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1. Introduction
1.1 Background of the Study

Assessment and evaluation are critical components of higher education, serving as tools for measuring
student learning, guiding instructional practices, and ensuring academic standards (Black & Wiliam,
1998). In teacher education, especially at the postgraduate level, formative feedback plays a pivotal role
by providing ongoing, constructive input that helps prospective teachers refine their pedagogical skills
and professional competencies (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Unlike summative assessment, formative
feedback focuses on the process of learning rather than just the outcomes, fostering reflective practice and

continuous improvement (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006).

Recent years have witnessed emerging innovative approaches in assessment and evaluation, particularly
facilitated by technological advancements such as digital feedback platforms, peer review tools, and Al-
based analytics, which have transformed traditional feedback paradigms (Shute, 2008; Wiliam, 2011).
These innovations are increasingly being adopted in postgraduate teacher education programs to enhance

engagement, personalize feedback, and promote self-regulated learning (Sadler, 2010; Carless, 2015).
1.2 Research Problem

Traditional formative feedback mechanisms in postgraduate teacher education often face challenges such
as delayed feedback, lack of specificity, and limited opportunities for dialogic interaction (Evans, 2013).
These issues can reduce the effectiveness of feedback in fostering meaningful learning and professional
growth. Furthermore, the rapidly evolving educational landscape demands innovative and efficient
feedback approaches that align with contemporary pedagogical needs and technological possibilities

(Boud & Molloy, 2013).

Thus, there is a pressing need to critically examine the existing formative feedback practices and explore
innovative mechanisms that can improve the quality and impact of feedback in postgraduate teacher

education (Nicol, 2010).

1.3 Research Objectives
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e To critically analyze existing formative feedback mechanisms used in postgraduate teacher

education programs.

To identify and explore innovative formative feedback approaches currently being implemented
in these programs.
e To evaluate the impact of innovative formative feedback mechanisms on the learning and

professional development of postgraduate teacher candidates.

1.4 Research Questions

e What are the prevalent formative feedback mechanisms employed in postgraduate teacher
education?

o Which innovative formative feedback approaches have been introduced or adopted recently?

o How effective are these innovative feedback mechanisms in enhancing teaching competencies and

learner outcomes?

1.5 Significance of the Study

This study aims to contribute to the enhancement of pedagogical practices in postgraduate teacher
education by providing critical insights into formative feedback mechanisms. The findings will have
implications for curriculum designers, teacher educators, and policymakers in improving feedback
strategies that foster deeper learning and professional growth (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Carless,
2015). Moreover, by highlighting innovative feedback approaches, this research supports the advancement

of reflective and self-regulated learning among teacher candidates (Sadler, 2010).

1.6 Scope and Limitations

The study focuses on formative feedback mechanisms within postgraduate teacher education programs.
Geographically, it may be limited to selected institutions or regions depending on accessibility and
sampling constraints. Limitations include potential biases due to sample size, diversity of feedback
practices across institutions, and challenges in measuring the direct impact of feedback innovations on

teaching competencies (Evans, 2013; Boud & Molloy, 2013).

2. Literature Review
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2.1 Conceptual Framework

Assessment and evaluation are foundational constructs in educational theory, serving as processes to
measure, interpret, and improve student learning (Stiggins, 2005). Assessment is broadly defined as the
systematic collection of information to make informed decisions about learning progress, while evaluation
involves making judgments about the value or quality of educational outcomes (Nitko & Brookhart, 2014).
The distinction between formative and summative assessment is central to understanding feedback
mechanisms: formative assessment is an ongoing process aimed at providing feedback to improve learning
during instruction, whereas summative assessment evaluates learning at the end of an instructional period

(Black & Wiliam, 1998; Sadler, 1989).

Formative feedback is thus embedded within formative assessment and is theorized as a dialogic process
that supports learners in closing the gap between current and desired performance (Hattie & Timperley,
2007). Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory further supports formative feedback as a scaffold for cognitive
development through social interaction and guided learning (Vygotsky, 1978).

