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3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 Student Peer Review and Feedback in Thesis Circles 

The didactic principles of collaborative learning, peer learning, and the process 
and social interaction of writing are becoming increasingly important in Dutch 
Higher Education (HE), with the uptake of undergraduates’ theses at the exit level 
(Elbow, 1998; Rajagopal et al., 2021; Romme & Nijhuis, 2002). Following these, 
peer review, defined as “an instructional writing activity in which students read 
and provide commentary on one another’s writing, and the purpose of this activity 
is to help students improve their writing and gain a sense of audience” (Breuch, 
2004, p. 1), has been an important learner-centered activity in the context of thesis 
circles, a form of group supervision, in which a number of students are supervised 
under one or two academic supervisors in the process of writing their graduation 
thesis (Rajagopal et al., 2021; Romme & Nijhuis, 2002). In thesis circles, students 
often receive feedback from multiple peers to compensate for little and targeted 
supervisor feedback (Romme & Nijhuis, 2002). Starting from student indepen-
dent work and critical thinking, students de facto act as non-formal co-supervisors 
of their peers and co-regulate each other’s learning (Romme & Nijhuis, 2002).
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Reviewing each other’s work helps students make sense of the quality criteria 
of academic writing and this understanding in turn helps them reflect on their 
own writing and increases the potential to improve their writing products (Cho & 
MacArthur, 2011; Huisman et al., 2018; Nicol et al., 2014; Noroozi et al., 2023). 
One challenge for students is the integration of multiple information sources by 
considering the contextual constraints and personal stand, which is an emerging 
theme of critical thinking in higher education (Elder & Paul, 2009; Facione, 2011). 

3.1.2 Multiple Peer Feedback and the Need for Student Support 

As suggested in the large-scale assessment literature, involving students in giving 
each other peer feedback is a cost-effective solution to compensate for supervisor 
feedback (Broadbent et al., 2018). However, the quality of peer feedback varies. 
Compared to teacher feedback based on profound didactic and content expertise 
(Gielen et al., 2010), peer feedback is not always treated seriously because students 
are uncertain of feedback quality from their equals (Latifi et al., 2021; Taghizadeh 
et al., 2022). In addition, students do not feel obliged to use peer feedback because 
there is no consequence on their grades if they do not use feedback in their revi-
sion (Zhao, 2010). To deal with this, involving multiple peers to give feedback 
seems to be a solution because applying a four-eyes principle is likely to ensure 
feedback quality. Students also suggest having “more reviews as then you had a 
better chance of getting one of good quality” (Nicol et al., 2014, p. 109). 

Research of peer feedback and epistemological understanding suggests that stu-
dents need training and support on how to deal with feedback made from reviewers 
with multiple perspectives and with different research interests and foci (Falchikov, 
2013; Kuhn, 2020). This support can concern the quality of peer feedback, and on 
how students engage in deep processing of feedback (Ajjawi et al., 2021; Berndt 
et al., 2018) as well as how they integrate multiple feedback into a coherent set of 
suggestions for improving their writing. 

3.1.3 Students Need Support on Assessing Feedback Quality 

Regarding feedback quality, literature states that students attribute high-quality 
feedback to be attentive to their own work and to show emotions with detailed 
suggestions that are useful for them to make improvements on the subsequent 
tasks (Dawson et al., 2019). Training activities for students to give peer feed-
back is therefore often based on these quality criteria (Hsiao et al., 2015; Nicol & 
McCallum, 2021), but how students should judge the quality of received feedback 
has received less attention. As pointed out by recent research on feedback literacy, 
students need to develop “the understandings, capacities and dispositions needed 
to make sense of information and use it to enhance work or learning strategies” 
(Carless & Boud, 2018, p. 1316). Without an appropriate level of feedback liter-
acy, it is difficult for students to judge the quality of peer feedback and determine
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which feedback is useful for their own task improvement, especially when students 
do not have sufficient criterion knowledge (i.e., how well quality work should look 
like) of quality feedback and integration strategies of multiple feedback. 

