
Chapter 9
Effects of Student Feedback on Teaching
and Classes: An Overview
and Meta-Analysis of Intervention
Studies

Sebastian Röhl

Abstract Based on a comprehensive literature review of student feedback interven-
tion studies in schools, this chapter provides an overview of found effects on teachers
and teaching. The first part summarizes the self-reported cognitive, affective, and
motivational effects of student feedback on teachers, which can subsequently lead
to behavioral changes in the classroom. In the second part, the focus is on the extent
to which these behavioral changes are perceived by students. For the first time, a
meta-analysis of changes in students’ perceptions of teaching was carried out for
the 18 existing longitudinal studies for this purpose. A small but significant positive
weightedmean effect size of d=0.21 for students’ perceived improvement of teaching
quality was found, while more in-depth analyses pointed to a beneficial effect of
individual support measures for teachers regarding reflection and subsequent devel-
opment of teaching. Implications for further research and practical implementation
of student feedback in schools are discussed.

Keywords Student feedback ·Meta-analysis · Effects · Intervention studies ·
Teacher · Teaching development

1 Introduction

Feedback can be understood as a communicative process “in which some sender […]
conveys a message to a recipient. In the case of feedback, the message comprises
information about the recipient” (Ilgen et al., 1979, p. 350). This information can
be used by the recipient to improve task performance (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996) or
to enable and develop learning processes (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). In the case
of student feedback, the feedback recipients are teachers, who receive information
on teaching from their students in class as senders. As described in the Introduc-
tion of this volume and Chap. 8 by Wisniewski and Zierer, the received feedback
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should contain useful and meaningful information for the given teacher. As a first
step, the feedback could therefore have positive cognitive and possibly also affective
and motivational effects on the teacher. Subsequently, this could lead to changes
in teacher behavior, thus promoting development and improvement of teaching and
professionalism. This in turn could lead to a more positive perception of teaching by
students.

This overview chapter follows this process and is based on a comprehensive
literature review of studies dealing with student feedback as an intervention for the
improvement of the teaching quality of fully trained teachers. In the first part, findings
on teacher-reported effects from student feedback are summarized. The second part
contains a meta-analysis of findings of longitudinal student feedback intervention
studies, which almost exclusively examined changes in teaching and classes from
the perspective of students in secondary schools. Remarkably, no studies could be
found which were conducted in grades one to four.

This chapter complements Chap. 11 by Göbel et al., which describes the use of
student feedback in the context of the first and second phases of teacher training.
In Chap. 12, Schmidt and Gawrilow describe how student feedback can be used
to improve the cooperation between teachers and students. Furthermore, teachers’
productive use of student feedback depends on various individual and situational
characteristics, and this is described by Röhl and Gärtner in Chap. 10 and in the
Introduction of this volume.

2 Self-Reported Effects of Student Feedback on Teachers

Whether a feedback message leads to visible changes in the recipient’s behavior
depends on the effects of the feedback message on the recipient—in this case the
teacher. Therefore, this part offers an overview of literature on self-reported effects of
student feedback on teachers. For the teacher obtaining feedback, student feedback
can have effects at different levels (see processes and effects of student feedback
model (PESF) in the Introduction of this book). Here, a distinction can be made
between affective, cognitive, and behavioral effects, which in turn are related to
motivational processes.

Regarding cognitive effects of obtaining student feedback, several studies reported
an increasing amount of reflection by teachers on their actual practice due to aspects
of teaching quality included in the used feedback questionnaires (Gärtner & Vogt,
2013; Göbel & Neuber, 2019; Mandouit, 2018). As a result of the feedback received,
teachers express an improvement regarding their understanding of how students
perceive their teaching and classes (Gage, 1963; Thorp et al., 1994;Wyss et al., 2019).
Furthermore, student feedback can help teachers to find students’ misconceptions
about learning (Mandouit, 2018). Subsequently, teachers identified possible areas
for improvement (Barker, 2018; Gaertner, 2014). As a side effect, the first-time use
of student feedback can lead to a more positive attitude towards this instrument
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(Brown, 2004; Campanale, 1997; Gaertner, 2014), although opposite effects such as
a higher skepticism have also been observed (Dretzke et al., 2015).