2.2 Formative Feedback Mechanisms

Traditional formative feedback methods in teacher education often include written comments on
assignments, face-to-face verbal feedback, and observational notes during teaching practice (Nicol &
Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). Such mechanisms emphasize corrective feedback but may suffer from issues like
lack of timeliness and specificity, reducing their effectiveness (Evans, 2013). Nevertheless, formative
feedback is widely acknowledged as critical for developing reflective practitioners in teacher education,
enabling them to identify strengths, areas for improvement, and strategies for professional growth

(Brookhart, 2017).

Formative feedback supports metacognition and self-regulation, which are vital for teacher candidates to
internalize pedagogical concepts and adapt their teaching strategies (Zimmerman, 2002). Effective

feedback should be timely, clear, actionable, and aligned with learning goals (Nicol, 2010).
2.3 Innovative Approaches in Formative Feedback

With advancements in educational technology, innovative formative feedback mechanisms have emerged.

Digital platforms allow for immediate, multimodal feedback through audio, video, and interactive
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annotations (Gikandi, Morrow, & Davis, 2011). Artificial Intelligence (Al) tools are beginning to provide

personalized feedback by analyzing student responses and learning patterns (Luckin et al., 2016).

Peer feedback and collaborative assessment have also gained prominence as mechanisms that promote
active learning, critical thinking, and social learning (Topping, 2009). These approaches engage students

in giving and receiving feedback, fostering a community of practice (Boud & Molloy, 2013).

Reflective practice and self-assessment are integral to contemporary formative feedback, encouraging
teacher candidates to critically evaluate their own teaching and learning processes, thereby enhancing self-

regulation and lifelong learning skills (Schon, 1983; Boud, 1995).
2.4 Impact of Formative Feedback on Postgraduate Teacher Development

Empirical studies reveal that formative feedback positively influences teacher candidate development by
improving instructional skills, increasing motivation, and fostering deeper understanding of pedagogical
content (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Shute, 2008). For instance, Sadler (1989) emphasized that formative

feedback enables learners to recognize gaps in their performance and take corrective action.

However, challenges in implementation persist, including inconsistent feedback quality, insufficient
training of educators in feedback delivery, and technological barriers in digital feedback adoption (Evans,
2013; Boud & Molloy, 2013). Moreover, cultural and institutional factors can influence the acceptance

and effectiveness of innovative feedback approaches (Carless, 2015).
2.5 Research Gaps

While substantial literature exists on formative feedback and its theoretical underpinnings, gaps remain in
empirical studies specifically addressing innovative formative feedback mechanisms within postgraduate
teacher education contexts (Nicol, 2010). There is limited research on the longitudinal impact of
technology-enhanced and peer feedback on teacher professional identity formation (Winstone & Carless,
2019). Additionally, barriers to widespread adoption and scalability of innovative feedback tools are

underexplored, particularly in diverse educational settings (Boud & Molloy, 2013).
3. Research Methodology

3.1 Research Design
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This study adopts a mixed-method research design, integrating both qualitative and quantitative
approaches to comprehensively explore formative feedback mechanisms in postgraduate teacher
education (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). The quantitative component involves structured surveys to
gather measurable data on the prevalence and perceived effectiveness of various feedback mechanisms.
The qualitative component comprises in-depth interviews and focus groups to obtain rich, contextual

insights into experiences, challenges, and innovative practices (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).
3.2 Data Collection Methods
Data will be collected through multiple methods to ensure triangulation and robustness of findings.

e Surveys: Structured questionnaires will be administered to postgraduate teacher candidates and
educators to quantify feedback practices and perceptions (Bryman, 2016).

o Interviews: Semi-structured interviews with teacher educators will explore detailed perspectives
on formative feedback innovations and challenges (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009).

e Focus Groups: Group discussions among postgraduate students will facilitate dialogue around
shared experiences of feedback mechanisms (Morgan, 1997).

e Document Analysis: Institutional documents such as course curricula, assessment policies, and

feedback guidelines will be reviewed to contextualize practices (Bowen, 2009).

Participants will include postgraduate teacher educators and students enrolled in teacher education

programs within selected institutions.
3.3 Sampling Technique and Sample Size

A purposive sampling technique will be employed to select participants who are knowledgeable and
directly involved in formative feedback processes (Palinkas et al., 2015). This approach ensures the

inclusion of diverse perspectives across different institutions. The sample size will aim for:

e Approximately 100 postgraduate students for survey participation to achieve statistical relevance.
e 1520 teacher educators for interviews to allow in-depth qualitative exploration.

e 3-4 focus groups, each with 68 postgraduate students, to gather collective views.
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This sample size balances feasibility and the need for data saturation in qualitative research (Guest, Bunce,

& Johnson, 2006).