3.1.4 Students Need Support on Integrating Multiple Feedback 

As for student deep engagement with received feedback, recent attention has 
focused more on supporting students to transform external feedback (from teach-
ers or peers) to their internal feedback, which is defined as “the new knowledge 
that students generate when they compare their current knowledge and compe-
tence against some reference information” (Nicol, 2021, p. 2). This theme aims 
to draw attention to the ultimate goal of feedback practices: to enhance student 
learning. The notion of generating new knowledge requires students to engage in 
higher order thinking skills, such as analysis, evaluation and synthesis. According 
to Nicol’s model, various types of external reference information can stimulate 
students to generate internal feedback (Nicol, 2021). The most effective one is 
comparing their own work with others. This kind of comparative judgment against 
concrete external reference information (others’ work) is analogical/holistic, rea-
soning from what is known about one exemplar or case to infer new information 
about another exemplar or case (Gentner et al., 2001). Analogical comparisons are 
different from analytical comparisons based on rubric consisting of criteria and 
standards, which students perceive as abstract and difficult (Nicol, 2021; Sadler, 
2009). Although comparative judgement seems to be easier for students to gener-
ate internal feedback (Nicol, 2021), its validity that justifies the rationales of these 
judgments, still needs more research in peer feedback studies (Nicol & McCallum, 
2021). In addition, when doing comparative judgement, it can be difficult for stu-
dents to “identify the shared principles and rational structures” (Nicol, 2021, p. 6)  
which require higher order thinking skills (analysis and synthesis) to generate new 
knowledge (creation) and to improve their own work. Therefore, students need 
guidance to generate high quality internal feedback (e.g., using prompt questions 
to process and uptake feedback) from external multiple peer feedback. Also, learn-
ing activities should bridge the gap between student internal feedback and how to 
use new knowledge in the revision, to improve their own work. 

3.1.5 Integrating Multiple Peer Feedback: Developing 
Instructional Design for a Complex Student Activity 

Before integrating multiple peer feedback, students need to make evaluative judge-
ments of feedback quality based on multiple assessment criteria of feedback 
content and form. They also need to organize multiple interpretations of their own 
work into a coherent action plan, based on task and personal learning goals. This 
integration consists of multiple comparative analyses and multiple relation con-
structions among different components of student work and multiple assessment
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criteria (Kuhn, 2020). These processes, without support, can overload students, 
especially for those who are not yet developed to deal with multiple perspectives 
(Kuhn, 2020). 

Although several didactic strategies in peer feedback studies are proposed to 
guide the student process of feedback (Banihashem et al., 2022; Latifi & Noroozi, 
2021), they mainly focus on a single feedback source, either from the teacher 
or one peer at a time (Falchikov, 2013; Nicol & McCallum, 2021; Winstone 
et al., 2017a, 2017b). In addition, students’ uptake of peer feedback and their 
efficiency of using peer feedback to improve her or his own work still needs more 
research. Some authors have advocated to embed these feedback processing in a 
broad context of course instructional design (Berndt et al., 2018; Dawson et al., 
2019; Mercader et al., 2020). Taken all together, this chapter aims to build such 
an instructional design to support student integration of multiple peer feedback 
in a thesis circle context, drawing on academic knowledge in feedback literacy 
research and epistemological understanding. 

3.2 Methodology 

We follow the paradigm of Educational Design Research (McKenney & Reeves, 
2014) to develop our instructional design for the integration of multiple feed-
back. In particular, we used a design conjecture mapping approach to identify 
conjectures (i.e., “unproven propositions that are thought to be true” [McKen-
ney & Reeves, 2014, p. 32]) and theoretical principles (e.g., students need support 
and structure before doing peer review and feedback) for the specific instructional 
activities of multiple peer feedback on written work. We mapped out “how they are 
predicted to work together to produce desired outcomes” (Sandoval, 2014, p. 19). 

A conjecture map is made to illustrate the salient design elements and how 
these elements function together to achieve the desired outcomes. Before identi-
fying design characteristics (i.e., dimensions, elements and principles), we carried 
out a problem analysis by examining the complexities of undergraduate thesis 
writing, and looked at the student cognitive developmental stage to describe the 
challenges faced by undergraduate students when dealing with multiple peer feed-
back in a specific context of thesis circles. Through this analysis, we identified 
important needs for specific structure, scaffolding and learning activities. Based 
on the literature study, we formulated design questions and identified design con-
jectures to understand which features we need to integrate and which outcomes 
we aim to achieve. 

Based on this conjecture map, we described an integrated instructional design 
that supports students to deal with multiple peer feedback, including sense-making 
and uptake of feedback. Our design then becomes synthesis of the theories and 
studies from feedback literacy, integration of multiple texts in reading compre-
hension, and cognitive processing and biases in decision making processes. We 
describe the theoretical and empirical research base underlying each stage of this 
design.
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3.2.1 Complexities and Challenges of Multiple Peer Feedback 
Practices 

