ethical conduct of the research you may contact the Committee through 

the Human Ethics Committee Administrator (ph 03 479 8256). Any issues you raise will be 

treated in confidence and investigated and you will be informed of the outcome. 
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Appendix C: Marker Information Sheet 

 

 
 

TITLE OF RESEARCH: An investigation into lecturer variability in the provision of 
written feedback comments on student assignments 

INFORMATION SHEET FOR LECTURERS 
Thank you for showing an interest in this project.  Please read this information sheet carefully 

before deciding whether or not to participate.  If you decide to participate we thank you.  

If you decide not to take part there will be no disadvantage to you and we thank you for 

considering our request.   

 

What is the Aim of the Project? 
This study is being undertaken as part of the requirements for a Doctor of Education. The 

purpose of the study is to investigate how lecturers provide written feedback to students, to 

establish whether variability in the provision of written feedback comments exists within and 

across programmes and why this variability, if it exists, may be occurring. The feedback being 

investigated is written feedback provided on student assignments. The long term aim of the study 

is to try and improve feedback provision by lecturers to students. 

 

What Type of Participants are being sought and what will participants be asked to do? 
The participants being sought for this study are lecturers currently teaching in a degree course in 

the Faculty of Health at …. Should you agree to take part in this project, you will be asked to 

participate in two ways. Firstly you will be asked to mark 10 student assignments that have been 

specifically chosen from students who have agreed to participate in the research.  Your written 

feedback comments from these assignments will be collected and analysed. What will be looked 

for in the analysis is the degree of consistency that is occurring in feedback being provided to 

students.  

 

Secondly you will be required to participate in one-on-one interviews. These interviews will 

investigate in more depth your experience of providing feedback and what you believe the 

factors are that impact on or influence your provision of feedback. Each interview will take 

approximately one hour.  

 

 

 

What Data or Information will be collected?  

In the one-on-one interviews, the interview will be audio-taped and the interviewer will also take 

notes. These interviews will involve an open-questioning technique. The general line of 

questioning includes asking lecturers what they believe are the factors which are impacting on or 

influencing their provision of feedback. The precise nature of the questions which will be asked 

however have not been determined in advance, but will depend on the way in which the 

interview develops.  Consequently, although the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee 
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is aware of the general areas to be explored in the interview, the Committee has not been able to 

review the precise questions to be used. In the event that the line of questioning does develop in 

such a way that you feel hesitant or uncomfortable you are reminded of your right to decline to 

answer any particular question(s) and also that you may withdraw from the project at any stage 

without any disadvantage to yourself of any kind. 

 

Who will have access to the data? 

The only people who will have access to the data and information collected will be the 

researcher, and two Otago University staff members who are supervising the research as part of 

the Doctor of Education programme.  

 

What data or information will be reflected in the completed research? 

Excerpts from the interviews may be stated as part of the final research report but under no 

circumstances will your name or any identifying characteristics be included in the report. In 

order to retain confidentiality and anonymity all participants will be given a participant number 

and all identifying information will be removed from any student assignments used.  

 

How will the data be stored and will participants be provided with the results of the study? 

The data collected will be securely stored in such a way that only those mentioned above will be 

able to gain access to it. Data obtained as a result of the research will be retained for at least 5 

years in secure storage. The results of the project will be made available in the University of 

Otago Library (Dunedin, New Zealand) and in the … Library (New Zealand) and the research 

may be published. Every attempt however will be made to preserve your anonymity. 

 

What if Participants have any Questions? 
If you have any questions about our project, either now or in the future, please feel free to 

contact either:- 

Jacqui Murray    and/or  Professor Jeffrey Smith 

 

Faculty of Health, Whitireia    College of Education 

 

Telephone Number:- 04 2373100 x 3946  Telephone Number:- 03 479 4900 x 5467 

 

Email Address: Jacqui.Murray@whitireia.ac.nz       Email Address:  jeff.smith@otago.ac.nz 

 

 

 

This study has been approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee. If you have 

any concerns about the ethical conduct of the research you may contact the Committee through 

the Human Ethics Committee Administrator (ph 03 479 8256). Any issues you raise will be 

treated in confidence and investigated and you will be informed of the outcome. 
 

 

 

  

mailto:Jacqui.Murray@whitireia.ac.nz
mailto:jeff.smith@otago.ac.nz
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Appendix D: Marker Consent Form 

 

 
 

 

TITLE OF RESEARCH: An investigation into lecturer variability in the provision of 
written feedback comments on student assignments 

I have read the Information Sheet concerning this project and understand what it is about.  All 

my questions have been answered to my satisfaction.  I understand that I am free to request 

further information at any stage. 

I know that:- 

 

1. My participation in the project is entirely voluntary; 

 

2. I am free to withdraw from the project at any time without any disadvantage; 

 

3. Personal identifying information such as audio-tapes will be destroyed at the conclusion of 

the project but any raw data on which the results of the project depend will be retained in 

secure storage for at least five years; 

 

4.    This project involves an open-questioning technique. The general line of questioning includes 

asking what I think impacts on or influences my provision of feedback to students. The 

precise nature of the questions which will be asked have not been determined in advance, 

but will depend on the way in which the interview develops and that in the event that the 

line of questioning develops in such a way that I feel hesitant or uncomfortable I may 

decline to answer any particular question(s) and/or may withdraw from the project without 

any disadvantage of any kind. 

5. The results of the project will be made available in the University of Otago Library 

(Dunedin, New Zealand) and in the … Library (New Zealand). The research may also be 

published. Every attempt however will be made to preserve my anonymity. 

 

I agree to take part in this project. 

 

.............................................................................  ............................... 

       (Signature of participant)     (Date) 

 

This study has been approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee. If you have 

any concerns about the ethical conduct of the research you may contact the Committee through 

the Human Ethics Committee Administrator (ph 03 479 8256). Any issues you raise will be 

treated in confidence and investigated and you will be informed of the outcome. 
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Appendix E: Year One Marking Rubric
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Appendix F: Year Two Marking Rubric 
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