BEYOND THE
RUBRIC

WHAT ROLE COULD Al FEEDBACK PLAY IN
TEACHER EDUCATION®S
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QUICK & EASY (REDUCE WORKLOAD!)

POTENTIAL FOR MORE FEEDBACK AND MORE
PERSONALISED DETAIL THAN CURRENT TIME ALLOWANCES
AFFORD (LO ET. AL., 2025)

PERCEIVED CONSISTENCY OF JUDGEMENTS & LESS RISK
(HENDERSON ET.AL., 2025)

OFFERS MARKERS A MORE CURATORIAL ROLE TO
CONCENTRATE ON QUALITY OF FEEDBACK, HIGH LEVEL,
SUBJECT SPECIFIC FEEDBACK OR POINT OF NEED

MAY IMPROVE OTHER AREAS OF TEACHING AND
LEARNING DUE TO DECREASED WORKLOAD (LEE &
MOORE, 2024)



BUT IT'S NOT ALL SMOOTH
SAILING!



* PARTICIPANTS - 15 FIRST YEAR
PRESERVICE TEACHERS AT

MELBOURNE POLYTECHNIC g
« TASK - SAME 1400-WORD )
COMPARATIVE ESSAY ah

1. HUMAN MARKED BY
EXPERIENCED EDUCATOR

WHAT ARE THE CONSIDERATIONS OF WHAT DO STUDENTS THINK ABOUT Al
2. MARKED BY CHATGPT-4 — USING OF AI-GENERATED FEEDBACK IN FEEDBACK?
STRUCTURED PROMPTS PRESERVICE TEACHER EDUCATION?

3. COMPARISON OF HUMAN VS§
CHATGPT FEEDBACK

4. STUDENTS PROVIDED BOTH
SETS OF FEEDBACK AND SURVEY



FINDING #1 - GRADE INFLATION

Grade Distribution: Human
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Grade Distribution: ChatGPT

Human: Pass
"Lacks critical analysis and
insufficient referencing"

Al: Distinction
"Demonstrates strong understanding and
thorough analysis"




* Al FEEDBACK WAS UNIFORMLY POSITIVE AND ENCOURAGING, BUT STUDENTS PERCEIVED THIS
AS COUNTERPRODUCTIVE TO THEIR LEARNING

e THIS COULD BE DUE TO TRUST OR RELATIONSHIPS, AS STRENGTH BASED FEEDBACK IS TYPICALLY
WELL RECEIVED.




FINDING #3 - WHAT STUDENTS REALLY THINK?

e ALL PREFERRED HUMAN FEEDBACK OVERALL

* VERY FEW FOUND Al FEEDBACK VALUABLE (THIS IS LIKELY DUE TO THE MISMATCH IN GRADES
CAUSING A LOSS OF TRUST IN Al

e "MY TEACHER KNOWS MY WORK AND HOW FAR |I'VE COME. Al CAN'T SEE THAT."

e "Al HASN'T WORKED WITH CHILDREN... MY TEACHER KNOWS WHAT TO LOOK FOR IN A FUTURE
EDUCATOR."



RELATIONSHIPS IMPROVE
FEEDBACK

HUMAN FEEDBACK Al FEEDBACK

- KNOWS STUDENT'S JOURNEY e ONE-SIZE-FITS-ALL

- UNDERSTANDS CONTEXT e NO CONTEXT
AWARENESS

- PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE e PATTERN MATCHING

- BUILDS RELATIONSHIPS * TRANSACTIONAL



WHICH ISSUES ARE INHERENT TO Al?

e |ISITJUST AN ISSUE WITH THIS ITERATION?

e |ISITJUST AN ISSUE WITH THIS LLM?

* OR PERHAPS OUR Al WRANGLING OR PROMPT ENGINEERING JUST LET US DOWN?
* IN SUCH AN UNCERTAIN SPACE, CAUTION HAS NEVER BEEN MORE IMPORANT!



PRACTICAL RECOMMENDATIONS

BE FEEDBACK LITERATE:
* UNDERSTAND HOW TO GIVE QUALITY FEEDBACK IN THE FIRST PLACE

* HAVE CLARITY OF PURPOSE, WHAT ARE YOU TRYING TO ACHIEVE WITH YOUR
FEEDBACK

BE GENERATIVE Al LITERATE:

e UNDERSTAND HOW IT WORKS, ITS STRENGTHS, LIMITATIONS AND HOW TO USE IT

* ENSURING YOU KNOW YOUR INSTITUTES POLICY ON Al/STUDENT DATA USE

* MAKE SURE TO DEIDENTIFY THE PAPER

BE ETHICAL:

e USE IT FOR LOW-STAKES/FORMATIVE FEEDBACK, NOT JUDGEMENTS ON LEARNING
e BE TRANSPARENT WITH YOUR STUDENTS ABOUT WHAT YOU ARE USING IT FOR

e BE THE EXPERT IN THE LOOP!!!



REFERENCES

* HENDERSON, M., BEARMAN, M., CHUNG, J., FAWNS, T., BUCKINGHAM SHUM, S.,
MATTHEWS, K. E., & DE MELLO HEREDIA, J. (2025). COMPARING GENERATIVE Al AND
TEACHER FEEDBACK: STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF USEFULNESS AND TRUSTWORTHINESS.
ASSESSMENT & EVALUATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION, 1-16.

* LEE, S.S., & MOORE, R. L. (2024). HARNESSING GENERATIVE Al (GENAI) FOR
AUTOMATED FEEDBACK IN HIGHER EDUCATION: A SYSTEMATIC REVIEW. ONLINE LEARNING,
28(3), 82-106.

* LO, N., WONG, A., & CHAN, S. (2025). THE IMPACT OF GENERATIVE Al ON ESSAY
REVISIONS AND STUDENT ENGAGEMENT. COMPUTERS AND EDUCATION OPEN, 100249.



	BEYOND THE RUBRIC
	Why Might you use AI to give feedback?
	But it’s not all smooth sailing!
	Slide Number 4
	Finding #1 - Grade Inflation
	Finding #2 - The Praise Paradox
	Finding #3 - What Students Really Think?
	Relationships improve Feedback
	Which issues are inherent to AI?
	Practical Recommendations
	References