A graduation thesis is perceived by students as the most challenging academic 
work in their bachelor’s program because it requires a greater degree of indepen-
dent learning than previous assessments in the program curriculum (Huang, 2010; 
Todd et al., 2004). An undergraduate graduation requires students to use critical 
thinking, research, and writing skills for a specific problem statement or research 
question. It requires students to take responsibility and work independently in mak-
ing decisions about the choice of thesis subject and supervisor, setting goals and 
making personalized planning, monitoring own progress and evaluating quality 
(Todd et al., 2004). The supervisor plays the central role in guiding and support-
ing this independent learning process, in a way that balances student autonomy and 
guidance (de Kleijn et al., 2012; Todd et al., 2004). Unfortunately, it is not easy 
to find an appropriate balance, because most senior undergraduates still rely on 
authority (i.e., supervisors, tutors, more competent peers) to deal with uncertainty 
arising from decision making and carrying out the tasks (Baxter Magolda, 2001). 
Independent learning becomes even more challenging in thesis circles, because 
students are supposed to co-supervise their peers (Romme & Nijhuis, 2002) while 
they are each other’s equals and everyone works on a different topic (within a 
shared theme) and while they work on their own topic and thesis. 

From the perspective of epistemological development, independent inquiry 
requires students to reach the stage of contextual relativism or become evalua-
tivists (i.e., both terms are used interchangeably in the following texts) that they 
know some solutions are better than others, depending on context (Hofer & Pin-
trich, 1997; Kuhn, 2020). Students need to go beyond the lower stages of dualism 
(seeing solutions are correct or wrong) and multiplicity (seeing each solution takes 
a different perspective). Instructing students to actively engage in critical reflec-
tion, perspective taking, and sense-making is likely to develop them to the stage 
of contextual relativism (Baxter Magolda, 2001; King & Kitchener, 2002; Moore, 
2002). 

In terms of writing a bachelor’s thesis, students are supposed to achieve con-
textual relativism (Moore, 2002): to judge an argument by its reasoning and 
supporting evidence, and consistency of how the argument is made within a certain 
context (King & Kitchener, 2002), to determine the most reasonable or probable 
argument based on the quality of justifications, and to draw adequate conclu-
sions “representing the most complete, plausible, or compelling understanding 
of an issue on the basis of the available evidence” (King & Kitchener, 2002, 
p. 42). Making appropriate decisions for a thesis context requires students to 
deal with uncertainty (i.e., knowledge is subjective when facts are unknown (Kur-
fiss, 1990) and multiplicity (i.e., knowledge is conjectural, uncertain and open to 
interpretations) (Moore, 2002). 

Unfortunately, the majority of undergraduate students are at the multiplicity 
stage: they accept that there are different degrees of sureness and they can be sure 
enough if they take a personal stance on an issue (King & Kitchener, 2002). We
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observe that students at this stage still look for well-defined criteria and standards 
to evaluate facts and knowledge. They find it difficult to judge something without a 
clear set of references. These difficulties not only lead to more uncertainties when 
working on different sections of students’ own theses, but also result in challenges 
for peer feedback uptake when students have to integrate comments from multiple 
reviewers. Whereas dealing uncertainties and multiplicity is particularly important 
in thesis circles when teacher feedback is replaced by peer feedback, research 
shows students tend to rely on sources from authority rather than their epistemic 
value (Baxter Magolda, 2001). 

Moreover, independent inquiry and student epistemological understanding (i.e., 
epistemic beliefs and cognition) ideally should be developed over time and embed-
ded in the program curriculum. Nonetheless, students do not always receive 
guidance or support on dealing with uncertainties and multiplicity during decision 
making (Moore & Felten, 2018; Todd et al., 2004). This implication for instruc-
tional design is that we should provide students with just-in-time scaffolds on their 
thesis writing to ensure their transition from multiplicity to contextual relativism. 
In particular, we find it important to make students aware of their biased percep-
tion towards feedback givers (i.e., preferring teacher over peer feedback), as part 
of developing student feedback literacy (Carless & Boud, 2018). 

3.2.2 Design Hypothesis 

In our endeavor to support student integration of multiple peer feedback in thesis 
circles, we work with the following overarching design hypothesis: Asking stu-
dents to do analogical and analytical comparisons with epistemic reflection helps 
them integrate multiple peer feedback and transit to contextual relativism. We work 
within the context of thesis circles. 

We use the three building blocks of conjecture mapping to make design choices 
on the embodiment, mediating processes, and outcomes (Sandoval, 2014) (see 
Fig. 3.1). The design elements, principles, and their inter-relationships in embodi-
ment and mediating processes are translated from (i) the integrated framework of 
multiple texts (Barzilai et al., 2018; List & Alexander, 2019), including learner 
epistemological beliefs, learners’ strategic processing, and argument construction, 
and (ii) feedback literacy research (e.g., Carless & Boud, 2018; Dawson et al., 
2019; Nicol, 2021; Nicol & McCallum, 2021).

