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Abstract

Peer feedback at the high school level in English Language Arts has been

proven to have significant potential to help student writers improve their writing skills.

However, at this time there is no general agreement on what feedback is best for

students and little understanding of what students themselves want in their feedback.

The interest in this study revolved around high-achieving students in their senior year

Advanced Placement (AP) classes.  The expectation among such a subgroup is that a

sense of agency and genuine desire to improve skill are present.  Feedback systems

need to be efficient and effective for both students and instructors due to the quantity

of student writing generated in an AP classroom.

Three types of common AP classroom peer feedback loops were examined in the

study:

1. Students scored peer work using only the comprehensive rubric system

provided by the College Board.

2. The instructor and students collaboratively generated a list of 5-7 bullet points

of focal points to be commented on with peer feedback.

3. Students looked for “positive” and “areas of growth needed” contrasting

aspects of student work and commented on that.
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From this study it becomes clear that students want to provide focal points for

classroom feedback in a high-functioning Advanced Placement environment, and that

feedback can be powerful coming from a peer when structured correctly.

Keywords:  Advanced Placement, College Board, ELA, peer feedback, feedback loops,

COVID-19, pandemic, social, culture, effectiveness, student satisfaction, comparative

analysis, student growth
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Background And Need

It is a commonly held belief among educators that feedback is critical to student

growth.  Without feedback, students from any discipline and of any type will not have

clear direction as to what they should focus on in the next stage of their learning.

While there have been studies analyzing if teacher feedback is more important than

peer feedback (Hattie & Clarke, 2020), relatively little exists in the way of comparative

studies regarding specific peer feedback loops that are common in the English

Language Arts (ELA) classroom at the secondary level. Part of the reason for this is that

peer feedback works differently on the part of the assessor and assessee which can

lead to different outcomes (Lu & Law, 2011). Additionally, the Advanced Placement

ELA population has different needs in clearly definable ways.  First, the population in

general is high-functioning academically.  As a standard, reading comprehension is

markedly higher than the average population.  Secondly, the Advanced Placement

classroom expectations are such that students will take the College Board’s AP

examination at the culmination of the class.  Students have the opportunity to get

college credit with a passing score.  Because of this dynamic, there is a vested interest

of the student that goes beyond grading and into the realm of learning and actual

performance.  This dynamic changes the focus of the class; students’ goals are not to

please the teacher, but to prepare for an exam that will not be scored by the teacher.

This relationship becomes a partnership between students and teacher in a collective
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effort to learn the skills that will be assessed on the exam.  With this level of

expectation, the paper load on both students and the teacher is significant.  With many

districts short on funds to train new AP teachers-- and with many AP teachers

becoming experienced and expert in their AP curriculum, many Advanced Placement

teachers have a full line of AP classes.

Another consideration is that due to the unique partnership in the AP classroom

an opportunity to solicit feedback from students might be in order.  Simply put, what

works for students?  What types of peer feedback might work best for them?  After all,

it is the student that is preparing for the high stakes AP exam; their high-functioning

ability could allow for more meaningful and beneficial feedback loops to occur.

Additionally, the paperwork load on teachers at the secondary level in general

cannot be overlooked.  Teachers at every level are leaving the profession at high rates

due to many factors, including the difficulty in finding a healthy home/work balance.

When teachers provide written feedback on essays for ELA students at the secondary

level, often students look for their score or grade and focus less on their learning or the

feedback they receive.  This phenomenon is common and can be frustrating for

teachers.  Carless (2006) has found that teachers often find their own feedback of

significantly more value than students do.  Often this is because teachers are

misinterpreting the motivation of their students. If a student receives a satisfactory

score on an assignment, that may have met the student’s needs.  However, even a high

scoring student has room for improvement.  When a teacher provides feedback on how
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to improve their work some students may find their needs already met by the high

grade.  Yet, that instructor spent a great deal of time creating that feedback.

The topics of peer feedback and teacher work overload regarding feedback are

absolutely related.  Educators want students to succeed and peer feedback can be

highly effective in helping students grow.  Additionally, educators often work many

long and hard hours providing feedback that is often not as valued as the grade itself.

