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Abstract 

This thesis explores secondary drama students’ experiences of teacher feedback in 

three urban secondary schools in Queensland, Australia. A case study design was selected 

to preserve the contextual details and foreground the voices of students aged 15-17. 

Qualitative data collection methods such as focus group discussions and semi-structured 

interviews, explored the students’ perspectives of the modes, types, sources or purposes 

of teacher feedback and how, or if, they utilised feedback to enhance their learning. 

The research participants described uniquely individual experiences of feedback 

mediated by a combination of personal and contextual factors. The embodied and 

relational pedagogies of the drama classroom, presented a range of contextual factors 

including the social norms of classroom interactions, the complex networks of 

relationships, the nature of the classroom ambience, along with the coherence of the 

curriculum. Several personal factors mediated students’ experiences of feedback also 

emerged including; affective sensitivities, aspirations and expectations, and prior access 

to the art-form.  

The participants also identified positive and negative experiences of feedback, 

however, the majority of students from across all three research sites, valued teacher 

feedback that was coherent, timely and generated through interactive loops of reflective 

dialogue between teacher and student. Students found this interaction to be more 

constructive and accessible when the feedback aligned with their expectations of drama 

as a subject area.  Several students also identified further opportunities for the drama 

teacher to offer catalytic feedback in the form of dialogue that extended their creativity, 

enhanced agency and fostered self-regulated learning. 

Findings from this study affirm previous arguments presented in the drama-in-

education literature. Specifically, that students’ learning is enhanced through the teacher’s 

consideration of the socially sensitive, dialogic, relational and collaborative nature of 

learning in, through and about drama and the power of critical reflection to deepen 

aesthetic learning and engagement. Overall, the students’ levels of feedback literacy 

emerged as central to their experiences of teacher led feedback processes in the drama 

classroom. Drama students with well-developed feedback literacy were more aware of 

feedback in various modes. They effectively engaged with, responded to and actively 

sought greater interaction with the teacher to generate more opportunities for feedback to 

enhance their learning and achievement. 
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Glossary of Key Terms 

Academic: The term academic refers to the teaching and learning activities completed in 

educational settings, often guided by a prescribed curriculum and assessment for the 

purpose of awarding results for summative reporting. In this thesis, the academic context 

is the secondary school and drama curriculum within the Queensland education system. 

Academic literacy:  In this thesis, academic literacy refers to a specialized form of 

literacy including the knowledge, skills, ways of thinking, speaking, writing and reading 

needed to communicate purposefully, participate meaningfully and successfully in an 

academic context (Lea & Street, 1998, 2006).  The related term, academic literacies, 

includes the competencies, cognitive and critical thinking skills required to locate, 

encode, decode, manage, problem solve and create knowledge within a specific discipline 

of study (Lea, 2016).  

Achievement goal orientation: Achievement goal frameworks developed within the 

educational psychology field identify two types of learner goal orientation: mastery or 

performance (e.g., Darnon, Butera & Harackiewicz, 2007; Dweck, 1986; Harackiewicz, 

Barron & Elliot, 1998). Students demonstrating a mastery or learning goal orientation in 

an educational social interaction express the desire to understand a task and focus on ways 

to increase their ability to achieve greater mastery. Whereas students pursuing a 

performance goal focus on if their ability is adequate or inadequate. Students with a 

performance goal orientation can be driven by a desire to obtain positive judgments. 

These two goal orientations can influence how students may approach a learning or 

assessment task.  

Authority Subjects: Authority subjects are based on syllabuses that have been approved 

and issued by the Queensland Curriculum and Assessment Authority (QCAA). Results in 

Authority subjects count towards the calculation of an overall position (OP) and field 

positions. This position ranking was used by the tertiary sector to grant entry to a range 

of courses at the time of the completion of this thesis.  

Australian Curriculum: A developmental sequence of learning from Foundation – Year 

10 that outlines the disciplinary knowledge, skills and understanding in eight key learning 

areas of the Australian Curriculum including The Arts. 

Assessment Task: An assessment instrument that involves students applying the relevant 

knowledge and theoretical and practical skills to create a product or a response to a 

meaningful problem or issue aligned with the key objectives and standards prescribed in 

a syllabus (QCAA, 2015). 

Assessment Folio: A collection of a student’s assessment tasks completed over a course 

of study used to determine the final overall level of achievement on completion. Students’ 

results are recorded on profiles organised around the three dimensions of the drama 

syllabus: forming, presenting and responding. 

Assessment Literacy: Assessment literacy refers to the student’s or teacher’s capacity to 

understand and navigate assessment processes in an educational context. This thesis 

concentrates on the student’s experience and therefore utilised a multidimensional 

conceptualisation of academic literacies (Smith, Worsfold, Davies, Fisher & McPhail, 

2013) which includes: firstly, awareness of the purpose of assessment and how this 
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connects with the overall purpose of schooling and their future aspirations; secondly, 

understanding of and capacity to navigate the requirements of an assessment task, meet 

timelines and identify the rules or guidelines for academic integrity; and lastly, the 

capacity to make accurate judgements about the quality of their work and the standard 

achieved. Assessment literate students can identify quality aspects of their work aligned 

with the assessment task and also identify characteristics that need further development. 

A student’s degree of assessment literacy can also be influenced by their understanding 

of the academic and curriculum context. 

Dialogue: The use of the term dialogue in this thesis refers to verbal or written language 

interaction that evokes and explores deeper understanding in an educational context 

(Black & Wiliam, 1998).  Dialogue is also positioned in this thesis within social 

interaction and sociocultural learning theories as the sharing of ideas to mutually generate 

meaning and enable new insights that may not be attainable individually (Senge, 1990; 

Vygostsky, 1978).   

Dialogic teaching: In this thesis, the term dialogic teaching describes the interactive 

process through which the teacher actively supports and scaffolds students’ involvement 

in dialogue. This dynamic participation and sharing of information aims to create the 

conditions for collective knowledge building to occur in academic contexts.  

Dimensions: Dimensions is a term used in Queensland Authority Registered subjects to 

define the general objectives and criteria of a subject. The QSA Drama Syllabus is 

organised around three dimensions and objectives: forming, presenting and responding. 

These dimensions describe the salient characteristics or properties of a subject.  

OP: Overall Position. An OP is a student’s position in a state-wide rank order based on 

their overall achievement in Authority subjects. It ranks students in comparison to all 

other OP -eligible students in Queensland and is used for tertiary entrance purposes only. 

Students are placed in one of 25 OP bands from OP 1 (highest) to OP 25 (lowest) (QCAA, 

2018). 

QCAA: The Queensland Curriculum and Assessment Authority; is statutory body 

established in 2014, to replace the Queensland Studies Authority (QSA). The QCAA 

plays a key role in syllabus development and implementation, assessment and 

moderation, certification and tertiary entrance procedures. This body develops and revises 

syllabuses and guidelines from Kindergarten to Year 12 and accredits syllabuses and 

guidelines prepared outside of the QCAA. This body also determines procedures and 

oversees the implementation of quality assurance processes for Queensland’s system of 

continuous school based assessment in the senior phase of learning (QCAA, 2018). 

QSA: Queensland Studies Authority; the former statutory body providing syllabus 

guidelines, assessment, reporting, testing, accreditation and certification services for 

Queensland schools (QSA, 2010). This body is now known as the Queensland Curriculum 

and Assessment Authority (QCAA). 

Self-regulated learning (SRL): A topic found in educational literature focusing on how 

students may enhance achievement and become masters of their own learning in academic 

contexts. SRL typically refers to the learners’ proactive and systematic use of 

interdependent metacognitive, motivational and behavioural strategies to achieve 

learning goals (Zimmerman, 1990).   
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Standards: Each syllabus includes descriptions of the expected qualities of student work. 

Teachers use the standards to make judgements about how well students demonstrate 

what they know, understand and can do (QCAA, 2015). These standards are also used as 

task specific rubric to assess student work. These are also referred to as criteria sheets 

within this study. 

Syllabus: A document prescribing the curriculum of courses of study which includes 

information about the breadth and depth of learning and the purpose and techniques of 

assessment (QSA, 2008) QCAA syllabuses are “low-definition” documents that prescribe 

essential coverage and standards; at the same time, they allow teachers to exercise their 

professional judgment to shape and modify teaching and assessment. The syllabus 

describes the objectives, course organisation and assessment for the subject. (QCAA, 

2018) 

Unit of Study: A school based planning document, outlining the learning experiences, 

sequence of learning and assessment tasks for a specific topic or focus area over a period 

of time, usually within a school term or semester. 

VET: Vocational Education and Training (VET) is a competency based training, national 

qualification that meets industry standards. 
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PART ONE 

The Background 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

This thesis is aimed at developing an understanding of the complex and uniquely 

individual ways that drama students’ experience teacher feedback in classroom contexts. 

The study is driven by the following central research question: 

How do secondary drama students in three case study schools experience teacher 

feedback? 

In this introductory chapter, the research topic is defined, a brief overview of the 

informing literature is offered, the key research question and a set of sub-questions are 

presented, and the purpose and significance of the study identified. The researcher’s 

personal position is also provided in order to assist in contextualising the research project. 

The chapter concludes with an overview of the thesis structure. 

Introducing the research topic 

Feedback is a frequently used generic term in educational contexts, defined in various 

ways, but commonly as, “information communicated to the learner that is intended to 

modify his or her thinking or behaviour for the purpose of improving learning” (Shute, 

2008, p. 154). During recent decades, the positive effects of feedback on student 

achievement in educational settings has garnered increased interest (Black & Wiliam, 

1998; Butler & Winne, 1995; Carless & Boud, 2018; Dann, 2015; Dinham, 2008; Hattie 

& Timperley, 2007; Sadler, 1989, 2010, 2013). This interest continues to be driven by 

claims that, when utilised effectively, feedback can lead to substantial learning gains for 

students (Black & Wiliam, 1998, 2009; Hattie, 1987, 2009; Shute, 2008). Interest in 

feedback has further grown due to the centrality of feedback processes in the research and 

implementation of assessment for learning (Assessment Reform Group, 2002; Black, 

2003; Dann, 2014; Earl, 2003), where feedback has, “been conceptualised as the crucial 
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link between teaching and learning” (Plank, Dixon & Ward, 2014, p. 9). Due to the pivotal 

role that feedback plays in assessment for learning, several studies focus on feedback 

practices alongside this formative approach to assessment (Cowie, 2005; Hargreaves, 

2013; Parr & Timperley, 2010; Pinger, Rakoczy, Besser & Klieme, 2018). 

Teachers’ conceptions of feedback and their feedback practices, have been 

investigated in a range of secondary school settings (Dargush, 2014; Dixon, 2011; Harlan 

& James, 1997). However, as others have noted elsewhere, a greater focus on how 

feedback is experienced by students is needed to provide a more balanced understanding 

of feedback practices, particularly in secondary school settings (Gamlem & Smith, 2013, 

Gan & Hattie, 2014; Kerr, 2017). In addition, while the potential of feedback to enhance 

student learning has long been of interest in educational research and practice, less 

attention has been given to the learner’s engagement with and “proactive recipience” of 

feedback (Winstone, Nash, Parker & Rowntree, 2017, p. 17). For example, Hargreaves 

(2013) claims: “Without the learner’s perspective the crucially important affective and 

interactional aspects of learners’ responses to feedback are likely to be missing” (p. 230). 

Similarly, Plank, Dixon and Ward (2014) argue for a stronger focus on researching, 

“students’ understandings of feedback, their role in the feedback process, or how they use 

feedback to improve learning or modify the teaching they experience” (p. 99). 

Existing research indicates that the benefits of feedback can be influenced by a 

range of contextual factors, however one, “critical determinate of feedback effectiveness 

is the quality of learners’ engagement with, and the use of, the feedback they receive” 

(Winstone et al., 2017, p.17). However, obtaining this deeper understanding as to how 

students in primary, secondary or tertiary educational contexts engage with and use 

feedback has proven to be more complex in practice (Carvalho, Santos, Conboy, & 

Martins, 2014; Dann, 2014; Price, Handley & Millar, 2011; Kerr, 2017; Winstone, et al., 

2017). Butler and Winne (1995), for instance, found that feedback is a complex process 

influenced by the learner’s psychological states and dispositions.  This complexity is 

evident in other existing meta-analytic studies, which indicate that feedback only leads to 

learning benefits when it clarifies the learning goal, includes process steps on how to 

improve, when students have opportunities to utilise the feedback, understand how to use 

it, and are willing to devote effort (Black & William, 1998; Hattie, 1987; Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007; Kluger & Denisi, 1996; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Research conducted in a 

variety of educational settings also indicates that responses to similar feedback 

information are uniquely individual and therefore vary from student to student (Evans & 
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Waring, 2011; Gamlem & Smith, 2013; Hargreaves, 2013; Shute, 2008; Skovholt, 2018). 

Dann’s (2014), writings offer further insight into the complexity of social, cognitive and 

affective factors influencing student responses to feedback: 

Feedback is an aspect of the learning environment which learners may use 

with varying degrees of sophistication. It may not be the feedback itself 

which is the most important but the ways that students are invited to 

engage with it and how sensitive it is to the other motivational and 

emotional states which the student brings to the learning experience. (p. 

154) 

Within the highly relational and interactive learning environment of the 

classroom, feedback about, “aspects of one’s performance or understanding” can come 

from a variety of sources such as the teacher, peer, a parent, self or experience (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007, p. 81). However, one significant source of feedback information, 

frequently the research focus, is the teacher (Harris, Brown & Harnett, 2014; Quynn, 

2013). Components involved in teacher feedback processes, include: the communication 

mode such as written, verbal or gestural; sources such as direct or indirect, public or 

private, group or individual; the type of feedback defined by the content, information 

conveyed and level of detail; and lastly, the circumstance or purpose including when or 

why it is presented (Gamlem & Smith, 2013; Rucker & Thomson, 2003; Shute, 2008). 

For example, Sadler (1989) defines feedback information provided by the teacher in two 

ways. Firstly, non-evaluative descriptions and evaluative comments identifying the 

features that enhance or detract from high quality. This might include suggestions for 

alternate steps to enhance the student’s work and exemplars to refine process steps. 

Secondly, teacher feedback is information that aims to assist students to recognise and 

bridge the gap between their current performance and the desired goal or standard. In one 

New Zealand study, the term “teacher led feedback” is used to describe both of these 

forms of feedback information and refers to the more indirect, reflective and scaffolded, 

self-monitoring or peer feedback processes initiated and led by the teacher (Harris, Brown 

& Harnett, 2014).  

The research project documented in this thesis adopts a broad conceptualisation 

of teacher feedback along a continuum from the linear, unidirectional, transmission of 

feedback messages, through to the methods by which teachers may organise or sequence 

the curriculum to create dialogic loops of feedback (Askew & Lodge, 2000; Carless & 

Boud, 2018).  
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Further research indicates that feedback information and practices can be 

discipline or subject specific (Gamlem & Smith, 2013; Havnes, Smith, Dysthe & 

Ludvigsen, 2011). Wiliam, (2011) explains how feedback processes and content are 

shaped by the nature of knowledge within a discipline and therefore occur within a 

particular system, in this instance the subject area, for a specific purpose. Consequently, 

several studies explore how the practices and content of teacher feedback and student 

experiences of feedback can be shaped by the learning context and discipline domain. 

A small number of studies have explored primary students’ experiences of 

feedback (Hargreaves, 2013; Marrs, Zumbrunn, Mc Bride & Stringer, 2016). Meanwhile, 

the volume of research exploring tertiary students’ experiences of feedback has 

proliferated (see for example: Evans & Waring, 2011; Murphy & Cornell, 2010; Nicol & 

Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Pokorny & Pickford, 2010; Price, Handley & Donovan, 2010; 

Rowe & Woods, 2008; Ruegg, 2015, 2016; Soon, Hoon & Alvin, 2017; Westmacott, 

2017; Woods, 2015;). The feedback experiences of secondary students have received 

growing attention in some subject areas and less in others. Existing studies focus on 

secondary students’ experiences of a range of feedback sources, such as peers or teachers, 

in subjects such as: maths, (Besser, Blum & Leiss, 2015; Davis & Mc Gowen, 2017), 

science, (Cowie, 2005; Quynn, 2013), the teaching of languages, (Bergren, 2013; Lee, 

2008), physical education, (Nicaise, Boise, Fairclough, Amorise & Cogerino, 2007) or 

English, (Marrs et al., 2016; Zhan, 2016). Other researchers investigate secondary 

students’ perspectives of useful teacher feedback and how this may be applied to enhance 

their learning across a range of subjects at one school site (Gamlem & Smith, 2013; Kerr, 

2017; Plank, Dixon & Ward, 2014). 

In reviewing the feedback literature, the Arts emerged as an under researched 

secondary discipline area. Very little research explores how the complex process of 

feedback may be experienced by students studying Arts subjects, such as: visual arts, 

dance, music, media and drama. To address this gap and due to the researcher’s 

background as a drama educator, three secondary drama classrooms were selected to 

explore students’ perspectives of and responses to teacher feedback. 

The study reported in thesis seeks to build a better understanding of the student’s 

perspective by listening to their voice. Cook-Sather (2006; 2014) traces the development 

of conceptions of the term student voice to conclude that since the early 90s, students 

have been increasingly repositioned as active participants in, “a retuning of ears and 

rearrangement of players and processes of research” (p. 4). Other advocates generally 
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agree that listening to the pupil or student voice is, “an increasingly important element in 

understanding teaching and schooling more generally” (McCallum, Hargreaves & Gipps, 

2000, p. 276). This cultural shift inviting students, “to be participants and agents in 

research on educational practice challenges deep-seated social and cultural assumptions” 

(Cook-Slather, 2014, p. 133) about the rights and capacity of young people to identify 

effective approaches to teacher and learning. Cook-Slather, further argues that an 

increasing number of researchers are now following this trajectory and placing greater 

value on the opinions and voices of students as respected, “knowers and actors” with 

greater power to, “influence the analyses of decisions about and practices in schools” 

(2006, p. 9). To explore the learners’ perspective, this study foregrounds the student voice 

to develop new understandings about their experiences of teacher led feedback processes 

in the secondary drama classroom. 

Research Questions and Scope 

A systematic scan of the existing feedback literature resulted in the emergence of a 

research question capable of capturing the complex, qualitative and uniquely individual 

ways that drama students may experience teacher feedback in different secondary 

classroom contexts. The overarching question this research project considers is: 

‘How do secondary drama students in three case study schools experience teacher 

feedback?’ 

The Queensland secondary drama classroom provides the discipline specific 

context anchoring the research project. The selection of three different cases, involving 

one drama class at each of three secondary schools, allowed the researcher to access and 

listen to a range of student voices and explore their perspectives on the nature of teacher 

feedback and the types of interaction and experiences they believed supported their 

learning. A number of sub questions informed the research design: 

● What do drama students identify as teacher feedback?

● What do drama students identify as useful teacher feedback?

● How do drama students describe why they seek, reject or respond to teacher

feedback?

● What factors may account for students’ experiences of and responses to teacher

feedback?
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To refine the scope of this study, only teacher feedback is considered. Offered in 

oral, non-verbal and written modes, teacher feedback in this study is shaped by the 

required objectives defined in the Queensland Senior Drama Syllabus (QSA, 2007). 

These objectives relate to three syllabus dimensions: forming, presenting and responding. 

The forming dimension engages and assesses students in the making of drama in the form 

of improvisation or play texts. The presenting dimension predominately focuses on the 

developing of acting skills, demonstrated and assessed through performance. Lastly, the 

responding dimension concentrates on students’ skills in analysis, evaluation and the 

interpretation of dramatic meaning. 

Teacher feedback within this study also encompasses teacher led feedback 

practices such as non-evaluative, evaluative, exemplifying comments or suggestions for 

improvement (Sadler, 1989) generated within teacher and student interactions. The 

research reported in this thesis considers various forms of teacher feedback along a 

continuum; from the linear transmission of information from teacher to student, through 

to teacher led feedback processes that engage the student as key collaborators within loops 

of interaction and learning focused dialogue. This includes the teachers’ management of 

feedback processes and the sequencing of the curriculum in ways that can be appreciated 

and applied by students to enhance their learning (Carless & Boud, 2018). 

Research Significance 

Although research has been conducted into teacher feedback practices in various 

secondary teaching and learning contexts, little is known about the nature of teacher 

feedback in the subject of drama. Set against this backdrop, this study is significant as it 

will generate findings that may contribute to the enhancement of student learning and 

achievement in drama. Research findings might have implications for teacher educators 

and inform further research into student perspectives of the quality and usefulness of 

teacher feedback in other Arts disciplines. As such, this study contributes to bridging the 

gap between two fields of inquiry: firstly, research exploring the efficacy of feedback 

practices in educational contexts and secondly, students’ experiences of teaching, 

learning, assessment and feedback in the secondary drama classroom. 
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The Research Approach 

Due to the focus within this study on listening to and understanding the student voice and 

their experiences of teacher feedback, the selected data collection and analysis methods 

align with the qualitative tradition of inquiry (Denzin, 1994). Wertsch (1993) proposes 

that feedback is a social activity shaped by the social, material, temporal, historical and 

cultural contexts in which it occurs and as a researcher and teacher, I also hold this social-

constructivist view. I therefore designed a study with the goal of building a detailed 

descriptive picture of the complexity of interactions, to look at the whole context, and to 

consider the experiences of individuals within a particular cultural setting. Guided by this 

social-constructivist orientation, this thesis explores students’ experiences of teacher 

feedback within the unique contextual landscape of the Queensland drama curriculum. 

The feedback arises from teacher and student interactions within the curriculum 

framework, across year levels, cycles of units of work and assessment tasks. 

Set in three large urban secondary schools, the research project utilised an 

instrumental and collective case study design to explore the perspectives of drama 

students and preserve the, “multiple realities, the different and even contradictory views” 

of what was occurring (Stake, 1995, p. 12). The study focused on students’ experiences 

of teacher feedback at three schools: one Catholic school, one independent school and 

one state government school. Within this study, each school is identified by a coloured 

name, respectively: Red College, Green College and Blue College. A number of common 

features provided boundaries to the cases. The three schools are in South East Queensland 

and located in urban locations within the Brisbane area. All schools are co-educational, 

and the teachers involved in the research project are all experienced drama teachers. All 

three research sites are situated in secondary drama classrooms. The drama curriculum at 

each school site was informed by the same Queensland Senior Drama Syllabus (QSA, 

2007). 

An experienced drama teacher at each school generously granted access to their 

classroom and assisted in facilitating contact with students from one selected drama class. 

These teachers provided rich background detail about the curriculum and the school 

context. The depth of this contextual detail augmented the data obtained from the student 

participants and provided balance to the research project.  

The selected qualitative data collection methods focused on finding ways to listen 

to and record the student voice; specifically, their personal experiences of teacher 
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feedback. Therefore, interviews and focus group discussions were the primary data 

collection methods applied to foreground the student voice. During focus groups and semi 

structured interviews, 34 students (aged 14-17 years of age) commented on: the types of 

teacher feedback or teacher led feedback practices they observed or experienced; when it 

was provided; when it was useful for learning; and why, and how or if they applied it to 

alter their thinking or behaviour. 

Thesis Structure 

To address the overarching research question and its associated sub-questions, this thesis 

is divided into two parts. Part one of the thesis provides the necessary background 

information guiding the development of the study. Part two presents information relevant 

to the actual study including reporting the data, analysis of the key themes and the 

findings. 

Part One: The Background 

Part One (Chapters one, two and three) provides the relevant background to the study, 

including an overview of the key fields of literature informing the research questions and 

approach. Chapter Two offers a review of relevant literature with a specific focus on 

extant studies exploring students’ perspectives of teacher feedback and experiences of 

drama education.  