3.3 Instructional Design 

3.3.1 Embodiment 

A basic instructional design requires the structure of the learning environment (set 
design, artifacts and tools), resources (set design, materials), sequence of tasks 
(epistemic/cognitive design), and social arrangements (social design, working in
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small groups, roles of receivers and peer reviewers, and their role tasks), such as 
the Activity Centred Analysis and Design (ACAD) framework (Yeoman & Car-
valho, 2019). To develop a focused design on uptake of multiple feedback, we 
identify the three stages of feedback processing, preparation, execution and pro-
duction, based on the literature on cultivating feedback literacy and integrated 
framework of multiple texts. Figure 3.2 gives an overview of these fundamen-
tal design elements of our instructional design for feedback uptake at the three 
stages, developed based on our conjecture map and the ACAD framework.

At the preparation stage, students should be provided with trainings on feed-
back literacy and structure to give feedback (Ajjawi et al., 2021). The published 
training materials of feedback literacy can be directly used together with our 
instructional design, such as instructional videos of the three processes of feed-
back (feed-up, feed-back, feed-forward) (Hattie & Timperley, 2007) and how to 
formulate constructive peer feedback. For example, supervisors can use or adapt 
materials from the Developing Engagement with Feedback Toolkit (DEFT) (Win-
stone & Nash, 2017). In addition, students who are feedback receivers can use 
a cover sheet (Bloxham & Campbell, 2010) to specify their personalized learning 
goals (i.e., specific aspects on which they are looking for feedback), accompanying 
their submitted thesis work. 

As for the structure to give feedback, a peer feedback report for reviewers 
(see Table 3.1) can be used to summarize in-text comments and classify them 
based on assessment criteria of thesis content quality (e.g., what makes good 
introduction, literature review). The form of using a peer feedback report guides 
reviewers to relate written comments to the criteria and standards and it is more 
likely to induce process-related feedback (affirmations, argumentations), and to 
feed-forward suggestions (Dirkx et al., 2021).

3.3.1.1 Training Materials and Activities (at the Preparation Stage) 
The training in our instructional design focuses on feedback uptake and epistemic 
cognition skills. The materials for feedback uptake include evaluative criteria of 
quality feedback (see the next paragraph), exemplars with good and poor feedback, 
and strategies for students to self-aware of their epistemic beliefs (Table 3.2).

Based on literature review, we select four evaluative criteria of quality feedback 
(Brookhart, 2008; Dawson et al., 2019; O’Donovan et al., 2021): purposefulness 
(i.e., task and writer’s personalized learning goals are considered in the feed-
back), validity (i.e., qualitative comments are based on assessment criteria of thesis 
content quality), specificity (i.e., explanations why thesis work does not meet 
the content criteria), and constructiveness (i.e., starting with appraisals and then 
critiques, followed by providing suggestions how to improve the work). Purpose-
fulness and validity are particularly important to develop students to evaluativist 
stage, because students need to determine whose feedback is more appropriate for 
their goals (purposefulness) and more helpful for them to improve their work to 
meet thesis assessment criteria (validity). Also, specificity and constructiveness are 
indispensable to effectively deliver the explanations of purposefulness and validity 
(Gielen & De Wever, 2015).
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Fig. 3.2 Instructional design for feedback uptake, based on Fig. 3.1 and Yeoman (2019, p. 69)



56 Y. P. Hsiao and K. Rajagopal

Table 3.1 Reviewer’s peer feedback report 

Assessment criteria of thesis 
content quality 

Standards Higher level feedback based on 
in-text comments 

Criterion 1 • Exceeds expectations
• Expectations
• Needs improvement 

Criterion 2 • Exceeds expectations
• Expectations
• Needs improvement 

Criterion 3 • Exceeds expectations
• Expectations
• Needs improvement

Table 3.2 Dimensions of epistemic beliefs and instructional strategies, modified from Bråten 
(2011) 

Dimension of beliefs Definition: whether knowledge… Instructional strategies that guide 
students 

Certainty Is absolute or evolving To ask students to pay attention to 
the changes of knowledge 

Simplicity Consists of an accumulation of 
isolated facts or highly interrelated 
concepts 

To have a holistic view of multiple 
elements and to examine 
inter-relatedness among different 
elements 

Source Comes from external authority or 
can be actively constructed by the 
person through social interactions 
with others 

To discuss interpretations with 
others and to examine whether own 
subjectivity influences 
interpretations 

Justifications Is based on claims through 
observation and authority or based 
on scientific inquiry, evaluation and 
integration of different sources 

To examine whether justification 
through reasoning (i.e., critical 
thinking), prior domain knowledge, 
scientific inquiry, and 
cross-checking of sources and 
multiple perspectives (e.g., 
considering counterarguments)