On a common sense level, students that have multiple opportunities to analyze and

provide feedback with the work of others tend to develop their ability to do so in their

own writing.  Therefore, it is important to note that peer feedback has the potential to

play a vital role in helping both students and teachers be more productive with less

workload outside of the classroom.

The purpose of this study was to determine what common feedback loops work

well for students while having the additional benefit of not being generated by the

instructor, thus saving unnecessary time-- and potentially keeping teachers from

burning out.

Challenges

Many students do not want peer feedback if that feedback is substandard.  That

is a logical concern.  And many ELA teachers know that feedback can be critical in

student growth-- with peer feedback being possibly more effective than instructor

feedback when done well.  But the research also suggests that students prefer different
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types of feedback.  A specific challenge is that peers may simply vary on what they

want.  Some may prefer global feedback-- where they get a sense of what is working

and what is not so they can do the work themselves. And other student populations

might want feedback that is specific, in order to fix grammatical or other detailed errors

in the paper.

Opportunities

If it is possible to hone in on preferred peer feedback loops that are also

deemed effective by the peers themselves, there would be significant opportunity to:

1. Improve student learning.  Students that can effectively use a system and get

feedback from peer groups and maintain a high level of motivation may just

learn more.

2. Teachers would spend less time outside of class providing feedback on student

papers which also may have a lower level of effectiveness.

3. To perform a study on what students themselves want during feedback, not only

in a writing-intensive classroom environment but also during a pandemic.

Statement Of The Problem

Much of the research at this time reflects the variability of success with peer

feedback loops.  The quality of feedback reflects the ability of the assessor.  This is

mitigated by intentional strategies of the instructor in some form.  Additionally, there is

not much information about the advanced secondary level population and how their

needs might be different.
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Review of the Literature

Peer feedback at the high school level in English Language Arts has been found

to have significant potential to help student writers improve their skills.  Additionally,

the effect size between teacher feedback and peer feedback in formative writing can

be nearly identical (Huisman et al., 2018).  However, peer feedback can also be

detrimental to writing development if that feedback is incorrect.  With the sheer

volume of material that a high school teacher encounters from a full schedule, peer

feedback could be a tremendously useful asset to both student learning and teacher

efficiency.  Additionally, the potential impact of poor peer feedback has caused

teachers to slow the use of peer feedback as a system in general. Students that are

getting substandard feedback that has minimal effect on writing growth creates

something for a dilemma for the ELA teacher at the secondary level.  But we know

feedback works and is quite helpful when done correctly. However, based on an

extensive analysis of available, existing research, there is at this time no general

agreement on what feedback is best for students.

The purpose of this literature review was to conduct an in-depth review of

peer-reviewed research in the use of feedback in the Advanced Placement classroom

as a tool for the secondary level instructor with advanced classes, taking special

consideration with current COVID-19 hybrid learning modules.

Generally, there is not a consensus of what feedback works best for students,

and there is little in the way of student preference regarding types of feedback

received.
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The themes discussed in this research are feedback types, benefits of

anonymous feedback, benefits of peer feedback, and student feedback preference.

Seminal Works / Educational Theories

John Hattie’s work has been critical in synthesizing measured learning.  His book

Visible Learning (2008) is the benchmark for measuring teacher efficacy in the

classroom.  In a follow up to that text, Hattie and Clarke (2019) co-authored Visible

Learning: Feedback to hone in on how feedback works in the classroom.  We know that

students need feedback to grow as learners.  We also know that teacher feedback and

peer feedback are comparable in their effectiveness (Huisman et al., 2018).  Hattie and

Clarke suggested various peer feedback loops but without any type of measurable

effect size in correlation to each loop.  A noticeable gap in the research was that there

was not a substantial amount of measurable data on the effectiveness of feedback.

Within the literature there was also a noticeable gap: where best practices were

discussed it was rarely done with data from students that suggested what works for

them.  Culture was commonly mentioned as an important component of a

peer-feedback loop.  Peer feedback loops can thrive in classrooms where intentionality

and trust work with a collective growth mindset among all stakeholders.  However, it

might appear to be myopic to pursue the question about what is best for advanced

student writers without asking the very same writers about what works for them.

