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Overview
● Background: Peer Feedback
● Peer Feedback Systems
● Feedbacker
● Student Evaluation
● Q/A
● Practicum
● Discussion



  

Peer Feedback
● Feedback - Information given to learner about 

their performance, intending to help learner 
sustain or improve performance
● Formative

● Roots (?): Peer Review (from 17th C.)
● In language teaching

● Zamel, 1973
● Mostly in writing instruction



  

Benefits of PF
● Promotes critical thinking (Orsmond, et al. 

2000)
● Encourages higher audience awareness (Yeh, 

et al. 2008)
● Potentially more informative (Bartels 2003; Tsui 

and Ng 2000)
● Complements teacher's feedback (Stefani 

1998)



  

Criticisms of PF
● Peers (i.e., students) lack expertise.
● Students hesitant to criticize peers.
● Difficult to ensure anonymity
● Logistically challenging
● See Liu and Carless (2006)



  

Computer-based PF Systems
● SWoRD (Cho and 

Schunn, 2007)
● Scaffolded Writing 

and Rewriting in the 
Discipline

● Reciprocal peer 
review; integrates 
feedback on feedback

● Multiple peer reviews 
more effective than 
single expert (i.e., 
instructor) reviews.



  

Computer-based PF Systems
● NetPeas (Lin et al. 

2001)
● Networked Peer 

Assessment System
● Models peer review 

system for academic 
publication

● Most effective for certain 
types of  learners

● See Yeh et al. 2008 for 
others and comparisons



  

My Problem: PF for Oral 
Presentations

● Course: Oral Presentation
● 10-20 students per section
● Several presentations per term

● System Requirements
● Logistically easy

– Teacher
– Students

● Anonymity
● Permanence
● Flexibility in measure design



  

Some Early Solutions
● Paper-based system

● Collect → Collate → Record → Redistribute
● Disadvantages

– Tedious
– Difficult to keep records
– Anonymity endangered

● E-mail-based system
● Collect → Collate → Record → Redistribute
● Disadvantages

– Still tedious



  

Computer-based Solutions
● Peer Feedback systems

● Some not flexible in measure design
● Some explicitly for writing
● Most not publicly available



  

Computer-based Solutions
● Moodle: “Workshop” module

● Flexible teacher/peer/self assessment system
● Requires Moodle installation



  

Computer-based Solutions
● Blogging tools (e.g., Wordpress, Blogger)

● Sophisticated commenting and polling features
● Difficult to associate “presentations” with comments 

and polls
● Setting up user rights and permissions complicated



  

My Solution:  Feedbacker
● Basic Design

● Multi-role access: Administrator, Instructor, Student
● Allows use by multiple instructors in multiple 

courses
● Allows instructors to define feedback areas
● Preserves anonymity
● Allows instructor a quick overview of a student's 

presentations and feedback.
● Allows student a quick overview of their own 

presentations and feedback they must give to 
others.



  

Feedbacker
● Technical Stuff (for techno-nerds)

● Web-server based assessment system (system 
independent)

● CGI with Perl scripts
● XML database (using libxslt) in human-readable 

format
● UTF-8 encoding



  

Feedbacker Roles

Administrator
●Manage courses, enrollment
●Manage instructors
●Manage students
●Manage surveys

Instructor
●Manage presentations
●Manage own surveys
●Give instructor feedback

Student
●Manage own presentation
●Give peer feedback
●Give self evaluation

Feedbacker



  

Feedbacker Demonstration



  

Feedbacker Questionnaire
● Goals

● To determine students' feelings about peer 
feedback.

● To determine students' feelings about using 
Feedbacker.

● To determine how Feedbacker is most effective for 
different types of students.



  

Thinking Styles
● Theory of Mental Government (Sternberg, 

1998)
● Functions

– Executive: solve problems by following existing rules
– Legislative: create new rules to solve problems
– Judicial: evaluate and critique rule systems

● People have a thinking style “profile”.
● Preferences may vary with respect to task.



  

Thinking Styles and Feedback
● Predictions

● High executive students should benefit more than 
low executive students from feedback they receive 
(e.g., Lin et al. 2001).

● High judicial students should benefit more than low 
judicial students from giving feedback.

● High legislative students and low legislative 
students shouldn't differ from either giving or 
receiving feedback.



  

Methods
● Participants: n=20 EFL students (L1=Japanese) 

enrolled in Oral Presentation course at Tokyo 
University

● Thinking Styles Inventory (Sternberg and 
Wagner 1992) was administered in Japanese at 
start of course.

● During course, students
● prepared and gave 4 presentations.
● gave feedback via Feedbacker to peers.

● Questionnaire about feedback and Feedbacker 
was administered at end of course.



  

Thinking Styles Results
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Giving Peer Feedback
● How was the quality?  Unique?
● Was it reflective?
● How much did students give?



  

Giving Peer Feedback

< 30 mins 30 mins to 1 hr 1 hr to 1.5 hrs > 1.5 hrs
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"How long did it take to input feedback for your classmates
after each presentation?"



  

Giving Peer Feedback

1 strongly disagree 2 slightly disagree 3 slightly agree 4 strongly agree
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"I gave unique feedback to each of my classmates."
(i.e., I didn't just copy and paste the same feedback for everyone)

Avg = 3.5
t(19) = 5.6, p<0.001



  

Giving Peer Feedback

1 strongly disagree 2 slightly disagree 3 slightly agree 4 strongly agree
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"Giving feedback to my classmates made me think more
about my own presentation skills."