Chapter Three, describes the research design and offers a justification for the 

selected qualitative methodology; key criteria of credibility, trustworthiness and ethics 

are also addressed. 

Part Two: The Study 

Part two consists of five chapters. Chapter Four provides the contextual information 

relevant to the three case study sites such as: the Queensland drama curriculum; key 

syllabus dimensions of drama (Forming, Presenting and Responding); the focus of the 

units of study at each of schools; the assessment task; and, the research participants. 

Chapters Five, Six and Seven are data reporting and analysis chapters. Chapter 

Five explores the first sub question of the study and introduces the various modes, 

sources, timings and types of teacher feedback that students identified in the secondary 

drama classroom. Chapter Six presents the contextual and personal factors mediating 
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students’ experiences of teacher feedback by foregrounding the students’ voices from 

each case study site. Several research questions are addressed including why students 

evaluate feedback as useful or not. Chapter Seven offers a more detailed analysis of the 

students’ perspectives through interpretive snapshots of seven key informants.  Personal 

and contextual factors mediating their experiences of teacher feedback are identified and 

discussed. Connections with the existing literature are interwoven through Chapters Five, 

Six and Seven to create a detailed analysis and synthesis with findings from other drama-

in-education or feedback studies also focusing on students’ experiences in secondary 

school contexts. 

Chapter Eight presents the conclusions and findings of the study, outlining the 

essential features of useful teacher feedback in the drama classroom and the personal and 

contextual mediating factors shaping students’ experiences. Ways that secondary drama 

teachers may effectively utilise feedback processes to enhance student learning are 

suggested, along with the implications and opportunities for further research. 
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Chapter Two 

Literature Review 

Introduction 

This research project explores two focus areas; feedback and drama education. Chapter 

two concentrates therefore on two bodies of literature: the feedback literature with a 

specific focus on students’ experiences of teacher feedback in secondary school contexts, 

and secondly the drama education literature with a particular emphasis on students’ 

experiences of teacher feedback within the context of drama curriculum, assessment and 

pedagogies in secondary drama classrooms. Literature from these fields are outlined in 

two sections within this chapter. 

The first section provides an overview of the corpus of feedback literature, 

beginning with a discussion of how evolving waves of research in education and thinking 

about learning and assessment have created different views of the purpose of feedback. 

This is followed by the presentation of two influential models that provide a synthesis of 

current thinking about effective teacher feedback in learning contexts. Next, overviews 

of the various types and qualities of effective feedback in the extant research are 

identified, along with the research literature that examines students’ experiences of 

feedback within a range of secondary discipline areas.  

Section Two of this chapter explores the second focus of inquiry – the nature of 

students’ experiences of teacher feedback in the secondary drama classroom. Key 

findings from relevant preceding studies exploring secondary students’ experiences of the 

secondary drama curriculum, assessment and pedagogies are presented. This literature 

review highlights current gaps in the existing range of studies focusing on students’ 

experiences of teacher feedback in the secondary drama classroom. 

Section One: Evolving theories of learning, assessment and feedback 

References to the importance of feedback in enhancing performance can be found in a 

range of fields including information communication technology, engineering, 

psychology, business, and education. Literature relating to the use of feedback in 
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educational contexts was the focus of this literature review. There is a substantial body of 

literature exploring feedback in formal schooling contexts. Perhaps in an effort to 

chronicle this corpus of material, several researchers in the field of education have 

identified the theoretical underpinnings and learning theories driving feedback practices 

over time (Black & Wiliam, 2009; Mory, 2003; Pryor & Crossouard, 2008; Shepard, 

2000; Thurlings, Vermeulen, Bastieans & Stijnen, 2013; Torrance, 2012). For example, 

Thurlings et al. (2013), in an extensive review of feedback used in classrooms in primary, 

secondary and higher education contexts, establish that the, “characteristics of effective 

feedback and feedback processes are related to a specific learning theory from which 

learners, either students or teachers, are facilitated” (2013, p. 2). A learning theory, 

according to Driscoll (2000), comprises a, “set of constructs linking observed changes in 

performance with what is thought to bring about those changes” (p. 11). Mory (2003) 

identifies four research waves, each viewing the primary purpose of feedback through 

different theories of learning: the feedback as reinforcement wave; the feedback as 

information or cognitive wave; the feedback to foster deeper understanding or the 

constructivist wave; and lastly, the feedback for the development of self-regulatory 

learning or the socio-cultural and social constructivist wave. In turn, these evolving waves 

of thinking about the connections between learning and feedback are now discussed. 

In the earliest published literature focused on feedback in educational settings, 

researchers such as Thorndike in 1911 and Pressey in 1926 investigated how behaviourist 

approaches to feedback reinforced learning by connecting stimulus and response (cited in 

Mory, 2003). These approaches aligned with models of teaching and learning where, “the 

curriculum is seen as a distinct body of information, specified in detail that can be 

transmitted to the learner” (Gipps, 1999, p. 374). This linear, corrective and transmission 

function of teacher feedback continues to occur in classrooms, with more recent 

typologies describing this approach to feedback as being focused on “verification” of the 

correct answer (Shute, 2008) or passive feedback that flows from teacher to student with 

little verbal interaction (Gamlem & Smith, 2013). 

A second wave of feedback research emerged in the 1970s. This wave explored 

how feedback may do more than verify correct responses. Spanning approximately a 

twenty-year period, researchers investigated how learners process information and how 

feedback can assist in correcting misconceptions in understanding (Mory, 2003; 

Torrance, 2012; Shepard, 2000). Inspired by developments in cognitive psychology, this 

research phase explored the impact of feedback on student learning as part of an 
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information processing system (King, Young & Behnke, 2000; Mory, 2003; Thurling et 

al., 2013). 

A growing interest in constructivist and social-constructivist explanations of 

learning provides the theoretical lens for a third wave of feedback research in educational 

contexts (Cowie, 2005; Gamlem & Smith, 2013, Hargreaves, 2012, 2013; Havnes, Smith, 

Dysthe & Ludvigsen, 2012; Murtagh, 2014). Cognitive constructivism and social 

constructivism share two essential ideas, “that we construct knowledge, and that learning 

and development are culturally embedded, socially supported processes” (Shepard, 2005, 

p. 66). In contrast to the objectivist view of learning, where the purpose of feedback is to

correctively reinforce externally determined knowledge, the constructivist viewpoint sees 

the learners’ prior perceptions and beliefs as central to knowledge construction (Mory, 

2003). 

The social constructivist theoretical framework, according to Torrance (2012) 

positions, “knowledge and understanding as constructed through interaction, rather than 

transmitted through instruction, placing emphasis on the interaction of teacher and 

student, student and task, and indeed student and student” (p. 326). Torrance’s (2012) 

view is supported by Gipps (1999, p. 373), who states: 

The constructivist perspective focuses on what children learn and the 

processes by which they do so, while the sociocultural perspective focus 

is on the conditions for the possibility of learning…both focus on the 

crucial role of activity and learning.  

In line with these shifting theoretical positions about approaches to learning, 

perspectives about the purpose and effectiveness of feedback have also shifted to a social 

constructivist view that, if feedback processes are to enhance learning, students must play 

an active role (Torrance, 2012). Several writers apply the key tenets of social 

constructivism to argue that, if students are to learn from feedback, they must have 

openings to construct their own meaning within loops of communication: they must do 

something with it, analyse it, ask questions about it, discuss it with others and connect it 

with preceding knowledge (Askew & Lodge, 2000; Carless et al., 2011; Wiliam, 2011b). 

These contemporary views of feedback align with Sadler’s (2010) opinion that telling 

students what is wrong or right and how to improve does not utilise the power of feedback 

to build independent thought and deep disciplinary knowledge. 
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This recent wave of research literature is distinguishable by the common focus on 

the role of feedback in empowering students as key agents in learning, a notion that is 

aligned with meta-cognitivist and social constructivist theories of learning. For instance, 

several researchers focus on investigating how feedback practices may support the 

involvement of students in meta-cognitive strategies such as personal goal-planning, 

monitoring, reflection, and the development of self-regulated learning (Davis & 

McGowan, 2007; Nicol, Thomson & Breslin, 2014; Yeh, 2010).  

The term self-regulated learning (SRL) broadly refers to the degree to which the 

learner can adjust features of their thinking, engagement and behaviour during learning 

(Boekaarts, Pintrich & Zeidner, 2005). Gipps (1999), further explains the features of SRL 

as the application of metacognitive strategies; a second order form of thinking which often 

includes self-awareness processes to help plan, monitor, orchestrate and control one’s 

own learning. To do this, Gipps describes how learners use a variety of methods that 

hinge on self-questioning in order to make the purpose of learning clearer including 

searching for connections and conflicts in what is already known.  

In addition to meta-cognitive strategies, others have identified additional aspects 

of self-regulated learning including the learner’s levels of responsiveness, awareness and 

motivation. For instance, Zimmerman (1990) summarises students’ self-regulated 

learning as the inclusion of three features: “their use of self-regulated learning strategies, 

their responsiveness to self-oriented feedback about learning effectiveness, and their 

interdependent motivational processes” (p. 6). Clark (2012) similarly outlines the multi-

features of SRL: “Self-regulation of cognitive and affective states supports the drive for 

lifelong learning by: enhancing the motivational disposition to learn, enriching reasoning, 

refining meta-cognitive skills, and improving performance outcomes” (p. 205). Aligned 

with Clark’s views, Zimmerman (1990) argues that self-regulated learners are more 

effective learners, showing greater persistence and resourcefulness leading to higher levels 

of academic achievement. Sadler (1989) makes a link between self-regulation and self-

evaluation in academic contexts arguing that SRL includes the student’s understanding of 

the standard expected and the evaluative criteria on which they will be judged.  

Clark (2012) argues that the teacher plays a key role in providing feedback or 

facilitating teacher led feedback processes to empower students to move towards self-

regulated learning and engage in self-assessment. This recent wave of research exploring 

the role of feedback in the development of self-regulated learning is often located within 

literature focusing on the relationship between assessment and learning (Assessment 
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Reform Group, 1999; Dann, 2015; Hughes & Hargreaves, 2015; Kerr, 2017; Wiliam, 

2018). Shifting views of the nature of assessment and the relationship with feedback and 

SRL in educational settings is explored further in the next section 

Assessment of, as and for Learning and Feedback 

In parallel with shifts in theoretical views of learning and feedback, perspectives on the 

purpose of assessment have continued to evolve. Summative assessment, which has long 

been the traditional responsibility of teachers, refers to assessments carried out towards 

the completion of a course of study and often involves the giving of grades, and reporting 

to students and parents about levels of achievement (Shepard, et al., 2005, p. 275). 

Summative assessment, also described as assessment of learning, continues to prevail in 

formal schooling contexts, however over the last two decades a renewed focus on making 

students’ learning visible through assessment for or as learning has emerged (Brookhart, 

2007; Hargreaves, 2005; Hattie, 2012; Timmis, Broadfoot, Sutherland & Oldfield, 2015; 

Stiggins, 2007; Stoll, Fink & Earl, 2003). While assessment of learning typically involves 

teachers as assessors providing summative feedback to students, Gipps, McCallum & 

Hargreaves (2000) define formative assessment as: “Using assessment information to 

feed back into the teaching process,to determine for individuals or groups whether to 

explain the task again, to give further practice on it, or move onto the next stage” (p. 6). 

This need for the active participation of students in the processes of assessment, 

learning and feedback is further clarified by Dann (2002) who defines assessment as 

learning as, “not merely an adjunct to teaching and learning” but as a, “process through 

which pupil involvement in assessment can feature as part of learning - that is, assessment 

as learning” (p. 153). Assessment for learning, often referred to as formative assessment, 

focuses on ongoing assessment carried out during a period of instruction for teachers to 

determine levels of student understanding and redress students’ learning needs through 

targeted teaching (Berry, 2008). Shepard et al. (2005) argue that teachers need to be 

skilled at various formative assessment strategies and the application of tools such as 

observation, student conferences, rubrics and feedback in order to, “provide feedback that 

explicitly helps students see how to improve” (p. 275).  

Originating in the United Kingdom in the late 90s, the Assessment Reform Group 

(1999), outline how formative assessment may improve learning if five key elements are 

applied: provisions of effective feedback to students; active involvement of students in 

their own learning; adjustment of teaching to take into account the results of assessment; 
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recognition of the overwhelming influence assessment has on the motivation and self-

esteem of students; and lastly, the need for students to assess themselves and identify the 

steps to improve (summarised in Wiliam, 2011b, p. 39). Later, the seminal Organisation 

for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) report Formative Assessment: 

Improving Learning in Secondary Classrooms (2005) stimulated the continued interest 

of researchers in the efficacy of formative assessment strategies, with one of the key 

strategies being feedback. Brookhart (2008) also positions feedback as an, “important 

component of the assessment feedback process” because it gives information to students 

and teachers about, “how students are doing relative to classroom learning goals” (p. 2). 

The potential positive effects of assessment for learning practices on student 

learning has received close attention from several educational researchers (Alonzo, 2011; 

Bell & Cowie, 2001; Black & Wiliam, 1998, 2006, 2009, 2012; Clark, 2012; Wiliam, 

2011a). Alongside this focus on formative assessment, feedback, has received closer 

scrutiny, partly due to the highly influential research of Hattie emerging in the mid 90s. 

Hattie found feedback to have a greater effect size on student learning than many other 

teaching and learning strategies. According to Hattie, feedback sits within the top ten 

influences on lifting student achievement, suggesting a .75 effect size. This effect size is 

equal to that of “teacher clarity”. Interestingly, formative evaluation sits even higher on 

Hattie’s more recent table of effect sizes at .90 (Hattie, 2012, p. 266). 

Another influential review by leading proponents of formative assessment, Black 

and Wiliam (1998), found that when formative assessment strategies were implemented 

effectively, student learning improved by a one-half standard deviation, potentially 

raising the results of an average student to the upper bands of achievement (Shepard et 

al., 2005). The findings of Black and Wiliam provide further justification for the 

importance of feedback, which they position as an essential driver of formative 

assessment, quality learning and pedagogy. They note: 

Whilst we cannot argue that development of formative assessment is the 

only way, or even the best way, to open up a broader range of desirable 

changes in classroom learning, we can see that it may be peculiarly 

effective, in part because the quality of interactive feedback is a critical 

feature in determining the quality of learning activity, and is therefore a 

central feature of pedagogy. (Black & Wiliam, 2009, p. 100) 
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Aligned with social constructivist theories of learning, Black and Wiliam 

highlight that it is the quality of interaction plus feedback that determines the quality of 

pedagogy. 

Clark (2012) offers a, “harmonious conception of formative assessment” through 

a detailed explanation of the values, goals and theories of formative assessment, which, 

“combines cognition, social, and cultural theories…to drive self-regulated strategies and 

lifelong learning competences among learners” (p. 205) and draws on a meta-analysis of 

over 199 sources on assessment, learning and motivation to create a cross sectional map 

of the theory of formative assessment (see Figure 1 below). 

Figure 1. The theory of formative assessment in cross-section. 

Clark’s cross-section model illustrates relationships between post-structural 

views of knowledge, cognitive, social and cognitive theories of learning, the formative 

goals of assessment for and as learning, metacognition, theories of self-efficacy, 

motivation and feedback. Significantly, Clark (2012) places feedback at the very core, as 

key to the enhancement of self-regulated learning (SRL) and crucial to meeting the overall 

Image Removed
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goals of formative assessment. Clark’s key argument is that formative assessment and 

particularly feedback, “actualises self-regulated learning” (2012, p. 205). As illustrated 

in the outer circles of the cross-sectional diagram above, the philosophical essence of 

post-structuralism provides the foundation for the active participation and the 

empowerment of students. Clark (2012, p. 206) explains this link: 

Drawing from the post-structuralist values of representation, discourse, 

control, and consensus, the instructional techniques found in the formative 

assessment classroom reduce the formality and psychological risk 

associated with teacher-fronted transmission methods, the use of which 

negate the benefits associated with collaborative learning.  

Clark further claims that formative assessment has struggled to gain a foothold in 

high stakes external assessment cultures where teachers may feel insecure about giving 

away power and engaging in open dialogue with students. Therefore, in Clark’s 

theoretical model, the successful introduction of formative assessment strategies and the 

achievement of the ultimate goal of developing self-regulated learning strategies among 

students is dependent on the adoption of foundational post-structuralist values, the 

application of social cognitive theories (Bandura, 1986) and social-cultural theories of 

learning. These values are reflected in the eight formative goals referred to in the inner 

circle aligned with Assessment for and as learning, listed below in Figure 2. 

Goal 1: Communicate to students the goals of the lesson and the criteria for success. 

Goal 2: Engage students in discussions about study habits and strategies which sustain improvement. 

Goal 3: Involve students in previewing and planning forthcoming work. 

Goal 4: Inform students of who can give them help if they need it and permit full access to such help. 

Goal 5: Provide opportunities for students to become meta-cognitive and build knowledge of themselves 

as learners by encouraging students to evaluate and reflect on the quality or progress of their work. 

Goal 6: Create a non-comparative, productive environment free of risks to self-esteem founded upon 

cooperation and dialogue. 

Goal 7: Support students as they take more responsibility for their learning. 

Goal 8: Provide opportunities for frequent participation in the process of learning with their teacher as 

their advisor and with their peers in a climate of equality and mutuality. 

Figure 2. The formative goals of Assessment for and as learning supporting the 

development of self-regulated learning. (Clark, 2012, p. 223) 
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Of particular relevance to a research project focused on student experiences of 

feedback, are the three different forms of feedback which lie at the core of Clark’s cross-

sectional theorisation of formative assessment: formative, synchronous/asynchronous 

and internal/external feedback. The objective of formative feedback, as defined by Clark, 

is to involve students in a range of meta-cognitive processes such as identifying goals, 

self-monitoring and reflection. Collectively, these meta-cognitive strategies assist in the 

development of SRL by providing learners with the, “the power to oversee and steer one’s 

own learning so that one can become a more committed, responsible and effective 

learner” (Black & Jones, 2006, p. 8). To enable students to utilise “formative” feedback, 

teachers need to provide transparency by sharing the intentions of learning, ensure that 

students have a clear understanding of the task and expected standards, and position 

students as active partners in learning (Shute, 2008; Sadler, 1989). Clark (2012, p. 211) 

describes when feedback becomes formative: 

Simply telling a student to ‘work harder’ or ‘recalculate your answer’ does 

not possess the qualities of formative feedback or promote self-regulated 

learning because it does not strategically guide (or scaffold) learning by 

informing the student how or why they need to do this…More specifically, 

students are provided with instruction or thoughtful questioning which 

scaffolds further inquiry and deepens cognitive processing. This 

instructional approach closes the gap between their current level of 

understanding and the desired learning goal.  

The second feature identified by Clark is the synchronous or asynchronous timing 

of feedback. This includes the immediate, frequent and timely use of engaging strategies 

that enable students to obtain and apply feedback. This feedback often occurs during 

spontaneous verbal interactions between teacher and students or student to student or in 

delayed or asynchronous timing. Black and Wiliam identify that there are benefits for 

synchronous and asynchronous feedback in that both enable teachers and students to 

capitalise on, “moments of contingency” (Black & Wiliam, 2009, p. 10). However, Clark 

(2012) cautions that the, “development of a ‘moment’ into a genuine opportunity for 

learning is dependent on the meta-cognitive awareness of students’ and the self-belief that 

their efforts will result in success (self-efficacy)” (p. 212). 

Clark’s detailed deconstruction of the key theories, values and goals of formative 

assessment, explores a third aspect of feedback: the student’s, “internalisation of external 

feedback and the generation of internal feedback” (p. 214). Sadler (1989) similarly claims 
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that formative assessment aims to generate feedback, both internal and external which 

informs learners how to advance learning and achieve learning goals. Clark (2012) argues 

that self-regulated learners, in comparison to non-self-regulated learners, are capable of 

generating more internal feedback, a metacognitive skill that can develop over time and 

with practise. The students’ internalisation of feedback is further mediated by individual 

learner attributes identified within the inner rings of Clark’s model as: motivation 

including persistence, effort, self-efficacy and the student’s skills in organisation and 

planning. 

Clark’s cross-section illustrates how learning theories can determine the purpose 

of and perceived efficacy of different feedback modes, sources and types. Clark argues 

for theoretical alignment; therefore, formative assessment and effective feedback should 

focus on the development of meta-cognition crucial to the development of self-regulated 

learning and consider significant cognitive and socio-affective factors such as the 

learners’ degree of self-efficacy. Thurlings et al. (2013) similarly emphasise the 

importance of theoretical alignment, presenting the thesis that judgements of the 

characteristics of effective feedback and feedback processes are shaped by the specific 

theoretical lens adopted: 

In behaviourism, feedback can be positive or negative, depending on 

whether teachers want to reinforce and encourage student behaviour or 

not. Or in meta cognitivism, feedback can be directed at the ‘‘learning to 

learn’’ processes, such that learners can develop themselves as self-

regulated learners. As a consequence of these differences, characteristics 

of effective feedback and feedback processes are expected to differ among 

learning theories. (p. 1) 

Having provided a broad overview of the evolving waves of feedback research 

and shifting conceptions of effective feedback, learning and assessment, the next section 

of this chapter looks more specifically at models exploring the complex process of 

feedback in educational contexts. 

Feedback processes 

Several feedback models can be located in the literature, each mapping relationships 

between the essential components of feedback processes with references to: receivers (the 

learners); providers (teachers, peers); feedback itself; the receivers’ state prior to and after 

the feedback is provided; and the outcomes. As outlined in the previous section of this 
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chapter, theories of learning influence the purpose and dynamics of feedback processes. 

Therefore, models can depict the path and processes of feedback differently. These range 

from the linear feedback process underpinning behavioural learning theories to the 

multidirectional and cyclic processes of social constructivism (see Thurlings et al., 2013 

for a useful visual representation). 

Butler and Winne (1995) map the student’s role within the feedback process in 

their often-cited model of feedback and self-regulated learning. Similar to Clark’s (2012) 

view of the power of the interaction between internal and external feedback in the 

development of SRL explored earlier, Butler and Winne (1995) suggest that external 

feedback acts as a catalyst for the generation of the learners’ internal feedback through a 

monitoring process where, “feedback is inherent in and a prime developer of these 

processes that constitute SRL” (1995, p. 245). They explain their model as a recursive 

flow of information and a dynamic interplay between external and internally generated 

feedback (See Figure 3). 
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Figure 3. Butler and Winne (1995) Model of feedback and self-regulated learning. 

(Adapted by Nicol & Macfarlane- Dick, 2006, p. 203) 

In this model, cognitive and meta-cognitive processes internal to the learner are 

situated inside the shaded area. The model then demonstrates how the learner tracks and 

regulates learning and performance. A simplified description of the flow of feedback 

information is offered here to help explain the model. Firstly, an assessment or learning 

task may be set by the teacher (A); this acts as the prompt to initiate a self-regulatory 

process in the student (shown at the top of the diagram). When presented with a new task, 

students develop an interpretation of the requirements. Engagement with the task entails 

that the student draws on previous knowledge and motivational views (B); including their 

existing domain knowledge and build a personal understanding of the meaning and 

purpose of the task. Based on this internal conception, the student devises personal task 

goals (C). Based on this interpretation shaped by their personal knowledge and beliefs, 

Image Removed
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the student sets goals to generate a product. Cognitive, affective and behavioural tactics 

and strategies are applied to generate a series of products. A behavioural tactic may be 

task avoidance, an affective tactic such as appreciating the beauty of the work or a 

cognitive tactic such as, organising information to clarify structure. 