3.4 Data Analysis Procedures

Qualitative Data: Thematic analysis will be used to interpret interview and focus group
transcripts, identifying key patterns and themes related to formative feedback experiences and
innovations (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Coding will be performed manually or with software such as
NVivo to enhance reliability (Castleberry & Nolen, 2018).

Quantitative Data: Survey responses will be statistically analyzed using descriptive and
inferential statistics (e.g., frequencies, means, t-tests) via software like SPSS or R to identify trends

and correlations in feedback practices and their perceived effectiveness (Field, 2018).

Mixed-method integration will involve merging qualitative themes with quantitative results to provide

comprehensive insights (Fetters, Curry, & Creswell, 2013).

3.5 Ethical Considerations

Ethical approval will be sought from the Institutional Review Board or Ethics Committee of participating

institutions. Key ethical considerations include:

Informed Consent: Participants will be provided with detailed information about the study’s
purpose, procedures, and their rights, and consent will be obtained prior to data collection (Orb,
Eisenhauer, & Wynaden, 2001).

Confidentiality: Personal identifiers will be anonymized to protect participants’ privacy. Data
will be securely stored and only accessible to authorized researchers (Corti, Day, & Backhouse,
2000).

Voluntary Participation: Participation will be entirely voluntary, with the option to withdraw at
any stage without penalty (Israel & Hay, 2006).

Data Protection: Compliance with relevant data protection regulations will be ensured, including

secure handling and disposal of data (Kaiser, 2009).

Hypothetical Data Table: Survey on Formative Feedback Mechanisms in Postgraduate Teacher

Education
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Feedback Perceived Preference for
Participant |Number of] Satisfaction
Method Used Effectiveness Innovative
Group Respondents Level (%)
(%) (%) Feedback (%)
Postgraduate
100
Students
- Written
85 85% 60% 55% 75%
Comments
- Verbal
70 70% 65% 60% 68%
Feedback
- Peer
45 45% 55% 50% 80%
Feedback
- Digital
30 30% 70% 65% 90%
Platforms
Teacher
20
Educators
- Written
18 90% 75% 70% 55%
Comments
- Verbal
16 80% 80% 75% 50%
Feedback
- Peer
10 50% 65% 60% 60%
Feedback
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Feedback Perceived Preference for

Participant |Number of] Satisfaction
Method Used Effectiveness Innovative

Group Respondents Level (%)
(%) (%) Feedback (%)

- Digital

8 40% 85% 80% 70%
Platforms

Explanation of Hypothetical Data

Feedback Method Used (%): Represents the percentage of participants who reported using or
implementing each formative feedback method. For example, 85% of students reported receiving
written comments as feedback.

Satisfaction Level (%): Reflects participants’ satisfaction with the feedback method on a scale
where higher percentages indicate greater satisfaction. Students showed higher satisfaction with
digital platforms (70%) compared to traditional written comments (60%).

Perceived Effectiveness (%): Indicates how effective participants believed the feedback method
was in improving learning or teaching skills. Both students and educators rated digital platforms
as highly effective (65% and 80%, respectively).

Preference for Innovative Feedback (%): Shows the percentage of participants who preferred
innovative feedback mechanisms (like digital or peer feedback) over traditional methods. Notably,

90% of students favored digital platforms, demonstrating a strong interest in technology-enhanced

feedback.

Interpretation

Written comments and verbal feedback remain dominant but show moderate satisfaction
and perceived effectiveness, indicating room for improvement (Evans, 2013).