On the affective level, many teachers experience emotions of happiness and
curiosity during the feedback reception and reflection, especially if the feedback
is perceived as positive (Villa, 2017). Other teachers reported emotions of anger
due to feedback perceived as negative, or sadness due to helplessness regarding a
possible improvement of their own teaching (Brown, 2004; Gärtner & Vogt, 2013;
Villa, 2017).

Both cognitive and affective effects can impact motivational processes and lead to
changes on the behavioral level. Teachers expressed that they paid more attention to
identified improvement areas during preparation and teaching, sometimes resulting
in a self-perceived improvement (Balch, 2012;Gaertner, 2014; Rösch, 2017). In addi-
tion, some teachers planned to participate in relevant professional training programs
(Balch, 2012). Another behavioral outcome is the discussion about feedback received
and teaching with the corresponding class, which was seen by many teachers as an
important further source of information about their own teaching and a common
ground for changing teaching practices (Gaertner, 2014; Thorp et al., 1994). In addi-
tion, teachersmentioned changes in their behavior before obtaining student feedback.
While reflecting on the feedback questionnaire, they prepared the lessons in which
the instrument was to be used more carefully, in line with the questionnaire’s quality
criteria (Balch, 2012; Rösch, 2017).

3 A Meta-Analysis of Longitudinal Studies
on the Teaching-Related Effects of Student Feedback
Interventions

Without a doubt, it is desirable that positive effects of student feedback are not only
reported by teachers, but that they also become evident in student perceptions and
learning achievement. Based on the process model of Student Feedback on Teaching
(SFT, see the Introduction to this book), this process can only be achieved if several
conditions are met. First of all, the students have to report back that there is a need for
improvement. This must be perceived and accepted by the teacher in the feedback
reports. Furthermore, it is necessary that the teacher creates a desire for change or
sets goals and then pursues them. Subsequently, a teacher’s behavioral change should
improve students’ learning processes—and students have to perceive this behavioral
change—before a positive effect of student feedback on teaching and classes becomes
visible.

While intervention studies on the use of students’ achievement data for the instruc-
tional development in schools also focus on student achievement (e.g. Keuning et al.,
2019; van der Scheer&Visscher, 2018) or the improvement of teachers’ instructional
skills (van der Scheer et al., 2017), the overwhelming focus of investigations into
student feedback has been on the effects of student perception of teaching behavior. In
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the literature reviewperformedhere, one single study (Novak, 1972)was foundwhich
additionally analyzed several audio-recorded lessons before and after the student
feedback intervention on changes in teacher behavior. The findings of this study
pointed to significantly lower proportions of teacher talk and lectures during the
lessons following repeated reception of student feedback. Regarding possible effects
of student feedback interventions on students’ motivation, findings of a single study
(Tozoglu, 2006) indicated a small positive effect (d = 0.289), but only for teachers
who received enhanced support for interpreting feedback and teaching development.
No effect was found for teachers who received only student feedback mean scores
without any support. In a dissertation study,Kime (2017)measured students’ achieve-
ment scores in the context of teaching evaluations basedon student ratings, comparing
a group of teachers receiving student feedback only with another groupwhich carried
out additional peer coaching on the feedback received. Contrary to Kime’s expec-
tations, analysis could not prove a significant effect on achievement scores for the
peer coaching condition. However, a comparison with teachers who did not receive
student feedback was not possible due to the lack of an appropriate control group.
With regard to the question of the extent to which primary school pupils perceive an
improvement in the quality of teaching, a study by van der Scheer (2016) resulted in
no changes in pupils’ rating of teaching quality during a data-based decision-making
intervention, whereas pupils’ learning achievement significantly improved. Research
concerning effects on students’ learning achievement, comparing teachers receiving
student feedback with non-receivers, is still absent.

