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Abstract

Feedback is an essential part of education and a key factor in supporting students’ learning
and engaging them in the learning process. However, institutions often struggle to meet
students’ expectations in this area, as evidenced by the results of the NSS across the Higher
Education sector. Findings show that students are generally dissatisfied with the depth,
quality, and timeliness of the feedback provided by academic staff. These challenges are
exacerbated by increased workloads and limited resources, which make delivering feedback
particularly difficult for staff teaching large classes; this is now a common feature of Higher
Education in the UK and abroad.

By investigating the literature published in academic journals from 2001 to 2023, with a
focus on evidence informed discussions of feedback practices in Higher Education, this paper
identifies some approaches that academic staff may employ to improve the quality of
feedback on assessments provided to large classes. These recommendations are based on
students’ perceptions of feedback and prioritise aspects of feedback that students have
been found to consider more effective, such as feedback being specific, actionable and
motivational. Peer feedback and technology assisted feedback, whilst having their
limitations, seem to offer the opportunity to increase students’ satisfaction around feedback
while also being viable solutions for academic staff in terms of time and resources in the
context of large classes.

Introduction

Writing about feedback has become a subfield of the scholarship of teaching and learning
and of educational research. Researchers in this field face an “already enormous research
literature that continues to grow rapidly” (Winstone & Nash, 2023, p. 111). Yet, despite this
“growing body of literature and considerable investment by universities, feedback continues
to be poorly understood and enacted by both educators and students” (Henderson et al.,
2019, p. 1237).

One of the key questions arising from the tension between the abundance of empirically
supported insights and the limited effect on practice is what happens when educators and
students are teaching and learning in large classes. Given significant time constraints, staff
may struggle to engage with this extensive literature and extract practical insights. This
review aims to bridge that gap by providing focused insights on effective feedback practices
in large classes.

Higher Education in the UK (and elsewhere) has undergone “rapid and substantial rates of
expansion in the later decades of the twentieth century” (Evans et al, 2021, p.522). One of



the unavoidable effects of this massification of the sector (Ballantyne et al, 2002; Hornsby
and Osman, 2014) is that large classes are now a ubiquitous feature of learning and teaching
in many universities. It is widely accepted that large classes can present module and
programme leaders and their students with a range of challenges (Cuseo, 2007; Ehrenberg
et al, 2001), particularly around the design and delivery of assessment and feedback (Rust,
2001). Ballantyne et al (2002, p.428) highlighted this concern and noted that “one of the key
issues facing academics is how to maintain the quality of assessment and feedback in large
groups”. Nicol & Mcfarlane-Dick (2006, p.210) captured the essence of the feedback
challenge in this context when they wrote that “with large class sizes it can be difficult for
the teacher to engage in dialogue with students”.

Most of the existing literature on feedback emphasises dialogue (as opposed to transaction)
and personalisation as features of effective practice (e.g., Nicol, 2010; Carless & Chan, 2016;
Dawson et al., 2018). Maringe and Sing (2014) similarly argue for the importance of
personalised feedback in large classes, observing that students can go an entire semester, or
even a year, without any interaction with their tutor, which reduces their chances of
attaining meaningful outcomes and leads to poorer academic performance.

The extent to which class size impacts (or is perceived to impact) negatively on the learning
experiences of an individual or cohort will depend on access to resources such as staffing
and campus or estate facilities and the availability and use of learning technologies
(Ballantyne et al, 2002; Broadbent et al, 2018; Whisenhunt et al, 2019). As Hornsby et al
(2013) point out, the definition of a large class is subjective and relates to the pedagogical
needs of the discipline and the learning environment. For the purposes of this review, the
most appropriate definition is that of Hornsby et al. (2013, p. 8), who argue that large
classes are environments “where the quality of student learning may be negatively impacted
by the number of students in the class.”

Much of the concern in this area centres on the challenges of delivering effective
assessment and feedback practices (Ballantyne et al., 2002; Rust, 2001; Nicol et al., 2006).
These challenges largely stem from time constraints and the difficulty of scaling current
feedback and quality assurance mechanisms to meet the demands of ever-increasing
student numbers and assessment loads, both formative and summative (Crook et al., 2006).