The normative models for peer feedback training are often based on analytical 
comparisons (Evans, 2013; Jonassen, 2011), such as using a rubric with criteria 
and standards to evaluate a simple piece of student work and determine its qual-
ity levels. Unfortunately, analytical comparisons based on established criteria and 
standards are often abstract and difficult. In the case of feedback quality, evalua-
tion criteria may be new to students, resulting from insufficient feedback literacy 
in the program curriculum. Therefore, using an exemplar to show how to apply 
criteria and standards is regarded as a more effective training method because 
students are supported by both analogical and analytical reasoning. An effective 
exemplar should be “authentic and user-friendly” (Carless & Chan, 2017, p. 930),
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similar or the same to student current assignment (e.g., feedback on thesis work) 
(Hendry et al., 2011), and explicit about how assessment criteria are applied to the 
feedback content (i.e., to show teacher tacit knowledge in evaluative judgments 
and quality expectations of the thesis work) (Lipnevich et al., 2014) and feedback 
form/technical aspect (i.e., constructiveness). Therefore, using past student work 
with peer feedback reports seems to be the best choice for exemplars. 

As for epistemic cognition skills, literature shows evaluativists use more 
cognitive and metacognitive strategies, compared to people at lower levels of epis-
temological development (Greene & Yu, 2016). Therefore, reflection questions are 
used to make students aware of different dimensions of their epistemic beliefs (see 
Table 3.2) and to guide them to make different types of justifications. 

Training activities provide students with practices to deal with multiple peer 
feedback and should simulate actual feedback processes in the Activity struc-
ture and Discursive practices of the conjecture map. In addition, supervisors and 
students should discuss exemplars so that they co-construct meanings of quality 
feedback and form reasoned justifications why it is good based on its interpre-
tation of feedback criteria. Co-construction is essential to avoid the pitfalls that 
students regard exemplars as model answers and this in turn restricts student 
endeavor to make quality feedback (Carless & Chan, 2017). But before students 
can co-construct meaning, they need to first engage in deeper thinking processes 
rather than immediately participating in interactive dialogues with others. Follow-
ing these rationales, we propose the following training design based on Carless 
and Chan’s dialogic model (2017) and a step-wise monologue-dialogue-discussion 
(Manning & Jobbitt, 2019). Our training design consists of both analogical/holistic 
and analytical comparisons and emphasizes the importance of sequencing atten-
tive and active listening before interactive dialogues (which is fundamental for 
feedback uptake). 

At the beginning of the training, students are informed of the purpose of using 
exemplars for feedback uptake training. Each student reads two exemplars of feed-
back reports (A and B) based on a thesis work and carries out holistic/analogical 
(as a whole, which feedback report is better) and analytic comparisons (which 
one is better per criterion). During the discussion, students work in pairs and in 
three rounds. During the first round (monologue), Student 1 talks about her/his 
analyses in three minutes and Student 2 listens and takes notes. During the second 
round (monologue), Student 2 talks about her/his analyses in three minutes and 
Student 1 listens and takes notes. This monologue step forces students to focus on 
important findings at a higher level and listening to each other first can stimulate 
confrontations and avoid minimal contributions. During the third round (dialogue), 
both students compare their analyses and collectively determine which exemplar 
is better, on which they need to provide justifications to explain why. Supervisors 
use the strategies in Table 3.2 to probe students’ epistemic beliefs. After these, the 
supervisor carries out the whole class discussions on each pair’s findings. Through 
the training sessions, students understand the feedback quality processes they need 
to apply to their own work in further learning activities.
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3.3.1.2 Activity Structure (at the Execution Stage) 
During the training activities, students do not relate multiple peer feedback to 
their own work and feedback yet. The Activity Structure aims to engage feedback 
receivers in understanding and evaluating individual (intra-feedback processing) 
and multiple (inter-feedback processing) peer feedback through analogical/holistic 
and analytical comparisons. 

The design principles of Activity Structure are:

• Align feedback uptake activities with the training materials and activities.
• Analogical and holistic comparisons take place before analytic comparisons.
• Guide decision making based on explanations and justifications.
• Reflect why their decisions change.
• Use organizational tools to make sense of and integrate multiple peer feedback. 

As discussed in the introduction, feedback uptake is possibly influenced by 
receivers’ perception of reviewers’ level in thesis writing. Therefore, receivers 
carry out anonymous comparisons, by using any Learning Management System 
(LMS) that supports peer review procedures (e.g., Canvas). In the following texts, 
two peer reviewers are abbreviated as PR1 and PR2. 