While in the field of university and college teaching some meta-analyses of
effects of students’ mid-term feedback on classes already exist (e.g. Cohen, 1980;
L’Hommedieu et al., 1990; Penny & Coe, 2004), a meta-analysis regarding effects
in schools is still pending. The meta-synthesis regarding feedback by Hattie (2009),
which resulted in d = 0.73, and also a recent and thorough meta-analysis of the
underlying primary studies with a lower effect size of d = 0.48 (Wisniewski et al.,
2020), mainly include feedback from teachers to students, with the exception of three
meta-analyses of effects of student feedback in higher education. For the context of
higher education, Cohen’s (1980) meta-analysis of 17 intervention studies resulted in
an effect size of d= 0.20 on students’ end-of-semester ratings of classes for providing
mid-term feedback to university teachers. If the feedback is accompanied by further
measures such as individual consultation, this effect increases to an average of d =
0.64. Penny and Coe (2004) found an average effect size of d = 0.69 for student
feedback augmented with peer and expert consultation in their analysis of 11 inter-
vention studies. The analysis of 28 studies by L’Hommedieu et al., (1990) resulted in
� = 0.34. Uttl et al. (2017) conducted a meta-analysis of 51 studies on the relation
between student evaluation of teaching ratings and student learning achievement.
The results indicated no significant overall correlation. In order to close this research
gap in the field of primary and secondary schools, a meta-analysis is now presented
here, which includes student feedback intervention studies while surveying changes
in students’ perception of teaching quality.
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3.1 Measures and Methods

3.1.1 Literature Search

For this overview, a comprehensive literature search using the terms “student feed-
back”, “pupil feedback”, and “self-evaluation”was conducted in the databases ERIC,
PsycInfo, Scopus, Web of Science, ProQuest, and OpenDissertations. As most of the
studies found focus on student feedback in higher education, the search was limited
to publications which did not contain this keyword. In a second step, articles with a
theoretical or practical focus were excluded. Next, only intervention studies which
reported pre- and post-measures were selected. In addition, some non-catalogued
studies mentioned in scientific articles on student feedback were found. More details
about the studies included can be seen in Part III.

3.1.2 Study Coding

Regarding possible moderators, most of the different study characteristics are explic-
itly reported, such as the existence of a control group, the number of feedback reports,
the duration of the treatment, and the publication type. For the level of provided
support for the participating teachers (see below), a coding was conducted by two
trained raters. The inter-rater agreement was high (ρ = 0.85, p < 0.001), and in the
subsequent discussion a consensus was reached on the different opinions.

3.1.3 Effect Size Calculation and Analysis

The dependent variable in this meta-analysis is the student-perceived change in the
quality of teaching. As the included studies use different questionnaires for student
feedback, single scales or constructs are not comparable across the studies. There-
fore, in order to achieve comparability of the effects, it was decided to calculate the
arithmetic mean of all reported effect sizes included in each study for the students’
perception of teaching as an overall effect.

Effect sizes are calculated using Cohen’s d with groups-size-adjusted standard
deviation (σpooled, Morris & DeShon, 2002). Effect size variances were estimated
following Lipsey and Wilson (2001, pp. 44–49). If available, d was estimated using
the reportedmeans and standard deviations of pre- and post-measurements on teacher
level. Otherwise, available t, F, and χ2 statistics were used.