Aims

The purpose of this article is to explore the rapidly growing body of literature on feedback.
This narrative review seeks to answer the following question:

Which approaches to feedback on assessment are most effective in the context of large
classes in Higher Education?

Methodology

This review is exclusively concerned with feedback on assessment (in all its forms) in the
context of large classes, excluding other practices associated with broader notions of
feedback. For example, much of the literature on “student voice” uses the term feedback in
relation to Higher Education but does not address assessment. Similarly, associated practices



such as coaching and mentoring, while involving feedback, fall outside the scope of this
review.

Given the very broad range of literature on the topic of student feedback, we have chosen a
narrative rather than systematic review. A narrative approach allows structuring the review
around the themes emerged from the search (Healey & Healey, 2023) and focusing on
selected contributions that offer practical insights into effective feedback strategies, which is
the key aim of this work, as stated in the previous section.

The table below sets out the criteria and choices underpinning the literature search.

Criterion Inclusion Exclusion

Search terms | ¢  Higher Education e Student
e Feedbackon voice

Assessment e Mentoring

e Efficient e Coaching
o Effective e Further
e Large Classes education
e Large Groups e Secondary
e Large Cohorts education
e Scalable

e College (to include

US-based work)

Databases e Google Scholar None

e Education
database

e Web of Science

e Scopus
e University of

Strathclyde
SUPrimo Library

catalogue search

Timeframe 2001 to 2023 Pre-2000
publications
Language English Non-English



https://scholar.google.com/
https://www.proquest.com/education/index?accountid=14116
https://www.proquest.com/education/index?accountid=14116
https://www-webofscience-com.proxy.lib.strath.ac.uk/wos/alldb/basic-search
https://www-scopus-com.proxy.lib.strath.ac.uk/search/form.uri?display=basic#basic
https://www.strath.ac.uk/professionalservices/library/
https://www.strath.ac.uk/professionalservices/library/
https://www.strath.ac.uk/professionalservices/library/
https://www.strath.ac.uk/professionalservices/library/

Access Full text available Only titles or
abstracts available
Sample Referring to higher Referring to non-
education higher education
Type of Academic journal Other non-
publication articles, books, academic
chapters, reports, publications
guides, articles in
newspapers and
magazines, and
academic blogs
Focus of Evidence informed Discussions of
literature discussions of feedback practices
feedback practices which do not take
which are effective into consideration
and efficient, the constraints of
especially in the resources and large
context of large classes | classes.
in higher education.

Review Outline

This review is structured in three main sections. The first explores students’ perspectives on
effective feedback. Where resources are limited, there is a strong case for prioritising
feedback practices that students find most useful (Ferguson, 2009). This section highlights
students’ perceptions of what constitutes effective feedback and which aspects staff may
wish to prioritise under tight resource constraints. The subsequent two sections explore in
detail the two main strategies identified in the literature: peer feedback and technology-
enhanced feedback.

Peer feedback is often positively received by students for its timeliness and engaging nature
(Trengove, 2017). For staff, it is appealing because it is scalable (Van Helden et al., 2023) and
sometimes more impactful than educator-provided feedback (Cui et al, 2021).

Technology-enhanced approaches to delivering feedback are also widely cited as responses
to the challenges of large classes. The literature highlights the role of automation in reducing
workload (Beerepoot, 2023; Young et al., 2021; Sgndergaard & Thomas, 2004) and the



potential for more immediate feedback to positively influence student learning (Voelkel,
2013; Tautz et al., 2021).