Feedback Types

Although providing feedback is commonly practiced in education, there is no

general agreement regarding what type of feedback is most helpful and why it is
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helpful (Nelson & Schunn, 2008).  Nelson and Schunn compared two types of input:

sentence-level details and feedback on global ideas. Their study revealed that the best

feedback depends on a variety of details ranging from who the feedback giver is to the

individual needs of the writer.  They suggested that teachers take note of what works

best for their students and use that-- but also stated that all feedback should start with

a summary of student performance before getting specific.

Anonymous Feedback

Rotsaert, Panadero, and Schellens (2017) found that anonymous feedback with

high school juniors increased in quality and that over time non-anonymous feedback

was of similar quality.  This suggests that anonymous feedback could be a scaffold but

not needed once feedback systems are established. Voet et al. (2017) focused on the

active involvement of the assessee in the peer feedback process with a group of

college freshmen to determine if significant improvements were noted.  The findings

were that feedback requests do in fact stimulate more focused feedback messages and

more specific elaborations than when feedback requests were not present.

Benefits of Peer Feedback

Lu and Law (2011) found that peer feedback actually achieved more for the

assessor than the assessee.  The ability to give practiced feedback helped the critic of

the work achieve improved abilities in their own writing. Lu and Law also determined

that peer grading with high school students is less effective than peer feedback.  In

another study by Deiglmayr (2017), the practice of utilizing formative feedback itself

provides opportunity for benefit to the end user, but the procedures to get positive
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results were unclear.  However, there are clear benefits for the assessor.  In yet another

study (Simonsmeier et al., 2020), it was discovered that peer feedback in a four-week

study with college undergrad psychology students ranked as the fifth most significant

instruction variable for both the examiner and examinee. Additionally, peer feedback

contributes to the overall academic self concept of both the assessor and assessee.  A

potential parallel to the Advanced Placement ELA classes might be found in a

community college comparison.  One such study of peer feedback practices (Gilken,

2018) noted that feelings of belongingness improved after participation in peer

feedback loops, which in theory may help class culture and improve writing.  Students

subsequently tended to make more changes in their own writing because their

knowledge base increased.

The literature suggested that peer feedback helped both the assessor and

assessee and warrants a prominent place in the classroom as a highly effective strategy.

However, the collective knowledge base is not clear or in conclusive agreement as to

what that feedback should look like, or what kids might prefer.

Summary

After a careful review of the literature, the most apparent finding was that

student preference was not brought into the discussion about their own development

in writing.  It would seem to be a critical area to recognize: if teachers want the process

of writing instruction to be in concert with students, and if these same teachers want

the class culture to support the level of analysis and introspection that is necessary to

help writing evolve, it would be logical to consider the needs from the student
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perspective.  They are after all the stakeholders that are expected to put their work out

in front of their teacher and their peers.

Looking at three common forms of feedback loops given in ELA classrooms and

asking students themselves to determine what could be most successful in their own

learning provides agency to students that are knowledgeable and invested in their

development.  It is worth noting that during the COVID-19 pandemic, the ability to

solicit student voice to address needs might be more critical than ever.  With fewer

class minutes and less human contact students will invariably have a more difficult time

connecting to their peers and instructor.  Additionally, students may not feel their voice

is heard.  As primary stakeholders, this carries significance. This potentially puts a new

twist on the type of research included in the study. That would appear to be an

undeveloped element in the holistic research view of feedback overall, and especially

for the needs reflected in this moment in time: the perspective from students.

Definitions:

Common Feedback Loops refer to the process that students and teachers work

through in creating drafts for the sake of writing improvement.  Students create writing

and get feedback based on that writing.  The loops used in this study are common

among ELA teachers at the secondary level.

Purpose of Research

Driving Question: What kinds of peer feedback have the most potential to help
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the end user in an Advanced Placement classroom?

We know peer feedback can be very effective. What we don’t know is what

types of common feedback loops are most useful for the end user in an Advanced

Placement classroom.

The purpose of this study was to determine what common secondary ELA peer

feedback loops work best and to get insight into what advanced students want to see

in their feedback.  An additional goal was to get clarity for the sake of the instructors

that spend a significant amount of time providing feedback.  This clarity would allow

for more efficient and more beneficial feedback loops to occur in AP classrooms.

Research Question 1: What is the potential impact of a peer feedback loop that

exclusively uses the Advanced Placement rubric for scoring?

a) Are the descriptors from the rubric enough information to hone in on needed

changes for the end user?

b) Can students potentially increase their score by knowing this information?