In this meta-analysis, longitudinal studies with andwithout a control group design
are included. This led to some problems in the estimation of comparable effect sizes
and variances:

(a) Several studies without control groups didn’t include the standard deviations
of the measurements and the correlation between the pre- and post-test scores.
While comparable effect sizes can be estimated without this information using
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reported t- orF-values (Lipsey&Wilson, 2001), the variances of the effect sizes
can only be estimated if the standard deviations or correlations are available.
For this meta-analysis, several solutions were considered. The most conserva-
tive approach would be to assume no correlation between the two measure-
ment time points, which would lead to a strong overestimation of variances.
However, many studies report quite high consistency of student ratings on
teaching quality over time (e.g. Polikoff, 2015; Rowley et al., 2019). In addi-
tion, the calculationof the correlationbetween teachers’ pre- andpost-measures
using available data from two studies (Bartel, 1970; Ditton & Arnold, 2004)
results in values of r > 0.73. Therefore, following the suggestions of Borenstein
et al. (2009), we assumed a lower limit of r = 0.70 for the estimation of effect
sizes variances.

(b) Many studies with a control group design showed a moderate decrease of
control groups’ student ratings on teaching quality between the measurement
time points (Buurman et al., 2018; Gage, 1963; Nelson et al., 2015; Tacke &
Hofer, 1979; Tuckman & Oliver, 1968). For the studies using a control group
design, this tendency is already considered in the estimation of effect sizes.
However, assuming that this effect is also evident in the treatment group, this
could lead to an underestimation of the strength of the effect in designs without
the control group. Therefore, possible moderator effects regarding the design
of the study are included in our analyses.

Because of the heterogeneity of treatment and design characteristics of the included
studies, random-effect models appeared to be more suitable than fixed-effect models
for this meta-analysis (Borenstein et al., 2009). For the estimation of assumedmoder-
ator effects of study and treatment characteristics, separate mean weighted effect
sizes and confidence intervals for every subgroup were estimated (Borenstein et al.,
2009). Regarding continuous study characteristics such as the number of feedback
reports and the intervention duration, the studies were split at the median. Estima-
tion of the overall and moderator effect sizes and confidence intervals was done
using the package metafor (Viechtbauer, 2010) in R (R Core Team, 2019). In addi-
tion, as three studies included several effect sizes by different intervention groups, a
sensitivity analysis was conducted with regard to bias due to possible dependencies
(Hedges et al., 2010). This revealed that the resulting biases are about d = 0.0001,
and therefore negligible.

Analysis on possible outliers or influential studies was conducted.We chose to use
Cook’s distance (Cook & Weisberg, 1982) test statistics for residual heterogeneity
when each study is removed in turn (Viechtbauer, 2010), and the distribution of
weights of the included studies as indicators.
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3.2 Characteristics of Included Studies

In the literature review, 18 longitudinal studies with student feedback treatments
published between 1960 and 2019 were identified (see Table 1). The design of
these studies is experimental or quasi-experimental. Thus, all studies include at
least one pre- and one post-measurement of students’ perception of teaching quality,
but not all of them provide a control group comparison. Seven of the studies were
conducted in the USA, three more took place each in Australia and Germany, two in
the Netherlands, and one each in Great Britain, Turkey, and Austria.

All studies utilized questionnaires which were mainly based on closed questions
or rating scales. The research teams carried out the counting and provided a feedback
report to the teachers. One study used a digital smartphone-based feedback system
for this purpose (Bijlsma et al., 2019). All included studies were conducted in grade
5–13. While five interventions were limited to exactly one grade level, the other
studies involved teachers from different levels. Three interventions also continued
to restrict the subject matter for a better comparability of the classes. Novak (1972)
focused on biology teachers, Rösch (2017) on physics, and Bijlsma et al. (2019) on
mathematics.

The findings on the effects of a student feedback intervention on changes in
teaching behavior perceived by students are heterogeneous in the studies. While two
studies show clearly negative treatment effects (Bennett, 1978, d = −0.30; Knox,
1973, d = −0.24),1 most studies report effects ranging from d = 0.1 to d = 0.5.