Students could modify their engagement by creating new goals or adjusting 

existing ones. Based on this process of iterative monitoring they may select different 

tactics or strategies or adapt skills or generate new procedures (D). Both internal (E) and 

externally observable outcomes are generated (F). Internal outcomes refer to changes in 

cognitive or affective/motivational states that occur during task engagement. For 

example, one internal outcome may be an increased understanding or changes in self- 

perceptions of ability. Externally observable outcomes refer to visible products such as 

essays or actions such as student presentations or student disengagement. In the model, 

external feedback to the student (G) might be provided by the teacher, by a peer or by 

other means (e.g. a text book, an audience, viewing a video recording of the student’s 

performance work). External feedback may challenge or confirm the learner’s 

interpretation of the task and result in further modification or adaption. 

Task performance and the construction of new knowledge is determined by the 

ability of the learner to cognitively “calibrate” feedback cues with their understanding of 

task properties and requirements and selection of cognitive tactics and strategies they 

engage in while learning (Butler & Winne, 1995, p. 252). Butler and Winne (1995, p. 

262) explain how:

If a student misclassifies a task and/or adopts inappropriate goals, not only 

is it likely that inappropriate tactics will be adopted, but internal feedback 

generated during monitoring will neither provide adequate information 

about task performance nor suggest tactics or strategies which adequately 

redress difficulties.  

Within Butler and Winne’s model of feedback targeting the development of SRL, 

the agency of the student is crucial to the feedback process along with the consideration 

of emotional and motivational factors (Harris, Brown & Harnett, 2014). 

Butler and Winne (1995) also illustrate how socio-affective dimensions such as 

the learner’s self-efficacy and motivation influence the student’s responses to feedback 

and the development of SRL. Despite the importance of the student’s levels of motivation 

and cognitive skills to internally decode or calibrate feedback, their model suggests that 
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the teacher plays a significant role within the feedback process as a major influence on 

the overall learning environment and culture. The teacher facilitates students’ external 

and internal cognitive interaction.  

Re-defining Teacher Feedback 

The term “teacher feedback” is problematic in that it can be narrowly conceptualised. 

Historically, the term has applied mainly to transmission models of teacher feedback 

where the teacher provides information to assist the learner to enhance their knowledge 

or skills. This can refer to linear feedback exchanges described in the literature using 

various definitions, such as the initiation-response-evaluation model or I-R-E. (Mehan, 

1979). In its simplest form the teacher initiates by asking a question, the student gives a 

response and then the teacher provides a further response or intervention. The teacher’s 

feedback content may focus on providing information regarding the correctness of the 

student’s response or could be more facilitative. Black & Wiliam (2009) argue that, as 

initiators and providers of feedback, teachers often have to make rushed feedback choices: 

…often with little time for reflective analysis before making any 

commitment. The two steps involved, the diagnostic, in interpreting the 

student contribution in terms of what it reveals about the student’s 

thinking and motivation, and the prognostic, in choosing the optimum 

response, both involve complex decisions, often to be taken with only a 

few seconds available. (p. 27) 

In addition to the feedback conditions, this description refers to the cognitive 

processes and affective considerations teachers might also apply to mediate their 

feedback responses to students; including diagnosing, interpreting and offering a 

prognosis based on the student’s prior knowledge and levels of motivation. 

In step with evolving views of learning, assessment and feedback, a range of 

teacher led feedback practices are now recognised in the literature. For instance, Black 

and Wiliam (2009) believe that teachers need to consider three aspects for formative 

assessment and feedback: the external, the internal and the interaction between the two. 

Black and Wiliam describe this as, “formative interaction” (2009, p. 11); a cognitive 

process involving the external stimulus or feedback message, the internal generation of 

meaning by the learner and lastly how the external and internal interact. Carless and Boud 

(2018) agree that contemporary thinking now goes, “beyond notions that feedback is 

principally about teachers informing students about strengths, weaknesses and how to 
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improve, and highlights the centrality of the student role in sense-making and using 

comments to improve subsequent work” (p. 1). 

As noted earlier in this chapter, contemporary conceptualisations of teacher 

feedback have evolved from earlier behavioural views to include socially constructed and 

dialogic processes. Askew and Hodge (2000) describe this dialogic feedback process as: 

Not a gift or batted back and forth in linear or hierarchical relationships, 

but constructed between loops of dialogue and information. As nothing is 

ever influenced in one direction, responsibility is shared for learning. 

Feedback and reflection become entwined, enabling the learner to review 

their learning in its context and related to previous experiences and 

understandings – a meta-view which can lead to meta-learning. (p. 13) 

The various cognitive, meta-cognitive and affective aims of dialogic feedback can 

be identified in the quote above and are also described in the writing of other researchers. 

For example, feedback supports learning when students: are engaged in processes that 

support meta-cognitive strategies; are able to understand the relationship between their 

previous performance; have an understanding of explicitly defined success criteria; and 

become the agent of both improving and initiating their own learning (Hattie, 2009; Harks 

et al., 2014; Kerr, 2017; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). Useful teacher feedback is now 

commonly considered to be that which, “is constructed jointly by teachers and students 

and framed as a dialogue” (Plank, Dixon & Ward, 2014, p. 99). 

The research reported in this thesis considers these various forms of teacher 

feedback along this continuum; from the linear transmission of feedback messages 

through to teacher led feedback processes that engage the student as key collaborators, 

require higher levels of interaction and the creation of mutually generated meaning 

through reflective dialogue. This includes the teachers’ management of feedback 

processes and the design of the curriculum in ways that feedback can be appreciated, 

managed and actioned by students to enhance their learning (Carless & Boud, 2018). 

Teacher feedback: Modes, Sources, Timings and Types 

A range of studies identify the components involved in feedback processes, including: 

the communication mode of feedback; sources or circumstances; timing of feedback and 

sequencing of feedback processes; and types of feedback defined by the content and/or 

purpose (Brookhart, 2008; Rucker & Thomson, 2003; Shute, 2008). 
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The term mode refers to the communication method or “how” the feedback 

message is initially received by the student, including verbal, written in hard copy or 

digital modes, kinaesthetic or visual in the form of a demonstration or image (Brookhart, 

2008; Shute, 2008). The source of feedback refers to “who” the feedback message is 

received from and “where”. This could be individual with the teacher providing feedback 

to the student on a one to one basis, or feedback provided to the whole class in formal or 

informal contexts. Sources of teacher feedback could include a direct message from the 

teacher, or come from an indirect source with a feedback message initiated by the teacher 

passed on by a peer (Black & Wiliam, 2009). The timings of feedback could be: 

immediate or synchronous; delayed or asynchronous (Black & Wiliam, 2009); 

spontaneous; or planned feedback. Lastly, teacher feedback is often analysed according 

to the type of feedback. This relates to the “what” or content and purpose or the “why” of 

the feedback message initiated by the teacher. For instance, the purpose of teacher 

feedback might be: formative or summative depending on the context; focused on the 

task, process, self-regulatory or self-level (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). 

Three forms of formative feedback; feed-up, feed-back, and feed-forward are 

identified as key to the implementation of feedback processes if students are to learn at 

higher levels (Fisher & Frey, 2009; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Feed-up aims to establish 

alignment with the key purpose and assist students to focus with greater clarity on the 

task at hand because they understand the goal. Similarly, Hattie and Timperley (2007) 

outline how feed-up should assist students to address the questions: Where am I going? 

and what are the goals or success criteria for a specific task? Feed-back is information 

provided by the teacher in response to work produced by students. Effective feed-back 

aligns with the learning goal and provides students with information about their progress 

and suggests strategies the learner may select to come closer to the expected standard or 

goal (Brookhart, 2008). Feed-forward guides students’ future learning. It is based on 

reflection about past performance and aims to provide information that leads to further 

learner. Hattie and Timperley (2007) note that feed- forward may include, “enhanced 

challenges, more self-regulation over the learning process, greater fluency and 

automaticity, more strategies and processes to work on the tasks, deeper understand and 

more information about what is and what is not understood” (p. 89). According to Hattie 

and Timperley (2007) and Fisher & Frey (2009) it is this important feed-forward process 

that is often missing as students transition from one assessment task to the next.   
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Typologies of Teacher Feedback 

A number of researchers have investigated the potential of different types of feedback 

with different purposes, content or desired outcomes to enhance student learning 

(Gamlem & Smith, 2013; Shute, 2008; Tunstall & Gipps, 1996). Once again, the types of 

teacher feedback can be classified through the lens of various learning theories ranging 

from behaviourism, cognitivism, social cultural theory, meta-cognitivism, and social 

constructivism, with researchers applying these different theoretical positions to create 

various typologies of feedback according to the level of complexity, function or degree 

of interaction and the active or passive role of the student in the feedback process (Askew 

& Lodge, 2000; Gamlem & Smith, 2013; Shute, 2008; Tunstall & Gipps, 1996). 

For example, teacher feedback has been described as either directive or facilitative 

(Black & Wiliam, 1998). Directive feedback serves a more corrective function by 

informing the student about what needs to be fixed or revised. By contrast, facilitative 

feedback, when viewed through the lens of social constructivism, is more specific and 

provides observations and recommendations to support students in their own revision and 

conceptualisation. Torrance and Pryor (1998) use similar comparative terms, suggesting 

that feedback can be ‘convergent’ at one end of the continuum, with teachers focusing on 

identifying and reporting whether or not students achieve explicit, existent curriculum 

derived objectives.  On the opposite end, feedback can be ‘divergent’, where the feedback 

is more oriented towards identifying what students can do in a more open-ended and 

exploratory fashion. 

A Typology for Task- Level Teacher Feedback: Shute (2008) 

Shute (2008) adopts a different approach, offering a typology focusing on task–level 

feedback that defines the content of teacher feedback according to degrees of complexity 

(see Figure 4). Shute (2008) defines task level feedback as information that is 

communicated by the teacher to the student as the primary recipient. This type of feedback 

considers the student’s current understanding and ability level and provides specific, often 

real time information about a particular problem or task. Shute draws on the work of 

Kulhavy and Stock (1989) for the classifications used in this typology; specifically, the 

distinction between two types of feedback information provided to the learner; 

verification and elaboration. Verification is similar to outcome feedback in that it provides 

a simple judgement message to a learner as to whether a response is correct or not. 

Feedback elaboration, as the term suggests, gives more information and is more 
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facilitative in that it provides relevant cues to the assist the learner in finding a correct 

response. The teacher may provide elaborated information that addresses the topic, the 

response, discusses the errors, provides further examples or gives further prompts to the 

learner. 

Shute’s typology builds on the complexity of teacher feedback in terms of the 

level of verification-focused feedback compared with elaborative feedback. 

Figure 4. Typology for task related feedback: Feedback types arrayed loosely by 

complexity. (Shute, 2008, p. 160) 

Image Removed
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Within this feedback typology, Shute identifies a number of factors that can 

impact on students’ engagement with teacher feedback. Two of these content related 

factors are the complexity of feedback and how much is the right amount, given the 

limitations of working memory. Overall, Shute positions elaborated feedback as being 

more complex, requiring more mental effort from the student to process. Shute (2008) 

concludes: “There is no “best” type of formative feedback for all learners and learning 

outcomes. However, formative feedback has been shown in numerous studies to improve 

students’ learning and enhance teachers’ teaching to the extent that the learners are 

receptive, and the feedback is on target (valid), objective, focused, and clear” (p. 182). 

Subsequently, Shute (2008) recommends that teachers are adaptive in their use of 

feedback and select different types of feedback dependent on the achievement and 

motivation level of the student, the dynamics of the class, the specifics or complexity of 

the task or the nature of the subject area. Thurlings et al. (2013) similarly found that: 

“Guidelines for giving effective feedback depend on many aspects: the learners, the tasks 

at hand, the providers, the feedback message, the context in which feedback is given, and 

the interaction between these aspects” (p. 13). 

Typology of Teacher Feedback Types: Gamlem & Smith (2013) 

The feedback model outlined in this section explores the responses of students to different 

types of teacher feedback. Gamlen and Smith’s (2013) typology focuses on the content 

of teacher feedback along with levels of student active cognitive and metacognitive 

engagement with the feedback process. (See Figure 5.) 



42 

Figure 5. Typology of classroom feedback in the lower secondary school. (Gamlen 

& Smith, 2013, p. 162) 

Building on the earlier work of Tunstall and Gipps (1996) in early childhood 

settings, Gamlen and Smith (2013) developed an expanded feedback typology drawing 

on their research into students’ experiences of feedback in four Norwegian lower 

secondary schools. It outlines four types of feedback, with these being arranged in terms 

of the different purpose and content of the feedback and additionally takes account of the 

nature of the interaction, placing these along two continuums from active to passive and 

low verbal to high verbal interaction. 

Type A feedback is described as rewarding, grade giving, or punishing. It is 

usually given by the teacher, rather than peers, and relates to levels of achievement or 

grade. It is not accompanied by any written comments or tips on improvement. Type B 

feedback, is defined as approving, controlling, or disapproving. This type of feedback 

may be received in the form of comments or non-verbal signs and often communicates 

approval or disapproval on written or oral assignments or behaviours. This type of 

feedback may also occur in informal verbal or non-verbal interactions during class time. 

The third type of feedback, type C, involves more active involvement of the student but 

still requires lower verbal interaction. This feedback type specifies attainment, reporting 

comments or written summative feedback returned to the student and offers some 

Image Removed



43 

elaboration and tips for improvement. This type of feedback can also involve students 

providing self-assessment of their progress or level of attainment to the teacher or peers. 

The fourth type, Type D feedback, is more collaborative and includes descriptors such as 

constructing achievement, dialogic feedback interaction, mutual appraisal and 

constructing the way forward. 

There is an implicit assumption underlying many models and typologies of 

feedback that the receiver of the feedback will engage with or actively process the 

feedback in some way (Havnes et al., 2012). However, Sadler (2010) emphasises the need 

to include an analysis of the students’ understanding of the feedback information and then 

their active use of this in further learning. In relation to this point, it is interesting to note 

that despite the expectation that students must play an active role in bridging the gap 

between current performance and expected performance, very few studies, (with the 

exception of Gamlem & Smith, 2013; Gan & Hattie, 2014; Kerr, 2017; Plank et al., 2014), 

have given attention to students’ experiences of a range of feedback practices in 

secondary school contexts.  

Gamlem and Smith’s (2013) typology for feedback, outlined here, emerged from 

secondary students’ experiences of feedback in four Norwegian schools. Drawing on data 

collected from across six classes, spread across four schools and a total of 150 students, 

this data was supplemented with individual interviews with a random selection of 11 

students aged 13-15.  Feedback types were identified based on the students’ perceptions 

of feedback usefulness.  According to Gamlem and Smith (2013), students reported that 

Type A feedback, which often involved the giving of grades without reference to criteria 

or tips for improvement, can often have negative valence because it may not lead to 

learning gains or provide guidance or elaborations on how to enhance learning. Sadler 

(2010) similarly regards this type of feedback as disempowering because of the focus on 

outcomes rather than providing additional information about the task. Gamlem and Smith 

(2013) found that type B feedback was the most prevalent type of feedback given by 

teachers, which, “implies that the teacher controls achievement or effort related to 

assignments such as homework or personal study plans” (p. 163). Gamlen and Smith 

(2013) describe this as occurring when a teacher is checking if the student has started an 

assignment. Types of feedback can be approving non-verbal communication such as 

smiling and nodding or disapproving in the form of negative verbal comments. Students 

found this type of feedback controlling, yet important for motivation and essential for 

establishing positive relationships with their teacher and peers, but not very helpful for 
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enhancing learning. They likened this type of feedback to a feedback message which 

actually, “precludes learning” (p. 163). Type C feedback was perceived to be more useful 

as this specified attainment and offered tips for improvement. Given by teachers or peers, 

this type of feedback is often sought by students, however, teachers do not always provide 

the time or the opportunity to apply this feedback. This feedback became more useful 

when it was applied to future work or retained, however students reported that this 

frequently did not occur. Students commented that feedback becomes useful when 

students are given time to utilise this feedback to revise their assignments. Type D 

feedback, with the highest levels of active involvement and dialogic discussion, was 

identified as useful during the process of writing when it is embedded in classroom 

activity. This type of feedback, while rarely used during sessions observed in the Gamlem 

and Smith (2013) study, was perceived by students as the most useful type of feedback. 

This type of feedback occurred in various settings both in and outside of the classroom 

and at various points within a unit of study. Type D feedback could include teacher-

student or student-student interaction and may be characterised by high levels of verbal 

interaction and active participation and was, “understood by students as dialogic feedback 

interaction” (Gamlen & Smith, 2013, p. 164). Students participating in this study 

preferred this type of teacher feedback to occur in the, “here and now” in moments they 

have, “instant, ongoing access to their thoughts, actions and work” (Gamlen & Smith, 

2013, p. 165). 

While the student voice is often absent in other studies, a large body of the 

feedback literature explores if different modes, sources, timings and types of teacher led 

feedback processes might enhance students’ levels of achievement. This literature is 

summarised according to key focus topics in the next section. 

Teacher Feedback: Useful or Not Useful 

There is general consensus in the literature that useful feedback is feedback that is 

received, appreciated and utilised by the learner to enhance their performance (Winstone, 

et al., 2017; Yang & Carless, 2011). Various criteria are applied within the literature to 

evaluate the effectiveness of teacher feedback including: effective teacher feedback 

should address the gap between the students’ current level of performance and the desired 

goal; effective teacher feedback is formative rather than de-formative, and lastly, effective 

teacher feedback must consider the influence of affective mediating factors and unique 
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learner sensitivities (Clark, 2012; Kerr, 2017; Shute, 2008; Wiliam, 2012). Winstone et 

al. (2017) use the concept of, “proactive recipience” to define a state of, “agentic 

engagement” where the learner assumes a shared responsibility with the teacher to 

enhance feedback processes. 

However, a cross sectional synopsis of the literature indicates that a range of 

contextual and personal mediating factors may impact on the students’ perceived 

usefulness of feedback including the: timing of feedback, amount of feedback, type of 

feedback, giving of feedback with or without grades, focus of the feedback on learning 

or performance and quality of the feedback (Bangert-Drowns et al., 1991; Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007; Kluger & Denisi, 1996; Shute, 2008; Wiliam, 2011b). Key 

considerations suggested in the literature in relation to each of these criteria are discussed 

next. 

Teacher feedback is regarded as effective when it provides support or scaffolding 

to enhance student learning and is used to “alter the gap” (Sadler, 1989, p. 121). The 

metaphor of ‘the gap’, frequently appears in other feedback literature (Black & Wiliam, 

1998; Sadler, 1989; Torrance, 2012; Wiliam, 2011a), including discussions on the 

importance of closing the gap or fostering convergence, by providing cues to assist the 

learner to achieve externally mandated goals (Pryor & Croussard, 2008). Torrance (2012) 

argues that the gap should be the most significant focus for teachers and that the aim of 

educators is not to close a single gap through the use of linear feedback for transmission 

purposes, but instead to exploit the gap through pedagogic action, so that the learner might 

come to understand the issues at stake, and what learning means for them (pp. 333-334). 

Several formative assessment researchers refer to Vygotsky’s (1978) culturally embedded 

social theories of learning, and specifically his concept of the zone of proximal 

development (see for example Clark, 2011; Shepard, 2005). This zone is defined as: “The 

space between the actual developmental level as determined by independent problem 

solving and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving 

under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 

86). They argue that feedback is key to assisting students to address this space between 

the actual and potential development. 

Others have approached the evaluation of feedback effectiveness applying a 

cognitive learning lens, for example, Sadler (1989) argues that if improvement in learning 

is to take place, students need to come to hold a concept of quality roughly similar to that 

held by the teacher. Students need to be able to monitor the quality of what is being 
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produced during the act of production, and to draw on a range of strategies to narrow the 

gap between their actual performance and the standard they are aiming for (Sadler, 1989). 

This implies that providing useful feedback requires the teacher to clarify the goals of 

assessment, to help students come to cognitive and meta-cognitive understandings about 

the expectations of the task. Teachers assist the learner to identify and action the steps to 

meet expectations. 

While feedback can support student learning and reduce the performance gap, it 

can have a negative influence on student learning if used inappropriately (Kluger & De 

Nisi, 1996; Wiliam, 2011b). Empirical research exploring the question of ‘what works’ 

in educational contexts has therefore attempted to identify when feedback may be 

formative rather than “de-formative” (Shute, 2008). Shute’s (2008) extensive review of 

the use of feedback confirmed previous findings and claims that effective teacher 

feedback has positive rather than negative effects on student learning and therefore is 

“formative” in nature. For example, Kluger and De Nisi (1996) reviewed 131 studies 

conducted in schools, universities and workplaces from 1905-1995 examining the impact 

of feedback on performance. Their findings indicated that positive gains might result if 

the feedback information focuses on the task features, how the learner could improve in 

relation to clearly defined standards and learning goals. For feedback to be formative a 

learner needs to be receptive to receiving it and must understand the message being given. 

Therefore, it must be delivered in a way that aligns with the learner’s frame of reference 

(Kluger & De Nisi, 1996). Finally, in response to the feedback, the learner needs to set 

concrete, meaningful and attainable goals, and then take steps to reach them. 

Another frequently cited feedback model, developed by Hattie and Timperley 

(2007) emerged from their extensive meta-analyses of studies exploring the effectiveness 

of different types of feedback on student learning. Overall, Hattie and Timperley’s model 

(2007) aims to reduce the gap between current performance and a desired goal the through 

the provision of formative feedback across the interrelated levels of; task, process, self-

regulation and self  (see Figure 6). 
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Figure 6. Model of effective feedback to enhance learning. (Hattie & Timperley, 

2007, p. 87) 

According to Hattie and Timperley (2007), effective feedback is linked to a 

specific learning goal or task and is based around three interrelated, formative and self-

regulatory questions: 

● Where am I going? Concerned with the sharing of learning objectives (feed-up)

● How am I going? A question which reviews and evaluates learning progressing

linked to a task or overall summary (feed-back)

● Where to next? Relating to the next step needed to close the gap on a specific task

or the next challenge generally across time or in the future (feed-forward).

Hattie and Timperley (2007) describe task level feedback as feedback about the 

student’s level of performance in terms of verifying correctness or degree of 

understanding of a task. Process level feedback provides information about the processes 

or steps, procedures or strategies needed to understand and perform the task. Another 

level of feedback in this model focuses on the student’s self-regulation (goal-setting, 

monitoring, and adaptation) with respect to the prompts and strategies they might employ 

to improve their own work. The final level, and least recommended type, is feedback 

Image Removed
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about the self, concerning the student’s qualities as a learner including non-specific 

comments about effort or praise. From their review, they establish that task, process and 

self-regulation feedback all contribute to learning outcome benefits, while self-feedback 

generally does not. Their explanation is that at this level, ego-enhancement or ego-

protective feedback can be de-formative and does not sufficiently guide the student as to 

what needs to be done next to vary their understandings or progress their work. Referring 

to the different levels of feedback in Hattie and Timperley’s model at the task, process or 

self-regulatory or personal level, Evans (2013) points out that, “it is important to 

acknowledge that feedback usually comprises an amalgamation of these elements, the 

precise balance of which is likely to be variable and also differentially received by 

students” (p. 72). Cowie (2005), for instance, in a study of assessment and feedback 

practices in secondary science classrooms in New Zealand, found that students utilised 

feedback related to the task or process level rather than more abstract feedback focused 

on self-regulation. Further, students sought feedback and specifically ‘agreement’ from a 

range of sources to determine if they were on the right track including peers, the text book 

or the teacher. 

