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Abstract

Despite extensive research on feedback models, there is still sparse empirical evidence of their
validity and application in higher education learning settings, whether online, hybrid, or face-to-
face. Understanding how a feedback framework—integrated in the instructional cycle—is
perceived by the learners can provide empirical support about its intended purpose and
effectiveness. Recent reviews of research on student perceptions of feedback in different learning
environments have revealed the need to research feedback as a process with the use of a more
solid methodological approach. The aim of the present descriptive survey study is to investigate
learners’ perceptions of an established feedback model, Matrix of Feedback for Learning
(Brooks et al., 2019), in the asynchronous online component of an undergraduate blended course.
More specifically, the impact of its application on learners’ encounters with three types of
feedback (feed-up, feed-back and feed-forward) and three levels of feedback (task, process, and
self-regulatory) is explored. A 36-item survey, previously piloted and preliminarily validated,
was used to explore learners’ perceptions (N=135) of the three feedback types and levels.
Approximately 68% of responses showed that students recognized feedback and the possibilities
to use and act on feedback as helpful to their learning. This present survey supports a line of
research on feedback model validation in online learning environments while offering
meaningful insights from the learners that can inform both course design and interventions to
support engagement with feedback.
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In the last twenty years, research studies on feedback have advanced our understanding of
feedback from different perspectives. Feedback, far from only being information provided to the
learner from the instructor, is a process that actively and purposefully involves the learner
(Carless, 2015) with engagement and agency on feedback received (Handley et al., 2011,
Lipnevich et al., 2016; Nieminen et al., 2022; Winstone et al., 2017). Formative assessment and
feedback are crucial drivers of student learning and are strictly interconnected (Hattie & Clarke,
2018; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Lipnevich et al., 2016; Lui & Andrade, 2022; Shute, 2008;
Smith & Lipnevich, 2018). However, formative assessment and feedback relationships do not
denote a linear input-output response (Esterhazy, 2019).

Feedback as part of the learning process stems from the relation among the learners, the
instructor, and the discipline-specific learning environment (Esterhazy, 2019), where formative
assessment is one of the crucial elements, but not the only one. Research shows that feedback is
a very powerful and critical aspect of learning (Hattie & Clarke, 2018); the same feedback
process might work in one learning setting but not in another (Hattie & Clarke, 2018). Literature
suggests that feedback supports and impacts student learning (Hattie & Timperley, 2007;
Lipnevich & Smith, 2018; Shute, 2008), nevertheless there is no clear evidence of how feedback
relates specifically to academic success and achievement (Hattie, 2009; Hattie & Anderman,
2019). Designing effective feedback processes in higher education with a learning-focused
approach is a challenging (Winstone & Carless, 2020) yet not replicable task. In fact, feedback
processes are inherent to the specific knowledge domain of a discipline (Boud & Molloy, 2013;
Esterhazy, 2019; Winstone & Carless, 2020; Winstone et al., 2017;) and the ways this knowledge
is organized and generated. Many are the feedback models and typology (Lipnevich & Panadero,
2022) supported by the literature, but only a few provide empirical evidence on their
implementation, validity, and effectiveness.

The current research is driven by the theoretical framework that conceptualizes feedback
as part of the learning process and, more specifically, as a relational process that emerges from
the encounters among the discipline-specific learning environment, the learners, and the
instructor (Esterhazy, 2019; Winstone & Carless, 2020). Within this framework, a principled
course, assessment, and feedback design sustain several opportunities for encounters with feed-
up, feed-back and feed-forward feedback types at three levels (task, process, and self-regulatory)
(Brooks et al., 2019; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Students engage with feedback that comes from
different agents (Evans, 2013; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Lipnevich et al., 2016) before, during,
and after assessment (Dawson, 2023; Esterhazy, 2019).

The design of nested, scaffolded, ongoing, formative assessment as well as summative,
multi-staged assessment offers opportunities for feedback agentic behavior on feedback, uptake
of feedback, and resubmission of revised and improved tasks (Winstone et al., 2017). This
study, conducted with the use of a student survey, contributes to the line of empirical research on
the implementation of feedback models (Lipnevich & Panadero, 2021). Specifically, the
researcher provides empirical evidence on the application of the feedback model conceptualized
in a Matrix of Feedback for Learning (Brooks et al., 2019) in the online component of an English
for Academic Purposes blended course and investigates the perceptions learners have of the
feedback process in the asynchronous part of the course. A 36-question survey was used to
explore learners’ perceptions of feedback usefulness in relation to the whole feedback process,



feed-up, feed-back, and feed-forward (Brooks et al., 2019). The research question of this
quantitative study addressed the impact of feedback design on learners’ perceived benefits of the
feedback process in the online component of the course.

Feedback as Part of the Learning Process

In feedback research, there is a consensus that feedback is not information provided to
the learner after assessment, but a process that unfolds incessantly during the instructional cycle
(Esterhazy et al., 2109; Hattie & Clarke, 2018; Winstone & Carless, 2020). The feedback
process is planned and integrated into the learning processes from the outset (Esterhazy et al.,
2019; Winstone & Carless, 2020) and supports a learner-focused approach, emphasizing learner
agency on feedback (Carless & Boud, 2018; Nieminen et al., 2022; Winstone & Carless, 2020)
and ongoing actionable feedback (Boud & Molloy, 2013; Carless, 2015; Esterhazy, 2019).

A learner-focused approach implies a shift of the focus of instruction from the instructor
to the student who, in turn, engages with the instructor, peers, and instructional content and
activities (Hoidn, 2016). # A learner-focused approach relies on the design of student-centered
learning environments which support a dynamic relation of the learner to the learning
environment and its agents (Hoidn, 2016), where learners also feel ownership and control over
their learning. Regarding feedback which is requested, received, self-assessed, and generated
from peers, learners make sense of the feedback received, negotiate, and decide when to use it to
improve their performance (Carless & Boud, 2018; Henderson et al., 2019; Winstone & Carless,
2020). This highlights a paradigm shift (Careless, 2015): Feedback is received, understood, and
used by the learner, rather than merely-given to the learner (Careless, 2015; Hattie et al., 2017).

Ongoing actionable feedback provides several opportunities for feedback encounters
along the instructional process (Esterhazy, 2018; Winstone & Carless, 2020) and promotes
learners’ application and use of feedback in future tasks and other learning opportunities
(Winstone & Carless, 2020). To support a student-centered approach to feedback and multiple
actionable feedback opportunities, course design needs to embed planning, designing, and
effectively integrating a feedback model with instructional and pedagogical components that
promote learners’ agency with feedback from the onset (Winstone & Carless, 2020). Thus,
feedback becomes a key element for successful instructional practices and offers guidelines for
enhancing its impact on learners with gradual and purposeful progress towards the learning goals
(Brooks et al. 2019; Carless & Boud, 2018; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Lipnevich & Pandero,
2022; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006).

A Feedback Model for Instructional Intervention

Lipnevich & Pandero (2021) reviewed 14 of the most acclaimed feedback models and
contended that choosing a feedback model and theory for empirical investigations depends on
the aims of the researcher and the level of applicability to different instructional scenarios.
Lipnevich & Pandero’s (2022) seminal integrative model of feedback elements—MISCA—
represents today a precious tool to navigate feedback models and to support empirical research
where the acronym MISCA stands for the integration of five feedback thematic areas: message,
implementation, students, context, and agents. According to Dawson et al. (2023), “the MISCA
model serves to frame the range of elements that interplay on how feedback messages are
crafted, interpreted and actioned” (p. 3). This integrative model acknowledges feedback as part



of the learning process and underlines the learner’s central role: the agentic behavior, the
cognitive processing of the feedback message, the motivation, emotions, and experiences with
feedback within the instructional learning context.

Among the many feedback frameworks presented in their review, Lipnevich & Panadero
(2022) singled out the seminal theoretical framework by Hattie & Timperley (2007) as one of the
most applied models. The model is simple, intuitive, and based on sound empirical
investigations. It is “applicable to a wide range of behaviors, contexts, and instructional
situations” (Lipnevich & Panadero, 2021, p.15). Based on empirical research on effective
qualities of feedback, Hattie & Timperley’s (2007) feedback model successfully categorizes
feedback in diverse learning settings (Harris et al., 2015; Lipnevich et al., 2013). , The feedback
model presents specific instructional practices and pedagogical guidelines to impact student
learning that can be smoothly and meaningfully integrated in course design from the beginning
of instruction and in different instructional settings (Lipnevich & Panadero, 2021).