Intra-Feedback Understanding with Analogical and Analytical Comparisons. 
Understanding each reviewer’s feedback is the first step to deal with feedback. 
Feedback receivers are usually asked to read each peer feedback report and relate 
it to the in-text comments added to their own thesis work. Unfortunately, reading 
alone is not sufficient (Kuhn, 2020) and as Winstone and Nash stated, “Many stu-
dents don’t even take any notice of their feedback!” (2017, p. 17). When being 
receivers, students need to be equipped and motivated to engage in and use feed-
back (Winstone et al., 2017a, 2017b). As informed by research in comparative 
judgements, comparing feedback quality is a purposeful activity that motivates 
students to read feedback carefully (otherwise they cannot compare) (Lesterhuis 
et al., 2017). 

By holistic/analogical comparisons, receivers first identify the general impres-
sion that integrates several comments made by each reviewer by answering three 
questions: Is the reviewer positive, negative, constructive/neutral about your work? 
Which feedback report is better? Why do you make these choices? 

By analytical comparisons, receivers compare the quality of each peer feed-
back report based on the criteria of purposefulness, validity, specificity, and 
constructiveness (see Table 3.3). They also need to justify their choices.

Inter-Feedback Understanding with Anonymous Analogical and Analytical 
Comparisons. Receivers at this stage need to identify the relationships between 
two reviewers’ feedback and select points for feedback dialogue in discursive prac-
tices. Again, receivers carry out two types of comparisons, but this time they focus 
on the content of peer reviewers’ feedback. By holistic/analogical comparisons, 
receivers now identify a pattern between two reviewers: Are two feedback reports 
complementary or conflicting each other (see Table 3.4)?
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Table 3.3 Intra-feedback understanding 

Holistic/analogical 

PR1 PR2 Why do you make 
these choices? 

Is the reviewer 
positive, negative, 
constructive/neutral 
about your work?

• Positive
• Negative
• Constructive/neutral

• Positive
• Negative
• Constructive/neutral 

Which feedback 
report is better?

• PR1 • PR2 

Analytical 

Evaluative criteria of 
feedback quality 

Which one is better on 
each criterion? 

Why do you make these 
choices? 

Purposefulness • PR1 • PR2 

Validity • PR1 • PR2 

Specificity • PR1 • PR2 

Constructiveness • PR1 • PR2

By analytic comparisons, receivers go through two rounds of comparisons. 
First, they identify a relation pattern between two reviewers on each content cri-
terion and justify why it is complementary or conflicting. Secondly, they compare 
two reviewers’ feedback reports and indicate whether s(he) makes a tentative deci-
sion by indicating whether (s)he agrees or disagrees with analytic feedback on each 
criterion and justify why. In addition, they select points for feedback dialogue. 
Finally, they re-rank feedback quality made during intra-feedback understanding 
by answering this question: Which feedback report is better now? Why? 

3.3.1.3 Discursive Practices: Student Feedback Dialogue 
and Self-feedback (at the Production Stage) 

The importance of feedback dialogues has been advocated by multiple researchers 
in feedback literacy (e.g., Ajjawi & Boud, 2018; Carless & Chan, 2017; Winstone 
et al., 2017a, 2017b). As pointed out by Winstone et al. (2017a, 2017b), feedback 
receivers must decode the received feedback and respond in a way that allows 
reviewers to evaluate the feedback perceptions. In addition, receivers should play 
a proactive role in peer feedback dialogue (Zhu & To, 2021). In our Activity 
Structure, receivers have been decoding feedback content and evaluating feedback 
quality (see Tables 3.3 and 3.4), without knowing who reviewers are. 

Before the feedback dialogue, PR1 and PR2 read each other’s feedback report 
and receiver’s completed Table 3.4, because the reviewers need to evaluate how the 
feedback is perceived and interpreted. As a Discursive Practice, the receiver attends 
to this evaluation and needs to actively find out “what to do differently, and how” 
(Winstone & Nash, 2017, p. 17). The feedback dialogue should be structured to 
facilitate different role tasks and be aligned with the training activities. We propose 
to adapt Manning and Jobbit’s model (2019) to dialogue-monologues-discussion
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Table 3.4 Inter-feedback comparisons 

Holistic/analogical comparisons 

Are two feedback reports complementary or conflicting each other?
• Complementary
• Conflicting 

Analytical comparisons—identifying a relation pattern 

Assessment 
criteria of thesis 
content quality 

Relation patterns between 
PR1 and PR2 per criterion 

Why is it complementary (similarities) or 
conflicting (differences or contradictory)? 