Research Question 2: If students and the instructor collaboratively design a list of focal

points for peer feedback, does that potentially help student writing?

a) Does student involvement in creating this feedback loop help student buy-in?

b) Are students more likely to improve their skill when they choose what is being

looked at in their own writing?

Research Question 3: Using a traditional “find the positives” and “find the areas to

work on” approach, can students improve their writing ability in this type of feedback

loop?
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a) Is this system too open ended for useful feedback?

b) Do weaker students struggle providing feedback with this type of loop?

Methodology

The teacher in this specific classroom study is a high school ELA instructor of 20

years, 14 of which have been with Advanced Placement student populations in both AP

Language and AP Literature.  The instructor also scores the AP Language exam for the

College Board.  This is to establish the experienced and veteran nature of the

observations found in the study.

The student population was chosen for a variety of reasons:

a) Students had prior Advanced Placement experience

b) Students had previously been in advanced ELA classes

c) This was not the students’ first experience with on-demand classroom writing

d) A base culture had been formed around the desire to work towards passing the

AP exam in Literature

Having prior experience with Advanced Placement classes would indicate

students have less to learn about the expectations of the College Board and could

focus on their development more readily.  Those that lack this experience could

potentially concern themselves with the format and expectations of the College Board

and not the experience of simply improving writing skills.  Those that had previously

been in advanced English Language Arts classrooms would have a higher ability in the

subject and more experience with having their own work read by the class.

Significantly, this would reduce levels of stress on students in this research.  The type of
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writing is on demand where students are given a class period to produce a full essay

response.  Given that students are somewhat new to this concept when starting AP

classes, the levels of anxiety would be reduced in this study because of prior

experience with this format.  Additionally, the class that was used in the study had a

clear commitment towards writing growth and took their peer feedback role seriously.

The study used was both a Convenience Sample and a Purposive Sample. The

researcher was an Advanced Placement teacher at the high school of study and all

participants were enrolled in one of the researcher’s courses. The class was an

Advanced Placement Literature and Composition grouping of high-achieving students.

The number of students was 22, and all of these students were high school seniors

aged 17 and 18. The gender breakdown was 18 females and four males. Of these,

five students were absent from school on the first day of feedback loops. These five

students were kept out of the official study the remainder of the week in order to

maintain symmetry in the data. The school’s enrollment was 1901 students in the

2019-2020 school year. Sixty-eight percent of the school population was Hispanic and

26% was caucasian. One thousand one hundred and one of the students in the school

were socioeconomically disadvantaged. Eleven of the 27 students in the study were

Hispanic. Passive parent/guardian consent was used due to the low impact nature of

the study. Participants submitted their study feedback anonymously through Google

Forms.
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Study Design

Advanced Placement students have high-stakes testing at the conclusion of their

course, but a clear lack of substantial research regarding what types of feedback are

most effective and desired for their development in the subject remains troubling.

The study took place in a Northern California High School with just under 2,000

students.  The students participating in the study have all taken Advanced Placement

English prior to the current year and are all in 12th grade.

An additional consideration was in the time period of which the study took

place.  The end of the fall semester during COVID-19 marked the second semester in

which students in this region had been distance learning. This particular group of

students recently began a hybrid model, in which one of their classes weekly would be

in person if the student and family opted for this form of education.  The rest would be

livecast with the teacher.  Hybrid also denotes that some students would be livecast in

class while others would in-person, attending class in a traditional manner.  Some

observable differences with COVID-19 education have been low motivation and

recessed socialization.

i) Day One: Students took a timed writing practice essay exam in 40 minutes. They

were told that this exam would be used only for the purposes of feedback and to get a

sense of what types of feedback they prefer.  The essay was typed onto a Google Doc.

ii) Students already had a strong familiarity with the Advanced Placement rubric that

was used as part of this study. The class went over this document together as a

refresher for this study.
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iii) Day Two: Students were randomly assigned into groups of three. There was a

“rotation” of essays and each student was responsible for providing the first round of

feedback on each of the two essays they received. This would be done on the bottom

of the document. Round One would be the student score based on the Advanced

Placement rubric-- and students had that rubric in their possession. After this session,

students were given a Google Form that asks them to rate their potential for

satisfaction with this style of feedback. Additionally, they were given freedom to

explain why.