Typically, useful feedback provides opportunities for change (Black & Wiliam, 

1998; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Shute, 2008). Thus, a significant relationship exists 

between the timing of feedback and improving performance or thinking. This relationship 

has been noted by Wiggins (2012, p. 11), who states: 

Adjusting our performance depends on not only receiving feedback but 

also having opportunities to use it. What makes any assessment in 

education formative is not merely that it precedes summative assessments, 

but that the performer has opportunities, if results are less than optimal, to 

reshape the performance to better achieve the goal. In summative 

assessment, the feedback comes too late; the performance is over.  

Similarly, findings from a New Zealand study indicated that secondary students 

preferred teacher feedback to be timely and regular, occurring “in real time when help 

was needed” (Plank et al., 2014, p. 105). These findings suggest that issues of timing and 

other affective factors might mediate students’ experiences of teacher feedback. Overall, 

these studies suggest that time to apply feedback and the timings of feedback can shape 

student’s experiences of and engagement with feedback. 
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Mediating Factors 

While the content and timing of feedback may provide formative feedback, and 

scaffolding to alter gaps in student achievement, there are a number of mediating factors 

that influence how students might perceive or respond to feedback (Yang & Carless, 

2013; Winstone et al., 2017). For this reason, a recurring claim in the classroom based 

research literature, is that useful feedback occurs as part of a complex process involving 

cognitive and affective dimensions (Cowie, 2005; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Hargreaves, 

2012a; Kerr, 2017). For this reason, Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick (2006) argue that, 

“viewing feedback as a cognitive process involving only the transfer of information 

ignores the way feedback interacts with emotion” (p. 201). Hattie and Timperley’s 

feedback model (2007), similarly, integrates research on motivation and challenge to 

illustrate that when the discrepancies between goals and performance become too large 

students can abandon the task. 

Several socio-affective mediating factors are identified in the literature focusing 

on students’ uptake of teacher feedback. These include motivation, achievement goal 

orientation, self-efficacy, levels of trust and the relationship with the source of feedback 

and the overall social climate of the learning environment. These factors mediate 

students’ perceptions of feedback and therefore influence their responses to feedback. 

These mediating factors are explored in greater depth here. 

Motivation 

Several researchers (Ewing, 2010; Harlen, 2005; Stiggins, 2007; Zusho, Pintrich 

& Coppola, 2003) argue that motivation is the driving force that impels learners to engage 

and devote the time and effort to learning and solving problems. Motivation therefore 

impacts upon how feedback is interpreted and acted upon by the learner (Butler & Winne, 

1995; Clark, 2012; Kerr, 2017; Murtagh, 2015).  

Biggs and Moore (1993) also claim that, “motivation is the starting point for 

learning” (p. 258). They identify four different categories of motivation defined by the 

student’s priorities and expectations. The first of these is extrinsic motivation. Students 

assign an external value to a task because of the reward that the production of a task may 

bring. Biggs and Moore describe this category of motivation as: “The focus is not on the 

process, or even on the product itself, but on what is associated with the product. The task 

itself is incidental” (1993, p. 259). The second category of motivation they define is 

social. Students are motivated by the goal to please others when their opinion matters to 
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them. For example, if an education is valued by those close to them, such as their parents, 

students associate success with social rather than, “material consequences” (p. 259). The 

third category is achievement motivation, which Biggs and Moore link to the protection 

and enhancement of the students’ ego. Students engage in the task and invest in producing 

a quality product for the primary aim of “beating” others and the, “thrill of victory” (p. 

259). The fourth category of motivation identified by Biggs and Moore is intrinsic. This 

occurs when students engage with a task or learning because they are interested and enjoy 

the “intellectual pleasure” of developing new skills, “the point is travelling rather than 

arriving” at the final goal (1993, p. 259). Some students can be intrinsically motivated to 

avoid failure and will consequently use strategies to avoid the task. Biggs and Moore 

emphasise the importance of context, specifically the affective aspects of the learning 

environment; they argue that, “students need to feel positive about the task, the context 

and themselves” (1993, p. 270). 

Other research positioned within educational psychology domain claims that 

students’ levels of motivation are linked to the attributions they assign to success or 

failure (Dweck, 2000). Biggs and Moore (1993) explain the essence of attribution theory 

in a succinct way as, “previous successes or failures, are not so important in themselves 

so much as why we think we succeeded or failed” (p. 272). Successful learners may 

attribute both success and failure to internal and unstable causes (Dweck, 2000; Wiliam, 

2011a). In other words, successful students believe that, “it is up to me” (internal) and, “I 

can do something about it” (unstable).  The student thinks that effort is a variable unstable 

factor that the student can alter, whereas less successful learners often attribute failure to 

external and stable causes such as the teacher’s rapport with the student; “I got a bad mark 

because the teacher hates me” (external), or perhaps due to set ability levels; “I got a bad 

mark because I am no good at acting in drama” (stable). For example, if the student 

believes that this state is unalterable, they think that they will always fail at acting and are 

less motivated to rehearse. 

Another related motivation concept referred to in the feedback literature is 

achievement goal orientation (e.g. Darnon, Butera & Harackiewicz, 2007; Dweck, 1986; 

Harackiewicz, Barron, & Elliot, 1998). This orientation refers to the way in, “which 

people are motivated to work toward different kinds of goals” (Shute, 2008, p. 162). 

Students may demonstrate a mastery or performance goal orientation towards a task 

(Dweck, 1986). These different achievement goal orientations have been found to 

influence how students respond to task failure or difficulty (Shute, 2008). A mastery goal 
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orientation can be distinguished by a stronger drive to develop new skills and master 

novel challenges underpinned by the student’s belief that intelligence and ability is 

flexible rather than fixed.  There are some claims that students with a mastery 

achievement goal orientation show greater resilience when confronted by failure, a 

willingness to apply more complex learning strategies and seek out further challenge to 

extend their learning (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). A student with a performance 

achievement goal orientation, by contrast, is driven by the motivation to appear competent 

to others. These concepts can overlap. For instance, students with a performance 

achievement goal orientation are more likely to avoid challenging tasks that may result in 

failure and may have a fixed view of their ability. 

Self-Efficacy 

Self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977), has received ample attention in the literature as 

another significant affective factor mediating students’ experiences of and responses to 

feedback (Butler & Winne, 1995; Clark, 2012). Students’ levels of self-efficacy are 

recognised as a key component of social-cognitive learning theories and have been linked 

to academic achievement (Biggs & Moore, 1993) and more recently students’ experiences 

of feedback in secondary school settings (Gamlem & Munthe, 2014; Hattie & Timperley, 

2007; Kerr, 2017; Murtagh, 2014). 

When students approach a task, they might have pre-determined expectations of success 

or failure (Biggs & Moore, 1993; Stoll et al., 2003). These prior beliefs about personal 

capabilities can influence student behaviours, the choices they make and their sense of 

wellbeing and resilience (Bandura, 1986). As students master or fail at new experiences 

they make judgements of their competence. They also build personal efficacy beliefs by 

watching others and comparing their results to peers or through association with other 

role models.  Verbal and social encouragement can assist students to boost their self-

efficacy (Usher & Pajares, 2008). In other words, students are more willing to engage 

with those activities and tasks that boost positive feelings of self-efficacy or, “we are led 

to believe that we are good at” (Biggs & Moore, 1993 p. 286).  Usher and Pajares (2008) 

argue that educators need to understand the source and nourishment of self-efficacy and 

also look for the preceding sources that both feed and filter students’ beliefs. As Bandura 

(1986) noted: 

Perceptions are guided by preconceptions. Observers’ cognitive 

competencies and perceptual sets dispose them to look for some things but 
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not others. Their expectations not only channel what they look for but 

partly affect what features they extract from observations and how they 

interpret what they see and hear. (p. 53) 

The concept of self-efficacy offers a useful explanation as to student motivation and 

behavior and particularly in the way that they intersect with motivation, self-regulation, 

achievement and students’ experiences of teacher led feedback processes. 

Socio- Affective Mediating Factors Interacting Together: Studies of student’s 

perceptions of feedback in secondary school contexts. 

This review of the key threads within the literature suggests that affective factors work in 

combination to mediate students’ experiences of feedback. The complex interaction of 

these factors is explored further through an overview of findings emerging from studies 

of students’ perspectives of feedback in three different secondary schools in the UK (Kerr, 

2017) and New Zealand (Cowie, 2005; Plank et al., 2014). 

Kerr (2017) selected a multiple case study methodology to explore students’ 

perceptions of and utilisation of teacher generated verbal feedback in rural mixed 

secondary schools in Cornwall, UK. The small-scale study explored the perceptions of 

four year nine students (aged 13-14 years) in two history classes. Kerr’s found that 

students viewed verbal feedback as “focused conversation”, different to normal 

classroom talk with a stronger focus “on goals, rather than grading and praise” (p. 460). 

Furthermore, feedback from the teacher, rather than peers, was preferred but not always 

possible. Interestingly, affective dimensions of feedback process such as emotions, 

atmosphere and expectations mediated the students’ perceptions of verbal feedback. Kerr 

concluded that: 

Students are metaphorically navigating a complex maze of classroom 

interactions in order to isolate signals which they deem to be feedback. 

There are obstacles within this which can leave them feeling lost, however 

through dialogue, students can gain positivity and clarity thus facilitating 

next steps. (p. 460) 

Kerr identified four obstacles shaping students’ responses to feedback within 

these complex interactions in the classroom. Firstly, Kerr found that the achievement goal 

orientation: performance/fixed or mastery/growth (see Dweck, 2000) of the year 9 

students together with their perceptions of the characteristics and value of feedback, 

directly impacted on their motivation to use it. Students’ perceptions of verbal feedback 
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were shaped by their beliefs about the expectations that teacher or peers held of their 

cognitive ability or behaviour. Students’ perceptions of verbal feedback were further 

filtered by their perceptions of emotions of the people within the feedback process. 

Secondly, Kerr found that students’ emotions shaped their capacity to self-regulate and 

engage with feedback; including the filtering of positive or negative messages. This last 

finding is explored later in the literature review in connection with the emergence of the 

term feedback literacy and the management of affective states in response to feedback 

(Carless & Boud, 2018; Sutton, 2012). 

Discovering similar findings to Kerr (2017), Cowie’s (2005) study of students’ 

experiences of formative assessment, feedback and learning identified how social and 

emotional factors impacted upon students’ engagement with learning and teacher 

feedback. Cowie (2005) interviewed students from ten different secondary science 

classrooms to investigate how they experienced formative assessment in context. A total 

of 31 students drawn from Year 8 to Year 10 commented on the type of teacher interaction 

they valued and which they saw as moving their learning forward. Students participating 

in this study noted that they preferred teacher feedback in the form of informative 

suggestions that enabled them to maintain an active role in meaning making and learning 

and tried to avoid “put downs” or “rude” responses from teachers that would lessen their 

sense of achievement or status as a learner. For this reason, they were cautious as to when 

they asked a question, sought feedback or disclosed any misunderstanding. 

Some students in Cowie’s study saw assessment processes as a joint responsibility 

and indicated that the most useful feedback from teachers often occurred during one to 

one or small group contexts. Student’s identified that it was in less public moments that 

they felt safer and were able to ask questions that would protect their social status in the 

class (Cowie, 2005). As a result, issues of trust and respect were significant mediating 

factors in determining the type of communication and feedback interactions that occurred 

within the classroom. Student participation in feedback interactions was determined by 

the delicate interplay of a range of affective, social, cognitive and academic factors. 

Cowie (2005), found that social factors often outweighed the academic, with relationship 

consequences given a higher priority in determining how students chose to seek or 

respond to teacher feedback. Student comments indicated how cycles of assessment and 

feedback in the science classroom, “impacted on how they felt about themselves as 

learners and knowers, and the ideas and actions they came to see as having merit” (Cowie, 

2005, p. 150). 
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Cowie’s (2005) and Kerr’s (2017) studies share common findings with Plank, 

Dixon and Ward’s (2014) investigation into how social and emotional goals shape 

how students chose to give feedback to their teachers. This small-scale study, also 

conducted in New Zealand, was situated in a suburban secondary girls’ school and 

explored feedback from the students’ perspective. The study examined how 14 

students, completing their final year of study (year 13), described experiences of 

feedback that positively enhanced their learning. The participants were also asked to 

consider their experiences of providing “reverse” feedback, defined as feedback given 

to the teacher by the student for the purpose of altering the teachers’ pedagogy (Black 

&William, 2006). A number of mediating factors emerged. Firstly, the presence of a, 

“relationship of trust” (Plank et al., 2014, p. 106) and the disposition of the teacher 

influenced the students’ degree of comfort in giving feedback to the teacher. Students 

were more comfortable giving feedback when teachers had built a relationship through 

regular interaction and personalised, “conversations with them which traversed each 

student’s learning abilities and skills, as well as interests” (p. 106). Secondly, the 

teachers’ use of space and proximity sent signals to the students about power 

relationships in the classroom and the teacher’s willingness to engage in private 

conferencing. Students selected not to disclose their lack of understanding in front of 

their peers. Interestingly, one of the findings to emerge for this study was that, “even 

though students’ feedback was well-intentioned, teachers’ responses to the feedback 

given did not always result in improvements to teaching or to their learning” (Plank 

et al., 2014, p. 106). 

This reference to the importance of the affective dimensions of the classroom 

climate is also evident in the development of Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) model for 

feedback and their caution that the effective feedback processes managed by the teacher: 

…does not merely invoke a stimulus-and-response routine but requires 

high proficiency in developing a classroom climate, the ability to deal with 

the complexities of multiple judgments, and deep understandings of the 

subject matter, to be ready to provide feedback about tasks or the 

relationships between ideas, willingness to self-regulation, and having 

exquisite timing to provide feedback before frustration takes over. (p. 103) 

The complexity of students’ responses to feedback are evident in this statement including 

the strong influence of the classroom social climate. The teacher draws on their deep 
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understanding of the subject matter to provide specific and targeted feedback balanced 

with an understanding of the affective influence of feedback in order to enhance student 

commitment rather than the abandonment of the learning goals. Hattie and Timperley 

(2007) further refer to the transactional costs that students weigh up prior to investing the 

effort in, “seeking or dealing with feedback” (p. 94). At the self-regulatory level this 

includes the effort required to find the feedback, the face cost or how others may be 

effected by the seeking of feedback and the inference costs, in other words, what might 

the costs be if the student inaccurately interprets the feedback. Therefore, students assess 

the worth of seeking or not seeking feedback. Hattie and Timperley (2007) caution that 

when the, “cost/benefit ratio becomes prohibitive” students usually, “refrain from seeking 

feedback” (p. 94).  

Feedback Literacy 

Butler and Winne (1995) similarly emphasise the complex and individualised nature of 

knowledge construction. They propose that any feedback message offered by teachers, 

peers or from other sources may be calibrated differently by the learner and so alter the 

learning process in uniquely personal and idiosyncratic ways. Butler and Winne 

hypothesise that, “as learners monitor their engagement with tasks, internal feedback is 

generated by the monitoring process…more effective learners develop idiosyncratic 

cognitive routines for creating internal feedback while they are engaged with academic 

tasks” (p. 245).  

These understandings, dispositions and capacities to cognitively calibrate or 

decode feedback (Sadler 2010) and utilise this to reduce the gap between current 

performance and desired goals appears to share commonalities with another term in the 

feedback literature known as feedback literacy (Carless & Boud, 2018; Havnes et al., 

2012; Sutton, 2012). Sutton, (2012) was the first to apply the term, “feedback literacy” in 

conjunction with research focusing on academic literacy, specifically in reference to 

students’ abilities to read, interpret and apply the written feedback of lecturers in tertiary 

learning contexts. Since then, this concept has received more attention in higher education 

research. For example, Carless and Boud, (2018) identity the four features of feedback 

literacy as: appreciating feedback, making judgements, managing affect and taking 

action. These are outlined in Figure 7. 
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Appreciating feedback 

Feedback literate students: 

1. understand and appreciate the role of feedback in improving work and the active learner role in

these processes;

2. recognise that feedback information comes in different forms and from different sources;

3. use technology to access, store and revisit feedback.

Making judgments 

Feedback literate students: 

1. develop capacities to make sound academic judgments about their own work and the work of

others;

2. participate productively in peer feedback processes;

3. refine self-evaluative capacities over time in order to make more robust judgments.

Managing affect 

Feedback literate students: 

1. maintain emotional equilibrium and avoid defensiveness when receiving critical feedback;

2. are proactive in eliciting suggestions from peers or teachers and continuing dialogue with them as

needed;

3. develop habits of striving for continuous improvement on the basis of internal and external

feedback.

Taking action 

Feedback literate students: 

1. are aware of the imperative to take action in response to feedback information;

2. draw inferences from a range of feedback experiences for the purpose of continuous improvement;

3. develop a repertoire of strategies for acting on feedback.

Figure 7. Features of feedback literacy. (Carless & Boud, 2018, p. 5) 

In this framework, “appreciating” feedback refers to if the student values feedback 

and plays more than a passive role in feedback processes (Carless & Boud, 2018). They 

argue that for students to develop feedback literacy they need to acquire, “tacit 

knowledge” (Polyani, 1958) of feedback processes through opportunities for observation, 

imitation, participation and reflective dialogue. Carless and Boud (2018) claim that 

teachers play an important role in promoting the development of students’ feedback 

literacy through curriculum design, and the sequencing of feedback processes along with 

direct guidance and coaching. There are links here to the process of formative interaction 
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posited by Black and Wiliam (2009) and their argument that feedback in educational 

settings should enhance students’ ability to manage the interplay external and internal of 

feedback. Formative interaction and feedback literacy appear to be emphasising a similar 

enhancement of students’ ability to calibrate or decode feedback and generate internal 

sense making.  

Hattie and Timperley (2007) also identify the six mediating students’ experience 

of feedback at the self-regulated level. Similar to the framework for feedback literacy 

developed by Carless and Boud (2018), these factors include: the students’ capacity to 

generate internal feedback and self-assess; the level of motivation of these student in 

investing effort into seeking and applying feedback information; the students’ ability to 

seek help; the degree of certainty or confidence of the students in the accuracy of their 

response to the feedback; and the students’ beliefs about attributions for success or failure 

(Hattie & Timperley, 2007, p. 94). Sadler (1998), similarly emphasises that both the 

cognitive and motivational dimensions of feedback are important, proposing that: 

It is the quality, not just the quantity, of feedback that merits our closest 

attention. By quality of feedback, we now realise we have to understand 

not just the technical structure of the feedback (such as its accuracy, 

comprehensiveness and appropriateness) but also its accessibility to the 

learner (as a communication), its catalytic and coaching value, and its 

ability to inspire confidence and hope. (p. 84) 

Sadler invites educators to consider students’ affective sensitivities and to 

challenge and coach them at the right level with coherent feedback messages. Navigating 

the complex web of feedback processes and collaboratively generating useful and 

formative catalytic feedback presents challenges for both students and teachers. 

Effective Teacher Feedback: “The Lists” 

Researchers (Nicole & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Thurlings et al., 2013) and curriculum 

authorities (QCAA, 2018) alike have attempted to distil the corpus of feedback research 

down to lists of principles in order to define the essential features of useful teacher 

feedback. Many of these lists flag the key areas explored in this section. Various reviews 

of the literature across primary, secondary and higher education have identified similar 

factors impacting on the efficacy of feedback in enhancing learning (Hattie & Timperley, 

2007; Mory, 2003; Shute, 2008; Yang & Carless, 2013). 



58 

For example, Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick (2006), conducted an extensive synthesis of the 

feedback literature to develop seven principles for effective feedback in the higher 

education learning context (see Figure 8). 

 

Figure 8. Seven principles of effective feedback. (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006, 

p. 205) 

These seven principles emphasise the clarifying function of effective feedback, how 

feedback flows as ongoing learning dialogue between the teacher and student and 

addresses both the cognitive and affective dimensions of feedback. Lists such as these 

and others demonstrate the amalgam of different learning theories and waves of research 

in feedback including the focus on the development of motivation and increased learner 

self-regulation as discussed earlier in this chapter. Hattie and Timperley (2007) provide 

another description of effective feedback, summarising that: 

To be effective, feedback needs to be clear, purposeful, meaningful, and 

compatible with students’ prior knowledge and to provide logical 

connections. It also needs to prompt active information processing on the 

part of learners, have low task complexity, relate to specific and clear 

goals, and provide little threat to the person at the self -level. The major 

discriminator is whether it is clearly directed to the task, processes, and/or 

regulation and not to the self-level. These conditions highlight the 

importance of classroom climates that foster peer and self-assessment and 

allow for learning from mistakes. (p. 103) 

It is important to note however, that while models, typologies and lists of 

principles identifying effective feedback abound in the literature, other writers have 

questioned the use of generic feedback approaches that do not consider the specific 

demands of individual subject areas (Bennett, 2011; Black & Wiliam, 2012; Marshall, 

1. Helps clarify what good performance is (goals, criteria, expected standards) 

2. Facilitates the development of self-assessment (reflection) in learning 

3. Delivers high quality information to students about their learning 

4. Encourages teacher and peer dialogue around learning 

5. Encourages positive motivational beliefs and self-esteem 

6. Provides opportunities to close the gap between current and desired performance 

7. Provides information to teachers that can be used to help shape the teaching.  
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2004).  They argue that concepts of quality vary with each discipline and that distinct 

learning progressions for student improvement are not always apparent. In addition, these 

suggested lists or guides for effective teacher feedback do not take into account the 

learning context or which type of feedback is appropriate in different subject areas. The 

provision of targeted, clear and accessible feedback can be challenging depending on the 

context and the nature of knowledge and learning within a specific subject domain.  

Feedback: Domain Specific 

Studies conducted in secondary school contexts in the UK (Black, Harrison, Lee, 

Marshall, & Wiliam, 2003; Lee & Black, 2004), New Zealand (Eyers & Hill, 2016) and 

Norway (Havnes, Smith, Dysthe & Ludvigsen, 2012) demonstrate that teachers in 

different discipline areas utilise formative assessment strategies including feedback, peer 

assessment and questioning in ways that are guided by the content and the inherent 

characteristics of their discipline. 

Domain specific knowledge refers to knowledge that is encapsulated within a 

particular domain of learning such as mathematics, English, or in this study the subject 

of drama. In compulsory schooling contexts, domain specific knowledge may be referred 

to as topic or a subject. In addition to acquiring specific knowledge and skills, becoming 

competent in a specific discipline area means learning and internalising the standards by 

which others might judge our performance (Shepard, 2005, p. 69). Each discipline rests 

on different values and criteria for success. As Dann (2015) states: “Different disciplinary 

communities have different ways of acting and interacting to produce and use knowledge 

along with particular ways of seeing, valuing and ‘being in the world’ (Gee, 2008, p. 

200)” (p. 3). This makes domain specific knowledge particularly important in the growth 

of expertise and skilled problem solving.  

The literature exploring the use of feedback embedded within a range of learning 

contexts is relatively extensive and includes secondary subject domains such as: science 

(Alonzo, 2011; Black & Wiliam, 2003; Cowie, 2005), humanities (Cooper & Cowie, 

2010), mathematics (Rawlins, 2010), and English (Dargusch, 2010; Marshall, 2004, 

2011; Marshall & Drummond, 2006). The findings from another Norwegian study, 

situated in six secondary schools across a range of subject areas (Havnes et al., 2012), 

including English, Norwegian, mathematics and vocational programmes such as cookery, 

carpentry and hairdressing is highly relevant here. It illustrates that feedback is only one 

part of a bigger learning and teaching equation and that, “the context of teaching and the 
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nature of the subject affect the way feedback is practiced” (Havnes et al., 2012, p. 26). 

Using a mixed method approach that included surveys of teachers and students, together 

with interviews, the researchers determined that feedback was usually tied to the giving 

of grades and that peer feedback was rarely incorporated into classroom learning and 

teaching activities. In addition, students involved in the study reported that higher 

amounts of feedback occurred in vocational subjects compared to academic subjects. 