Criterion 1 • Complementary
• Conflicting 

Criterion 2 • Complementary
• Conflicting 

Criterion 3 • Complementary
• Conflicting 

Making a tentative decision of each reviewer’s feedback on each criterion 

Assessment 
criteria of thesis 
content quality 

PR1 Receiver’s 
justifications on 
why 
agree/disagree 

PR2 Receiver’s 
justifications on 
why 
agree/disagree 

Discussion 
points for 
feedback 
dialogue 

Criterion 1 • Agree
• Disagree

• Agree
• Disagree  

Criterion 2 • Agree
• Disagree

• Agree
• Disagree  

Criterion 3 • Agree
• Disagree

• Agree
• Disagree  

Which feedback report is better now? Why do you make this choice?

• PR1
• PR2

(see Fig. 3.2). First, PR1 and PR2 have a dialogue to discuss whether they agree 
or disagree with the relation patterns in Table 3.4. For the complementary patterns, 
PR1 and PR2 elaborate on what the receiver can do. For the conflicting patterns, 
PR1 and PR2 need to find out why these differences occur in their feedback. The 
receiver listens, takes notes, and reacts to PR1 and PR2’s dialogue results. Then 
PR1 and PR2 take turns to react to the receiver’s disagreements (in Table 3.4) 
in a monologue while the receiver listens and takes notes. Finally, the receiver 
goes through the discussion points in Table 3.4 to have a group discussion with 
both PR1 and PR2. Then the receiver answers three reflective questions: (1) At the 
beginning of the feedback dialogue session, are you surprised when you know who 
the reviewers are? If so, why are you surprised? (2) After this feedback dialogue, 
which peer feedback report do you find better? PR1 or PR2? (3) What would you 
change your own feedback to PR1 and PR2 now and why? The detailed steps in 
this feedback dialogue are shown in Appendix.
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Table 3.5 Feedback receiver’s self-feedback report 

Re-evaluate relation patterns between PR1 and PR2 

Assessment criteria of 
thesis content quality 

Relation patterns between PR1 
and PR2 

If a pattern is changed, justify 
why* 

Criterion 1 • Complementary
• Conflicting 

Criterion 2 • Complementary
• Conflicting 

Criterion 3 • Complementary
• Conflicting 

Making a final decision of each reviewer’s feedback on each criterion 

Assessment criteria of 
thesis content quality 

PR1 If your decision is 
changed, justify 
why** 

PR2 If your decision is 
changed, justify 
why** 

Criterion 1 • Agree
• Disagree

• Agree
• Disagree  

Criterion 2 • Agree
• Disagree

• Agree
• Disagree  

Criterion 3 • Agree
• Disagree

• Agree
• Disagree  

Action plan 

Assessment criteria of 
thesis content quality 

Action points to improve own 
thesis work quality 

Action points to improve own 
feedback quality 

Criterion 1 

Criterion 2 

Criterion 3 

*Examples are: My interpretation of their feedback was not entirely correct. Their elaborations 
during the feedback dialogue became clear 
**Examples are: My interpretation of this criterion was not correct. The reviewer’s elaborations 
during the feedback dialogue convinced me that (s)he is right about XX of my work. My tenta-
tive decision was influenced by the strict tone in this reviewer’s feedback report. But during the 
feedback dialogue, I think (s)he is right about XX of my work, I did not XX 

At the end of the feedback dialogue, the receiver makes a self-feedback report 
by re-evaluating the relation patterns, making a final decision of each reviewer’s 
feedback on each criterion, and making an action plan (see Table 3.5). 

3.3.2 Mediating Processes 

The mediating processes are the hypothesized interactions triggered by Activ-
ity Structure and are directly contributed to the outcomes (Sandoval, 2014). 
Stimulating students to construct personal understanding from external feedback 
information is a prerequisite for putting it into action. As described in Activity
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structure, students are prompted to use effective cognitive strategies to understand 
each individual’s and multiple peers’ work. Macrostructure strategies are effective 
to enhance both intra- and inter-feedback understanding, such as identifying main 
ideas and organizational tools (Castells et al., 2021). 

3.3.2.1 Sense-Making of Intra-Feedback 
When doing analogical/holistic and analytic comparisons, receivers (with or with-
out awareness) carry out comprehension monitoring (i.e., students’ self-evaluations 
of their understanding), epistemic monitoring (i.e., students’ monitoring of feed-
back not violating their prior knowledge, epistemic standards for trustworthiness), 
and the monitoring of cognitive product formation (i.e., students’ monitoring of 
their task goals and their achievement of expected cognitive outcomes) (List & 
Alexander, 2019). These strategies are important for students to make sense of the 
criteria of both feedback quality and thesis content and the relationship between 
these two sets of criteria. For example, a comment about research questions can 
be “The specific focus of the study only becomes clear at the end”. Receivers 
examine to what extent this comment is relevant to the criterion of research ques-
tions (validity, comprehension monitoring) and check their prior knowledge about 
research questions (epistemic monitoring): Is this comment elaborated with expla-
nations? Is the focus characteristics of research questions only or does it relate 
more to the introduction section? 