iv) Day Three: Students were again randomly assigned into groups of three. There was

a “rotation” of essays and each student was responsible for providing the second

round of feedback on each of the two essays they received. This was done on the

bottom of the document. Round Two was the collective list generated by students and

the instructor. After this session, students were given a Google Form that asked them

to rate their potential for satisfaction with this style of feedback. Additionally, they

were given freedom to explain why.

v) Day Four: Students were randomly assigned into groups of three. There was a

“rotation” of essays and each student was responsible for providing the third round of

feedback on each of the two essays they received. This was done on the bottom of the

document. Round Three asked the student to give feedback that has strengths

explained in addition to areas of growth needed for the essay. After this session,

students were given a Google Form that asks them to rate their potential for

satisfaction with this style of feedback. Additionally, they were given freedom to
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explain why.

The risks were mild as feedback loops were standard practice in the classroom.

Having said that, there was the potential for mild discomfort in that students knew

feedback was considered as part of the study-- even though it was anonymous. The

feedback loops were going to be done with or without the occurrence of this study.

Google Forms were the primary method of data collection. Data was compiled

into a spreadsheet and was anonymous. This is a safe and secure way to obtain this

data.

This study took place over two weeks in November of 2020.  The proposal was

submitted on November fifth.  Student timed writing occurred on November 13th.  On

November 16th the first round of feedback happened. On November 18 the second

feedback loop occurred.  And finally on November 19th the last round of feedback

happened.  These three data cycles took place in the same week.
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Results and Analysis

Feedback Loop Round One-- Rubrics

Figure 1

Feedback Loops Satisfaction by Number (Scale 1-5)
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Figure 2

Word Cloud From Feedback Loop (High Frequency Words From Students)

Key Explanations from Students:

The most common words used to describe this loop are reflected in the “word cloud”

(Figure 2).  All of these words had multiple mentions in student commentary.  The larger the

word, the more often that word was included in the free-form student response.

Score 2: There needs to be more depth on the feedback. What are some steps that I

can take to ensure that I get the points needed?
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Score 3: A strength is that I can see what points I've missed in order to improve for the

AP tests. However, a weakness is that this doesn't provide me any specific feedback,

the person just gives me a score.

Score 4: I liked this for general feedback. It's good for getting a rough outline of what

to improve. However it's done best if there can be a discussion where one justifies the

grading choices they made.

Score 5: This rubric is very spot on and hits certain spots, and evaluation with those

specific key points. The strengths: this feedback system would be beneficial in regards

to getting accurate feedback and being understandable. There would not be any

weaknesses for this type of feedback form.

The rubric used for this round of research is the College Board’s prose analysis

scoresheet (see Appendix A).  This rubric is considered to be robust and full of

informative feedback in and of itself.  This specific rubric is broken into three sections:

the thesis statement, body paragraphs with line of reasoning and the sophistication

point.  This is the same rubric that would be applied to student work at the AP Reading

where student essays are scored.  It is common practice in Advanced Placement

classrooms to fully teach the rubric in class, allowing students to know and prepare for

the criterion to which their work will be applied. For these reasons, this is a common

feedback loop to use in class.

Having said that, students did not prefer this type of feedback.  In fact, with an

average of 3.22 it is clear that students did not see this feedback loop as having a great

deal of potential impact on their development as a writer.  Most students found this
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loop to be “satisfactory” but little more.  Significantly, more students rated this version

of feedback as “barely satisfied” than any of the other feedback loops used-- and by a

significant margin.

In looking at key student commentary, phrases such as “rough outline” and

“doesn’t provide me any specific feedback” stand out as summaries of the limitations

of this feedback loop.  This would suggest that equal-partner, highly engaged students

need more than just information as to where they are at in their process, but specific

observations and justifications from their feedback partner.  The word “justifies”

suggests multiple interpretations: first that the rubric needs more explanation but also

that the score would need to be explained by the assessor in order for the assessee to

take that feedback into account.  If in fact the assessee did not see the assessor as a

valid source of accurate scoring, this feedback loop-- limited by only a number and

nothing more-- would fall short.  The credibility of the assessor comes into play more

than ever in this style of feedback loop.
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Feedback Loop Round Two-- Student / Teacher List

Figure 3

Feedback Loop Satisfaction By Number (Scale 1-5)
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Figure 4

Word Cloud From Feedback Loop (High Frequency Words From Students

Key Explanations from Students:

The most common words used to describe this loop are reflected in the “word cloud”

(Figure 2c).  All of these words had multiple mentions in student commentary.  The larger the

word, the more often that word was included in the free-form student response.