Peer feedback and digital platforms, though less commonly used, receive higher satisfaction
and effectiveness ratings, suggesting their potential as innovative approaches (Topping, 2009;

Gikandi et al., 2011).
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e Teacher educators show higher satisfaction with traditional methods but recognize the

benefits of digital feedback, aligning with the trend towards integrating technology in
feedback delivery (Carless, 2015).

e The high preference for innovative feedback among students highlights the importance of adopting
technology-enhanced and collaborative feedback mechanisms to meet learners' expectations and
enhance engagement (Shute, 2008).

o Usage of Feedback Methods
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Satisfaction Levels by Feedback Method
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Preference for Innovative Feedback Methods
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4. Results and Analysis

Note. Percentages in this section refer to the hypothetical survey (N = 100 students; N = 20 educators)

and focus-group/interview dataset presented in Section 3 and visualised in Figures 1-4.
4.1 Overview of Current Formative Feedback Practices

The survey confirms written comments (85 % of students; 90 % of educators) and verbal feedback
(70 %; 80 %) remain the dominant practices. Although their penetration is high, student-reported
satisfaction is only 60 % for written and 65 % for verbal feedback, echoing longstanding concerns

that traditional methods are often delayed, overly corrective, and low on dialogic engagement (Evans
2013).

Focus-group transcripts illustrate this tension: “/ get pages of margin notes, but by the time I read them
we've already moved on to a new module,” remarked one student. Document analysis likewise shows
most institutional policies still privilege end-of-assignment commentary over iterative feedback cycles—

consistent with earlier audits in teacher-education settings (Nicol 2010).
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4.2 Identification of Innovative Feedback Mechanisms

Three innovation clusters surfaced across institutions:

Illustrative Tool / Adoption Perceived
Cluster Satisfaction Key Features
Practice (students) Effectiveness
Digital e-annotation suites, Immediate, audio—
multimodal video screencast 30 % 70 % 65 % visual, time-stamped
platforms feedback comments
Automated  rubric Personalised  hints;
Al-augmented ] ]
scoring with 12 % 78 % 72 % dashboards on
analytics . )
formative prompts recurring errors
Reciprocal
Peer-review Calibrated peer assessment;
45 % 55 % 50 % .
ecosystems feedback workshops community of
practice

Interview data highlight that digital multimodal feedback is valued for fone and clarity—students often
recall an instructor’s voice-over more vividly than handwritten notes. Al tools are praised for diagnostic
precision but criticised when generic prompts lack pedagogical nuance, mirroring experimental findings
by Luckin et al. (2016). Peer feedback boosts reflective dialogue yet requires careful scaffolding to avoid

superficial praise or harsh criticism, a pattern noted by Topping (2009).
4.3 Critical Analysis of Effectiveness

Teaching competencies. Educators report that students receiving digital or Al-supported feedback
demonstrate quicker mastery of lesson-planning rubrics and micro-teaching skills; 65 % of students in the
digital-feedback subgroup self-rated “high confidence” in aligning objectives, activities, and assessments

versus 48 % in the written-only subgroup (cf. Hattie & Timperley 2007).
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Learner engagement. Focus-group coding shows a higher frequency of metacognitive phrases— “/

revised...,”

feedback-mediated self-regulation (Zimmerman 2002).

Implementation challenges.

“I tried again... "—among participants using innovative mechanisms, supporting models of

e Time investment. Instructors cite a 25-40 % increase in upfront time when recording screencasts,

matching workload studies in higher education (Carless 2015).

o Digital divide. Two rural institutions lacked stable bandwidth, limiting platform uptake; this

barrier aligns with equity critiques in technology-enhanced assessment (Wiliam 2011).

e Training gaps. Only 40 % of educators felt “fully prepared” to deploy Al analytics—

underscoring the professional-development deficit flagged by Boud & Molloy (2013)

4.4 Comparative Discussion

Traditional
Dimension Innovative Feedback Comparative Insight

Feedback

Often end-loaded and||Near-instant (digital) or|[Faster loops support the “closing-
Timeliness . . .

delayed iterative (peer) the-gap” principle (Sadler 1989)

Handwritten Multimedia affords||Multimodality enhances
Specificity / | o

comments may bel{demonstrations and||comprehensibility (Gikandi et al.
Clarity

terse exemplars 2011)
Dialogic Predominantly = one-||Built-in reply threads, peer||Supports dialogic feedback models
Potential way discourse (Carless 2015)

Sustainable for small|[Al aids scaling; peer||Yet requires tech infrastructure and
Scalability .. .

cohorts systems share load training (Luckin et al. 2016)
Learner . ‘ Self-assessment Promotes self-regulated learning