Avg = 3.0
t(19) = 3.2, p<0.01



  

Giving Peer Feedback

Executive Judicial Legislative

"Giving feedback to my classmates made me think more
about my own presentation skills."

Low
High

1 strongly
disagree

2 slightly
disagree

3 slightly
agree

4 strongly
agree

t(19)=1.3
n.s.

t(19)=2.9
p<0.05

t(19)=2.0
p=0.067



  

Giving Peer Feedback: Quantity

Executive Judicial Legislative
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Mean length of feedback given to peers
(in words per peer)
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t(19)=0.9
n.s.

t(19)=1.8
p=0.099

t(19)=0.1
n.s.



  

Giving Peer Feedback: Summary
● HiJd students used feedback process for self-

reflection.  HiEx students also, but less so.
● HiJd students give more feedback than LoJd.

● Suits their judicial style.



  

Getting and Using Feedback
● Are students reading feedback?
● Are students using feedback?
● Do students feel it is productive?
● How much do students improve?



  

Getting Instructor Feedback
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"I read the teacher's feedback after each presentation."

Avg = 3.7
t(19) = 7.3, p<0.001



  

Getting Peer Feedback

1 strongly disagree 2 slightly disagree 3 slightly agree 4 strongly agree
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"I read my classmates' feedback after each presentation."

Avg = 3.5
t(19) = 5.4, p<0.001



  

Using Instructor Feedback
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"I consciously made some changes to my presentations
based on the teacher's feedback."

Avg = 2.9
t(19) = 2.8, p<0.05



  

Using Peer Feedback
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"I consciously made some changes to my presentations
based on my classmates' feedback."

Avg = 2.7
t(19) = 1.0, n.s.



  

Using Instructor Feedback

Executive Judicial Legislative

"I consciously made some changes to my presentations
based on the teacher's feedback."

Low
High

1 strongly
disagree

2 slightly
disagree

3 slightly
agree

4 strongly
agree

t(19)=1.4
n.s.

t(19)=0.7
n.s.

t(19)=1.4
n.s.



  

Using Peer Feedback

Executive Judicial Legislative

"I consciously made some changes to my presentations
based on my classmates' feedback."

Low
High

1 strongly
disagree

2 slightly
disagree

3 slightly
agree

4 strongly
agree

t(19)=2.3
p<0.05

t(19)=0.5
n.s.

t(19)=1.6
n.s.



  

Peer Feedback in L2
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"Giving feedback in English was counterproductive."
(i.e., feedback would be more useful if it were done in Japanese.)

Avg = 1.9
t(19) = 3.4, p<0.005



  

Peer Feedback in L2

Executive Judicial Legislative

"Giving feedback in English was counterproductive."
(i.e., feedback would be more useful if it were done in Japanese.)

Low
High

1 strongly
disagree

2 slightly
disagree

3 slightly
agree

4 strongly
agree

t(19)=1.1
n.s.

t(19)=1.1
n.s.

t(19)=1.8
p=0.09



  

Using Feedback: Summary
● HiEx students did not make greater use of 

feedback than LoEx.
● Contra Lin et al. 2001

● HiEx students feel giving feedback in English is 
somewhat less productive.
● Doesn't suit their executive style (need clear rules).

● HiLg students made greater use of peer 
feedback than LoLg but not teacher feedback.



  

Feedbacker and Feedback
● How was the anonymity?
● Was it easy to use?
● Are there any comments or complaints?



  

Anonymity

1 strongly disagree 2 slightly disagree 3 slightly agree 4 strongly agree
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"Giving feedback anonymously was a good idea."

Avg = 3.5
t(19) = 8.3, p<0.001



  

Feedbacker Ease-of-Use
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"The feedback web site was easy to use."

Avg = 3.3
t(19) = 4.7, p<0.001



  

Feedbacker Comments & 
Complaints

● Compliments
● I was very happy after reading all the unexpectedly 

complimentary things written by the teacher and my 
classmates. I worked hard to correct the indicated 
points in my next presentation. (HiEx)

● The feedback was very useful. In particular, I think 
the teacher's comments will be useful in my future 
life (study?). Because it's difficult to critique oneself, 
this has been a useful course of study. (HiEx, HiLg)



  

Feedbacker Comments & 
Complaints

● Suggestions
● I want to be able to make changes to my feedback 

to others.
● I thought it was good that it was anonymous.  It 

would be good if both teacher and students do the 
feedback soon after the presentations.

● How about having students give feedback for the 
recitations also? (HiEx, HiLg)



  

Discussion
● Apparent benefits of peer feedback for different 

thinking styles
● High judicial students benefit from forming their own 

criticism of others and using that for self-reflection.
● High legislative students use peer feedback to 

construct their own path toward improvement and 
realize it.

● High executive students don't benefit from peer 
feedback unless it is in L1.



  

Discussion
● Apparent benefits of Feedbacker for 

presentation instruction
● Preserves anonymity
● Simplifies process of giving and receiving feedback 

(teacher, peer, and self)
● Easy to use (for most)
● It's free!
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