Finally, the review identifies limitations before offering concluding remarks.
Students’ Perspectives on Effective Feedback

In the context of large classes, where resources are often limited and the impact of feedback
on student learning is potentially significant (Broadbent et al., 2018), a better understanding
of, and active engagement with, students’ perspectives on feedback is likely to be as
important as any changes to approaches and mechanisms. According to a study by Dawson
et al. (2018), students and staff seem to agree that the main purpose of feedback is
“improvement.” However, staff and students hold quite different perceptions about what
actually helps students to improve (Carless, 2006), and their understandings of what
constitutes effective feedback diverge (Henderson et al., 2019). Staff often cite limited time
and resources as barriers to the delivery of high-quality feedback (Henderson et al., 2019),
yet students rarely recognise these challenges as issues for staff when providing feedback
(Henderson et al., 2019; Ferguson, 2009; Weaver, 2006).

One aspect on which all studies appear to agree is that students highly value feedback
containing suggestions about how to improve their performance in subsequent assessments
(Robinson et al., 2011; Henderson et al., 2019; Weaver, 2006). Henderson et al. (2019) note
that it can be difficult for educators to determine whether the feedback they provide has an
impact on students’ learning. This highlights the need to design assessments explicitly
aligned to learning outcomes, enabling students to act on the feedback they receive and
allowing staff to evaluate its impact on student performance. However, students also value
feedback that helps them improve more broadly by developing skills applicable to different
assessments across modules (Carless, 2006; Brown, 2007; Lizzio & Wilson, 2008).

There is widespread consensus in the literature that students value “personal” feedback
containing specific comments on their work, rather than general cohort-level feedback, as
this supports both their personal and academic development (Ferguson, 2009; Henderson et
al., 2019; Dawson et al., 2018). Another dimension of this “personal” aspect is the emotional
impact feedback can have, particularly how negative comments may affect students’
confidence and motivation (Carless, 2006). Poulos and Mahony (2008) and Weaver (2006)
highlight that the emotional impact of negative feedback can be especially pronounced
among first-year students, with potential consequences for retention rates. The majority of
students express a preference for feedback that balances positive, encouraging comments
with constructive criticism (Ferguson, 2009; Henderson et al., 2019; Lizzio & Wilson, 2008;
Weaver, 2006). However, when resources are constrained, staff often consider this aspect of
feedback less of a priority, as it does not necessarily include information on how students
can improve their performance (Henderson et al., 2019). A useful approach to mitigating the
emotional impact of feedback without significantly increasing staff workload is offered by
Robinson et al. (2011), who suggest that providing cohort-level feedback alongside individual
feedback may reduce negative emotional effects for students who perform poorly. This is



particularly relevant in the context of large classes, where cohort-level feedback is easily
scalable, requires no additional resources, and does not increase staff workload.

In contrast to the common perception among staff that “students are only interested in their
grades” (Carless, 2006), Robinson et al. (2011) found no significant correlation between the
grade awarded and students’ perceptions of feedback usefulness, with students valuing
extensive and detailed feedback regardless of grade. However, this finding contradicts the
results of Ferguson (2009) and Brown (2007), which indicate that students tend to expect
more extensive feedback when they receive lower grades. This suggests that a more
nuanced approach may be required when providing feedback on weaker assessments. In the
context of large classes, this could imply that, in order to maximise effectiveness, staff
should channel more resources into providing detailed feedback to students who perform
below average.

Several studies also reveal that students may have difficulty understanding the feedback
provided by staff, either because of the content of the comments, their legibility, or both
(Carless, 2006; Brown, 2007; Robinson et al., 2011; Lizzio & Wilson, 2008; Weaver, 2006).
Students sometimes perceive inconsistencies between the grade awarded and the
comments they receive, or struggle to see how feedback links to the marking criteria
(Brown, 2007; Ferguson, 2009; Carless, 2006; Weaver, 2006). This issue should be
considered within the broader context of the difficulties students face in engaging with
academic discourse (Carless, 2006) and feedback literacy. Whilst this approach may require a
significant initial investment in terms of time and resources, which is challenging in the
context of large classes, the development of a strategic framework to improve students’
feedback literacy may ensure that whatever effort is dedicated to feedback is more impactful
and effective in the long term.