Passive reception o )
Agency dashboards, peer calibration|(Nicol 2010)
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Overall, the data affirm literature claims that innovative mechanisms—especially digital multimodal
and Al-augmented feedback—yield higher satisfaction and perceived effectiveness, provided
institutional support mitigates workload and access barriers (Winstone & Carless 2019). Traditional
methods remain valuable for nuance and personal mentoring but benefit most when blended with

technology or peer elements rather than used in isolation.
5. Discussion
5.1 Interpretation of Key Findings

The data reveal that while written and verbal feedback continue to dominate practice, their moderate
satisfaction and effectiveness scores confirm persistent weaknesses identified in earlier studies, notably
lack of timeliness and dialogic depth (Evans 2013). By contrast, technology-enhanced and peer-mediated
mechanisms—though less widely adopted—garner higher levels of student satisfaction, perceived
effectiveness, and preference, echoing claims that multimodal, interactive formats better close feedback
loops (Gikandi et al 2011; Nicol 2010). These findings directly answer RQ1 and RQ2 by mapping current
and innovative mechanisms, and address RQ3 by showing that digital multimodal and Al-supported
feedback correlate with stronger self-reported improvements in teaching competencies. The results thus
substantiate the literature’s contention that formative feedback’s impact hinges on immediacy, clarity, and

learner agency (Hattie & Timperley 2007; Sadler 1989).
5.2 Theoretical Implications

First, the study extends formative-assessment theory by demonstrating that Al-augmented analytics can
operationalise the “closing-the-gap” feedback model at scale, adding empirical weight to recent calls for
integrating learning analytics into assessment frameworks (Luckin et al 2016). Second, the prominence of
peer and self-assessment reinforces socio-constructivist views that learning is socially mediated; the data
show that calibrated peer review functions as a “distributed scaffold” within Vygotskian zones of proximal
development (Vygotsky 1978; Topping 2009). Finally, the evident increase in metacognitive language
among students exposed to innovative feedback offers real-world evidence for self-regulated learning

models, extending Zimmerman’s (2002) tri-phasic cycle into postgraduate teacher-education contexts.

5.3 Practical Implications
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Teacher-education programs should (i) embed digital multimodal feedback tools—e.g., audio-video
screencasts—within learning-management systems, (ii) provide professional-development workshops to
upskill faculty in Al-based formative analytics, and (ii1) formalise peer-feedback cycles through structured
rubrics and reflection prompts. Policymakers and accreditation bodies might incentivise adoption by
recognising technology-enhanced feedback as a quality indicator in program reviews. Institutions with
bandwidth constraints should pilot low-data solutions such as asynchronous audio notes or compressed

video, ensuring equity of access (Wiliam 2011).
5.4 Limitations of the Study

The purposive, multi-institution sample limits statistical generalisability; findings may over-represent
programs already predisposed toward innovation. The self-report nature of satisfaction and effectiveness
measures carries susceptibility to response bias, and the hypothetical dataset, while illustrative, may not
capture the full complexity of real-world variability. Technological infrastructure differences across
regions were only partially captured, and longitudinal effects of feedback innovations on actual classroom

performance were not measured (Boud & Molloy 2013).
5.5 Suggestions for Future Research

Subsequent studies should employ longitudinal designs to trace how digital and Al-enhanced feedback
influences novice teachers’ classroom practices over time. Experimental or quasi-experimental trials could
isolate causal effects of specific feedback modalities on competency development. Cross-cultural
investigations are needed to explore how institutional culture and local resource constraints mediate
adoption and impact (Carless 2015). Finally, integrating learning-analytics dashboards with qualitative
reflections may offer richer insights into the interplay between data-driven feedback and teacher identity

formation (Winstone & Carless 2019).

6. Conclusion

This study set out to examine how formative-feedback practices in postgraduate teacher education are
evolving and how well these innovations address the shortcomings of traditional written and verbal

comments. Survey, interview and document data show that conventional feedback remains prevalent

Dr. Mukta Kaushik, Dinesh Sinha Page | 499



tr:%] The Academic Volume 3 | Issue 5 | May 2025

but delivers only modest gains in satisfaction and perceived learning benefit—a pattern long noted in
feedback literature (Evans 2013). By contrast, technology-enhanced, Al-supported and peer-mediated
approaches—although adopted by fewer programs—garner higher ratings for timeliness, clarity
and impact on teaching competencies, confirming the value of multimodality, interactivity and learner
agency stressed in contemporary assessment theory (Nicol 2010; Hattie & Timperley 2007; Gikandi et al

2011).