They also observed that less verbal feedback was received in mathematics than the 

subjects of Norwegian and English or vocational classes. 

In this same study, a comparison of the quantitative survey data collected from 

the students and teachers also illustrated significant discrepancies around the quality and 

the use of the feedback. In both cases teachers from all subject areas felt that the quality 

of feedback was high and that students used the feedback productively. Interestingly, 

student responses contradicted the teachers’ perceptions, with the researchers noting: 

“Teachers expected that students use the feedback they receive more than the students 

say that they do…it seems that teachers overestimated the quality of the feedback and 

students’ use of feedback, compared to what students reported” (Havnes et al., 2012, p. 

24). Several challenges and tensions emerged from the analysis of qualitative data 

collected from teachers and students in separate focus group interviews. Challenge related 

to perceptions of feedback and levels of “feedback literacy” (p. 27) emerged. Students’ 

perceptions of what feedback entailed were limited to post-test or assignment comments 

and teachers had few systematic approaches, ways of integrating feedback within 

instruction or using explicit language when giving feedback. Issues of student motivation, 

timing of feedback messaging and engagement with feedback emerged. Teachers and 

students reported that not all learners valued feedback or were interested in improvement. 

This research highlights further issues about consistencies in language and 

feedback, the timing as to when feedback is given and the range of differing attitudes and 

beliefs around the process of learning shared by both teachers and students. Issues 

surfaced related to classroom culture, power relationships between teachers and students 

and the need for more inclusive and reflective dialogue and feedback about tasks and 

processes. Findings also suggested that teachers consider how they position the learner 

and support the conditions where communication, “with peer students and teachers are 

essential aspects of feedback” (Havnes et al., 2012, p. 26). 

Another study, relevant to the research project in this thesis, explores the aesthetic 

learning dimensions of English. Drama similarly focuses on aesthetic experience and 
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learning (Anderson, 2012; Gallagher, 2000; Martin-Smith, 2005). In this UK study of the 

English subject area, Marshall investigates the use of formative assessment and feedback 

in English language arts (2004, 2011), arguing (2004) that defining quality writing can be 

difficult and not always attributable to correct grammar or varied sentence length. As 

such, Marshall argues that consideration must be given to the nuanced aesthetic qualities 

of language as an art. This position has led to various debates as to how English should 

be taught and assessed. Marshall (2011) explains the different views that lie beneath 

debates about the teaching and assessment of English: 

There are those who think it should be a technical skill where the basic 

rules of reading and writing are taught through a combination of phonics 

and grammar. There are some who think it is essentially a form of 

communication where students are encouraged to write in clear concise 

prose. But there are those who think of English, certainly as including an 

ability to communicate, but more than that, they see the use of language 

as an art-form. These individuals see words like an artist’s brush strokes, 

a sentence like a musical phrase. They see a writer as someone who paints 

a picture in words and a reader as someone who has imagined themselves 

into a world of print… this affects how English is assessed. In some ways, 

it is easy to test the technical skills of a pupil, much harder to examine 

how creative they are or to form a sense of how they are progressing 

imaginatively. (p. 2) 

Marshall (2004, 2011) believes it is difficult to use criteria alone to determine the 

quality of the reader – writer relationship, the complexity of the aesthetic choices made 

by the writer and the strength of the writing. Marshall (2004) expands on this idea: 

The ‘strength of the piece’ lies, therefore, less in the deployment of the 

criteria and more in the reader’s interpretation of the quality with which 

any number of potential criteria are employed and the writer’s notion of 

what will trigger such a response. (p. 103)  

It is therefore difficult to identify distinct learning progressions in the teaching of 

writing, making it unclear how to move student learning forward through the use of 

teacher feedback. Marshall questions how notions of progression may be determined and 

proposes that rather than targeting a fixed goal that an English teacher should consider a 

“broad horizon” of acceptable learning outcomes (2004, p. 102). Marshall (2011) believes 

that students and teachers need to work with an appreciation of the technical and more 

importantly the aesthetic and artistry. According to Marshall (2011), as students and 
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teachers make judgements about writing they make “delicate adjustments” (p. 12), rather 

than follow a rule-bound formula to improve their writing. Instead the writer “builds up 

a repertoire” and a “body of knowledge acquired through exposure, experimentation and 

practice” (Marshall, 2011, p. 10). Marshall (2004) therefore suggests that a range of 

feedback strategies are more appropriate for the subject domain of English where 

understanding of quality is constructed through peer feedback, self-assessment, and the 

use of exemplars of writing at various levels. 

Parallels can be made with Sadler and his influential paper Formative Assessment 

and the Design of Instructional Systems (1989) and his distinction between sharp and 

fuzzy criteria used by teachers to make evaluative judgements. Sharp criteria can be used 

when an answer distinctly moves from wrong to right, for example, solving a 

mathematical equation. However, in qualitative and complex tasks that occur more 

frequently in subject disciplines such as English, history and the Arts, fuzzy criteria are 

often necessary and more appropriate to the task. For example, there may be degrees of 

originality in a piece of creative writing, making this a fuzzy criterion. Sadler (1989, p. 

124) explains: 

A fuzzy criterion is an abstract mental construct denoted by a linguistic 

term which has no absolute and unambiguous meaning independent of its 

context. If a student is to be able to consciously use a fuzzy criterion in 

making a judgment, it is necessary for the student to understand what the 

fuzzy criterion means, and what it implies for practice. Therefore, learning 

these contextualized meanings and implications is itself an important task 

for the student.  

In another study, formative assessment and feedback practices were compared 

across two secondary discipline areas, mathematics and English (Hodgen & Marshall, 

2005). The study aimed to investigate the disciplinary implications when generic 

formative assessment, including feedback strategies, were used in both subject areas. 

Findings from this small-scale case study, looking at one lesson based in a secondary 

mathematics classroom and one English classroom, revealed that while the use of teacher 

feedback strategies were clearly identifiable they were used for different purposes in each 

subject area. A key finding of this comparative case study was that teachers from different 

discipline areas engaged students in the “complex relationship between guild knowledge, 

activity (scaffolding) and feedback (the regulatory process)” (Hodgen & Marshall, 2005, 

p. 172). 
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Some subjects ‘map’ more readily to the theoretical orientation of feedback 

practices embedded within a sociocultural activity theory (Hodgen & Marshall, 2005). 

This could be attributed to the models of learning or the way that academic domains have 

been structured or theoretically conceptualised (Buehl, Alexander & Murphy, 2002). 

Domains have been categorised, by some researchers, as ill-structured or well-structured. 

According to Buehl, Alexander and Murphy (2002, p. 419), well-structured domains such 

as mathematics and physics have “agreed upon solutions derived from algorithmic 

procedures”. By contrast, Buehl and Alexander (2005) argue subjects such as history or 

the Arts have been shaped in an ill structured way and are dependent on more heuristic 

and flexible approaches in pursuit of learning outcomes. Hodgen and Marshall (2005) 

make further distinctions between disciplines, arguing that mathematics is based on 

cognitive and constructive theories of learning. Marshall (2011) claims that pedagogy in 

the English classroom has found synergies with the dialogic practices of social 

constructivist learning theories. 

When considered collectively, this body of research points to the significant 

differences between subject areas in terms of their social norms and the structure of 

knowledge. To learn effectively within a subject area, students need to be inducted into 

the, “discipline culture” (Black & Wiliam, 2012, p. 221) or the, “guild knowledge” 

(Sadler, 1989, p. 125). Teachers scaffold the learning in order to apprentice students into 

the unique knowledge of a discipline area so that they obtain enough understanding to be 

able to knowledgeably assess the performance of their peers and their own performance 

(Marshall, 2004, 2011; Sadler, 1989). 

Feedback in the Arts 

In the Arts, assessment processes tend to include what Sadler (2013) describes as 

divergent tasks – those where, “no uniquely correct response exists” (p. 55). Sadler (2013, 

p. 55) specifically refers to the complexity, stating:

Literary, artistic, musical and other creative performance and work along 

with critical and analytical investigations and reviews all require high 

levels of technical or procedural skill, high levels of intellectualization, 

cognitive activity or aesthetic appreciation; or all of these.  
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Before moving to the next section of this chapter, I will briefly consider the overarching 

field of Arts education, including the work of Elliot Eisner whose concepts of curriculum, 

ambience, connoisseurship and criticism offers insights into the way feedback processes 

and the learning environment interact within the Arts classroom.   

Elliot Eisner, identifies several dimensions necessary for the delivery of effective 

sociocultural pedagogy in Arts education. In The Arts and the Creation of Mind, Eisner 

(2002) identifies how the development of a student’s somatic knowledge and qualitative 

cognition for the Arts student is shaped by the overall school and classroom climate, 

which itself is formed through the interaction of the explicit, implicit and null curriculum 

(p. 158-159). The explicit refers to the intended learning objectives and the content of the 

curriculum. The implicit focuses on the aspects of that operate on the tacit level including 

“the classroom ambiance [sic], school norms and modes of assessment” (p. 158). Lastly, 

the null curriculum includes that is absent or not being taught. 

 

Eisner’s (1998) views are particularly relevant to the central research question which 

considers the student’s experience of feedback, when he notes:  

Perception manifests itself in experience and is a function of the 

transactions between the qualities of the environment and what we bring 

to those qualities.
 
The character of that experience is in large measure 

influenced by our ability to differentiate among the qualities we attend to. 

(p. 63) 

Ambience 

Eisner (2002) uses the term ambience to describe the overall social milieu of the 

classroom created by four mediating factors linked to the implicit curriculum: 

1. Affordances and constraints of the specific medium or style of the Arts discipline; 

2. Cues, prompts and scaffolding utilised by the Arts teacher to foster thinking and 

inquiry; 

3. The classroom norms, attitudes or dynamics of interaction; 

4. The physical environment. 

According to Eisner, Arts educators should understand and utilise the affordances 

and constraints of a specific medium or style as a vehicle for social inquiry, play and 

exploration in the classroom. These constraints create unique possibilities for 
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manipulation and exploration providing creative boundaries, to find new modes of 

inquiry, to frame questions and explore solutions. Eisner (2002, pp. 155-160) argues that 

the Arts educator should be aware of how they are forming and reforming relationships 

with each student daily through classroom norms, the language of instruction, 

questioning, teacher prompts and the nature of the physical environment. Eisner further 

describes how the physical details of the classroom space such as the posters on the wall, 

lighting, colour of paint or furniture configurations can further impact positively or 

negatively on the milieu of the classroom and influence learning outcomes in the Arts. 

Siegesmund (2004) elaborates on Eisner’s concept of ambience and refers to the need for 

the Arts educator to create opportunities for self-directed learning by attending to the, 

“360 degree” circumference of the Arts classroom” (p. 89), including the physical 

characteristics of the space, the bulletin board, posters or layout of the room. 

Eisner (2002) identifies prompts, cues and scaffolding, as the tools Arts educators 

use to engage students in self-directed learning. Rather than giving instructions, the Arts 

educator aims to encourage the student to appraise and adjust their creative products. 

Eisner defines this as a form of constructive criticism that aims to foster constructive 

reaction and functions to enable the student, “to secure a more sensitive and 

comprehensive grasp on what they have created” (Eisner, 2002, p. 49). Without 

specifically using the term feedback or dialogic teaching, Eisner identifies forms of 

interaction that could be viewed as both. For instance, his writing exploring the timing 

and nature of conversations between student and teachers appears similar to loops of 

feedback in the form of dialogue: 

These entry points provide a variety of locations at which to begin a 

conversation with the student. The teacher might, for example, want to 

comment upon the way in which the materials were handled, or upon the 

way the form of the work was crafted, say, the relationships among 

forms... In the student’s response, the teacher finds cues— or, better yet, 

clues— for further comments. The Arts have a wonderful open texture 

that leaves open the entry points for comments. (Eisner, 2002, p. 52) 

While not specifically referring to feedback, Eisner could be describing a form of 

dialogic feedback offered by the Arts educator as timely, “entry points”. Eisner (2002), 

drawing on his experience in the teaching of visual art also refers to the delicate balance 

between the provision of personal and aesthetic feedback in the Arts classroom. Emergent 

findings from a small-scale study by Percell (2016) provide a useful example as to how 
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two visual art teachers found suitable entry points for feedback. Percell, conducted a 

yearlong qualitative study on the feedback practices of five secondary school teachers in 

the United States, two of which taught visual arts and graphic design. While this study 

did not focus on the student experience directly, some of the findings of the teachers’ 

reflections on their feedback practice are relevant to the study described in this thesis. 

The visual art teachers commented on the higher levels of student engagement with 

informal feedback, leading Percell (2016) to claim that: 

Informal feedback has a relaxed quality that appeals to students. While the 

term “informal” may be perceived as less important, especially in an era 

dominated by documented achievement levels, presenting feedback 

informally makes it accessible to students on their level and generates 

more individually relevant critiques. (p. 114) 

Maintaining an informal, conversational and dialogic approach to the feedback 

process enabled the visual art teacher to build rapport with students and personalise the 

feedback. Teachers were able to continually circulate around the room and interact 

between groups of students to give short, targeted and specific feedback. Percell 

concluded that effective feedback is, “process-oriented, personal, informal and genuine” 

but requires teachers to, “establish a channel of communication that is foundational to 

sustaining a relationship of confidence and trust” (p. 115). 

 

Eisner’s Connoisseurship and Criticism 

Exploring other concepts of feedback in Arts education led to Eisner’s concepts of 

connoisseurship and criticism. Eisner defines “connoisseurship” as the ability of the 

teacher or student to make fine –grained discriminations among complex qualities (1998), 

whereas “criticism” is the act of description, interpretation, evaluation and articulation of 

“thematics” that enable the connoisseur to disclose their perceptions and enable others to 

see the work in new ways (1976, p. 1).  Eisner’s use of the term thematics relates to the 

identifiable and dominant features or persuasive qualities of a piece of art. Eisner, while 

not explicitly using the term feedback, developed a model for evaluation that aimed to 

value, “intuition and artistry” (1976, p. 136) and boost the creditability and validity of 

judgements made in the Arts. Eisner argues that the teacher-connoisseur must draw on 

their perceptions to see a particular work, and then not only evaluate it but also interpret 

its qualities, “into a language that will help others perceive the work more deeply” (2002, 
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p. 213). For example, the drama teacher as a connoisseur may reveal the features and 

complexity of a dramatic work and share this with the learner to enhance their perceptions 

of quality in drama. Eisner also argued that the role of the educator is also to develop the 

perceptive ability of others, to apply three aspects of educational criticism to; describe, 

interpret and evaluate their own work and that of their peers (Eisner, 1976, p. 147). 

Arguably, this development of educational criticism involves feedback processes in Arts 

education. 

A literature scan uncovered a small number of studies with a broader focus on 

summative assessment, formative assessment or assessment for learning within visual art 

and dance (see for example, Andrade, Heffernan & Palma, 2014; Andrade, Lui, Palma & 

Heffernan, 2015).  However, at the time of completing this thesis, few studies could be 

located that explicitly explored secondary students’ experiences of teacher feedback, 

abilities for connoisseurship or criticism or entry points for dialogue in subjects usually 

considered to fall within the Arts area including: dance, drama, media arts, music and 

visual arts. 

The next section concentrates on exploring the literature related to drama 

curriculum, assessment, pedagogies and feedback. 

Section Two: The Secondary Drama Classroom 

In this second section of Chapter Two, the literature review focuses on the subject of 

inquiry– the secondary drama classroom.  Unfortunately, there is very little literature 

exploring the feedback experiences of drama students in the secondary drama classroom 

with the exception of Davis (2010) and a recent study focusing on performance 

assessment by Jacobs (2014, 2016, 2017). This dearth of studies focused on feedback 

situated in the secondary drama classroom, might be explained through a scan of the 

existing drama-in-education literature. This shows that, internationally, there is a stronger 

focus on drama-in-education or the use of drama as a pedagogy to teach other content 

areas such as history, English or literacy (see for example O’Toole & Stinson, 2009).  As 

a result, the content area is the focus of the assessed learning, rather than the drama 

content. Another possible reason for the lack of research about assessment practices in 

drama is that there are few countries with a mandated drama curriculum at the secondary 

level (Österlind, 2015). For example, in the UK, drama is included within the secondary 

English curriculum and not as a stand-alone subject. Jacobs (2014) provides a detailed 
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historical account of the evolution of drama curriculum in Australian secondary schools 

which illustrates that advocacy for drama education has occupied much of the literature 

focus since the emergence of debates for drama as a formal subject from the mid 1980’s 

(pp. 17- 23). The relatively small number of researchers in drama education have focused 

on creating research and publications that can be used for advocacy, justifying a foothold 

in the curriculum. Unlike the more established academic subjects of English or Maths, it 

could be argued that studies in the, “teeny” subject of drama (Neelands, 2009a, p. 11) is 

an emergent field.   

This lack of focus on drama students’ experiences of feedback may also be due to 

the complex and dynamic nature of the drama classroom, where Hatton (2013) and other 

leading pioneering practitioners such as Bolton and Heathcote believe students learn in, 

through and about drama in ways that are both complex and aesthetically charged. This 

view is supported by several leading drama educators. For example, Dunn (2010) believes 

that research in drama classrooms can be challenging due to the ephemeral and 

spontaneous nature of the art-form. Similarly, Hatton describes the learning process in 

the drama classroom as, “shifting, complex, dialogic and experiential” and therefore, 

“messy” and, “hard to map or catch as it happens” (Hatton, 2003, p. 147). O’Toole also 

refers to the subjective, evanescent and impermanent nature of drama that, “exists in the 

dialogue between abstract ideas and their bodily and linguistic manifestations!” (2006, p. 

2). Likewise, Wright and Gerber (2004) argue that drama education occurs within a, 

“sensate aesthetic dimension” adding, “another layer of intricacy”, for learning and the 

drama teacher and student (p. 61). Hatton (2013) captures the complexity of the drama 

curriculum including learning in, through and about the art-form when she notes: 

In secondary schools, curriculum drama often has a dual focus; on one 

hand, the prescribed curriculum provides students with a repertoire of skills 

and understandings that enable them to work as artists, imaginatively 

creating dramatic works and performances for specific purposes and 

audiences; this is often in itself an empowering learning process for 

students. On the other hand, the enacted drama curriculum can provide 

significant opportunities for student meaning-making through and beyond 

the artwork itself, with students’ understandings about being human and 

about humanity often dynamised and transformed through the 

collaborative drama learning experience. (p. 156) 

Learning in the secondary drama classroom is therefore, complex and dynamic in 

nature as students and teachers work collaboratively to learn about key historical periods 
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and influential artists, dramatic elements and conventions of dramatic form, engage in 

drama as a participant or actor and through drama to explore contexts and significant 

issues central to the human condition.  

While a lack of explicit links in the drama education literature to assessment for 

learning, formative assessment or feedback in the drama classroom exist, there is a 

broader body of literature exploring drama curriculum and unique aspects of secondary 

school drama/theatre pedagogy (see Jacobs, 2014 for a useful summary). For instance, 

Davis (2017) argues that drama has distinctive, “signature pedagogies” (Shulman, 2005) 

including some shared with all of the Arts such as the use of the body, different ways of 

managing behaviour, the use of open-ended problems and the invitation to plan. Davis 

(2017) identifies that other drama pedagogies include the use of the circle, action, 

rehearsal, refinement and embodied learning. Jacobs (2014) similarly claims that: “The 

combination of embodied learning whereby students enact the artistic product they have 

created through an artistic and creative process makes drama unique” (p. 220). Other 

researchers (Bird, 2005; Wright & Gerber, 2004) found that secondary drama teachers 

and students assume different roles and relationships including: actor, director, critic, 

designer, playwright, dramaturge, and artistic collaborators as members of an ensemble.  

A range of roles not typically present in other subject areas. The next section discusses 

these various roles along with the unique pedagogies and characteristics of drama in 

secondary school settings. Five key characteristics of the secondary drama classroom 

emerging from a synthesis of the extant literature are outlined. 

Five Key Characteristics of the Secondary Drama Classroom 

Several studies investigate secondary students’ experiences of drama in formal schooling 

contexts (e.g. Cahill, 2004; Clausen, 2008; Gallagher, 2000; Hatton, 2003, 2013; 

Lambert, Wright, Currie & Pascoe, 2017; Lovesy, 2003; McDonald, 2000). Five 

common characteristics emerged from the analysis of this material and other literature 

pertaining to effective or transformative drama education in secondary school settings. 

The first characteristic is the importance of trust and safety as a foundational platform for 

creative work or aesthetic engagement. Secondly, drama educators often make use of 

relational pedagogies that support reflective dialogue, empower the learner, promote 

agency and foster inter-subjectivity. Thirdly, drama educators often engage students in 

the symbolic forms of drama including the aesthetic modes of forming, presenting and 

responding. The fourth unique characteristic of drama is the centrality of embodied 
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learning. The fifth is the significance of collaboration, shared power and co-artistry. These 

five characteristics are discussed further here. 

Characteristic One: Trust and safety 

One common characteristic to emerge from research investigating the experiences of 

drama students in secondary classrooms is that creativity and aesthetic engagement in 

drama are underpinned by affective factors such as trust, risk taking and feelings of safety 

(Hatton, 2003, 2013; McLean, 1996; Lambert, Wright, Currie & Pascoe, 2017; Sallis, 

2004, 2011). These researchers and others have noted that the drama teacher works 

collaboratively with the students to build this supportive climate over a period of time. 

Hatton notes: 

We know that drama learning only works when we are connected and 

ready to negotiate the experience together in complicite´. When pedagogy 

depends on real and embodied experiences of ‘connectedness’, as drama 

does, more consideration needs to be given to the boundaries, protections 

and ethical ways of actually practising this in the classroom. (2013, p. 166) 

The importance of connectedness and emotional safety emerged in other studies. 

McLauchlan’s (2011) inquiry revealed that Canadian year 12 students described the 

drama classroom as a place that provided emotional safety an, “emotional oasis” (p. 40) 

where they regarded many class members as their second family. This same study found 

that quality drama teachers were student focused, treated them fairly and respectfully and 

knew them well (McLauchlan, 2011). Similarly, Sallis (2004) described how male 

students participating in his study in Melbourne, Australia expressed the view that they 

felt free to explore a range of masculinities in the secondary drama classroom because 

they trusted their teacher. Lambert et al.’s (2017) ethnographic study of the relationships 

between, “the embodiment of dramatic characters, gender and identity” similarly found 

that the drama classroom can provide a “positive space” that can empower the learner at 

a critical time in adolescent development (p. 19). 

Trust and risk were also linked to positive learning outcomes in several other 

drama-in-education studies (Davis, 2010; Hatton, 2013; Sallis, 2004). Hatton believes 

that the, “highly charged performative contexts of drama learning in secondary school 

often involves both trust and risk as students experiment with ideas in dramatic form” 

(2013, p. 164). Other drama students in different studies commented that they valued the 

trust placed in them and the opportunity to work independently on their creative ideas 
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(Davis, 2010; McLauchlan, 2011). McCammon’s and Österlind’s (2011) comparison of 

the experiences of theatre students in Stockholm and Arizona found that students in both 

countries experienced a sense of what Turner (1982) called communitas. McCammon and 

Österlind (2011) describe this as a, “sense of sharing and intimacy developing when 

people engage in a collective task with full attention” and they further argue that, “for 

teenagers, this kind of shared power experienced in the collective spirit, is transformative” 

(p. 34). 