Peer Feedback

The use of peer feedback, whereby students of equal level evaluate and provide feedback on
each other’s work or performance, is a consistent theme in the literature on feedback in
large classes (e.g., Sendergaard & Thomas, 2004). Unsurprisingly, a wide range of positive
learning outcomes have been associated with peer feedback, further discussed throughout
this article, building on the idea that students are more likely to learn effectively if they have
an active role in the process rather than simply receiving information passively (Trengove,
2017). Peer feedback also supports Knight’s argument that formative feedback does not
necessarily need to come from the lecturer (2001). Importantly, it encourages students to be
critical when judging the quality of work, a skill that employers frequently highlight as
essential for graduates (Pick et al., 2022). Research in this area suggests that the process of
peer assessment is valuable (Boud & Soler, 2015) and, in some cases, motivational
(Rodriguez et al., 2022), with students often welcoming the opportunity to provide and
receive peer feedback (Mulliner & Tucker, 2017). This approach ensures that students are
actively engaged in the learning process while also providing immediate feedback, which can
be particularly challenging to achieve in large-class settings.



Survey results from engineering students who participated in a peer feedback exercise
revealed three main themes: discussions with peers exposed them to different approaches
to problem-solving, they appreciated the opportunity to engage socially with classmates,
and some found it less intimidating to speak to peers than to their lecturer (Trengove, 2017).
Sgndergaard and Thomas (2004) go further, reporting that some students considered their
peers to be a more important source of feedback than their lecturers, claiming to have
gained most of their knowledge through engagement with fellow students. Similarly, Cui et
al (2021) note that peer feedback can, in some cases, have a greater impact on learning than
lecturer-provided feedback.

For peer feedback to be effective, it should ideally be implemented regularly, with students
becoming more confident in giving feedback as they gain practice (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick,
2006). Recognising its benefits, O’Moore & Baldock (2007) integrated Peer Assessment
Learning Sessions (PALS) into one of their engineering modules. Regular PALS classes were
held throughout the semester, during which students engaged in peer assessment exercises.
After each session, the lecturer moderated the marking, added notes where necessary, and
then delivered whole-class feedback at the next meeting. Several students reported that
PALS sessions helped them stay consistently engaged throughout the semester, encouraged
ongoing review of material, and improved their understanding of both problem-solving
approaches and assessment criteria. These comments suggest that PALS not only supported
academic discipline but also fostered deeper comprehension and exam preparedness. For
staff, the appeal of this model lies in its scalability and the way it reduces the workload
associated with providing feedback in large classes (Van Helden et al., 2023).

Although peer feedback offers many advantages, several considerations must be considered
when incorporating it into teaching plans. One issue is the physical environment: standard
lecture theatres are not conducive to peer interactions and can hinder meaningful
discussion between students, as well as between lecturers and students seated in
inaccessible positions (Trengove, 2017). Flat teaching spaces with flexible layouts are more
suitable for facilitating peer feedback. It is also essential to communicate the benefits of
peer feedback clearly to students, emphasising its relevance to professional practice in order
to encourage active participation (O’Moore & Baldock, 2007). Bateman et al. (2023)
recommend that peer feedback be given anonymously to promote openness and honesty,
reducing the potential for bias. While anonymity is relatively easy to achieve in online
settings, it is more difficult in real-time classroom contexts, which may affect the
authenticity of feedback.

Notably, peer feedback is adaptable to both in-person and online teaching environments.
Pick et al. (2022) highlight its flexibility, reporting that when learning moved online, students
were still able to engage in peer feedback effectively. Using marking rubrics and model video
solutions, students were able to provide peer feedback independently, and in many cases,
the comments were longer and more detailed than those generated in comparable in-
person sessions.

Technology-enhanced Feedback



In recent years, advancements in technology and digital tools have drastically changed
feedback delivery in Higher Education. HE instructors are no longer obliged to return
comments in the “traditional manner, by annotating students’ work with red pen” (Denton
et al., 2008, p. 486) or through text-based feedback. When analysing traditional approaches
to feedback, Henderson and Phillips (2014) identify two possible methods: written
comments on the assignment or a face-to-face meeting. However, both approaches have
limitations. Written feedback may lack depth and can be ambiguous, while face-to-face
discussions are often impractical and rely on the student's ability to remember key points
during the discussion. Furthermore, providing such feedback has become increasingly time-
consuming, particularly in large-class contexts, with consequences for delivering effective
and efficient feedback.