Considering previous contributions to feedback research (over 500 meta-analyses),
Hattie & Timperley’s (2007) feedback model contends that feedback’s primary goal is to close
the performance gap between the desired outcomes and the existing level of performance (Hattie
& Timperley, 2007). According to Hattie & Timperley (2007), effective feedback should address
three fundamental questions:

Where am | going? (Feed-Up): This aspect of feedback involves providing clarity about the
learning goals and objectives. It helps learners understand what they are trying to achieve,
setting clear expectations, standards, and criteria for specific activities or assessments. In
essence, it guides students in understanding the direction they should take in their learning
(Fisher & Frey, 2009; Hattie & Clark, 2018; Narciss & Huth, 2004; Sadler, 2010; Wang &
Li, 2011; Wiggins, 1996).

How am | doing? (Feed-Back): At this level, feedback focuses on assessing the learners’
current progress against success criteria. It highlights strengths and areas that require
improvement. This feedback offers a snapshot of learners’ performance and helps them
understand where they currently stand in relation to the learning (Elder & Brooks, 1992;
Kulhavy & Stock, 1989; Narciss & Huth, 2004).

What comes next? (Feed-Forward): Feed-Forward is about providing guidance for future
improvement following success criteria. It goes beyond identifying weaknesses and suggests
processes, guided strategies, and remediation techniques for learners to enhance work and
future learning (Hounsell et al., 2008; Sadler, 2010; Sadler et al., 2023; Vardi, 2013). It
empowers students to make informed decisions about their work.

Furthermore, Hattie & Timperley (2007) highlighted that the above questions should be used at
four different levels:

Task Level: Feedback at this level pertains to how the specific task or assignment was
accomplished or performed (Ashford, 1986; Ashford et al.,2003; Glover & Brown, 2006;
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Shute, 2008). It focuses on the task's execution and achievement of objectives for a
specific performance.

Process Level: This level of feedback includes commentaries on the strategies and
approaches needed to effectively accomplish the task. s (Arts et al., 2021; Carless &
Boud, 2018). It guides students throughout the learning process.

Self-Regulatory Level: This feedback level relates to learners' internal feedback
mechanisms, self-assessment, and ability to direct and regulate actions toward achieving
learning goals. It promotes metacognition and self-awareness (Arts et al., 2021; Deci &
Ryan, 2000; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990).

Self-Level: The self-level involves praising and acknowledging learners’ efforts and
achievements. It is the least helpful of the four feedback levels (Kirschner et al., 2018.)

Importantly, Hattie & Timperley (2007) recognized that the timing of feedback is critical,
especially concerning where students are in the instructional cycle. They emphasized the
importance of shifting from a task-focused approach to addressing task-related strategies and
self-regulation of processes. The effectiveness of feedback also depends on how the learners
master the task, making it a dynamic and adaptive process in the learning journey.

The feedback model by Hattie & Timperley (2007) was further built on by Brooks et al.
(2019) with the conceptual Matrix of Feedback for Learning that connects theory with
application using practical examples (see Figure 1). Brooks et al.’s (2019) innovation was in
proposing a matrix representing how each feedback type (feed-up, feed-back and feed-forward),
within the overall feedback model, relates to each feedback level (task, process, and self-
regulatory) and to learner stage with a task: novice, proficient and advanced learner. According
to Brooks et al. (2019), generally task level feedback matches more the need of novice learners,
while process and self-regulatory are mostly directed to proficient and advanced learners. In a
different line from Hattie & Timperley (2007), Brooks et al., (2019) excluded the “self-level”
feedback. The “self-level” feedback is frequently associated with praise and can have a negative
impact on learning (Dweck, 2007; Hattie, 2009; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996).

Figure 1

Matrix of Feedback for Learning (Brooks et al., 2019)




Learner Feedback Feeding Up: Feeding Back: Feeding Forward:
Stage Level Where am | going? How am | going? What do | have to do next?
Feeding Up Prompts: Feedback Prompts: Feed Forward Prompts:
O Today we are leaming O You have/haventmetthe leaming O Tofully meet the leaming intention you
O Sucecess in this task will look intention by.... could..
like . (exemplar/model) O You have/haventmetthe successcriteria | 0 Addressing the following success criteria
0 The key criteria for success are... by would improve yourwork
Task O We are looking for O Youranswer/work is/isn't what we are 0 Adding/removing ____would improve your
Novice looking forbecause work.
Feedback Strategies
0 Reduce complexity Feedback Strategies Feed Forward Strategies
0 Use exemplars/models 0O Avoid overemphasis of error analysis O Use language fromthe success criteria
O Identify misconceptions 0 Feedback must be immediate 0 Use scaffolding
0 Use diagnostic assessment forgoal setting O Match feedback to success criteria 0 Feed Forward must be timely
J Use challenge
0 Refertogoals
Feeding Up Prompts: Feedback Prompts: Feed Forward Prompts:
O Thekeyideas/concepts in thistaskare. O Yourunderstanding of the ideas/concepts | O You could improve your understanding
0 These ideas/concepts are related by within this taskis._. of conceptsby. ..
O Keyquestions you could ask aboutthistask | O Yourthinking about this taskis... O Thinking furtherabout_____ could improve
Proficient are O Youdemonstrated skilstoa ___ yourwork by...
O Skills you will need in this task are. . level. T You could improve your skills by...
Process | 1 giategies you wil need in thistask are O Youused strategiestoa
level Feed Forward Strategies
Feeding Up Strategies J Feed Forward amount can start to increase
0 Use graphical organisers Feedback Strategies T Feed Forward complexity can increase
O Reduce scaffolding 0 Feedbackamountcan start to increase 0 Use prompts orcues
O Increase complexity 0 Feedback complexity can increase T Use challenge
0 Use mastery goals O Use prompts orcues
Feeding Up Prompts: Feedback Prompts: Feed Forward Prompts:
O How will you use the leaming intention? O Are you on track with your work? O How could you deepen your
O How could you use the success criteria? O How do you know? understandings?
Advanced 0  Which otherways could you monitor your 0 Towhich level are you satisfying the 0 How could you improve your work?
work? success criteria? O Whatis the next step foryourleaming?
Self- 0 Are you on track to achieving yourgoal? O How do you know?
Regulatory | Feeding Up Strategies: T How do you know?
O Reduce emphasis of exemplars Feed Forward Strategies:
O Mastery and performance goals Feedback Strategies: J Delayfeedback
0O Delayfeedback O Reduce teacherreliance
O May only require verification feedback 0 Develop selfregulated leamers

According to the feedback model, when this framework is integrated in the learning
process and in the learning environment, opportunities for different types and levels of feedback
can arise from different components of instruction (Brooks et al., 2019; Hattie & Clarke, 2018;
Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Feedback on aspects of one’s understanding and/or performance is
provided by different agents, such as teachers, peers, professional practitioners, learners
themselves and learners’ experiences in the field, textbooks, and automated answers.
Consequently, course design may leverage these learning and feedback opportunities. In this
context, feedback can have many functions, such as directing students’ attention to the learning
intentions and standards required for success, reinforcing success, correcting errors, or helping to
unravel misconceptions (Carless, 2006; Hattie, 2023; Hattie & Clarke, 2018). It may also help
suggest specific improvements and/or alternative strategies to understand content, complete a
task, detect errors, give improvement advice for the future on aspects of one’s understanding
and/or performance, among others (Brooks et al., 2019; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Winstone &
Carless, 2020). Hence this feedback framework presents interconnections among different
components: instructional context, feedback agents, the type and level of messages, and the
feedback uptake (Panadero & Lipnevich, 2023). In conducting a comprehensive literature
review, it became evident that research on the topic lacked implementation details. More
specifically, in their case study of the use of Hattie & Timperley’s (2007) feedback model in
higher education, Lipsch-Wijnen & Dirkx (2022) point out that despite the model’s prevalent use
in educational settings, there is a gap regarding the specifics of its utilization in teaching and
learning. Furthermore, in relation to Brooks et al.’s matrix of feedback for learning (2019), two
studies emerged as directly pertinent to the research question. Beltran (2021) mapped types and
levels of feedback in a higher education course in online synchronous and asynchronous sessions
to Brooks et al.’s, 2019 matrix during a 6-week COVID period. A student survey showed
mismatches between learners’ feedback perceptions and the researcher’s observations of the



learning environment and the need to further investigate the application of this feedback model.
In addition, Moni’s (2023) research study used the Matrix of Feedback for Learning (Brooks et
al., 2019) to investigate with content analysis how the feedback and assessment feedback design,
—in the online component of a blended course in English for Academic Purposes—could sustain
opportunities for feedback encounters and enable student uptake of feedback.