Much earlier, McLean (1996) in her study based in secondary schools in Brisbane 

Queensland and Bundy (2003a; 2003b) in her research in a tertiary context, both found 

that the presence of trust acted as a catalyst to the enhancement of the student’s aesthetic 

experience. Similarly, Nicholson (2002) states that: 

It has long been recognised that drama, as an interactive and dialogic art-

form, depends on collaboration and positive group dynamics. As drama 

educators, therefore, one of our customary roles is to foster an environment 

which enables participants in the drama to establish productive working 

relationships. In so doing, much effort is often expended on creating an 

atmosphere of trust, in which group members feel sufficiently comfortable 

with each other to engage actively in the drama process. It is this very 

atmosphere of mutual trust and collaboration which is one of the special 

qualities of drama education. (p. 82) 

Findings from research focusing on the experiences of secondary drama students 

and writing in the field of drama education points to the importance of trust and positive 

rapport as key social qualities of the drama classroom. The presence of an ethical and 

supportive classroom climate provides the necessary environment and ambience for 

creative risk taking to occur. This research in secondary drama classrooms suggests that 

teachers may already be aware as to how affective factors mediate students’ engagement 

with drama. Interestingly, the necessity of trust and the need for classroom climate 

conducive to supporting students’ engagement with teacher feedback is also identified in 

the feedback literature (Cowie, 2005; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Plank et al., 2014). 

Characteristic Two: Relational Pedagogies 

Another theme in the existing research emphasises the importance of relational 

pedagogies in drama, where meaning is co–created and negotiated by the students 

(Clausen, 2008; Davis, 2010; Gallagher & Jacobson, 2018; Lovesy, 2003; McLauchlan, 

2011; Prentki & Stinson, 2016). Nicholson’s (2002) writing supports these findings with 
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her claim that interaction, collaboration, trust, empathy and dialogue are important 

qualities of the art-form itself and of drama education. Research conducted in primary 

school settings in New Zealand also identified similar relational aspects of drama 

pedagogy (Aitken, Fraser, & Price, 2007). This study found that as students learn in, 

through or about drama, they require an open relational learning space that allows for the 

co-construction of meaning, the sharing of power and the development of an open 

relationship with the art-form itself.   

Drawing on an expansive range of writing and thinking on the connections 

between relational pedagogy and drama curriculum, Prentki & Stinson, (2016) present a 

similar argument for the co-constructed and relational core of drama, stating: 

We are claiming that drama is a relational pedagogy that opens 

possibilities for dialogue and shared imagining among students, teachers 

and community. Drama involves creating alternative presents and futures 

through processes of shared enactment, discovery and collaborative 

imagining. Students in drama participate in experiential storying framed 

by questions and issues of significance. The stories are co-constructed 

relationally with and between all participants, their teacher, the content of 

significance and the social, cultural, familial and economic contexts the 

students inhabit. This interdependence of the participants, teacher and 

students, students and students, content and context is essential to the 

creation of meaning. (p. 5)  

Other drama educators agree, claiming that through the use of relational 

pedagogies in the classroom the drama teacher may provide an immediate learning 

environment for the negotiation of self and the other, provide a space for students to 

engage in important reflection and exploration of self-esteem, identities and relationships 

(Hatton, 2003, 2013; McLean, 1996). Similarly, Cahill found that working through the 

art-form of drama and the shared devising process of play making created an 

interdependence or a, “sense of community…students valued the opportunity to devise 

performances for the purpose of revealing important issues to others. They placed a value 

on being all in it together” (2002, p. 11).  

Neelands (2009b) also explores the power of learning and the essential ways of 

relating within the artistic ensemble. He believes that the shared negotiation of artistic 

processes and social interactions of the drama classroom assists in building social 

intelligence, including an openness to new ideas, thinking before speaking and doing, 

exploring other perspectives and an acceptance of other viewpoints (Neelands, 2009b, pp. 
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184-185). These concepts of community, civic engagement, empowerment and agency 

are central to the relational pedagogies of the art-form and several aspects of the 

secondary drama curriculum (Cahill, 2003; Gallagher & Jacobson, 2018; Hatton, 2013; 

McLean, 1996).  

Drama students access the aesthetics of drama such as the dramatic languages, 

forms and styles to become, “creative and active constructors of knowledge and cultural 

producers rather than cultural consumers” (Wright, 2011, p. 112).  Drama students have 

the opportunity to develop their capacities to investigate, evaluate, and respond to issues 

that they find significant (Cahill, 2003; Clausen, 2008; Hatton, 2003, 2013). Clausen 

(2008) and Donelan (2002, 2010) explored the potential of drama in secondary school 

settings to foster intercultural understanding. Intercultural understanding refers to the 

direct engagement of students with the beliefs, values, traditions of other cultures for the 

purpose of building their cultural sensitivities and self-awareness (Anderson, 2012). 

Donelan’s (2010) analysis revealed that the students ascribed positive personal, social, 

cultural and aesthetic learning outcomes to their participation in a whole school 

performance project. A central theme to emerge from this study situated in a multicultural 

urban secondary school was the importance of, “kinaesthetic, embodied, playful and 

performative experiences for intercultural teaching and learning” (Donelan, 2010, p. 22). 

 

Characteristic Three: Aesthetic and symbolic modes of learning and working 

The importance of aesthetic learning and experience is often the focus of studies 

conducted in secondary drama classrooms (Gallagher, 2005; McLean, 1996; Hatton, 

2003).  For instance, Anderson claims that the, “drama classroom is an aesthetic 

laboratory like no other” (2012, p. 64). McLean (1996), drawing upon her research in the 

secondary drama classroom, argues that drama educators and the drama discipline assist 

students to enter a different symbol system from the linguistic and logio-deductive modes 

that dominate modes of learning in secondary schooling. Entering this symbolic mode 

involves the drama teacher facilitating aesthetic experiences that are, “accessed through 

the student’s senses …and whilst they are cognitive, they are also visceral and emotional 

in nature” (McLean, 1996, p. 9). Contemporary writers in the field of Arts education 

embrace this more active conception of aesthetic response which focuses on experience 

and exercising the imagination.  Moving beyond the idea of aesthetic encounter as the 

mere presence of beauty espoused by earlier philosophers, “aesthetic experiences” in the 
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drama classroom are, “active, selective” and deepened through the use of, “highly framed 

experiences” (Gallagher, 2005, p. 83). 

Greenwood (2011) proposes that when referring to the aesthetic in drama 

education this encompasses three different but perhaps interrelated aspects. She describes 

these three aspects of the aesthetic as, “learning about the aesthetic, learning through 

aesthetic experience and thirdly a kind of learning that is not predominately intellectual 

but that is located in the body: that is visceral, emotional, and intuitive” (Greenwood, 

2011, p. 490). To expand on these ideas further, learning about the aesthetic of drama 

relates to the unique features of the discipline or the “common symbolic order” (Abbs, 

1989, p. 83), a body of distinctive work and range of recognisable dramatic elements and 

conventions. Abbs argues it is possible to, “differentiate the Arts from other disciplines 

in such a way that they are established as autonomous forms of inquiry, unique disciplines 

of understanding with distinctive traditions” (1989, p. 76). 

The second aspect identified by Greenwood (2011) relates to learning through 

aesthetic experience. Urmacher (2009), drawing upon research in educational settings 

believes that, “active engagement, sensory experience, connections, imagination, 

perceptivity, and risk taking are conditions that encourage aesthetic experiences” (p. 632, 

emphasis in original). According to Anderson, aesthetic learning, “is achieved when 

students engage in the aesthetic and begin learning about the control of the art-form” and 

are immersed in the drama process, “to tinker with it, to tune it and to refine the art-

form…building understanding from the inside” (2012, p. 62). This aesthetic way of 

knowing offers a way of creating a bridge between making and appreciating art. In this 

mode of knowing students learn as both artist and audience and through their immersion 

in intellectual, emotional and sensory experiences (ACARA, 2013). 

Davis’s (2010) research, involving secondary drama students in Queensland, 

shares commonalities with the three aspects of the aesthetic in the classroom described 

by Greenwood (2011). Davis reports that the students valued “the ways that drama allows 

them to combine their own imaginative ideas and experiences with different dramatic 

forms and styles” and how “the embodied experience of drama enabled them to actively 

explore ideas through voice and movement” (2010, p. 42, emphasis in original). Students 

valued learning about the aesthetics of drama, the different styles and dramatic form and 

the chance to learn through the visceral, embodied aesthetic experience as they created 

their own work (Davis, 2010).  
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In the drama classroom in Queensland, as in other Arts classrooms, students are 

engaged in the interrelated modes of aesthetic activity. This activity was originally 

articulated by Abbs (1987) as four artistic processes: 

● Making; the artist releases an impulse for expression to express form 

● Presenting; the artist presents to a responsive audience to find aesthetic meaning 

● Responding; the intuitive response by an audience perceiving through the senses 

● Evaluating; the artist attempts to organise the complex elements of aesthetic 

response. 

Over twenty years later the general objectives of the Queensland senior drama 

curriculum (QSA, 2007, 2013) continue to utilise Abbs (1987) aesthetic field framework, 

but with some adjustments; forming instead of making, presenting and responding. Any 

of these phases within the aesthetic field may act as a starting point for the Arts educator 

or the artist to build aesthetic understanding. There is evidence that drama educators 

specifically search for ways to heighten students’ visceral, emotional, cognitive and 

aesthetic response (Gallagher, 2005; McLean, 1996; Lovesy, 2003). Aesthetic response 

is a significant component of aesthetic learning and experience, “connected to how we 

perceive and know the world and our relationship to it” (Bundy, 2003a, p. 171). Gallagher 

found through her empirical research, exploring the use of process drama that, “one of 

the significant ways in which the players of drama engage aesthetically is through 

critically examining and physically embodying their own and others’ sensuous 

perceptions and interpretations of a shared world” (2005, p. 93). The role that ‘critical 

examination’ or reflection plays in deepening aesthetic experience and learning is a 

common theme in drama education research and literature (Gallagher, 2005; McLean, 

1996; Wright, 2005). Wright (2005) describes the connective function that reflection 

plays in linking tacit feeling and embodied experience while learning in drama: 

The step from unconscious embodied response to conscious feeling occurs 

via abstraction and language. This is the additional step that reflective 

practices in drama education seek to construct. It has the capacity to 

extend the initial encounter and generate an additional form of learning. 

Drama education, in contrast to other forms of education not in or of the 

Arts, is a field of feeling — and needs to be taught as a field of feeling — 

as much as it is a field of knowing. Without feeling, drama is of little 

consequence. In this respect, it can be described as a sensitive and 

sensitised encounter with personal and social vulnerabilities, undertaken 
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within the domain, and through the discourse, of learning. The sensitive 

nature of the excursion into feeling is a necessary part of the learning in 

drama. Creative practices encourage the exploration of these feelings. (p. 

4) 

In the drama classroom, a dynamic relationship exists between the apprehension 

of drama through the senses and the active contemplation of this feeling accessed through 

reflection. Wright (2005) argues that emotional experiences and reflection on that 

experience are key dimensions of aesthetic learning in drama.  Similarly, one of McLean’s 

(1996) key findings was that reflection on experience was vital to deepening aesthetic 

learning in the secondary drama classroom. She proposed that reflection be included as a 

re-occurring strategy in the drama classroom (1996, p. 58). It could be argued that 

McLean and Wright are advocating for dialogic feedback processes to strengthen the 

learners’ aesthetic learning in the drama classroom.  

Bundy’s (2003a) research into participatory and processual forms of drama 

meanwhile, reveals that three key characteristics must be simultaneously present for 

aesthetic engagement to occur: animation, connection, and heightened awareness. 

Animation is a feeling of stimulation or exhilaration that may occur during or after the 

drama when the participants feel the drama had truth or value for them personally, 

heightening their sense of self and relationship with the world. Connection involves the 

participant pondering ideas or concepts before or during the drama at a metaphoric level 

(Bundy, 2003a, p. 180). Significant learning can occur in the dialectical thinking that 

requires participants to respond to the idea that emerges for them as they form an 

association, “between the world of the drama and their real-world existence” (Bundy, 

2003b, p. 2). Bundy (2003b) further explains that heightened awareness is demonstrated 

when participants cease to focus on the direct action of the drama and start to consciously 

focus on the idea of the drama and how this connects with the greater social world. 

Aesthetic engagement does not occur through pure chance but instead can be planned for. 

McLean (1996) developed a framework as to how drama educators can intensify aesthetic 

engagement through the consideration of form, context, content and strategies such as co-

artistry, use of creative constraints and the importance of, “formally structured” reflection 

(p. 57).  
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Characteristic Four: Embodied Learning 

Several studies exploring students’ experiences in secondary drama classrooms refer to 

the significance of embodied learning (Davis, 2010; Hatton, 2013; McLean, 1996). Davis 

found that students made the observation: “You had to ‘do’ drama; it was physical; it was 

active and you had to be involved” (2010, p. 41, emphasis in original). Similarly, Neelands 

writes: “Action and acting are at the heart of the process drama tradition as well as the 

processes of professional rehearsal” (2009b, p. 15). Whether students are learning in, 

through or about drama, the body and action are central to the learning process as in this 

dynamic, “the mind is in the body, the body is in the mind and the body-mind is in the 

world” (Everett, 2009, p. 74). According to Anderson (2012), drama teachers have a 

special responsibility to attend to the embodied nature of learning in drama because the, 

“body and the mind are the essential tools of creation…it is just the physical body in the 

empty space that is essential to our art-form” (p. 54). This embodied form of learning 

where students construct knowledge through the body often through the creation and 

presentation of different characters is unique to drama: Recent research conducted in 

Western Australian drama classrooms, notes that: “Unlike other Humanities subjects 

where students are asked to read and write about characters in a text, students in drama 

are asked to embody characters…conveying the subtext of social and psychological 

situations, relationships and status through action and re-action (Lambert et al., 2017, p. 

3).  

Parallels exist with Eisner’s (2002) writing about somatic knowing or embodied 

knowing and his belief that Arts educators and students predominately work in this mode. 

Siegesmund (2004) describes somatic knowledge as the, “felt rightness within an 

experience” (p. 81) and, “a non-linguistic dimension of thought” (p. 84). It is the learning 

in and through the body that is described by drama educators (Lovesy, 2003; Everett, 

2009) as a key characteristic of the drama classroom.  

Characteristic Five: Teacher artistry and co-artistry 

Another theme within the drama in education literature relates to the concept of co-

artistry.  McLean (1996) draws on the thinking of Abbs (1989) to claim, “that it is the 

drama teachers’ function not only to initiate aesthetic activity but also to enter it directly 

as a creative agent, to develop it and deepen it” (p. 52). Improvising alongside the drama 

students as they learn about the art–form, the drama teacher assumes many creative roles 

including that of actor, playwright and director. The drama teacher builds meaning 
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through aesthetic detail, structuring and layering dramatic experience using all of the 

elements of drama and theatre at their disposal (Neelands & O’Connor, 2010). 

The drama teacher draws on their understanding of the aesthetics of drama to 

shape the artistry of the drama lesson, using a process which Eisner (1998) has described 

in his writing about Arts educators as “connoisseurship”. Though this act of 

connoisseurship, teachers of the Arts design a learning environment that creates, “an 

appetite to learn”, with this environment including, “tasks and materials that will engage 

students in meaningful learning, learning that they can apply and that connects with other 

aspects of the world” (Eisner, 2002, p. 47). Similarly, Neelands (2009a) argues that the 

nature of pedagogy in drama is determined by what is in, “the hearts and minds of the 

drama teacher” (p. 11) and that, “every drama ‘lesson’ should be an artistic as well as an 

educational journey” (p. 14). Dunn and Stinson (2011) also argue that the teacher must 

work with artistry and, “manage form and content skilfully and purposefully to achieve 

heightened cognitive and affective responses simultaneously” (p. 619). Ewing (2010) 

agrees that teachers of the Arts should provide transformative learning opportunities by 

working as aesthetic educators and assisting students to make meaningful links with their 

minds, bodies and emotions. Prentki and Stinson (2016) also claim that in participatory 

modes of drama such as process drama, teachers and students work as co-investigators, 

and emphasise: 

The process work of participatory drama animates cognition and 

emotions. Together participants think-and-feel, feel-and-think 

concurrently. Teachers move fluidly and consciously from teacher-as-

authority, the one who knows, to a co-investigator stance, along- side the 

students. This disrupts the traditional authority interplay between teacher 

and student enabling new ways of working and disestablishing the role of 

the distant, detached holder of knowledge. (p. 6)  

In this way of working as a co-artist or co-investigator power, status and control 

in the drama classroom are shared between student and teacher. 

McLauchlan’s research exploring the experiences of secondary drama students in 

Ontario, Canada, provides a useful link between the concept of co-artistry, Eisner’s 

(2002) concept of “entry points” and the need for openness and teacher sensitivity in the 

drama classroom. In her study the drama students “praised enthusiastic teachers who 

challenged and encouraged them, allowed them choice and freedom within structured 

norms of routine and predictability, avoided talent-based student comparisons, and 
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learned and worked alongside the class” (McLauchlan, 2010, p. 152). Students valued the 

opportunity to converse with their teachers in a supportive and constructive way about 

the quality of their work. McLauchlan’s ongoing research in other secondary school 

settings indicates that drama students valued the content knowledge of drama teachers 

about theatre and drama, but found the teacher’s willingness to work alongside them, to 

create with them, equally valuable. These findings suggested that effective drama 

teachers “demonstrate robust knowledge of drama as a subject while simultaneously 

functioning as co-learners in the classroom” (McLauchlan, 2011, p. 43). Based on this 

prior thinking and writing in drama education and feedback it is possible to consider that 

one entry point for feedback may exist in the drama teacher’s collaboration and co-artistry 

with the drama student.  

Assessment in the Drama Classroom 

Jacobs’ (2014, 2017) more recent study provides a useful introduction to the assessment 

landscape of the Australian secondary drama classroom. 

Jacobs (2014) employed an ethnographic approach to explore the practices, 

processes, roles, experiences and cultures that are associated with performance-based 

drama assessment in six different secondary school contexts. Jacobs notes (2017, p. 127) 

that across all six research sites: “ongoing and regular assessments are critical 

components of the drama classroom” and identifies six critical issues affecting the 

assessment of performance in the secondary drama classroom. The first of these is that 

performance is fundamental, unique and critical to drama education in senior secondary 

school contexts. This unique aspect of drama often separates it from other subjects given 

its focus on the “combination of embodied learning and artistic processes with creativity 

and the demonstration of specific performance skills” (Jacobs, 2017, p. 133).  

The second critical issue identified by Jacobs (2017) is that secondary drama 

students must attempt to balance their artistic and academic goals. Jacobs notes that the 

students in year 11 in her study demonstrated a performance goal orientation to achieving 

desirable results and academic success. Jacobs (2017, p. 133) argues that this is common 

in high stakes assessment environments where exit results can determine future pathways 

to university acceptance.  Jacobs also observes that in senior secondary drama, students 

are dually motivated by academic results and their desire to produce original work with 

artistic merit by either doing justice to a script or creating transformative work of their 

own.  Jacobs found that these aims intersect; students hope to engage their audience, 
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resulting in pleasing marks or grades. However, Jacobs (2017) claims that high achieving 

students may be orientated towards attaining favourable results, which dictates the 

characteristics of the performance assessment they produce (p. 135).  

The third critical issue identified by Jacobs explores the public and authentic 

nature of assessment tasks that require students to perform for a real audience and how 

this influences students’ efforts and motivation, while the fourth relates to the timing of 

performance assessment tasks. In a continuous school-based assessment setting (found in 

Queensland and the Australian Capital Territory), students consistently work to address 

the demands of specific tasks by using the skills developed in the unit of study as well as 

their previous experience. Here, while students’ drama experience is cumulative, they 

experience each assessment task separately with its own distinct demands.  

The fifth critical issue was the significance of an audience, another source of 

feedback and judgment in the drama classroom.  In relation to this issue Jacobs (2017, p. 

137) notes: 

Students receive feedback from the teacher-assessor and their audience of 

peers. Feedback from the audience is immediate and subsequent. It 

consists of emotional or affective responses to the Art, manifesting in 

actions such as laughing, clapping, coughing and fidgeting. Audience 

members also offer comments or critiques to student actors after their 

performances, reinforcing the notion that Art is viewed from multiple 

perspectives.  

Students participating in Jacobs’ study highlighted the public nature of 

assessment and subsequent range of feedback sources including peers, teachers and the 

audience. One drama student gave an insight into her socio-emotional responses to 

feedback and assessment due to her perceptions of this unique public nature of assessment 

drama: 

S6D: Drama is sort of different because you’re on show; it’s really, like, 

public. So, if you do a crap performance everyone is going to see it. I can 

hand in a bad essay and not think much more about it, I’ll just shove it 

under my bed when I get home. With a performance, there’s an added 

pressure of being judged by your class as well. The work is just so... 

public. (p. 137) 

The judgement of peers and by an audience offers another form of feedback, 

which potentially adds another opportunity for the development of students’ 
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connoisseurship and criticism (Eisner, 1998). This potential learning value of an audience 

contributes to the sixth and final critical issue identified by Jacobs - the need for formative 

performance opportunities in the drama classroom. Jacob notes the positive influence of 

formative feedback generated through formative performance tasks, suggesting that 

drama teachers provide opportunities for students to perform to as many different 

audiences and obtain different interpretations before the summative assessment event.  

Conclusion 

This chapter has provided an overview of key literature related to the two fields of inquiry, 

students’ experiences of feedback in a range of secondary subject areas and learning and 

assessment in drama. The chapter began with a brief overview of feedback research in 

educational contexts, before expanding on the more relevant areas of literature focusing 

on teacher feedback and the enhancement of student achievement. Key aspects of self-

regulated learning and the link with ‘formative feedback’ (Shute, 2008) were explored. 

Existent models for teacher feedback were outlined including the influential models 

proposed by Winne and Butler (1995) and Hattie and Timperley (2007). Other typologies 

for teacher feedback, specifically those developed by Shute (2008) and Gamlen & Smith 

(2013) were presented. Studies exploring teacher feedback were the subject of the first 

chapter section. 

The latter section of the chapter, focused on the second field of inquiry, the 

secondary drama classroom. The synthesis of findings from a range of studies illuminated 

the key characteristics of drama pedagogy such as; teacher artistry and co-artistry, 

aesthetic, symbolic and embodied modes of learning and the essential relational aspects 

of the learning environment. These studies provided a useful background for this inquiry 

into students’ experiences of feedback in the secondary drama classroom. 
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Chapter Three 

Research Design 

The purpose of this third chapter is to outline the methodological approach 

adopted in this study and to justify its value as a means of addressing the research 

questions and aims. Briefly, these aims were to explore the teacher feedback experience 

of students in three Queensland secondary drama classes and to gather their perspectives 

in relation to this feedback. Within this chapter, the key conceptual ideas and values 

underpinning this study, the overarching methodology and rationale for this approach are 

outlined. An overview of the data collection procedures used and the timeline of 

completion of each stage of the study is offered. The chapter also includes an explanation 

of the data analysis processes and provides information regarding the various ethical 

considerations and approvals required for the research process. 

 

Methodology 

This thesis describes a qualitative study guided by the key conceptual tenets of 

constructivism within a socio-cultural framework. The key research methodology applied 

is that of case study. The case study sites consisted of three secondary drama classes, each 

in a different school, with the case study participants being students from each class. Data 

collection methods included fieldwork, observation, artefact analysis, semi-structured 

interviews and focus group discussion. Iterative phases of thematic and holistic analysis 

were applied to the raw data organised into four data sets. Emergent themes within and 

across each site were synthesised with findings from other related studies used to 

illuminate the overall learnings. 