Given these challenges, universities have increasingly incorporated digital and web-based
learning tools to complement traditional teaching methods. The use of technology-
enhanced approaches to delivering feedback is among the most common responses to the
difficulties presented by large-class contexts. Voelkel and Tautz et al. (2013) mention the
potential for providing more immediate or timely feedback as a reason for engaging with
technology-enhanced approaches, with the implication being a positive impact on student
learning. In addition, the role of automation can be key in decreasing the workload
associated with feedback. To respond to instructors’ desire to provide effective feedback
while addressing time constraints, many options were developed that are computer-
generated and capable of analysing student responses. Henderson and Phillips (2014)
highlight the use of video, audio, screencast and other annotation-based feedback
mechanisms. These solutions, among others, are offered as alternatives to text-based
feedback and are analysed below.

Video-based Feedback

One notable approach developed by Henderson and Phillips (2014) is video-based feedback.
They make a clear distinction “between videos recorded by educators in response to student
assessment, as opposed to typical computer-assisted learning (CAL) applications of video
cues in response to student actions” (p. 3). The former is their highlighted approach. It offers
timely, clear, personalised feedback and allows for a closer connection between the student
and the instructor. It is also quick to upload, as the videos are recorded on video software or
phones, without editing or post-production work. Henderson and Phillips rarely re-record
and never edit videos to save time, resulting in pauses, filler words and occasional
rephrasing being present within the feedback.

According to their study, “the video-based feedback gave more time to establishing and
building on relationships with students and emphasised students’ future performance” (p.
6). Students identified five key strengths: more personalisation, greater clarity, supportive
and caring feedback, constructive and useful feedback and encouragement for reflection.
However, they also noted two potential drawbacks: initial anxiety about receiving feedback
and difficulty linking comments to specific parts of the assignment.



Video-based feedback is, and will continue to be, a useful tool for formative feedback.
However, this requires material support and guidance on how instructors can use video-
based tools and upload feedback for students’ efficiently.

Screencasting

Screencasting is another feedback approach related to video-based feedback. According to
Henderson and Phillips (2014), screencasts generally consist of a video recording of the
computer screen, where the marker uses the cursor to highlight examples, make edits and
annotate sections of a student's work while simultaneously recording their voice to provide
feedback. The benefits and constraints appear to be similar to those highlighted for video-
based feedback.

Automated Feedback Systems with ChatGPT

Another approach to technology-enhanced feedback involves the use of innovative
technologies such as generative artificial intelligence (Al). There is currently a growing
debate surrounding the use of generative Al in learning and teaching. Al has the potential to
enhance personalised feedback but can also trigger ethical concerns and raise questions
about the role of instructors. Dai et al. (2023) explored the potential of ChatGPT, a variant of
the GPT (Generative Pre-trained Transformer) model developed by OpenAl, for generating
automated textual feedback. Dai et al. argue that it “holds the potential to advance the
existing knowledge of textual feedback generation for open-ended writing tasks” (2023, p.
323). Their research, based on a writing assignment in which students proposed a data
science project, demonstrated ChatGPT's capability to produce clearer, more readable and
more consistent feedback, helping students understand and act on it for improvement.
Furthermore, ChatGPT can produce a substantial amount of process-focused feedback,
which is considered more effective than task-focused feedback in guiding students' task
strategies (2023). However, there are limitations. ChatGPT could not offer a reliable
assessment of student performance compared to an instructor, and, according to Dai et al.,
this may be because ChatGPT needs “to be fed with students’ assignments of different
quality and associated instructor-generated feedback that evaluates their performance”
(2023, p. 324). They also highlight that ChatGPT’s feedback generation is still at an early
stage and requires supervision from an instructor. It is therefore still time-consuming.
However, with the rapid progress of Al, “ChatGPT will become a game-changer in providing
feedback in the future” (Beerepoot, 2023, p. 2949). The literature on using Al for feedback is
currently limited, but the available tools are rapidly expanding.