These findings underscore the necessity for additional quantitative and qualitative
research into the application of this feedback model in online learning environment to close the
identified gap.

Learner Perceptions of Feedback in Research

Student perceptions are of central importance in research on feedback practices as they
provide insights on how the feedback is regarded, understood, and interpreted by learners.
According to Scherer et al. (2016), one of the most crucial factors in determining instructional
effectiveness is primarily students’ perceptions of instructional quality. This is also true for
evaluation of the feedback process, unanimously recognized as part of the instructional process
(Boud & Molloy, 2013; Esterhazy, 2018; Winstone & Carless, 2020). Survey studies on
students’ perceptions of feedback as part of the learning process can support the investigation of
feedback “as a function of the nature of the learning setting” (Lipnevich et al., 2016, p.170).
Typically, surveys help researchers to consider the “state, transient and situation-specific”
learner perceptions of feedback (Lipnevich et al., 2016, p.179).

Previous investigations of learner perceptions of feedback, few on feedback processes,
and numerous on single or different aspects of feedback (Pokorny & Pickford, 2010; Winstone,
2022), revealed learner perceptions in relation to different dimensions: usefulness, effectiveness,
quality, characteristics, response, context, and action (Lipnevich et al., 2016; Van der Kleij &
Lipnevich, 2021). Among these, a large body of research investigated how the feedback is
understood in relation to usefulness, effectiveness, and quality (Lipnevich et al., 2016). Results
pointed out that there is little probability that feedback will have any impact on students’
subsequent work unless they consider it to be useful, helpful, specific, and objective (Jonsson &
Panadero, 2018; Lipnevich & Smith, 2009).

Method

An anonymous survey was used to examine the student perceptions of the feedback
process in the online component of a 13-week English for Academic Purposes (EAP 1002)
undergraduate blended course delivered in Blackboard (LMS). Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approval was obtained prior to the piloting and data collection.

Setting

In the EAP blended course, instruction combines 6 hours in-class and 3 hours
asynchronous online study and activities per week. In this course, students enhance their mastery
of academic English and acquaint themselves with the study skills essential for college-level
academics. The 13-week course is carefully organized into weekly segments, further divided into
folders for face-to-face (F2F) and online instruction. The F2F folders serve as spaces where
instructors can detail what is covered during in-person lessons only. In contrast, the online



folders are designed to be standardized across sections and instructors with exclusive focus on
essay writing and online feedback practices.

Following institutional policy, the course is planned and built by an instructional designer
with a terminal degree in the field, who is the director of the EAP program, as well as by a team
of EAP subject matter experts (SMESs) with more than 20 years of experience. All SMEs and
faculty teaching the course have successfully completed institutional faculty development
courses on online teaching and learning, with emphasis on backward design, assessment and
feedback for learning, and learner-centered instruction.

The EAP blended course development process followed a backward design with course
alignment (McTighe & Willis, 2019; Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). Long & Doughty’s (2009)
methodological principles of language teaching are applied to ensure that learning outcomes,
assessments, and course learning activities are linked and contribute to student-centered learning
and progress towards the course learning goals. The EAP blended course was designed to meet
the Quality Matters (QM, 2023) and the Online Learning Consortium Course Design Review
Scorecard (OLC OSCQR, 2021) for higher education standards for quality online and blended
course design.

One particular feature of the course is the feedback design of the online component of the
course: “Feedback is not something that happens after assessment has taken place; rather, it is
designed into learning processes from the outset” (Winstone & Carless, 2020, p.9). The design
promotes effective student use of feedback for learning, which is a vital skill for success in
academic programs and autonomous and lifelong learning (QM, 2023; Stein & Graham, 2020).
The feedback design is supported through detailed feed-up information as well as instructor
feedback. This structure ensures that students receive clear, centralized guidance to enhance their
writing skills. A previous qualitative study (Moni, 2023) conducted with content analysis of the
feedback process of the online component of the EAP blended learning course in spring semester
2021 (52 students and 5 instructors) investigated how assessment and feedback design created
several opportunities for feedback encounters and enabled student uptake of feedback. The
Matrix of Feedback for Learning (Brooks et al., 2019) was used to investigate and code the
feedback encounters generated in the course.

Findings (see Figure 2) showed that, in the online component of the course, online
feedback from different instructors across the five sections of the EAP blended course was
uniform and consistent. More specifically, online encounters with feed-up information e.g.,
weekly overviews with suggested dates and time pacing, instructions, prompts, scaffolds,
exemplars, standards and criteria, among others (Brooks et al., 2019; Hattie, 2023; Hattie &
Timperley, 2007; Henderson et al., 2019; QM, 2023), comprised 98% of all coded segments.
Online feed-back and feed-forward instructor commentaries were at 77% and 23% respectively.
With regard to the levels, feedback commentaries were mainly at task level (84%), whereas
process level and self-regulatory were respectively at 13% and 3%. Uptake of feedback was at
74% and task resubmission rate leveled to 92%. The findings of the content analysis suggested
that, in the online component of the course: a) learners had several opportunities for feedback
encounters before, during, and after the assessment, b) learners encountered all three types and



levels of feedback, c) feedback commentaries were mainly at task level with fewer encounters at
process and self-regulatory levels, and d) students’ uptake of feedback was satisfactory.

Figure 2

Content Analysis Findings from the Online Asynchronous Component of the Blended Course
(Moni, 2023)

Content analysis findings
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Participants

Sampling followed a “complete target population” (Patton, 2015, p. 284) with a total of
209 participants. A complete target population sample gave the possibility to take into
consideration the voice of all students in relation to feedback in the online component of the
course. The study expanded over the course of 3 college semesters (spring semester 2022 N=73,
summer session 2022 N=15, and fall semester 2022 N=121) across 13 sections taught by seven
different EAP instructors. The survey was administered in each section during the last two weeks
of the semester, when students had completed all online activities and had received feedback
already. A total of 135 (64.6%) undergraduate students completed and submitted the survey,
58.51% of which were female (see Appendix A). The vast majority of students (78.6%) were
within the range of 18-20 years of age at the beginning of their college studies (89.7% had 0-30
college credits) who need to advance their knowledge in academic English before continuing
with more advanced general education courses.



The Measurement Tool

The present self-constructed survey was designed to measure learner perceptions of the
feedback process (Winstone, 2022) in the online component of the EAP undergraduate blended
course. The survey construction was based on the alignment of constructs and items with the
findings of Moni’s (2023) study and the theory of the Matrix of Feedback for Learning (Brook et
al., 2019). Emphasis was placed on the development of clear and understandable items, the use
of clear and understandable language based on learners’ experience with the course, and the use
of unbiased questions (Harlacher, 2016).

The pilot survey was composed by 36 Likert-style questions, 4 multiple answers, and 1
yes-no question. The Likert scale was 5-point 1= strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=neither agree nor
disagree, 4=disagree, and 5= strongly disagree (Harlacher, 2016). The survey was created with
LimeSurvey (with institutional license) and was piloted at the beginning of 2022 (January), with
a convenience sample of 51 students, registered for the EAP 1002 blended course during fall
2021. The vast majority of students (N= 37, 72.54%) completed the pilot survey. Ten of them
also participated in informal interviews about the survey, regarding the length, duration, clarity
of expression and purpose of items. Interviewees felt the survey length and submission deadline
were appropriate, and the questions were clearly formulated; five items were removed on the
basis of being repetitive or falling under subjective interpretation.