Furthermore, some studies instruct teachers to focus on only one to three areas for
improvement in subsequent classroom development (Fraser & Fisher, 1986; Fraser
et al., 1982; Nelson et al., 2015; Thorp et al., 1994). However, information on which
aspects were selected by teachers for improvement is only available for the three
case studies. As expected, results show the highest improvements in the targeted
areas (up to d = 0.8), whereas the other scales do not change. Another study (Mayr,
1993, 2008) examined only individual areas of teaching which had been agreed with
the teachers. However, as there is a complete lack of such information for all other
studies, the individual prioritization of certain areas by individual teachers cannot be
considered in this meta-analysis, and so we used the average effect sizes of all scales
in each study. This also means that the average overall effects of all included scales
are smaller than the reported bigger improvements in some selected scales.

The sample size differs greatly between the studies. Whereas some have reported
case studies with single teachers (Fraser & Fisher, 1986; Fraser et al., 1982; Thorp
et al., 1994) or one team of five teachers (Mandouit, 2018), the other studies used
sample sizes ranging from N = 10 to N = 508 teachers. Also, the duration of the
intervention varied between the studies from one month to one year, with an average
of M = 3.06 months. During these periods, a different number of feedbacks were
reported to the teachers. In most of the studies, the last feedback report was used

1Noteworthy, both studies were conducted by persons from the school administration. To what
extent the negative effect can be explained by possible refusal attitudes of subordinate teachers
cannot be clarified here due to the small number of studies.
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as post-measure of changes in the student perceived teaching quality or teacher
behavior. Therefore, for comparability reasons, we counted the number of student
feedback reports before the last measurement. Whereas 11 studies reported only
one student feedback measurement to the teachers, the other studies obtained and
reported feedback up to five times. A special case in point is the study byBijlsma et al.
(2019), where teachers could use the smartphone app to obtain feedback as often as
they wanted. The frequency varied between 4 and 17 feedback measurements, with
an average of 6.7 for these teachers.

The studies reported here differ also in themanner and amount of support provided
for the feedback interpretation and subsequent developmental processes. In line with
themeta-analysis results fromhigher educationdescribed above (Cohen, 1980; Penny
&Coe, 2004), findings on teachers’ use of students’ achievement data pointed out that
solely providing data rarely leads to subsequent changes in teaching (Schildkamp
et al., 2015). Thus, it seems to be important to consider this characteristic of the
interventions. Furthermore, three of the included studies analyzed different treatment
conditions (Bartel, 1970; Bell & Aldridge, 2014; Tozoglu, 2006). One part of the
teachers received written feedback without further instructions, while the other part
received additional reflection impulses and counseling. All three studies showed
significantly more positive effects for the latter condition. For this reason, the effects
of these different treatments are reported as two separate effect sizes for each of these
studies in the meta-analysis. During the coding process of the support by the raters
it became apparent that the following three levels of support can be distinguished:

• Low level of support: General training of student feedback use. This support level
includes introductory explanations and training on the use of student feedback
before the start of the intervention. Thesewere partly given inwritten formbut also
in face-to-face sessions. Also, studieswhich do not contain explicit descriptions of
this topic were assigned to this level. If the information is missing, we assume that
the participating teachers were appropriately instructed in the use of the feedback
questionnaires and reports.

• Medium level of support: Individual reflection support for the feedback received.
This more intense kind of support includes an individualized feedback report with
the special marking of possible developmental areas. This occurs in written form
and also in face-to-face meetings.

• High level of support: Individual support for subsequent teaching development.
Furthermore, some interventions also included ongoing advice on the subsequent
development processes through individual or group consultations, counseling, or
professional learning communities.

A further distinguishing feature of the studies is the type of publication. While the
findings of some studies were published in peer-reviewed journals, others were only
available as reports or university theses and required a high search effort to find them.
If only studies from scientific journals are included in meta-analyses, this easily
leads to a so-called “publication bias”, since these usually contain higher effects and
more significant findings than those not included in such journals (Lipsey &Wilson,
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2001). An analysis on differences of effects between publication types could provide
indications onwhether a publication bias also exists for this research field (Borenstein
et al., 2009). Of course, this leaves the question unanswered to what extent further
studies exist which could not or cannot be found.