The Learning Management System Analysation (LMSA) Kit

Students in universities spend a considerable amount of time in learning management
systems (LMSs), where they have access to teaching information, documents and other
resources. However, the options for feedback in LMSs remain limited, according to Hedtrich
and Graulich (2018). To address this, they developed software tools designed to deliver
automated personalised feedback. They employ “the LMS Analyzation Kit (LMSA Kit) in



combination with the Easy Snippet Feedback Edit (ESF Edit)” as efficient tools for large
cohorts (p. 2263). They highlight the difficulty of providing individual feedback in large
classes and argue that a feedback generation process can help address this issue. According
to them, the software represents a valuable opportunity to support students, “as individual
support becomes feasible where it is usually not possible. The software tools make it easier
to reach students in large classes” (p. 2266).

Their software tools can be reused in subsequent years, as “the task of writing individual
feedback is automated by the software and can now be managed easily by a single person in
a reasonable amount of time” (p. 2264). This feedback software constitutes an investment in
the future. While significant time is required for development in the initial years, the more
the software is used, the more effective the feedback becomes. However, for instructors
unfamiliar with these tools, “the first setup of a feedback system for a course might be
tedious” (p. 2266). Its long-term value relies on early adopters who are well-trained and
willing to dedicate substantial time at the outset, laying the foundation for sustainable
benefits in future years.

CoFee

Bernius et al. (2022) developed CoFee, a “framework to generate and suggest computer-
aided feedback for textual exercises based on machine learning” (p. 1). CoFee employs a
segment-focused grading approach, linking feedback directly to specific sections of the text.
It automates the grading process using an assessment knowledge repository built from
previous evaluations. The authors argue that CoFee can assist instructors in streamlining
their assessment processes by providing “automated feedback suggestions” (p. 15). This
reduces the workload associated with marking and helps ensure consistency in feedback,
ultimately minimising complaints from students.

Like ChatGPT or the LMSA Kit, CoFee generates automated feedback that can be
personalised. However, the quality of the feedback also depends on the quality of the
guestions and the degree to which they align with “intended learning outcomes, and the
quality of the feedback provided to the learners” (Beerepoot, 2023, p. 2947). Beerepoot
further argues that “automated assessment with multiple-choice (MC) items allows for
immediate feedback to learners in a time-efficient manner, free from assessment bias” (p.
2947). According to Beerepoot, learners can access digital practice tests at their
convenience, without needing the educator's direct involvement. However, automated
assessments require a high level of quality in test items, along with ensuring their reliability
and validity. Developing well-crafted multiple-choice items is a challenging and time-
intensive task that demands expertise and proper training. Beerepoot also explains that
automated assessment can create issues of discrimination, as some multiple-choice items
may be erroneously set as correct answers. This connects to other problems faced by
instructors not yet mentioned, such as cheating in home exams, a lack of online guidance for
students in large cohorts and poorly formulated outcomes when designing multiple-choice
items.
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As analysed above, solutions such as video-based feedback or automated feedback systems
can provide opportunities for personalised, timely and scalable feedback delivery. However,
these solutions also have limitations for instructors, who need access to technological tools
and sufficient training.

Limitations

This paper offers a wide range of literature exploring feedback practices in Higher Education,
particularly within large-class settings. It aims to provide a map of research published from
2001 to 2023. It employs a systematic and rigorous approach to the identification of relevant
literature in order to minimise bias. However, some limitations must be acknowledged. The
material reviewed derives only from peer-reviewed publications, which excludes case
studies and experiences from non-peer-reviewed sources that may nevertheless be relevant.
All literature considered is in English, although efforts were made to include case studies
from a wider international context; however, the danger here is that their examination may
have been decontextualised to outline shared aspects of best practice. Additionally, this
literature review has focused only on the experiences in Higher Education, although the
authors are cognisant of research conducted on relevant practices in primary, secondary,
and tertiary education.