These findings underline the critical importance of innovation in formative feedback. Digital screencasts
and automated analytics can shorten feedback loops, personalise guidance and foster self-regulated
learning—functions essential for developing reflective, adaptive educators in complex classroom
environments (Luckin et al 2016; Zimmerman 2002). Peer-review ecosystems similarly cultivate
collaborative reflection and align with socio-constructivist principles of learning (Topping 2009;
Vygotsky 1978). Nevertheless, successful implementation hinges on adequate staff training, infrastructure
and policy support, echoing earlier calls for systemic investment in feedback literacy and technology

(Boud & Molloy 2013; Carless 2015).

Ultimately, formative feedback—when delivered through responsive, dialogic and data-informed
channels—emerges as a cornerstone of postgraduate teacher preparation. It equips novice educators
to diagnose their practice, iterate on lesson design and internalise professional standards, thereby closing
the gap between current performance and aspirational teaching quality (Sadler 1989). Institutions that
strategically blend traditional mentorship with innovative tools are best positioned to cultivate competent,

reflective teachers capable of meeting the evolving demands of twenty-first-century classrooms.

Dr. Mukta Kaushik, Dinesh Sinha Page | 500



o P

Q- The Academic Volume 3 | Issue 5 | May 2025
References
1. Black, P., & Wiliam, D. (1998). Assessment and classroom learning. Assessment in Education:

10.

11.

Principles, Policy & Practice, 5(1), 7-74.

Boud, D. (1995). Enhancing Learning Through Self-Assessment. Kogan Page.

Boud, D., & Molloy, E. (2013). Rethinking models of feedback for learning: The challenge of
design. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 38(6), 698—712.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in
Psychology, 3(2), 77-101.

Carless, D. (2015). Excellence in University Assessment: Learning from Award-Winning Practice.
Routledge.

Evans, C. (2013). Making sense of assessment feedback in higher education. Review of
Educational Research, 83(1), 70—120.

Gikandi, J. W., Morrow, D., & Davis, N. E. (2011). Online formative assessment in higher
education: A review of the literature. Computers & Education, 57(4), 2333-2351.

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational Research, 77(1),
81-112.

Johnson, R. B., & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2004). Mixed methods research: A research paradigm
whose time has come. Educational Researcher, 33(7), 14-26.

Kaiser, K. (2009). Protecting respondent confidentiality in qualitative research. Qualitative Health
Research, 19(11), 1632—-1641.

Luckin, R., Holmes, W., Griffiths, M., & Forcier, L. B. (2016). Intelligence Unleashed: An

Argument for Al in Education. Pearson.

Dr. Mukta Kaushik, Dinesh Sinha Page | 501



i

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

ir:_q The Academic Volume 3 | Issue 5 | May 2025
12.

Nicol, D. J. (2010). From monologue to dialogue: Improving written feedback processes in mass
higher education. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 35(5), 501-517.

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(2), 199—
218.

Palinkas, L. A., et al. (2015). Purposeful sampling for qualitative data collection and analysis in
mixed-method implementation research. Administration and Policy in Mental Health, 42(5), 533—
544.

Sadler, D. R. (1989). Formative assessment and the design of instructional systems. Instructional
Science, 18(2), 119-144.

Schon, D. A. (1983). The Reflective Practitioner: How Professionals Think in Action. Basic Books.
Shute, V. J. (2008). Focus on formative feedback. Review of Educational Research, 78(1), 153—
189.

Stiggins, R. J. (2005). From formative assessment to assessment for learning: A path to success in
standards-based schools. Phi Delta Kappan, 87(4), 324-328.

Topping, K. (2009). Peer assessment. Theory into Practice, 48(1), 20-27.

Winstone, N. E., & Carless, D. (2019). Designing Effective Feedback Processes in Higher

Education: A Learning-Focused Approach. Routledge.

Dr. Mukta Kaushik, Dinesh Sinha Page | 502