The final version of the survey consisted of 36 Likert-type questions (see Appendix B).
Based on the findings of Moni’s (2023) and the theory of the Matrix of Feedback for Learning
(Brook et al., 2019), four survey constructs were identified: feed-up, feed-back, and feed-
forward, and the overall personal experience with the feedback in the online setting. More
specifically, the four-construct items that constituted the survey were:

1. Learner Perceptions on Feed-Up: items related to feed-up elements in the online
components of the course. (10 items)
2. Learner Perceptions on Feed-Back: items related to the instructor feed-back type
of commentaries students received. (9 items)
3. Learner Perception on Feed-Forward: items related to the instructor feed-forward
type of commentaries students received. (9 items)
4. Learner Perceptions on the Feedback Process: items related to the overall learner
experience with the feedback process. (5 items)
5.
Cronbach’s a measure of internal consistency and Confirmatory Factor Analysis were
conducted to investigate the survey validity. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was computed
to measure the internal consistency of the four survey constructs (with 36 Likert-scale items).
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for constructs 1 to 4 (0.892, 0.924, 0.923, 0.884) indicated very
good internal consistency: items consistently measured each of the four constructs (see Appendix
C).

The preliminary confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) computed with Jasp (University of
Amsterdam, open source license) was used to test whether the data collected supports a
theoretical model. CFA confirmed that the 4-construct survey with Likert items is a good model:

1. The model is a rather good fit: both fit indices like CFI and TLI are above 0.900;



2. RMSEA values between 0.033 and 0.055 are good values;
3. Each set of items loaded positively: loading factor were above 0.700 and all p
indicators were statistically significant, with p < 0.01.

These findings (see Appendix C) supported the four-dimension structure and provided
evidence of good construct validity for the learner perceptions of feedback survey. The
confirmatory factor analysis supported the relationships between items suggested by the
theoretical framework of the Matrix of Feedback for Learning (feed up, back forward,; task,
process, level) (Brook et al., 2019).

Results

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was initially used to explore the differences in learner
perceptions among the three cohorts. More specifically, Tuckey Kramer analysis for different
sample sizes was used. Value of p greater than 0.05 confirmed that no significant differences in
learner perceptions across constructs and semesters was identified (see Appendix D).

A descriptive analysis of the 36-Likert-item survey was conducted. Table 1 shows the
means and the standard deviations per construct and per semester (1, 2 and 3). For Construct 1,
the respective mean values were M 1.436 (SD 0.601), 1.790 (SD 0.901) and 1.640 (SD 0.683).
For Construct 2, M values were 1.838 (SD 0.854), 1.700 (SD 0.695) and 1.820 (SD 0.759)
respectively. For Construct 3, the respective values were M 1.381 (SD 0.607), 1.680 (SD 0.704)
and 1.500 (SD 0.646) respectively. For Construct 4, M values were 1.868 (SD 0.662), 1.630 (SD
0.654) and 1.510 (SD 0.618) respectively. The overall low means (minimum Mean 1.381-
maximum Mean 1.868) and low standard deviations (minimum SD 0.601 and maximum SD
0.910) suggested that the students perceived highly the benefits of the feedback process in the
online component of the course and that there was a lot of agreement about the responses across
the three cohorts. The normal standard distribution of data showed that 68% of respondents
agreed (strongly agree -Likert scale 1, agree -Likert scale 2) that the overall feedback process
with feed-up, feed-back, feed-forward types were helpful to their learning.

Table 1

Mean Values and Standard Deviations per Construct and per Semester (N=135)

Semester 1 (N=53) Semester 2 (N=7) Semester 3 (N=75)
Constructs M SD M SD M SD
1. Learner Perceptions of Feed-  1.436 0.601 1.790 0.910 1.640 0.683
Up (B1-B10)
2. Learner Perceptions of Feed-  1.838 0.854 1.700 0.695 1.820 0.759

Back (C1-C9)



3. Learner Perceptions of Feed-  1.381 0.607 1.680 0.704 1.500 0.646
Forward (D1-D9)

4: Learner Perceptions of the 1.868 0.662 1.630 0.654 1.510 0.618
overall Feedback Process (E1-
E5)

Construct 1: The Components of the Asynchronous Part of the Course

Table 2 shows the means and distributions (frequency and percentages) of responses of
learner perceptions about the feed-up elements of the online asynchronous component of the
course. Responses show that students strongly agreed and agreed that the following feed-up
elements were helpful to their learning: weekly overviews to understand the learning purpose of
each online week (B1, M 1.61), deadlines to organize their study time (B2, M 1.76) and to
submit the online activities on time (B3, M 1.68), models and exemplars to complete the online
activities on time (B4, M 1.71), rubrics which explained how the online activities will be
evaluated (B5, M 1.77), questions and ideas to develop writing tasks (B6, 1.75), academic
writing skills in support of the writing activities (B7, M 1.67), techniques to identify
misconceptions and common language mistakes in support of academic writing (B8, M 1.79),
suggested skills on how to avoid plagiarism (B9, M 1.76), instructions to organize the online
work (B10, M 1.75). Table 2 also shows that middle point responses (Likert scale 3, neither
agree nor disagree) moderately captured learners’ attention whereas negative responses (Likert-
scale 4 and 5, disagree and strongly disagree) were low rated.

Table 2

Construct 1: Mean Values (M), Frequency and Percentage (f-%) of Responses (N=135)

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
agree agree nor disagree
(1) (2) disagree (3) (4) (5)

Constructl M f-% f-% f-% f-% f-%

Bl 161 63-46.7 63-46.7 7-5.2 2-1.5 -

B2 1.76 66-48.9 44-32.6 19-14.1 3-2.2 3-2.2

B3 1.68 69-51.1 45-33.3 17-12.6 3-2.3 1-0.7

B4 1.71 59-43.7 58-43.0 17-12.6 - 1-0.7

B5 1.77 55-40.5 61-45.2 13-9.6 5-3.7 1-0.7

B6 1.75 55-40.7 60-44.4 19-14.1 1-0.7 -

B7 1.67 60-44.4 61-45.2 12-8.9 2-15 -

B8 1.79 55-40.7 61-45.2 13-9.6 5-3.7 1-0.7

B9 1.76 57-42.2 59-43.7 15-11.1 3-2.2 1-0.7

B10 1.75 57-42.2 56-41.5 21-15.6 1-0.7 -

Construct 2: Learner Perceptions of Instructor Feedback on How They Are Doing in the
Asynchronous Part of the Course

Table 3 shows the means and distribution (frequency and percentages) of responses of
learner perceptions about the feed-back commentaries they received in the online component of
the course. Responses show that overall students strongly agreed and agreed that instructor feed-
back commentaries were helpful when they focused on: correct and incorrect paragraph (C1, M



1.53); correct and incorrect paragraph and essay structure (C2, M 1.58); correct and incorrect use
of citation (C3, M 1.71); the logic behind ideas in essay writing (C4, M 1.69); the writing
process: drafting, revising and editing (C5, M 1.65); the correct or incorrect use of grammar;
vocabulary and punctuation (C6, M 1.63); criteria for success listed in the rubrics (C7, M 1.60);
progress made with the online work (C8, M 1.77); and progress in relation to the learning goals
(C9, M 1.67). Table 3 further shows that midpoint responses (Likert scale 3, neither agree nor
disagree) moderately captured learners’ attention in all item questions (C1-C9). Disagree and
Strongly disagree (Likert-scale 4 and 5) responses were extremely low rated (C8, C9).