3.3 Results of the Meta-Analysis

A first estimation of the mean weighted effect size using all 21 effect sizes found
in a random-effects model resulted in d = 0.23 (p < 0.001, 95%-C.I.: 0.13–0.33).
Analyses of influential studies pointed to an overweight of the reflection group in
the study of Bell and Aldridge (2014) because of the exceptional sample size. In
addition, analysis of the residual heterogeneity led to the exclusion of the enhanced
feedback group from Tozoglu (2006) due to outlier characteristics of this subsample.

For the remaining 19 effect sizes, the estimation of the overall mean weighted
effect size led to d = 0.21 (p < 0.001) with a 95% confidence interval of 0.11 < d <
0.32. The effect sizes with confidence intervals of all included studies are plotted in
Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1 Forest plot of effect sizes and 95% confidence intervals of included studies and the mean
weighted effect size
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The inspection of the heterogeneity test statistics (Q(18) = 16.62, p = 0.549)
reveals that the homogeneity of the effect size is statistically sufficient (Lipsey &
Wilson, 2001).

3.3.1 Moderator Analysis

The resulting mean effect sizes and 95% confidence intervals of the subgroups split
along the moderator variables are presented in Table 2. In line with the relatively
small numbers of studies found, confidence intervals overlap mostly between the
different subgroups.

The only study characteristic which turned out to be a significant moderator is the
level of support. Treatments with a high level of individual support for reflecting on
feedback and teaching development (level 3) showed a significantly higher effect size
(d = 0.52, p = 0.010) than studies with a medium or low supportive level. Contrary
to the assumptions, no significant differences were found between the effect sizes
of studies including control groups and studies without (d = 0.21 vs. d = 0.24).
The differences (presumed as considerable) between studies with only one or with
more feedback reports (d = 0.25 vs. d = 0.01) were not statistically relevant (p =
0.123). The same applies to the differences regarding the treatment duration of the

Table 2 Analysis of moderator effects regarding study and treatment characteristics

n d 95%-CI pa

Design of study

with control group 10 0.21 [0.01; 0.81] 0.817

without control group 9 0.24 [−0.04; 0.52]

Level of supportb

low 11 0.16 [0.04; 0.28] 0.089

medium 2 −0.06 [−0.53; 0.40] 0.235

high 6 0.52 [0.26; 0.77] 0.010

Number of feedback reports

1 13 0.25 [0.13; 0.36] 0.123

2 or more 6 0.01 [−0.26; 0.29]

Duration of treatment

1–2 months 9 0.27 [0.08; 0.46] 0.461

3–12 months 10 0.18 [0.05; 0.32]

Publication type

Peer reviewed journal 10 0.22 [0.08; 0.37] 0.824

Thesis or report 9 0.22 [0.00; 0.44]

aSignificance of moderator, bDummy-coded
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intervention and to whether the studies are published in scientific journals or only
accessible as theses or reports.

4 Conclusion and Discussion

In this overview chapter, findings of a comprehensive literature review on effects of
student feedback interventions in schools were presented. In the first step, effects
on teachers were summarized from the literature found. Regarding cognitive effects,
studies reported reflective thinking processes on teachers’ own perceptions and goals
of teaching—initiated by feedback reports and also by questionnaire topics—which
could lead to an identification of areas for improvement. In addition, a fostering effect
on teachers’ understanding of students’ perception of teaching and learning processes
was observed. Both positive (happiness, joy) and negative (sadness, feelings of help-
lessness) affective reactions are found with regard to the feedback received. Cogni-
tive and affective processes can result in motivational effects, which could change
teachers’ behavior in classes. According to teachers’ self-reports, these behavioral
changes are apparent in a more intense preparation of lessons and a stronger percep-
tion and control of one’s own actions in class, if they consider the feedback points as
critical. Furthermore, teachers initiated discussions with students about the received
feedback and the improvement of teaching and collaboration within the school class.