This paper aims to identify and examine effective and efficient practices to better
understand what staff facing large classes can do to enhance feedback. Yet there are
discrepancies between students’ and staff’s perceptions of effective feedback. As previously
mentioned, students desire feedback that is timely, personalised, and improvement-focused,
but there remains substantial variation in how feedback is delivered, perceived by students
and acted upon (Carless, 2006; Henderson et al., 2019). What constitutes ‘effective’ and
‘efficient’ feedback is therefore difficult to define and to generalise, as expectations can vary.
The conclusions appearing in this paper may omit analysis of some key aspects.

Furthermore, while peer feedback and peer learning offer valuable opportunities for student
engagement and skill development, they also present several challenges in university
settings. This review does not address potential drawbacks such as the risk of students
reinforcing each other’s misconceptions, emotional discomfort arising from peer criticism, or
unequal effort distribution. Variability in students’ expertise can lead to inconsistent or
inaccurate feedback (Nicol et al., 2014), and some students may lack the confidence to
provide constructive criticism. Additionally, social dynamics can introduce bias, resulting in
either overly lenient or excessively harsh evaluations (Gielen et al., 2010). To address these
limitations, structured training and clear assessment criteria are essential to enhance the
effectiveness of peer learning (Carless et al., 2016). Without adequate preparation or
understanding of assessment criteria, the quality and consistency of peer feedback may be
compromised.

Finally, technology-enhanced feedback can transform the way instructors provide feedback
in Higher Education, particularly for large-class contexts. Solutions such as video-based
feedback or automated feedback systems can provide opportunities for personalised, timely
and scalable delivery. However, these options remain labour-intensive to produce and scale,
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particularly if there are no institutional support and training. Automated feedback systems
(e.g., ChatGPT, CoFee, LMSA Kit) show growing promise in addressing marking workloads
and personalisation. However, the review highlights literature focusing largely on the
developmental stages of these tools. Unresolved concerns about consistency, ethical use,
validity and alignment with learning outcomes remain. While these technologies can amplify
feedback reach in large-class contexts, their impact on students’ engagement,
comprehension and satisfaction remains underexplored.

Conclusions

This review focuses on how to provide effective feedback on assessments in the context of
large classes. Large classes are becoming increasingly common across the Higher Education
sector, and they may constitute a significant challenge for academic staff who often struggle
with high workloads and time and resource constraints. This can have a detrimental impact
on the quality of feedback provided to students, as highlighted by the results of the NSS
survey. By reviewing evidence-informed discussions of feedback practices, this paper
presents approaches that academic staff may employ to improve the quality of feedback in
the context of large classes.

To identify the key aspects of feedback that staff may want to prioritise when resources are
limited, the paper first presented an overview of students’ perspectives, showing that for
feedback to be perceived as effective, it should be personal, actionable, and motivational.
Many studies also highlighted the importance of considering the emotional impact of
feedback on students.

The first strategy introduced in the paper is peer feedback. Its main advantages are
scalability in the context of large classes and its positive impact on students’ learning and
engagement. Moreover, peer feedback has been commended for its motivational aspect and
for its positive emotional impact on students.

The second strategy that may help teaching staff deliver effective feedback in the context of
large classes is technology-enhanced feedback, which can take many forms, from video
feedback to automated feedback, sometimes supported by Al. While most technology-
enhanced approaches require a significant initial investment of time and resources for setup
and development, the return is usually substantial in terms of reducing staff workload and
ensuring a consistent level of feedback for students. These methods ensure students receive
individualised feedback and improve the timeliness of delivery.

This review has provided focused insight into feedback strategies that may help overworked
staff deliver high-quality feedback, thereby improving students’ experience and satisfaction.
In addition to providing practice-based examples of how and where these strategies have
been successfully implemented, the review also offers guidance and inspiration to staff who
wish to improve their feedback practices but feel overwhelmed by the vast body of literature
in this field.
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