Table 3

Construct 2: Mean Values (M), Frequency and Percentage (f-%) of Responses (N=135)

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
agree agree nor disagree
Q) 2 disagree (3) (4) (5)

Construct2 M f-% f-% f-% f-% f-%

Cl 1.53 75-55.6 50-37.0 9-6.7 1-0.7

C2 1.58 71-52.6 51-37.8 12-8.9 1-0.7

C3 1.71 60-44.4 55-40.7 10-14.1 1-0.7

C4 1.69 59-43.7 59-43.7 17-12.6 -

C5 1.65 61-45.2 61-45.2 12-8.9 1-0.7

C6 1.63 69-51.1 50-37.0 13-9.6 3-2.2

Cc7 1.60 63-46.7 63-47.6 9-6.7 - -

C8 1.77 59-43.7 54-40.0 18-13.3 2-1.5 2-15

C9 1.67 59-43.7 54-40.0 18-13.3 2-1.5 2-1.5

Construct 3: Learner Perceptions of Instructor Feedback on What They Have to Do Next to
Improve in the Asynchronous Part of the Course

Table 4 shows the means and distribution (frequency and percentages) of responses of
learner perceptions about the feed-forward commentaries they received in the online component
of the course. Responses show that overall students strongly agreed and agreed that instructor
feed-forward commentaries helped them: improve the structure of their paragraph (D1, M
1.56);improve their essay structure (D2, M 1.49); better organize ideas in their essay (D3, M
1.60); use the suggested prewriting, drafting, revising, and editing process (D4, M 1.67);
improve the use of grammar, vocabulary, and punctuation (D5, M 1.67); further improve writing
skills (D7, M 1.60); use rubrics to further improve writing (D7, M 1.73); use and implement
instructor feedback to edit and improve their work (D8, M 1.56, D8); and make progress in
relation to the learning goals (D9, M 1.61). Midpoint responses moderately captured learners’
attention in questions D1 to D7. Disagree and Strongly disagree (Likert-scale 4 and 5) responses
were extremely limited.



Table 4

Construct 3: Mean Values (M), Frequency and Percentage (F-%) of Responses (N=135)

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
agree agree nor disagree
1) 2 disagree (3) (4) (5)
Construct3 M f-% f-% f-% f-% f-%
D1 1.56 73-54.1 52-38.5 7-5.2 2-15 1-0.7
D2 1.49 83-61.5 39-28.9 12-8.9 1-0.7 -
D3 1.61 69-51.1 52-38.5 12-8.9 2-1.5 -
D4 1.60 68-50.4 55-40.7 10-7.4 2-1.5 -
D5 1.67 63-46.7 59-43.7 9-6.7 2-15 2-15
D6 1.60 70-51.9 50-37.0 14-10.4 1-0.7 -
D7 1.73 57-42.2 60-44.4 17-12.6 1-0.7 -
D8 1.56 69-51.1 56-41.5 10-7.4 - -
D9 1.61 69-51.1 56-41.5 10-7.4 - -

Construct 4: Learner Perceptions of the Overall Feedback Process

Table 5 shows the means and distribution (frequency and percentages) of responses of
learner perceptions about the overall feedback practices in the asynchronous part of the course.
More specifically, students agreed/strongly agreed that feedback practices encouraged them to ask
for instructor and peer-feedback (E1, M 1.56); self-assess their writing and activities before
submission (E2, M 1.65); use feedback comments to resubmit an improved version of their writing
activities (E3, M 1.81); and give peer feedback (E4, M 1.75). Overall, students felt
satisfied/strongly satisfied with the feedback practices in the EAP 1002 asynchronous part of the
course (E5, M 1.64). Midpoint responses (Likert scale 3, neither agree nor disagree) moderately
captured learners’ attention. Disagree and Strongly disagree received very limited attention in all

items (E1-E5).

Table 5

Construct 4: Mean Values (M), Frequency and Percentage (F-%) of Responses (N=135)

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
agree agree nor disagree
(1) (2) disagree (3) (4) (5)

Construct4 M f-% f-% f-% f-% f-%

El 1.56 75-55.6 46-34.1 12-8.9 2-15 -

E2 1.65 74-54.8 49-36.3 10-7.4 2-1.5 -

E3 181 47-34.8 70-51.9 15-11 3-2.2 -

E4 1.75 57-42.2 57-42.2 10-14.1 2-1.5 -

E5 1.64 69-51.1 50-37.0 12-8.9 3-2.2 1-0.7




Cross-tabulation analysis for midpoints and negative answers across the four constructs
did not reveal any pattern in learners’ perceptions.

Discussion

The present study aimed at examining the impact of the feedback design on learners’
perceived benefits of the feedback process in the online component of an EAP blended course.
The findings offer evidence of the significant the impact of the feedback design on learners’
perceptions and more importantly, learners’ positive ratings corroborated the usefulness and
effectiveness of the design. The application of the Matrix of Feedback for Learning by Brook et
al. (2019) was instrumental in enhancing learners’ experiences with the three types of feedback
(up, back, and forward) across different levels (task, process, and self-regulatory) and learner
stage, thereby substantiating the study’s initial inquiry into the efficacy of feedback design in
online learning environments. The discipline-specific feedback design mirrored previous
research on the application of the specific feedback design and confirmed the following aspects
of feedback design (Lipnevich & Panadero, 2022).

First, relations between different elements of the learning units which were planned up-
front (Esterhazy, 2018) translated into designing instructional cycles where resources (e.g.,
instructions, prompts, content, scaffolds, criteria, etc.) are integrated with formative assessment
(e.g., check for understandings, tasks, and activities) and with feedback encounters (Boud &
Molloy, 2013; Esterhazy, 2019; Hattie & Clarke, 2018; Winstone & Carless, 2020). Second, the
feedback process facilitated the interconnections between the three types and levels of feedback
and opportunities to use feedback to improve and resubmit a revised version of one’s work.
Third, the specific feedback design supported several opportunities with regard to learner
feedback agency: requesting feedback, generating feedback, making sense of feedback, self-
assessment, and implementing feedback (Boud & Molloy, 2013; Esterhazy, 2019; Hattie &
Clarke, 2018; Winstone & Carless, 2020). Fourth, frequent weekly feedback generated by
different agents (e.g., automatic, peer, instructor, resources) supported the learners’ progress
(McTighe & Willis, 2019; Wiggins & McTighe, 2005).

In the next sections, we will discuss both learners’ positive responses about the feedback
process of the online component of the course (Likert scale 1 and 2) as well as the midpoint
(Likert scale 3), and negative ratings (Likert scale 4 and 5). According to the literature, the latter
responses (Likert scale 3, 4 and 5) could convey respectively learners’ lack of knowledge,
indifference, dilemmas, and ambivalence (Baka et al., 2012) or a problematic relationship
between the learner and the feedback process. Learners could possibly dread it because of past
negative experiences (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Lipnevich & Smith, 2009).

Construct 1: The Asynchronous Part of the Course

Learners’ recognition of the importance and the help provided by all feed-up information
corroborated the need to embed and integrate learning materials with feed-up elements
throughout the online component of the EAP blended course (see Figure 2). Consistent with
prior research, weekly overviews with clear learning outcomes helped learners understand the
learning purposes of each week and interact with the learning material (Brooks et al., 2019;



Hattie, 2023; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Henderson et al., 2019; QM, 2023). In line withBrooks
et al. (2019), Hattie (2023), Hattie & Timperley (2007), Henderson et al. (2019), and QM
(2023), deadlines for learning activities and writing facilitated study time organization and
supported timely assignment submission had a positive impact on student self-regulation. In line
with prior evidence, models and exemplars supported learners’ challenge with new and
unfamiliar writing tasks, and showed students what was expected of them and what would
constitute high quality (Brooks et al. 2019; Carless et al., 2018; Hattie, 2023; Hattie &
Timperley, 2007; Henderson et al., 2019; QM, 2023; Sadler, 2010).

According to Haw et al. (2017), learners find use of models and exemplars more helpful
than rubrics, as they provide a worked example. Rubrics for each learning activity, helped
learners explore, clarify, and internalize the requirements and success criteria while keeping
them focused on the online tasks. The presence of models, worked exemplars, and rubrics helped
increase the understanding of the writing tasks (Brooks et al. 2019; Carless et al., 2018; Haw et
al., 2017; Hattie, 2023; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Henderson et al., 2019; QM, 2023;).
Prompting students with questions and ideas, connected to the specific learning outcomes, helped
learners explore different point of views and move learning forward and supported writing tasks
(Arts et al., 2021; Brooks et al. 2019; Carless & Boud, 2018). Academic writing skills
information across the 13-week course helped learners’ approach academic writing step-by-step.
Techniques helped learners identify misconceptions (Brooks et al., 2019; Carless, 2006; Hattie,
2023; Hattie & Clarke, 2018; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; QM, 2023) and common language
mistakes related to prior-learning and modify them step-by-step through the use of specific
techniques. Specific step-by-step instructions helped learners avoid plagiarism and commit to a
correctly referenced essay. Overall and reiterated instructions to organize online work helped
learners keep focused on the several activities required in each week (Esterhazy, 2019; Hattie &
Clarke, 2018).