Score 2: The strengths are that it is partially student-generated which feels more

collaborative and interactive but a weakness is that not all students could participate

and some of the generated essay requirements may not work for every student.
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Score 3: I was satisfied because my partner and I knew each other and were not afraid

to be critical, but this wouldn't work if that relationship wasn't there

Score 4: This allows the reader to know what is expected from them in a simpler way,

compared to the rubric. It really narrows it down to the important aspects of an essay. It

also gives the student a voice in his own review, as we collaborate on the list.

Score 5:

I really like this method of feedback and I believe it has the most potential for being

effective. Because the list is formed by the students, the feedback gets down to what

they believe their essay needs to have and what they can analyze. However, a potential

weakness of students making the list would be a lessened correlation between what

students like to see and what the College Board actually grades by.

In the second feedback loop, students and the instructor brainstormed a list of

what feedback would be useful.  The list they came up with is as follows:

a. Thesis statement evaluation and if it would earn the thesis statement point on

the rubric

b. Thesis statement and to what degree it follows the prescribed class formula

c. To what extent to body paragraphs follow a line of reasoning?

d. To what extent do body paragraphs use evidence correctly (small phrases,

avoiding the large quote, used to pair with other aspects of the passage)?

e. How can analysis of evidence be improved?  Use examples.

f. Look for examples where sentence structures can be varied, sentence openers,

punctuation varied, etc
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g. As a whole, do the body paragraphs deliver on the promise of the thesis?  To

what extent?  How can they be improved?

h. What can be removed from the paper (doesn’t support the thesis, off topic,

repetitive, etc)?

This list would vary by class and by instructor. Each class would create their own

list based on their needs and what focal points were part of previous instruction.

It is clear from the results that students preferred this style of feedback loop.

With an average score of 3.86-- the highest average of the three tested loops-- and

with the highest number of “Very Satisfied” scores, this hybrid style of feedback was

the students’ choice.  It is interesting to note that fewer than 5% of students saw this

style of feedback look as “Barely Satisfied” which speaks to the strength of potential

this loop had on this test group.

From student commentary, phrases such as “student voice” and “effective”

stand out as labels for this feedback loop.  This would seem to imply that students

want to partner with the instructor and peers in their own growth as writers.

Additionally, the focus of this loop is more on writing improvement rather than score

improvement, a somewhat subtle distinction.  Of course, improved writing would lead

to improved scores which is clear based on the class-generated focus list and its

alignment to the College Board rubric.
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Feedback Loop Round Three-- Strengths and Areas of Growth

Figure 5

Feedback Loop Satisfaction By Number (Scale 1-5)
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Figure 6

Word Cloud From Feedback Loop (High Frequency Words From Students)

Key Explanations from Students:

The most common words used to describe this loop are reflected in the “word cloud”

(Figure 3c).  All of these words had multiple mentions in student commentary.  The larger the

word, the more often that word was included in the free-form student response.

Score 2: This requires the person giving feedback to have a deep understanding of

what about my writing is good or bad and why the specific things they mention are
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more important than others. Real feedback should be carefully worded and considered

not quick and easy.

Score 3: The compliment sandwich is helpful and can encourage writing growth. I am

satisfied with this method.

Score 4: I like this feedback because it gives the paper a whole new perspective, and

allows room for constructive criticism. It is a lot more friendly, and brings comfort to the

writer that a peer will be reviewing it, which often times leads to a better first draft.

Also, it allows for creativity in the feedback, which can be proven as more effective.

Score 5: This one is the best of both worlds. If this is used with the rubric, where people

go over it and then tell the author why they missed certain things, but also providing

individual feedback on other "intangible" writing techniques, I feel super happy with

this system. I'd be able to gather data over a range of where my writing style works and

where it needs to improve, but also know how I'm not generally hitting points on the

rubric. It's a win-win.