This study is focused on exploring the situated, real, lived experience of drama 

students. The central research question explores human behaviour and interaction in a 

specific context, the drama classroom. The sub research questions, sharpened during the 

iterative cycles of the research process, each support investigation of the following 

overarching question and several sub questions: 
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‘How do secondary drama students in three case study schools experience teacher 

feedback?’ 

Guiding Sub Questions: 

● What do drama students identify as teacher feedback? 

● What do drama students identify as useful teacher feedback? 

● How do drama students describe why they seek, reject or respond to teacher 

feedback? 

● What factors may account for these individual student responses to teacher 

feedback? 

Currently, very little has been written about the nature of feedback in the drama 

classroom, or about students’ experiences of teacher feedback, their perceived role in the 

feedback process and their perspectives of the way feedback enhances their learning or 

alters the nature of the teaching they experience. The study therefore aims to contribute 

to the continued development of teaching and learning practice in drama education and 

the understanding of feedback experiences in other contexts. 

With these questions and goals in mind, the study clearly fits with descriptive 

(Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2011), naturalistic or interpretive conceptions of social 

reality (Ely, 1991; Manion, Cohen & Morrison, 2017; Merriam, 2009; Saldaña, 2011). 

The research questions are congruent with interpretive ontological and epistemological 

assumptions that stress the “importance of the subjective experience of individuals in the 

creation of the social world” (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2011, p. 7). With reference to 

Cohen, Manion & Morrison (2011), the social world of this study is the secondary drama 

classroom and the subjective experience is that of the drama students in three Queensland 

secondary schools. Research guided by this conceptual orientation develops emergent 

theory grounded in data collected over a sustained time in naturalistic settings and makes 

use of insights gained through analysis situated in context (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 

2011; O’Toole, 2006; Patton, 2015). 

A number of theoretical traditions inform the interpretative paradigm applied 

here, including constructivism, social constructivism, constructionism, social 

constructionism, phenomenology, ethnography and symbolic interactionism (Patton, 

2015). However, the constructivist paradigm provided the best alignment with the 

research question and research purpose. The key epistemological assumptions of 
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constructivism are that knowledge is constructed through interpretation, through the 

individual subjective experience of the research participants (Creswell, 2013). For this 

reason, the research design included opportunities to explore how drama students 

individually constructed and interpreted their unique experiences of feedback. 

A Qualitative Approach 

A qualitative research approach coherent with the purpose of the study and the 

underpinning interpretivist paradigm was selected. Merriam’s description of the four 

characteristics of qualitative research illustrates this alignment: firstly, the focus is on 

process, understanding and meaning; secondly, the researcher is the primary instrument 

of data collection; thirdly, the research process is inductive and includes iterative cycles 

of analysis; and finally, the end thesis or product is “richly descriptive” in order to capture 

the nuance of context (Merriam, 2009, p. 14). Marshall & Rossman (2011) describe 

similar hallmarks of qualitative research as “pragmatic, interpretive, and grounded in the 

lived experience of people…emergent and evolving” (p. 2). Selecting a qualitative 

approach enabled me to obtain an intimate understanding of feedback experiences that 

emerged over time, provided the opportunity to access rich description of experiences 

through the preservation of contextual details and foregrounded the participants’ voices, 

the voices of the drama students. 

Numerous criticisms of qualitative research challenge the validity of subjectivity, 

particularly, in a neoliberal age demanding objective evidence to drive policy and 

evaluation (Creswell & Miller, 2000; Denzin & Giardina, 2008; Lather & St Pierre, 2013; 

Morse, 2015). However, qualitative researchers have long considered how to ensure the 

quality of their analyses and theoretical interpretations of data (Creswell & Miller, 2000; 

Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Morse, 2015), with many seeking to distance themselves from 

terms such as validity, reliability and rigor, as used in positivist research. These 

researchers argue that these are not appropriate terms for qualitatively informed inquiry 

(Guba, 1981; Shenton, 2004). They argue that within qualitative inquiry multiple meaning 

structures, socially constructed notions of reality, situational constraints and holistic 

analysis (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998) are necessary. 

The credibility of a qualitative inquiry such as the one briefly described above is 

dependent on the degree of reflexivity of the researcher as it, “is forged in the transactions 

among what is done and learned and felt by the researcher. It is an intensely recursive, 

personal process” (Ely, 1991 p. 1). Creswell and Miller (2006, p. 125) similarly note that 
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it is the researcher making the key decisions about length of time in the field, whether the 

data is saturated to establish themes and categories and how the, “analysis of the data 

evolves into a persuasive narrative”. As the sole researcher, I played an explicit part in 

this study. The decisions I made and my thinking about the research design, impacted on 

the overall quality of the study, the experiences of the participants and the authenticity of 

the findings. 

For this reason, the research project needed to include provisions to enhance the 

trustworthiness of the methodology and inferences drawn from the data collected. To 

achieve this, I applied Guba’s (1981) four criteria of trustworthiness: credibility, 

transferability, dependability and confirmability. Credibility was enhanced through the 

inclusion of a range of the data collection methods, iterative analytical processes and 

synthesis with previous research to frame the findings. Prolonged time at each site and 

continual engagement with participants provided further “checks” to enhance the 

credibility of interpretations and the development of plausible, open and rich accounts of 

the phenomena. Transferability was heightened through provision of sufficient detail of 

the context to allow other practitioners to consider if findings may be applied in other 

settings. Dependability was addressed through the detailed documentation of the methods 

utilised in order to assist other researchers to possibly replicate phases and steps in the 

research in other contexts. The final aspect of trustworthiness, also referred to as 

confirmability, refers to the overall consistency of the methodology used, the awareness 

and acknowledgement of researcher bias and the role of the researcher in the construction 

of interpretation. Ways in which I sought to enhance the trustworthiness of the research 

design are discussed in greater detail within the following sections of this chapter. 

Methodology – Case Study 

The trustworthiness of this research project was enhanced through the selection 

of a recognised research methodology (Guba, 1981). Case study is an established research 

strategy that has been utilised in the social sciences for over 40 years (Bassey, 1999; 

Flyvbjerg, 2006; Rule & John, 2015; Simons, 2009; Stake, 1995; Thomas, 2010). Case 

study, applied through a qualitative, constructivist and constructionist lens, was chosen 

for this research project to explore the experiences and perspectives of the participating 

drama students.  

The approach to case study utilised in this study is both instrumental and 

collective. Stake (1995), classified cases into three types: intrinsic, instrumental and 
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collective.  The intrinsic case involves the exploration of the case itself whereas an 

instrumental case is concerned primarily with building an understanding of a particular 

phenomenon, the case itself is secondary. The instrumental case can generate rich 

descriptions of a particular site, individual or group and generate data aligned with the 

key research questions. Collective case study can provide a general understanding of a 

phenomena using a number of instrumental case studies that can occur on the same site 

or come from multiple sites.  

There are limitations in conducting case study research, just as there are 

challenges to be addressed in any methodology. The fieldwork and observation required 

to develop a clear picture of the case can be time consuming and requires effort to 

negotiate access to sites of inquiry (Adelman, Kemmis & Jenkins, 1976). The nature of 

the data collection process, number of case sites and multiple participants can also result 

in large amounts of data to analyse. As a result, case study reports can be overly detailed, 

lengthy and, while strong on description, may lack analysis and the discerning 

identification of themes or issues grounded in the data (Nisbet & Watt, 1984; Simons, 

2009; Stake, 1995). Concerns about the authenticity of findings based on case study 

research can be found in the literature (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007; Flyvberg, 

2006; Ruddin, 2006; Thomas, 2010). Critics believe that research findings may be too 

ideographic and therefore have limited generalisability (Flyvberg, 2006; Verschuren, 

2003) 

These criticisms of case study are often applied to qualitative research in general 

(Tight, 2009; Simons, 2009). Ruddin argues that the subjectivity of case study does not 

make it an, “inferior sort of scientific method” (2008, p. 800). Instead, according to 

Lincoln and Guba (1985), case study research methodology generates the concrete, 

practical and context-dependent knowledge that may be transferable to another site or 

field of practice. Simons (2009), similarly argues that rather than erase subjectivity, it 

should be celebrated as a significant strength of qualitative research. This research project 

explores how teacher feedback is experienced by drama students and therefore celebrates 

subjectivity where all participants, including the researcher, are an inherent part of the 

case. 

In the early phases of the design for this research project, the decision was made 

to strengthen the credibility of the data collection process through the exploration of 

students’ experiences of feedback across multiple sites. Baxter and Jack (2008, p. 554) 

consider the volume of data to be a strength of qualitative case study, as it offers an 
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approach combining a variety of data sources, ensuring “that the issue is not explored 

through one lens, but rather a variety of lenses which allows for multiple facets of the 

phenomenon to be revealed and understood”. Other advocates agree that case study offers 

an effective way of studying complex phenomena and that the lengthy time spent in 

fieldwork and data collection enables the researcher to build a deeper understanding 

(Hitchcock & Hughes, 1995; Nisbett & Watts, 1984; Simons, 2009). Case study 

maintains, “contextual sensitivities” (Patton, 2002, p. 66) and can provide, “an in-depth 

exploration from multiple perspectives of the complexity and uniqueness of a particular 

project, policy, institution, program or system in a ‘real life’ context” (Simons, 2009, p. 

21). The primary use of an instrumental and collective case study design in this particular 

research project aimed to enhance the credibility of the study by preserving the, “multiple 

realities, the different and even contradictory views of what is happening” in each drama 

classroom (Stake, 1995, p. 12). 

Three Case Study Sites 

An important step in case study methodology is defining “what the ‘bounded system” of 

the “case” is by determining: “what constitutes the case; what it includes and excludes; 

what it is a case of” (Rule & John, 2015, p. 2). Taking this advice into consideration, I 

determined that case would be the feedback experiences of drama students. To explore 

the case three different drama classes were selected as examples. For the purpose of this 

research project, a class consists of a group of students timetabled together to study a 

subject area in the secondary school context. In this research project, each class consists 

of a drama teacher and drama students. There are three case study sites in this study; three 

drama classes situated at three different schools. 

Common features provided boundaries to the cases. All of the schools are in South 

East Queensland, urban locations, within the Brisbane area. All schools are co-

educational, teachers are experienced drama teachers and all of the cases are situated in a 

secondary drama classroom. The drama curriculum in each school was shaped by the 

Queensland Curriculum and Assessment Authority (QCAA) Senior Drama Syllabus 

(2007). All three teachers faced similar challenges in the professional landscape of drama 

teaching in secondary schools in Queensland. These factors provided commonalities of 

context and curriculum requirements across all three sites. 

In addition to their commonalities, sites were purposively selected because of 

their variations. Each school possessed a different ethos and culture, they attracted 



88 

students from mixed cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds, and were situated in 

different outer suburbs of Brisbane. Additionally, the selection of case study sites was 

partially guided by accessibility and research consent policies in Queensland. Principals 

at some private schools can directly approve access for undertaking research, whereas 

systemic schools have different approval procedures. For instance, if there is more than 

one state school included in a research project, ethical clearance must be granted by a 

central ethics committee. Via consultation, I was advised by a representative of the 

Queensland Department of Employment and Training (DET) that the research approval 

process can be a very lengthy and sometimes unsuccessful process. By only having one 

state school included in the case study, ethical clearance could be obtained directly 

through the school principal. Therefore, drama classrooms from one state school, one 

Catholic and one private school were selected. 

Other practical, temporal and geographical considerations further shaped the 

scope and selection of research sites. I had taken leave from fulltime work and had a four-

month period to conduct fieldwork in the classroom. In order to focus on the experiences 

of students around this availability and at a similar time of the academic year, I conducted 

fieldwork in all three case study sites concurrently during term four of the school 

academic calendar. For this reason, geographical limitations were placed on the selection 

of schools. Potential access issues were negated by the close proximity of the schools, all 

situated in the Brisbane metropolitan area. 

The Participants 

Purposeful sampling is commonly used in order to generate in-depth understandings 

through the selection of “information-rich cases”. These case study sites were selected 

with the goal of producing significant amounts of data relevant to the study (Patton, 2002, 

p. 46). The participants in this study were purposively selected based upon their 

appropriateness to the research aims; that is, the drama students in each class had 

experienced teacher feedback. 

During the initial planning for the study, I approached and invited three 

experienced drama teachers to participate in the research project. All three teachers 

were known to me prior to the study through my involvement with professional 

associations, work with the Queensland Studies Authority (QSA) or lecturing in drama 

education at a Queensland university. Each of the drama teachers were experienced 

educators, and regularly participated in professional development. All of the teachers 
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were female. This was not a deliberate choice; however, this sample is representative 

of the significantly higher number of female drama teachers in Queensland. 

The drama teachers at each site were invited to select a year 10, 11 or 12 drama 

class to include in the study, as units of work in these upper year levels were aligned 

with the QCAA Drama Syllabus. The teacher’s choice of class was also based on their 

teaching timetable. Not all teachers taught all year levels. Given the time of year the 

fieldwork was undertaken, (the final term of the school year), the teachers selected year 

10 or 11 classes rather than year 12 students who would be completing their final 

assessment before graduation, and therefore would provide fewer opportunities for 

teaching to be observed. An additional commonality in these year levels is that drama 

becomes an elective subject in Queensland schools. Students elect to study the subject 

area of drama as it is not considered a mandatory or core subject like maths or English. 

The drama classes varied in size, gender mix and year level. They consisted of 

two year 10 classes and one year 11 class. The average age of students across all three 

sites was 15 years. All of the students in all three classes agreed to participate in the study 

and returned consent forms. Students and their legal guardians selected a degree of 

participation in the study as either: lesson observation and videoing of lessons, focus 

group interview or individual interviews. Some students and their parents granted consent 

for all three types of participation, resulting in 37 students participating in focus group 

discussions and 24 students from the focus group cohort agreeing to follow up individual 

interviews. Table 1 below provides the details of participating teachers and students at 

each case study site. 

Key Informants 

One key theme to emerge related to how individual learner sensitivities mediated the 

students’ experiences of teacher feedback. It appeared that students’ experiences of 

feedback were uniquely individual and idiosyncratic. To create a more detailed 

illustration and finer grained interweaving of data collected from a variety of sources and 

methods, pertaining to one single student, key informants were purposefully selected 

during the final stages of fieldwork and beginning of the data analysis phase. 

The twelve students selected to provide these unique and individual insights were 

identified in the last month of fieldwork. They were selected from the 37 students who 

had participated in focus group discussions.  Four students were selected from each site. 

They were purposefully selected based on the following criteria: they provided examples 
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of different levels of achievement or motivation; they were spread across the different 

case study sites; they represented the co-educational nature of the case study sites; and, 

offered both positive and negative experiences of teacher feedback. They also offered 

deeper insights because they participated in all three forms of data collection and had 

complete assessment folios.   Seven snapshots of the 12 key informants are provided in 

Chapter Seven. 
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Table 1. Participating teachers and students at each case study site. 

School 

Drama 

Teacher 

Year 

level Class Size 

Age 

Range 

Focus 

Group 

Participants 

Individual 

Interviews 

Green 

College 

Female 

Gillian 

Rowlands 

(Pseudonym) 

Year 10 18 Students 

7 Males 

11 Females 

14-16 

years 

Group A: 10 

Students 

Group B: 9 

students 

12 Students 

Red College Female 

Louise 

Macpherson 

(Pseudonym) 

Year 10 26 

13 Males 

13 Females 

14–16 

years 

Focus Group 

C: 9 Students 

8 Students 

Blue College Female 

Meg Gordon 

(Pseudonym) 

Year 11 13 Students 

4 Males 

9 Females 

15-17 

years 

Focus Group 

D: 9 Students 

Group E: 

4 Students 

Overall 3 Teachers  24 Males 

33 Females 

57 Students 

Average 

age 15 

37 Students 24 Students 

12 Male 

12 Female 

 

 

Data Collection Methods 

In order to capture the students’ experience of feedback, a variety of qualitative data 

collection methods were used. In determining the most appropriate methods to use in the 

project, I heeded the advice of Patton (2015, p. 92), who encourages the researcher to 

recognise that different methods may be required based on context and purpose. 

Selected data collection methods built a multifaceted picture of feedback and how 

it was experienced by students within each class context. The following data collection 

methods were used: 

● Focus group discussions 

● Semi-structured interviews 

● Direct observations 

● Fieldwork Log/ Video recordings 

● Artefact analysis 
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The use of these overlapping and complementary methods enhanced the 

credibility and trustworthiness of the data and enabled me to explore the participants’ 

experiences of feedback in depth and detail (Patton, 2002; Shenton, 2004). 

Focus Group Discussions 

Frequently used to gather data in case study research, focus groups have been described 

as ‘structured eavesdropping’ (Barbour, 2007). Within these I applied a group discussion 

rather than an interview approach. Focus group interviews, also called group interviews, 

rely on the researcher asking questions or surveying members of the group. Whereas, 

focus group discussion encourages the participants to take greater control of the direction 

of the discussion. As proposed by Kitzinger and Barbour (1999, p. 20), “any group 

discussion may be called a focus group as long as the researcher is actively encouraging 

of, and attentive to, the group interaction”. Within this study, I actively encouraged the 

participants to engage in dialogue with each other and not only reply to questions I posed. 

I also moderated and monitored the interaction; picking up on differences in views or 

explanations of participants, checking if there was consensus, a shared explanatory 

framework, interpretations or the identification of competing priorities (Barbour, 2007). 

Lunch was provided for the students during focus groups at each of the case study 

sites, as a way of thanking them for their time. Sharing food together assisted in relaxing 

the student participants, encouraged their attendance and helped to establish trust. 

Teachers or other school leaders did not attend these focus group sessions. I was able to 

run these sessions without another teacher present because of my status as a registered 

teacher with the Queensland College of Teachers. This was a deliberate decision to ensure 

that the participants could express their views without surveillance. Focus group 

discussions ran from 40 to 46 minutes in length, were recorded in .mp3 format and then 

professionally transcribed to Microsoft Word format for analysis purposes. Over 3.5 

hours of student focus group discussion was collected from across the three sites. 

Involving the drama students in focus group discussions provided an opportunity 

to harness the, “power of multiple minds” and stimulated the recollection of diverse 

experience of feedback in the drama classroom (Barbour, 2007, p. 87). Focus groups were 

particularly useful at discovering what the participants thought and uncovered, “why 

participants think as they do” (Morgan, 1988, p. 25). These focus group discussions 

provided insights into how the drama students perceived, described, felt about, judged, 

made sense of and talked about teacher feedback with others (Patton 2002). 
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One of the disadvantages of focus group discussions is that comments can be 

influenced by context, including the responses of others or the group dynamics (Barbour, 

2007). These focus group discussions provided access to the interpretations and 

arguments that participants were willing to present in group situations. My notes from 

each focus group, including analytical memos, allowed the main themes to emerge, and 

identified any confusing or contradictory points (Barbour, 2007). These points were 

explored further during individual interviews or during fieldwork. Follow up interviews, 

with over two thirds of the participants, provided a useful check of views expressed in 

focus groups. Interestingly, there was very little variation in the public or private 

descriptions of teacher feedback offered by the participating drama students. 

Semi-structured interviews 

Interviews were a key data collection method utilised to obtain an insight into the 

participants’ individual constructions of teacher feedback as, “experts on the issue” 

(Guest, Namey & Mitchell, 2013, p. 116). Additionally, Patton (2002, p. 4) asserts that 

interviews enable the researcher, “to yield in depth responses about people’s experience, 

perceptions, opinions, feelings and knowledge”. Interviewing is a primary data collection 

method used to construct qualitative case studies (Stake, 1995; Simon, 2009) because it 

provides a, “uniquely sensitive and powerful method for capturing the experiences and 

lived meanings of the subjects’ everyday world” (Kvale, 2007, p. 1). In this research 

project, the interviews were semi-structured and conducted in the classrooms and schools 

of the participants, which allowed for a measure of local groundedness. Individual, face-

to-face semi-structured interviews allowed for direct engagement with the student voice. 

Participants were given key questions in advance, in writing, prior to the interview 

being conducted. At the beginning of each interview, I framed the topic through the use 

of a number of core questions, then utilised a range of unstructured, follow-up questions. 

The initial, scaffolded questions orientated the interviewee towards the topic of feedback 

in the drama classroom, then the interview remained as open ended as possible in order 

to enable the participant to choose how they would like to structure their response 

(Bowden, 2000; Yates, Partridge & Bruce, 2012). I also followed up with probing 

questions, where appropriate, to investigate further and explore the interviewee’s 

perspectives on teacher feedback. 

Interviews with student participants generated rich data, consisting of 

interpretable verbatim quotes situated within each case study context. Interviews with 
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student participants took place at the school in a location close to the drama classroom 

during school hours at a time nominated by the student participant or negotiated with their 

teacher (if they occurred during class time). Student participant interviews ranged from 

10-35 minutes, with the average length being approximately 16 minutes per student. A 

total of 24 student participant interviews were conducted, resulting in over six hours of 

transcribed interview material. 

Observation and fieldwork 

The qualitative case study methodology central to this study was enriched through first-

hand observations of drama lessons conducted at each site. Observations began in July 

and continued till the last week of November in the same year. The time spent in the 

school environment, including staffrooms and drama classrooms, provided me with an 

opportunity to develop descriptions of activities, behaviours, actions, conversations, 

interactions and processes (Patton, 2002, p. 4). Access to these sites was expedited 

through my professional relationships with the ‘gate keepers’, the drama teacher 

participants. The drama teacher participants smoothed the way with the school principal 

to again access to the school and the classroom in order to conduct lesson observations. 

Applying ethnographic and naturalistic observational approaches assisted in 

building a picture of the context and fostered, “empathic understanding” of the 

environment (Patton, 2015, p. 334). Frequent observational fieldwork gave me access to 

the everyday words and actions of the drama classroom in a deliberate effort to see 

whether there were patterns of feedback across the case study sites. Although 

observations were focused on teacher feedback, I took account of the broader classroom 

contexts and happenings, including how the participants interacted. These were essential 

to developing a, “holistic perspective” (Patton, 2015, p. 332). Arguably, these 

observations could be described as semi-structured observations (Cohen, Manion & 

Morrison, 2011) in that I had a pre-determined interest or agenda in mind. 

Gold (1958), cited in Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2011) offers a useful 

classification of possible researcher roles during fieldwork along a continuum ranging 

from the complete participant to the complete observer. Gold (1958) defines the observer-

as-participant role as being when the researcher is not part of the group. The observer-as-

participant might participate in some minor ways in the activities of a classroom however 

the researcher role is explicitly communicated to the study participants. My role in this 

research project was fully disclosed to the group. I was introduced as both a researcher 
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and a drama teacher interested in how feedback occurred in the drama classroom. I 

participated in a minor way by joining in on the warm-up game at the start of lesson. Led 

by the drama teacher, I would participate for the first five minutes of the lesson before 

withdrawing into a more passive observer role. I sat to the side of the class activities, 

however there were times when it was difficult not to alter my position in the room, 

moving from the corner to sitting within the circle of students during discussion so that I 

might see their faces and hear their exchanges. 