With regard to the leaners’ midpoint and negative responses, difficulty to relate to feed-
up information may be traced back to the fact that, in the online component of the course, feed-
up information is not instructor-mediated but is provided as in-built component of the learning
content which students have to view, read, and interpret by themselves. In agreement with
Carless (2022), learner autonomy is a requisite skill.

Construct 2: Learner Perceptions of Instructor Feedback On How They Are Doing in the
Asynchronous Part of the Course

In the online asynchronous component of the course, learners’ perceptions confirmed the
help provided by feed-back type commentaries at task, process, and self-regulatory levels.
Conforming to earlier research, learners’ responses substantiated the usefulness of instructors’
task-level commentaries which pointed out correct and incorrect paragraph and essay structure,
and correct and incorrect use of citation. Furthermore, they provided insights into correct or
incorrect use of grammar, vocabulary and punctuation, and matched performance to success
criteria listed in the rubrics (Brooks et al., 2019; Elder & Brooks, 1992; Hattie & Timperley,
2007; Kulhavy & Stock, 1989; Narciss & Huth, 2004). In line with Arts et al., 2021 Brooks et
al., 2019; Carless & Boud, 2018; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). In agreement with Arts et al.
(2021), Brooks et al. (2019), Carless & Boud (2018), Hattie & Timperley (2007), respondents
also confirmed the helpfulness of process level commentaries when instructors focused on the



logic behind ideas in essay writing, and drew attention to the use of the writing process: drafting,
revising and editing (Arts et al., 2021; Brooks et al., 2019; Carless & Boud, 2018; Hattie &
Timperley, 2007). Last, learners’ responses verified the efficacy of self-regulatory level
commentaries when instructors pointed out progress made with the online work (C8), and
learners’ progress in relation to the learning goals (Arts et al., 2021; Brooks et al., 2019; Deci &
Ryan, 2000; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990).

Considered the interconnections of the three feedback types and levels (Brooks et al.,
2019; Hattie & Timperley, 2007), the relatively few learners’ midpoint and negative responses
about instructors’ feed-back commentaries could stem from difficulties encountered with one or
more aspects of feed-up information: for example, inability to understand a task requirement
might negatively impact learners’ engagement with the correspondent instructor feed-back
commentary (Carless, 2022).

Construct 3: Learner Perceptions of Instructor Feed-Forward on What They Have to Do Next
to Improve in the Asynchronous Part of the Course

In the online asynchronous component of the course, learners’ perceptions confirmed the
usefulness of feed-forward type commentaries at task, process and self-regulatory levels and
reflected practices suggested in the Matrix of Feedback for Learning (Brooks et al., 2019;
Hounsell et al., 2008; Sadler, 2010; Sadler et al., 2023; Vardi, 2013). In specific, learners’
responses verified the usefulness of task level commentaries (Hounsell et al., 2008; Sadler, 2010;
Sadler et al., 2023; Vardi, 2013) which provided directions on how to improve the structure of
paragraphs, how to improve an essay structure, how to improve the use of grammar, and
vocabulary and punctuation (e.g., in paragraphs and essay writing). These commentaries
encouraged learners to review rubrics to further improve writing (Brooks et al., 2019; Hattie &
Timperley, 2007).

Responses also substantiated the use of process level commentaries (Arts et al., 2021;
Brooks et al., 2019; Carless & Boud, 2018; Hattie & Timperley, 2007) when commentaries
guided learners on how to improve the organization of ideas in their essay; encouraged learners
to use prewriting, drafting, revising, and editing process; helped learners understand how to
further improve writing skills; and encouraged learners to use and implement instructors’
feedback to edit and improve their work (Brooks et al., 2019; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Last,
respondents acknowledged the use of self-regulatory level commentaries (Arts et al., 2021;
Brooks et al., 2019; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990)
when information helped them make progress in relation to the learning goals. The few midpoint
and negative responses on aspects of feed-forward commentaries could be attributed to learners’
inability to relate with one or more aspects of feed-up information, feed-back commentaries (task
requirements, meeting standards, correct/ incorrect answers, use of correct/ incorrect strategies
etc.) as well as failure to see the relationships between the different types and levels of
information and feedback provided (Brooks et al., 2019; Hattie & Timperley, 2007).

Construct 4: Learner Perceptions About the Feedback Practices in the Asynchronous Part of
the Course

With regard to the overall feedback process, findings revealed learners’ strong
appreciation of the feedback process and the likelihood to ask for instructors’ feedback, peer-



feedback, self-assess one’s writing and activities before submission, use feedback comments to
resubmit an improved version of one’s writing activities, and give peer feedback. These results
confirmed previous findings, emphasizing central role of the feedback process in supporting
students’ agency on feedback as highlighted by Handley et al. (2011), Lipnevich et al. (2016),
Nieminen et al., (2022), and Winstone et al. (2017). Additionally, commentaries corroborated
learners’ positive perception for a feedback process that stems from the interactions between the
learners, the instructor, and the discipline-specific learning environment (Esterhazy, 2019). In
fact, taken together the results showed that feed-up, feed-back, and feed-forward interacted with
each other in a way that supported students’ overall satisfaction with the feedback process.

Confirming Brooks et al.’s study (2019), learners’ perception of the usefulness of the
feedback process provided evidence of a strong and harmonious integration of the three types
and levels of feedback. The few midpoint and negative answers may suggest students’ limited
ability to engage and act on feedback as well as failure to relate to the three types and levels of
feedback. In line with Carless (2022), this may be explained by the fact that in the online
component of the course there is less instructor mediation and more need for learning autonomy.
In addition, the fact that EAP blended course learners are mostly novice undergraduate learners
at the beginning of their studies and unfamiliar with certain feedback practices (Brooks et al.
2019) and feedback literacy (Carless, 2022) may impact learners’ ability to understand how to
relate to feedback.

Conclusions

This study confirmed the postive impact of the feedback design on learners’ perceived
benefits of the feedback process in the online component of an EAP blended course. Results
highlighted the need and strength of a sound and mindful backward course design (McTighe &
Willis, 2019; Wiggins & McTighe, 2005) to support the integration of feedback into the
instructional process (Esterhazy et al., 2019; Winstone & Carless, 2020; OLC OSCQR, 2021,
QM, 2023) and map out an instructional cycle with potential feedback encounters (Esterhazy et
al., 2019) of different types and levels (Brooks et al., 2019). Understanding the intersection of
the feedback process design into course design is crucial to enhance the overall learning
experience (Esterhazy, 2019; Lipnevich & Panadero, 2021; Molloy & Boud, 2013; OLC
OSCQR, 2021; QM, 2023; Stein & Graham, 2020).

Second, findings confirmed the need of a principled course alignment to strengthen the
connection between course learning outcomes, assessment, learning activities, and all feed-“up”
information in the online component of the blended course (McTighe & Willis, 2019; QM, 2023;
Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). The cohesiveness of “feed-up” information with the several
components of the online instruction is fundamental to orient learners towards purposeful
actions. Third, the present findings confirmed the applicability of the Matrix of Feedback for
Learning by Brooks et al. (2019), an evolution of the model by Hattie and Timperley (2007),
applied in different learning settings, in our case undergraduate and blended learning
environment and corroborated Moni’s (2023) qualitative study on the EAP blended course
design. Last, we agree with the need to embed interventions towards feedback literacy
development (Carless, 2022; Carless & Boud, 2018; Malecka et al., 2020) to ensure a positive
experience for all learners. The addition of instructor-mediated content (guiding and instructional



audios/videos) (Chan, 2020), as well as scheduled Q&A online synchronous or face-to-face
sessions with students about the specificities of the online component of the course may assist
and support learners along the life of the course. According to Carless (2022) and Little et al.
(2023), only by smoothly developing feedback literacy learners may take advantage of feedback
opportunities.