3.3.2.2 Sense-Making of Inter-Feedback 
Several comparisons and reflective questions guide receivers to make sense of 
inter-feedback by constructing a mental representation of each peer reviewer’s 
feedback (i.e., holistic judgement), comparing and contrasting different inter-
pretations of multiple criteria from multiple reviewers (i.e., complementary or 
conflicting), synthesizing complementary comments or reconciling conflicting 
comments (i.e., Table 3.4). The integration of multiple peer feedback is likely 
to take place, when receivers identify relation patterns among two reviewers, 
combine and organize information into a coherent whole, connect multiple inter-
feedback links (e.g., whether two reviewers agree with each other holistically or 
analytically), and make decisions on which reviewer’s feedback to agree with. 

3.3.2.3 Awareness of Epistemic Beliefs and Cognitive Bias 
As discussed in the introduction, undergraduates need support on improving their 
epistemic beliefs to further develop from multiplicity to contextual relativism so 
that they can deal with the high complexity of their own thesis work and multiple 
peer feedback. Epistemic beliefs refer to students’ feelings and ideas about the 
nature and source of knowledge (Hofer & Pintrich, 1997) which are important in 
the peer feedback activities (Banihashem et al., 2023; Noroozi, 2018, 2022). Table 
3.2 lists four dimensions of epistemic beliefs that are likely to influence student 
understanding and making judgment of others’ work and instructional strategies to 
make students examine their beliefs (Bråten et al., 2011).
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As for cognitive bias, human mental processing relies on analogical reasoning. 
When encountering a new situation, we look for prior knowledge in our schema 
and try to locate similar knowledge or experience to help us make decisions. 
Unfortunately, prior knowledge is not always a reliable source because memo-
ries can fade and past experience was situated in a different context. Therefore, 
the Activity Structure explicitly asks students to compare peer feedback reports to 
their prior experiences (e.g., training activities, earlier comparison results). 

Our conjecture map ends at the activity that students complete a self-feedback 
report (Table 3.5). We do not expand on how students use the feedback on their 
actual improvement of their work. 

3.4 Outcomes 

There are three learning outcomes of supporting students in the integration of 
multiple peer feedback. First, both analogical/holistic and analytical comparisons 
are likely to improve student levels of evaluative judgements based on a better 
understanding of criterion knowledge of quality feedback and quality thesis work. 
Second, different types of comparisons and questions engage students in all of the 
four dimensions of epistemic beliefs (in Table 3.2) and these in turn contribute 
to student development towards evaluativist (contextual relativism). Third, asking 
students to fill out sense-making tables (Tables 3.3 and 3.4) and to generate a self-
feedback report (Table 3.5) is likely to result in improved work (Nicol et al., 2014; 
Wu et al., 2019). 

3.5 Conclusion 

Research on peer feedback has been exploding in numbers and diversity. However, 
the specific focus of each research school makes it difficult for teachers to intercon-
nect all of these aspects in their instructional design (Nieminen et al., 2022). With 
this in mind, based on integration of research findings, we hope that a concrete 
instructional design with activity descriptions can support teachers in designing 
peer review activities in thesis circles. In the future study, we will implement each 
step in Activity Structure to corroborate the occurrence of Mediating Processes 
and Outcomes. 

For peer feedback to be effective, students need a proper training and multi-
ple practices to process and integrate multiple peer feedback so that integrated 
multiple peer feedback is likely to replace supervisor feedback effectively. It is 
inevitable that supervisors need to invest certain transition costs on training and 
multiple practices in the beginning. Fortunately, thesis circles often involve a group 
of supervisors to design and organize activities together. Through collaboration 
with others, in a long term, each supervisor’s transition costs will be paid off by 
implementing the proposed activities of our design.
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Although this chapter focuses on feedback receivers, we are aware that feedback 
effectiveness cannot only count on the receivers’ uptake. Feedback is always inter-
active and reviewers’ feedback influences how feedback uptake takes place (Latifi 
et al., 2023). Still, when students are supported with these activities, materials 
(i.e., Tables 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5) and reflective questions, they are more likely to 
change their own feedback giving behavior. 

Finally, although this chapter focuses on multiple reviewers’ feedback in the-
sis writing, the support in this design can be applicable for students to deal with 
real-world discussions that often involve multiple voices and opinions. Integrat-
ing epistemological development to instruction design is important for students to 
gradually develop from multiplicity to contextual relativism and this should receive 
more attention in undergraduate curriculum design.
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Appendix: Steps in Student Feedback Dialogue 
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