In a second step, this chapter examined whether and to what extent behavioral
changes by teachers were perceived by the students. To answer this question, the
first meta-analysis of effects of student feedback interventions on student-perceived
teaching quality in schools was conducted, including 18 studies with 19 effect sizes.
Using a random-effects model, a weighted mean effect size of d = 0.21 was found.
Although this effect seems to be relatively small, it is significant and lies in a similar
range to meta-analyses from student feedback use in higher education (Cohen, 1980;
L’Hommedieu et al., 1990). Furthermore, it should be noted that these analyses were
based on all the teaching characteristics assessed by the students, but teachers often
focused only on specific areas for improvement. For the target areas, the case studies
in particular showed considerably greater effects. In addition, the effect sizes varied
to a considerable extent between the different scales of teaching dimensions used in
the larger studies.

Additional moderator analysis showed an increase in the effect size to d = 0.52
for additional individual support, which is also in line with findings for college and
university teachers (Penny&Coe, 2004).Othermoderator analyses showedno signif-
icant effects. This emphasizes the important impact of providing appropriate teacher
support for the feedback-related teaching development process, whereas other struc-
tural treatment characteristics play no or only aminor role. However, there were indi-
cations that further studies should pay particular attention to the number of feedback
reports provided in longer-term studies.

Considering the findings of the first part of this chapter on the teacher-reported
effects of feedback, the teacher’s perception processes and reactions are the “needle’s
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eye” for improving teaching. Therefore, support for teachers using student feedback
should aim at facilitating a constructive cognitive processing of feedback and accom-
panying affective reactions, so that teachers can develop action alternatives and thus
the motivation for change is fostered.

As a limiting factor for the meta-analysis presented, it should be noted that only
relatively few studies were found. This reduces the power of the analyses of possible
moderators. However, the similarity of the findings presented here to meta-analyses
from higher education points toward validity of these results, together with the fact
that there is no indication of a publication bias or design effect of the included
studies. This chapter thus provides evidence for the effectiveness of student feedback
as a tool for improving the quality of teaching perceived by students. It provides a
comprehensive overview of the effects on teachers which have so far only been
considered in isolation in studies. Furthermore, an extensive literature review and
meta-analysis of intervention studies on student feedback in schools was presented
for the first time.

Simultaneously, there are various implications for further research on the effects
of student feedback in schools:

• With one exception, only intervention studies which measure changes in teaching
based on student perceptions or teacher self-reports have been conducted to date.
Hence, there is an urgent need for studies which measure changes in teaching
using other methods such as video analysis or student achievement.

• The findings of this study point to the importance of additional support to teachers
for productive use of student feedback. However, it has not yet been controlled to
what extent the supporting measures would have the same positive effect if, for
example, self-assessments of teachers were used instead of student feedback.

• Studies should include which areas of improvement have been identified by
teachers and analyze these effects separately.

• In addition, there is also a lack of studies which focus both on teachers’ reflection
processes on feedback togetherwith the subsequent changes in teaching, perceived
by students or external observers.

For the practical use of student feedback for teaching development in schools, this
meta-analysis also results in several implications. Most importantly, the findings
emphasize the need for support for teachers on using student feedback. This does
not only concern the subsequent lesson development, but also support for the inter-
pretation of feedback reports, dealing with accompanying emotions, identification
of improvement areas, and how to work on them. This can for example take place
through coaching and supervision, but also in collegial settings such as professional
learning communities.

Additionally, when planning the implementation of student feedback in schools,
there is a need to consider organizational characteristics which are beneficial for
constructively dealing with feedback, as presented in Chap. 10 by Röhl and Gärtner
in this volume.
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