Strengths, Limitations and Future Directions

The present study aimed at exploring learners’ perceptions of feedback in an
undergraduate college blended course. It was one of the unique attempts to combine all three
types and levels of feedback, using a large sample, and drawing information from an
undergraduate English for Academic Purposes course where feedback is crucial for future
college success. Effort was also made to ensure item questions were of reasonable length, clearly
phrased using language employed in the course, and directly related to learners’ experience in
the online component of the blended course.

In addressing the limitations of this study, it is important to highlight two primary
concerns. First, the relatively small sample size used in the survey potentially constrains the
generalization of the findings. Second, the study may be subject to social desirability effect,
where students may feel inclined to answer what is considered to be socially accepted or normal.
Statistical tendencies may be monitored and researchers may therefore treat results with caution.
Also, Likert-type, close-ended questions by definition restrict the number of options respondents
have, while promoting evaluation rather than elaboration or explanations of responses. In this
case, future research could include opportunities for respondents to explain their answers.

In keeping with this line of research, future efforts (currently in progress) will focus on
triangulation from a larger sample size. More specifically, content analysis of the feedback
process, faculty and student perceptions of the feedback, institutional student course evaluations,
and student academic achievement in the online component of the course will be compared with
the purpose of forming a broader, valid understanding of the affordances and weaknesses of the
feedback design to support learner agency on feedback and learner academic success.

Acknowledgment
My gratitude goes to the Deree — EAP instructors and director who consented to this research
and to the students who willingly participated to the survey.

Disclosure Statement
No potential conflict.



References

Arts, J. G., Jaspers, M., & Joosten-ten Brinke, D. (2021). Enhancing written feedback: The use
of a cover sheet influences feedback quality. Cogent Education, 8(1), 1-18.
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2021.1901641.

Ashford, S.J. (1986). Feedback-seeking in individual adaptation: A resource perspective.
Academy of Management Journal, 29, 465-487.

Ashford, S.J., Blatt R., & VandeWalle, D. (2003). Reflections on the looking glass: A review of
research on feedback-seeking behavior in organizations. Journal of Management, 29,
773-799.

Bacchus, R., Colvin, E., Bronwen Knight, E., & Ritter, L. (2019). When rubrics aren’t enough:
Exploring exemplars and student rubric co-construction. Journal of Curriculum and
Pedagogy, 17, 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1080/15505170.2019.1627617

Baka, A., Figgou, L., & Triga, V. (2012). 'Neither agree, nor disagree": A critical analysis of the
middle answer category in VVoting Advice Applications. International Journal of
Electronic Governance,

5, 244-263. https://doi.org/10.1504/1JEG.2012.051306

Beltran, J. (2021). Students’ perception on the presence of effective feedback practices in online
distance learning. [Master dissertation, Ateneo De Manila University]. Education
Resources Information Center. https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.22342.40009

Black, P., & Wiliam, D. (2009). Developing the theory of formative assessment. Educational
Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability, 21(1), 5-31. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-

008-9068-5

Boud, D., & Molloy, E. (2013). Rethinking models of feedback for learning: The challenge of
design. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 38(6), 698-712.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2012.691462

Brooks, C., Carroll, A., Gillies, R. M., & Hattie, J. (2019). A matrix of feedback for learning.
Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 44(4), 14-32.
https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2018v44n4.2

Carless, D. (2006). Differing perceptions in the feedback process, Studies in Higher Education,
31(2), 219-233. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070600572132

Carless, D. (2015). Excellence in university assessment: Learning from award-winning practice
(1st ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315740621

Carless, D., Chan, K., To, J., Lo, M.t & Barrett, E. (2018). Developing students' capacities for
evaluative judgement through analyzing exemplars. In Boud, D., Ajjawi, R., Dawson, P.


https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2021.1901641
https://doi.org/10.1080/15505170.2019.1627617
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEG.2012.051306
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.22342.40009
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s11092-008-9068-5
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s11092-008-9068-5
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s11092-008-9068-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2012.691462
https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2018v44n4.2
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070600572132
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315740621

& Tai, J. (Eds), Developing evaluative judgement in higher education: assessment for
knowing and producing quality work. Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315109251-12

Carless, D. (2022). Feedback for student learning in higher education. In Tierney, R. Rizvi, F.,
Ercikan, K. & Smith, G. Eds), International Encyclopedia of Education (4™ Ed.).
Elsevier. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-818630-5.14066-7

Carless, D., & Boud, D. (2018). The development of student feedback literacy: Enabling uptake
of feedback. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 43(8), 1315-1325.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1463354

Chan, Y.M. (2020). Video instructions as support for beyond classroom learning. Procedia
Social and Behavioral Sciences, 9 (2010) 1313-1318. Elsevier
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.12.326

Clarke, S. (2008). Active learning through formative assessment. Hodder Education.

Dawson, S., Pardo, A., Kia, F.S. & Panadero, E. (2023). An integrated model of feedback and
assessment: From fine grained to holistic programmatic review. In 13th International
learning analytics and knowledge conference 2023 (pp.1-6).
https://doi.org/10.1145/3576050.3576074

Elder, B. L., & Brooks, D. W. (2008). Simple versus elaborate feedback in a nursing science
course. Journal of Science Education and Technology, 17(4), 334-340.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10956-008-9103-9

Esterhazy, R. (2018). Productive feedback practices in higher education. Investigating social
and epistemic relations in two undergraduate courses. [Doctoral thesis, University of
Oslo]

Esterhazy, R. (2019). Re-conceptualizing feedback through a sociocultural lens. In M.
Henderson, R., Ajjawi, D. Boud, & E. Molloy (Eds.), The impact of feedback in higher
education. Springer International Publishing.

Evans, C. (2013). Making sense of assessment feedback in higher education. Review of
Educational Research, 83(1), 70-120. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654312474350

Handley, K., Price, M., & Millar, J. (2011). Beyond “doing time”: Investigating the concept of
student engagement with feedback. Oxford Review of Education, 37, 543-560.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2011.604951

Harlacher, J. (2016). An educator’s guide to questionnaire development (REL 2016-108).
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences,
National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Regional Educational


https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315109251-12
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-818630-5.14066-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1463354
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.12.326
https://doi.org/10.1145/3576050.3576074
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10956-008-9103-9
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654312474350
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2011.604951

Laboratory Central. https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/rel/regions/central/pdf/CE5.3.2-An-
Educators-Guide-to-Questionnaire-Development.pdf

Harris, L. R., Brown, G. T. L., & Harnett, J. A. (2015). Analysis of New Zealand primary and
secondary student peer- and self-assessment comments: Applying Hattie and Timperley’s
feedback model. Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy & Practice, 22(2), 265-281,
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2014.976541

Hattie, J. (2009). Visible learning: A synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating to
achievement. Routledge.

Hattie, J. (2023). Visible learning: The sequel (1st ed.). Taylor and Francis.

Hattie, J., & Anderman, E. (2019). Visible learning guide to student achievement (1st ed.).
Taylor & Francis.

Hattie, J., & Clarke, S. (2018). Visible learning: Feedback (1st ed.). Taylor & Francis.

Hattie, J., Gan, M., & Brooks, C. (2017). Instruction based on feedback. In R. E. Mayer & P.A.
Alexander (Eds.), Handbook of research on learning and instruction (2nd ed.). (pp.290-
324). Routledge.

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational Research, 77
(1), 81-112. https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487

Hawe, E., Lightfoot, U. & Dixon, H. (2017). First-year students working with exemplars:
promoting self-efficacy, self-monitoring and self-regulation. Journal of Further and
Higher Education. 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877X.2017.1349894.

Henderson, M., Ajjawi, R., Boud, D., & Molloy, E. (2019). The impact of feedback in higher
education. Palgrave. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-25112-3

Hoidn, S. (2016). Student-centered learning environments in higher education classrooms.
Palgrave Macmillan.