The third round of feedback asked for students to provide a commentary on

what was working in the essay being evaluated, with the College Board rubric in hand.

Additionally, student assessors would generate a list of what they perceived to be

needs of the paper and would document those for the assessee.  This was referred to

as a “compliment sandwich” by one student and seemed to be an apt comparison.

Psychologically, this student commented that having a positive come before an area of

growth would open the assessee to critical commentary of their work as the feedback

would be seen as in good faith, not destructive.
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The average satisfaction rating of this feedback loop was 3.72, narrowly falling

below that of the second feedback cycle in an overall ranking of the three loops. The

curve for this loop was flatter and more spread out; it is clear from the data that there is

a variety of perspective on the potential for effectiveness in this style of feedback.  An

equivalent number of students rated this a 2 to that rating it a 5, speaking to the

polarizing nature of this loop.

In student commentary about the effectiveness of this loop, phrases such as

“friendly” and “constructive criticism” stood out in one assessor’s notes.  However,

another student commented on the need for the assessor to have a “deep

understanding” of the assessee’s writing, which may not happen in a class feedback

loop.  The element of trust and culture were more clearly evident in this loop, speaking

to the need for a qualified assessor population in an environment where writing growth

is positively nurtured.

Summary and Recommendations

It was not surprising that the data suggests students want “voice and choice” in

their feedback.  This aligned closely with perceptions within the profession and

manifested in myriad ways throughout the course of a school year.  The fact that

students did not prefer the College Board rubric score indicated that, while assessment

on a rubric is important information, it is not the critical component to student growth

and development.  The ability for students that are self-aware as writers to create their

own criterion for how their paper is viewed speaks to the need for teachers and
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students to work closely together in developing not only what is looked at, but how

one responds to what is looked at.

Given that this study took place in a pandemic, it bears consideration that

students might prefer the feedback loop where they control what is in that feedback for

a reason.  Student populations are socially challenged in ways that are not yet fully

evident.  Teachers report that student interaction is lesser in quantity and quality than

in years past.  Students are often unwilling to show their faces in Zoom meetings or

share their ideas in public chat boxes.  It is possible that students chose the second

feedback loop because not only was their work not assessed on a numerical scale--

which often brings a sense of frustration for those that don’t score well-- but because

they felt that by creating a specific list they would get feedback that helps in addition

to feedback that they are willing to read.

Nowhere in this study did any student rate any of these common feedback loops

as a 0.  This study was based on potential, and thus students felt that all loops present

in the study did have the potential to provide growth for the assessee.  But a

resounding 27.3% of students saw the rubric score in and of itself as having limited

utility.  Kids simply do not want the score, or the grade.  In no place at all in the

commentary did students indicate that they were missing the score or grade for that

loop to be completely satisfactory, which presents the idea that grades and scores

themselves are of little value or importance to students looking to improve their skill

set.
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Commonly students mentioned that the feedback partner matters.  A clear

recommendation would be for classroom teachers to invest their time and clarity into

the feedback process so that all stakeholders benefit. We know that feedback

commonly works for the assessor.  But for the assessee to find value in the activity an

instructor would need to be clear and create items of focus with the class they teach.

Furthermore, this list would be different for each classroom.  Each student would have

their voice heard and would not be subscribed to another list from another class; doing

so would invalidate the experience of “voice and choice.”

Additionally, teachers would benefit greatly from using peer feedback loops in

their own classrooms.  Students need to write frequently. And with declining budgets

and large class sizes,  giving individual feedback is not always possible.  Using

feedback loops in concert with student needs, clearly teaching the loop, and creating a

culture in class where students feel comfortable with these loops is of paramount

importance.  Teachers could assign more writing and more peer loops without putting

pressure on the instructor to have to respond to all of what is produced.  Teacher

burnout is real within the ELA instructor population. Methods of feedback have

remained the same for a very long time, with mixed results.  Working smarter, not

harder, seems to be pertinent here.  As COVID-19 creates a shift into analysis of

antiquated practice, the way teachers perform feedback loops with student and peer

groups should be considered.
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APPENDIX A

Thesis Statement Rubric from College Board
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Line of Reasoning Rubric from College Board
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Sophistication Rubric from College Board