Hounsell, D., McCune, V., Hounsell, J., & Litjens, J. (2008). The quality of guidance and
feedback to students. Higher Education Research and Development, 27(1), 55-67.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360701658765

Jonsson, A., & Panadero, E. (2018). Facilitating students’ active engagement with feedback. In
A. Lipnevich & J. Smith (Eds.), The Cambridge handbook of instructional feedback (pp.
531-553). Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316832134.026

Kluger, A. N., & DeNisi, A. (1996). The effects of feedback interventions on performance: A
historical review, a meta-analysis, and a preliminary feedback intervention theory.
Psychological Bulletin, 119(2), 254-284. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.119.2.254



https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/rel/regions/central/pdf/CE5.3.2-An-Educators-Guide-to-Questionnaire-Development.pdf
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/rel/regions/central/pdf/CE5.3.2-An-Educators-Guide-to-Questionnaire-Development.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2014.976541
https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487
https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877X.2017.1349894
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-25112-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360701658765
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316832134.026
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.119.2.254

Kulhavy, R. W., & Stock, W. A. (1989). Feedback in written instruction: The place of response
certitude. Educational Psychology Review, 1(4), 279-308.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01320096

Linnenbrink, E. A., & Pintrich, P. R. (2002). Achievement goal theory and affect: An
asymmetrical bidirectional model. Educational Psychologist, 37(2), 69-78.
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3702_2

Lipnevich, A. A., Berg, D., & Smith, J. K. (2016). “Toward a model of student response to
feedback.” In Brown, G.T.L., & Harris, L. (Eds.,), Human factors and social conditions
in assessment (pp. 169-185). Routledge.

Lipnevich, A. A., McCallen, L. N., & Smith, J. K. (2013). Perceptions of the effectiveness of
feedback: School leaders’ perspectives. Assessment Matters, 5, 74-93.
https://doi.org/10.18296/am.0109

Lipnevich, A. A., & Panadero, E. (2021). A review of feedback models and theories:
Descriptions, definitions, and conclusions. Frontiers in Education, (6), 720195.
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.720195

Lipnevich, A. A., & Panadero, E. (2022). A review of feedback models and typologies: Towards
an integrative model of feedback elements. Educational Research Review, 35, 1-22.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2021.100416

Lipnevich, A. A., & Smith, J. K. (2009). “I really need feedback to learn”: Students’ perspectives
on the effectiveness of the differential feedback messages. Educational Assessment,
Evaluation and Accountability, 21(4), 347-367. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-009-
9082-2

Lipnevich, A. A., & Smith, J. K. (Eds.) (2018). The Cambridge handbook of instructional
feedback. Cambridge University Press.

Little, T., Dawson, P., Boud, D. & Tai, J. (2023). Can students’ feedback literacy be improved?
A scoping review of interventions. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2023.2177613.

Long, M. H., & Doughty, C. (2009). The handbook of language teaching. Wiley & Blackwell

Lui, A. M., & Andrade, H.L. (2022). Inside the next black box: Examining students’ responses
to teacher feedback in a formative assessment context. Frontiers in Education. 7:751549.
rhttps://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2022.751549

Malecka, B., Boud, D., & Carless, D. (2020). Eliciting, processing and enacting feedback:
Mechanisms for embedding student feedback literacy within the curriculum. Teaching in
Higher Education, 27(7), 908-922. https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2020.1754784



https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01320096
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3702_2
https://doi.org/10.18296/am.0109
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.720195
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2021.100416
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s11092-009-9082-2
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s11092-009-9082-2
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s11092-009-9082-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2023.2177613
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2022.751549
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2020.1754784

McTighe, J., & Willis, J. (2019). Upgrade your teaching. ASCD.

Moni, A. (2023). Enabling students’ uptake of feedback. In A. Visvizi, M. D. Lytras, & H. J. Al-
Lail (Eds.), Moving Higher Education Beyond Covid-19: Innovative and technology-
enhanced approaches to teaching and learning (Emerald Studies in Higher Education,
Innovation and Technology) (pp. 129-145). Emerald Publishing Limited.
https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-80382-517-520231008.

Nicol, D. J., & MacFarlane-Dick, D. (2006). Formative assessment and self-regulated learning:
A model and seven principles of good feedback practice. Studies in Higher Education,
31, 199-218. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070600572090

Nieminen, J. H., Tai, J., Boud, D., & Henderson, M. (2022). Student agency in feedback: Beyond
the individual. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 47(1), 95-108.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2021.1887080

Panadero, E., & Lipnevich, A. A. (2023). A review of feedback models and typologies: Towards
an integrative model of feedback elements, Educational Research Review, 35, 100416.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2021.100416

Patton, M. (2015). Qualitative research and evaluation methods (4th ed.). Sage.

Pokorny, H., & Pickford, P. (2010). Complexity, cues and relationships: Student perceptions of
feedback. Active Learning in Higher Education, 11(1), 21-30.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787409355872

Online learning consortium course design review scorecard (OLC OSCQR), (2021).
https://onlinelearningconsortium.org/consult/oscqr-course-design-review/

Quality matters higher education rubric (QM), (2023). https://www.qualitymatters.org/ga-
resources/rubric-standards/higher-ed-rubric

Sadler, D. R. (2010). Feedback: developing student capability in complex appraisal. Assessment
& Evaluation in Higher Education, 35 (5): 535-550.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930903541015

Sadler I., Reimann N., Sambell K. (2022). Feedforward practices: a systematic review of the
literature. Assessement and Evaluation in Higher Education, 47(1), 1-16.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2022.2073434

Sharma, R. (2011). A step-by-step guide to students: How to avoid plagiarism. International
Journal of Ethics, 7(1), 9-18.

Scherer R., Nilsen T., & Jansen M, (2016). Evaluating individual students’ perceptions of
instructional quality: An investigation of their factor structure, measurement invariance,


https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-80382-517-520231008
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070600572090
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2021.1887080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2021.100416
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787409355872
https://onlinelearningconsortium.org/consult/oscqr-course-design-review/
https://www.qualitymatters.org/qa-resources/rubric-standards/higher-ed-rubric
https://www.qualitymatters.org/qa-resources/rubric-standards/higher-ed-rubric
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930903541015
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2022.2073434
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2022.2073434
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2022.2073434

and relations to educational outcomes. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 110.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyq.2016.00110

Shute, V. J. (2008). Focus on formative feedback. Review of Educational Research, 78(1), 153-
189. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654307313795

Stein, J., & Graham, C. R. (2020). Essentials for blended learning. A standards-based guide (2nd
ed.). Routledge.

Van der Kleij, F.M., Lipnevich, A.A. (2021). Student perceptions of assessment feedback: a
critical scoping review and call for research. Educational Assessment, Evaluation and
Accountability 33, 345-373. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-020-09331-x

Vardi, I. (2013). Effectively feeding forward from one written assessment task to the
next. Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education, 38(5), 599—
610. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2012.670197

Wang, T., & Li, L. Y. (2011). ‘Tell me what to do’ vs. ‘guide me through it’: Feedback
experiences of international doctoral students. Active Learning in Higher Education,
12(2), 101-112. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 1469787411402438

Wiggins, G. (1996). What is a rubric? A dialogue on design and use. In: R. E. Blum and J. A.
Arter (Eds), Student Performance assessment in an era of restructuring (pp. 1-13).
Association for Supervision and Curriculum

Wiggins, G., & McTighe, J. (2005). Understanding by design. ASCD.
Winstone, N.E. (2022). Characterizing feedback cultures in higher education: An analysis of

strategy documents from 134 UK universities. Higher Education, 84, 1107-1125.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-022-00818-8

Winstone, N., & Carless, D. (2020). Designing effective feedback processes in higher education:
A learning-focused approach (1st ed.). Routledge.
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.4324/9781351115940

Winstone, N. E., Nash, R. A., Parker, M., & Rowntree, J. (2017). Supporting learners’ agentic
engagement with feedback: a systematic review and a taxonomy of recipience processes.
Educational Psychologist, 52, 17-37. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2016.1207538



https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00110
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654307313795
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-020-09331-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2012.670197
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-022-00818-8
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.4324/9781351115940
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2016.1207538

	Learner Perceptions of the Feedback Process in the Online Component of a Blended Course