As the only researcher, I continually reflected on my relationship with the student 

participants and my physical and social positioning in the room. My actions were guided 

by my reading into fieldwork data collection methods prior to the study. This position is 

illustrated by Pink (2004), who states: 

Our informants tell and show us what they do because they are in a 

research situation with us as individuals; this encounter and the knowledge 

produced through it can never be objective. Therefore, it is essential that 

we attempt to understand the subjectivities through which our research 

materials are produced. When doing research this means being aware of 

how our own experiences, knowledge and stand-points inform our 

behaviour with and interpretation of our informants. It involves not just 

analysing our informants but our fieldwork relationships. (p. 393) 

Mindful of my fieldwork relationships, I assumed a non-interventionist role in the 

classroom. However, there were moments, particularly in the last two weeks, where I was 

drawn more into the participants’ world, a shift in perspective and relationship that is not 

unusual in qualitative research (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2011). Towards the very end 

of Term 4, 2013, on two occasions the drama teachers were absent or called away from 

their class and I was nominated by the teacher or the school administration to supervise 

the class. My researcher observations continued in this supervisory role but on these and 

some other occasions I felt that I was gaining a different perspective or moving towards 

the gathering of insider knowledge (Stake, 2006). At Red College, students often met me 

prior to the class in the school grounds and we would walk together to class, conversing 

about the events of the school day or in their life outside of school. In this way, my 

relationship with these students and the drama teacher participant altered from that of 

observer to ‘assistant drama teacher’ in the last two weeks of the 2013 school year. The 

teacher and the student participants of Red College invited me to assist in the final 

rehearsal phase in the build-up to the public performance event. 
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Field Notes 

Field notes were made throughout the study. Field notes provide an ongoing stream of 

commentary about what is happening in the research, involving both the researcher’s 

observations and reflections (Van Maanen, 1988). They assisted me to maintain a sense 

of awareness, to move beyond my “selective perceptions” and to remain open to what I 

was observing. I found these focal points useful (Patton, 2015, p. 335). I made 

observational field notes that described the activities, the use of space in the drama 

classroom, how the participants were behaving and relating with each other, who was 

speaking and who was not, the status and roles being assumed and how decisions were 

being made (Spradley, 1979). These observations generated questions about teacher 

feedback and learning in the drama classroom that were then pursued in interviews with 

the drama students. 

Aside from the scheduled semi-structured interviews, many informal 

conversations post and pre-observational lessons occurred with the teacher participants 

in the study. Key issues arising from these discussions were noted in my field notes. At 

the time of commencing fieldwork, I knew which 24 students from across the case study 

sites had agreed to individual interviews at the end of the observation stage. I noted the 

levels of participation, engagement with the drama teachers and with peers of these focus 

students. These notes became useful in developing  student snapshots in Chapter 7. 

Video data collection 

From late August 2013 till the end of November 2013, I observed and video 

recorded drama lessons every week at each case study site. All participants gave ethical 

approval for the capturing of .mp4 video during classes. Video recording is frequently 

used in ethnographic, anthropological and educational research because of the density 

and quality of data that can be obtained when recording in naturalistic settings (DuFon, 

2002; Walker, 2002). Unlike audio recording, video recording provides rich contextual 

data, capturing the visual detail of the setting and the interactions of the participants. As 

the study explores student perspectives of feedback, data collection methods that focused 

more explicitly on the voice of the student proved to provide more relevant data. 

Therefore, I found that the hours of video footage collected during this study was 

predominately used as an archival reference to supplement field notes, and to check 

interpretations and findings throughout the data analysis and writing process. 
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Artefacts 

Artefacts linked to the unit of study, including assessment or feedback materials were 

collected at each case study site. These included curriculum materials, such as the drama 

unit outline, the school work program for drama, assessment tasks, criteria sheets, and 

student assessment responses, key policy documents from the school and lesson plans. 

These documents assisted me to record and preserve the contextual details of each case 

(Patton, 2002). They also provided examples of written feedback provided by teachers to 

students. I focused on collecting the assessment folios of the 24 students volunteering for 

individual interviews at the completion of the observation stage of classes. This 

assessment feedback was transcribed and contributed to the verbatim text within the 

overall data analysis. The collection of student assessment portfolios also assisted in the 

analysis of material relating to the key informants during the data analysis phase. 

Data Collection Phases 

This research project focused on the experiences of students during a unit of study 

devised by the drama teacher at each school site, including preparatory lessons, students 

working on the development of assessment items and the assessment outcomes. Overall, 

the data collection period commenced at the beginning of July 2013 and continued until 

February, 2014. There were three phases to data collection: preparatory, immersion and 

follow-up. 

Preparatory Phase – July to September 

Initial visits to each site, to meet with the participating teachers, took place in July. Some 

preliminary observations of the selected classes at each site occurred in August. This 

preparatory data collection phase enabled me to orient myself to the three case study sites, 

introduce the participants to the research purpose and to my presence in their classroom. 

The first of the semi-structured interviews with the teacher participants was conducted in 

late August 2013. These lengthy, initial semi-structured interviews provided important 

contextual information about the nature of the unit of study, the members of the class, 

school ethos and philosophy. 
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Immersion Phase – September to December 

Once the unit of study commenced, the second phase of data collection began. The 

purpose of this immersive phase was to gather data about the student participants’ 

experience of feedback. Key lessons were observed and videoed for reference purposes. 

Student participant focus group interviews were conducted early in the first two weeks of 

term four 2013, during lunch hours. 

Focus groups with student participants were conducted at the beginning of the 

unit of study at each school site during the immersion data collection phase. Focus group 

discussions were selected as data collection starting points, as they can be less threatening 

for students and as such, I hoped they might assist in the establishment of rapport prior to 

conducting individual interviews. Beginning the data collection process with focus 

groups also avoided putting individual student participants in the spotlight and allowed 

students to join the dialogue as and when they wanted, “stimulated by the reflections of 

their peers” (Barbour, 2007, p. 20). Focus groups ranged from 7-9 student participants in 

size and occurred during lunch hours. At Green College, this resulted in the running of 

two focus group discussions, one week apart, due to the number of student participants 

who had volunteered to become a part of the research project. A second focus group 

session was conducted at Blue College at the completion of the unit of study, in response 

to interest from the student participants who seemed to prefer this data collection method 

over individual interviews. I embraced the opportunity to collect more data from the 

student participants at this case study site, as only four of these Year 11 student 

participants had volunteered for one on one interviews. Artefacts from the classroom 

relating to teacher feedback were also collected during this time. 

Preliminary data analysis informed the data collection and follow-up interviews 

with drama student participants. Towards the end of the unit of study individual 

interviews were conducted with student participants at the three school sites. 

Follow Up Phase – December to February 

After the completion of the unit of study, when the student participants had finished 

school for the year, a final follow up semi-structured interview was conducted with each 

of the drama teachers. Assessment results for selected student participants were also 

collected. Follow-up continued after the summer holidays. In the New Year, a summary 
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of the students’ responses was shared with the three drama teacher participants in 

February. 

The prolonged time spent at each site and ongoing contact with the drama teacher 

and student participants built rapport with participants and assisted in enhancing the 

developing student constructions of teacher feedback in the drama classroom. The 

students adjusted to my presence during the preparatory phase of the data collection, and 

by the time the individual interviews were conducted towards the end of the immersion 

data collection phase, students appeared more comfortable in sharing their experiences 

with me. Inclusion of all three phases assisted in enhancing the reflective and iterative 

nature of the data collected and overall trustworthiness of the data collection process. 

Coming Clean 

Saldaña (2011, p. 22) believes that in qualitative research: “Who you are (or are 

becoming) determines to a large extent what and how you research”. As this study 

involved frequent interaction with the research participants, I was wary of my influence 

on the research process due to my personal background, biases and possible motives 

(Kervin, Vialle, Herrington & Okely, 2006; O’Toole, 2006). Qualitative research has 

been described as a “relational endeavour” (Trainor & Bouchard, 2013, p. 986) and as 

such there is a complexity to the positioning and interactions of the researcher with the 

participants. 

I was entering familiar territory. I had been in classrooms previously, as a drama 

teacher, a teacher educator and a teaching artist, however, I was now entering as a 

researcher with a specific focus on the students’ experiences of teacher feedback. My 

teaching experience in Queensland drama classrooms prior to commencing the fieldwork 

allowed me to explore the three case study sites from an informed perspective. I had 

previously taught and assessed drama in secondary schools and lectured in drama 

curriculum in universities. This previous experience enabled the development of collegial 

relationships with the teacher participants and enabled access to their classes and 

professional practice. 

However, my prior teaching experience in the drama classroom had the potential 

to colour my view of feedback in the drama classroom. As a result, I aimed to set aside 

my personal views as to how drama should be taught or assessed, and to attempt to, as 

much as possible, objectively observe what was actually happening at each of the case 

study sites. I tried to move beyond any habitual ways of seeing shaped by my background, 
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and to explore each case study without preconceived views. Despite these efforts, I 

realised that there was a constant interaction occurring between what I witnessed and my 

mental frame of reference based on past professional experience. This dialectic is 

unavoidable, and arguably could actually strengthen the trustworthiness of the study. One 

method by which I acknowledged this subjectivity and the significance of the dialectic 

was by clearly defining my position as researcher within the study. To contribute to the 

overall trustworthiness of the study, I adopted a “confessional” (Van Maanen, 1988) tone, 

acknowledging that research and writing is “an interpretive act” (Saldaña, 2011, p. 22). I 

further attempted to strengthen the credibility of the study and discover perspectives 

beyond my own through the application of systematic data analysis processes. 

Data Analysis 

Saldaña (2011, pp. 90-94), outlines the importance of “thinking qualitatively” which 

includes thinking inductively and deductively while searching for interactions and 

interplay within data. My search for patterns, themes, categories and anomalies, began 

after the first few visits to each case study site and continued intermittently over a four-

year period after final data collection. This prolonged gestation or thinking time was 

crucial to the, “process of making sense out of the data” (Meriam, 2009. p. 175), provided 

a cooling period (O’Toole, 2006) and, “allowed ideas to be explored, to be combined, 

pulled apart and recombined in thought” (Ezzy, 2002, p. 141). The analytic process was 

stimulated by the application of thinking strategies or “analytical tools” (Corbin & 

Strauss, 2008, p. 6). 

Cycles and Strategies of Data Analysis 

Making sense of the data was messy, at times ambiguous, time consuming, creative and 

intriguing. There were several cycles and depths to the data analysis process, “giving 

meaning to first impressions as well as final compilations” (Stake, 1995, p. 71). These 

cycles of analysis occurred in a recursive, dialogic and non-linear way. However, for the 

sake of clarity these are described as numbered cycles below. 

First Cycle: Preliminary Data Analysis- First Level Data Analysis 

The iterative cycle of data analysis and interpretation commenced during the data 

collection process in the form of field notes and reflections (Ezzy, 2002). I organised for 

the transcription of focus groups discussions to be completed by an external company 
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during the immersion data collection phase. This allowed for a rapid return of material 

and provided an opportunity for me to listen to all audio again and check the accuracy of 

the transcriptions. Early analysis of these initial focus group discussions revealed 

preliminary themes that assisted in shaping later semi- structured interview questions. 

Open coding of all student interviews resulted in three initial themes of: identifying 

modes, sources, timing, content and occurrence of teacher feedback; the usefulness or 

lack of usefulness of teacher feedback; and, other barriers to students’ engagement with 

or application of teacher feedback. 

Second Cycle: Organising the data 

Risks of losing temporality, context and sequence in the coding were negated by 

continually referencing codes back to a particular case study site and by preserving the 

organisation of datasets. I was careful to ensure that all of the data relating to each case 

was preserved and clearly labelled. Four data sets were created to support structured and 

systematic analysis: 

Date Set One: All material relating to Blue College – Year 11 Drama Class. 

Data Set Two: All material relating to Green College – Year 10 Drama Class. 

Data Set Three: All material relating to Red College – Year 10 Drama Class. 

Data Set Four: All material provided by students and researcher field notes from 

across all three case study sites. 

An inventory was created for all data to assist within organisation (Meriam, 2009). Data 

was imported into NVIVO, a data software package to assist in the organisation and 

coding of data. The software was useful in managing the large amount of data, however 

I found that I returned to manual coding on printouts of transcription throughout the next 

cycles of analysis. 

Third Cycle: Second level of Analysis 

Theming and categorising strategies included coding all student data sets across cases and 

within individual cases. The data analysis technique of constant comparison was applied 

to the data relevant to the research purpose (Meriam, 2009) to discover patterns and 

illuminate key issues. Using a systematic comparative process similar to that described 

by Boeije (2002), I began with one interview within a case study data set before then 

comparing the codes from this interview with the next. These codes were then applied to 

all focus group material and new codes added if required. I completed all of the student 
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material and then reviewed artefacts as required and my field notes. Through the 

comparative process, codes were then sorted into categories or themes. I used the same 

process of “data condensation” (Kvale, 1996) with each data set. 

It was during this cycle of second level data analysis (O’Toole, 2006) that I 

became more “intimate” with my data and closer to the participants’ words by continually 

sifting through my mind (Marshall & Rossman, 2011, p. 210). Coding for process, 

emotion and values revealed multilayers of meaning embedded within each case. Process 

coding with the use of gerunds or “ing” ending words captured action in the data (Corbin 

& Strauss, 2008). Codes such as appreciating, empowering, creating, seeking, applying, 

rejecting, valuing and avoiding were useful in illustrating the complexity of students’ 

experience of teacher feedback. 

The expression of emotion and feeling are often associated with action and can 

act as an indicator as to the meaning attributed to phenomena (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). 

Coding interview and focus group verbatim data for expressions of emotion and feeling 

suggested how and why students responded to or utilised teacher feedback at a specific 

case study site. Similarly, coding for values (Saldaña, 2011) produced a range of codes 

relevant to the research purpose that indicated what students appreciated about teacher 

feedback and their broader attitudes and beliefs about learning, the purpose of schooling, 

references to the broader schooling context and reasons for selecting drama as a subject 

to study (See Table 2). 

Table 2. Initial Codes and Sub Codes 

Theme Sub themes and topics emerging in association with this theme 

Identifying 

 

Sources of teacher feedback 

Purpose of teacher feedback 

Teacher feedback modes – verbal, written, kinaesthetic 

Content of feedback- feedback types 

When does teacher feedback occur 

Cycles of teacher feedback 

Teacher feedback complementing other forms of feedback such as peer 

feedback 

Teacher feedback unique to the drama classroom 

Some students identifying and not identifying feedback? 

Usefulness/Valuing or 

Not useful 

Responding to teacher feedback 

Seeking or not seeking teacher feedback – reasons for or not 

Using teacher feedback- reasons for or not 
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Opportunities for reflective loops of dialogue with the teacher 

Variance in what is considered useful from one student to another 

Alignment of teacher feedback with expectations of the subject area; Drama 

Applying or Rejecting Time to apply feedback 

Barriers or blocks to the feedback process – mediating factors 

Accessibility of teacher feedback 

Classroom dynamics/ ambience/trust 

Relationships with peers, teachers, with schooling, with learning 

Individual factors - individual learner sensitivities – degree of feedback 

literacy, motivation 

 

Fourth Cycle: Third level of Data Analysis 

Each phase of data analysis applied a progressive focusing approach which began with a 

wide-angle lens approach to all of the data before then “sifting, sorting, reviewing and 

reflecting till the salient features” of students’ feedback experiences emerged (Cohen, 

Manion & Morrison, 2011, p. 238). 

Differences between contexts and individual student viewpoints were of 

particular interest. I embraced the, “paradoxes inherent in the people, events and sites” 

rather than resolve, “the tensions embedded in them” (Simons, 1996, p. 237). Sources and 

purposes of teacher feedback for instance influenced how student responded. Focusing 

on the reasons that students described for applying or rejecting teacher feedback assisted 

in identifying the common tensions occurring across all three case study sites. Individual 

learner sensitivities emerged as a stronger theme. These learner sensitivities were further 

illuminated by the need for a finer grained analysis of key informants’ perspectives. This 

resulted in the development of narrative snapshots exploring the tensions for seven key 

students. During this deeper level of analysis, I focused on, “the subtext – what is going 

on behind the surface of the data (O’Toole, 2006, p. 127) and also considered what may 

be motivating the students’ choices and behaviour. I checked my analysis through the 

cross-referencing of data across all cases and students’ responses. 

The table below provides an overview of these emerging tensions (See Table 3): 

Table 3. Emerging Tensions 

Emerging tensions 

Factors shaping tension and students’ experiences of teacher feedback in 

the drama classroom 
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Characteristics of 

teacher feedback 

● Timing 

● Accessibility 

● Source 

● Mode 

● Content/ Purpose/type 

● Amount 

● Opportunity for reflection/dialogue/clarification 

Relationships Contextual: 

● Relationship with formal schooling/curriculum/assessment/timelines 

● Expectations of the subject, drama, influencing experiences of teacher 

feedback – ways of “doing” drama 

● Types and content of drama teacher feedback aligned with students’ 

expectations for creativity and self- expression 

Social: 

● Positive or negative relationships in the drama classroom influencing 

student’s identification, valuation and application of teacher feedback – 

● Degree of openness of the class, trust and disposition of the teacher 

Individual learner 

sensitivities 

● Degrees of feedback literacy 

● Levels of motivation 

● Learner self-concept/ Self efficacy 

● Personal aspirations for studying drama 

● Emotional and social needs 

● Preferences for feedback in different modes 

 

Fifth Cycle Analysis: Synthesis 

During the fifth cycle of analysis, my thinking moved to the holistic or higher level of, 

“integration and synthesis to find meaning beyond the specifics of the data” (Rallis & 

Rossman, 2017, p. 246). I returned to the literature and connected my emergent 

understandings with the broader field of research into feedback in secondary school 

settings. My thinking continued to oscillate from the parts to the whole, from individual 

cases to across cases, from my own observations to the described experiences of the 

participants and back to the existent literature. I searched for plausible explanations and 

for alternative understandings within the data and the categories. I searched for theories 

of learning and feedback that may correspond to, extend, contradict or deepen my 

assertions (Kvale, 1996). It was during this phase that I applied conceptual mapping 

techniques, analytical and theoretical memos to create connections and produced 

emergent findings from the study. Meta analyses of the significant themes to emerge from 

applying and rejecting revealed how the characteristics of teacher feedback, relationships 
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and individual learner sensitivities could mediate students’ application of teacher 

feedback. 

Sixth Cycle: Writing 

As Saldaña (2011, p. 102) succinctly states: “Writing is analysis”. Analysis continued 

during the writing of this thesis. I sought to enhance the trustworthiness of the study 

through the inclusion of accessible and vivid descriptions, narrative and the inclusion of 

interpretive commentary (Creswell & Millar, 2006). Drawing upon Stake’s (1995) 

checklist for critiquing the case study report, I endeavoured to ensure that each case study 

site was: adequately defined; that the reader was provided with vicarious experience that 

may ‘transport’ them to the research site; that I included quotations and raw evidence, 

particularly the student voice, to support learnings; and ensured that the case report 

provided a balanced discussion of the issues unique to the case from multiple 

perspectives. 

Ethical Considerations 

Any research exploring human experiences within educational settings requires ethical 

considerations (Kerwin, Vialle, Herrington & Okely, 2006). This study involved young 

people, minors, and their teachers within a broader school context. I would be working 

closely with the participants to investigate their experiences of feedback, a guest in their 

community. To ensure that the ethics of this research and quality of relationships were 

established and sustained, I applied the key tenets of an “ethic of care”, a feminist 

approach to ethics which rejects the impartial ethics of duty and the image of the cool 

detached and rational decision maker (Noddings, 1984). An ethic of care concentrates on 

communication, responsibility, receptivity and responsiveness (Noddings, 1984, pp. 1-5). 

Working with an ethic of care required more than my adherence to the code of human 

ethics administered by the university; it required that I be ethical, remain reflexive and 

aware of my motives for conducting the research. In planning the research design and 

selection of methods I was responsible for the care of the students and teachers 

participating in the study. 

I hoped to learn about the nature of feedback in the drama classroom to assist 

future drama students and teachers however I was also hoping to provide some benefits 

to the actual participants. I hoped that by reflecting on their experiences of feedback, 

students might gain greater awareness of their feedback experiences and the ways that 
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their learning may be further enhanced. I hoped that through dialogue with students that 

they may also become more articulate and have opportunities to reflect on their learning 

and the use of feedback. 

It was important to obtain informed consent for the students to participate in this 

study. Full ethical clearance for this research project was granted by the Griffith 

University Human Ethics Committee (GU Ref No: EDN/72/13/HREC). As part of this 

process information packages and consent letters were distributed by the classroom drama 

teacher to the drama students and their parent or guardian. As the study involved minors, 

consent from parents or guardians was required. Students could elect to participate at 

three levels, classroom observation, focus group discussions and semi- structured 

interviews. This choice was introduced to give students the power to control how they 

wanted to participate in the study. Focus groups were sequenced first to enable students 

to build rapport with me prior to any individual interviews. Individual interviews occurred 

at the end of the data collection phase after I had completed two months of fieldwork at 

each site. The location of interviews and focus groups was also a key consideration in 

applying an ethic of care. For this reason, all data collection took place on the school 

grounds in spaces familiar to the students. Quiet but open spaces were selected so that 

students did not feel compromised in any way. 

The experienced teachers who participated in the study as peers, joined a 

community of practice. This created a sense of reciprocity with the teachers who so 

generously gave me access to their classrooms and their time. I endeavoured to create a 

reflective space for the drama teachers to nurture and revitalise their teaching practice. 

Given these circumstances, my relationship with the drama teachers was, “more like an 

alliance of interested partners” rather than one of neutral detachment” (MacPherson, 

Brooker & Ainsworth, 2000, p. 54). 

Privacy and confidentiality were also key considerations. As such, any data shared 

with teachers occurred after all data collection was completed and was de-identified. 

Schools, drama students and teachers are protected from identification in the development 

and writing of this thesis through the use of pseudonyms. 

Conclusion 

The research questions driving this study required a research process that would facilitate 

the exploration of student voices and accounts of their experiences of teacher feedback. 

The research questions are focused on the participant’s perspective and thus needed a 



107 

research process that would enable students to describe their experience of feedback and 

the meaning they ascribe to this in rich personal detail. 

The research question required a qualitative research process that would facilitate 

the exploration of student voices and accounts of their experiences of teacher feedback. 

Applying case study design, the data collection and analysis methods focused on students’ 

experiences of teacher feedback occurring in three secondary drama classrooms in 

Queensland, Australia. The research design provided an opportunity to explore and reflect 

these multiple viewpoints and voices of the drama student in semi-structured interviews 

and focus group discussions. These naturalistic data collection processes built a picture 

of the phenomena, teacher feedback, as it occurred in situ and explored the subjective 

experiences, ideas and feelings of the drama students. 

 

This research design provided an opportunity for me, as the curious learner, to 

think inductively, deductively through iterative cycles of data collection, analysis and 

interpretation as the study unfolded. Importantly, the unique qualities of each case study 

site were preserved within this thesis so that the participants’ accounts of their experiences 

of teacher feedback could be understood in context. 
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PART TWO 

The Study 

 
 



109 

Part Two: An Overview 

 

 

Part two of this thesis includes five chapters. Chapters Four, Five, Six, Seven and 

Eight present data and analysis pertaining to this case study and address the overarching 

research question and guiding sub questions. 

Chapter Four provides an overview of the contextual details of each case study site 

including the curriculum and assessment focus at the time of data collection and fieldwork 

observations. The state context of the Queensland assessment system is explained. This 

chapter describes the school environment, introduces the teacher and the class to enable the 

reader to build a detailed picture of the research landscape at each case study site. Student 

names, year levels and ages are also introduced in this chapter. Commonalities and 

differences across school case study site are outlined. 

Chapters Five and Six foreground the students’ voices. These data reporting and 

analysis chapters explore the major emergent themes and introduce various factors mediating 

students’ experiences of teacher feedback. Chapter Five focuses on identifying the modes, 

sources, timings and types of teacher feedback that students’ experience in the drama 

classroom. Chapter Six explores the types of teacher feedback that students found to be 

useful or not useful and the classroom conditions conducive to their engagement with 

feedback and learning.  

Chapter Seven offers a finer grained analysis of the drama students’ uniquely 

individual experiences of teacher feedback. Narrative snapshots of seven key informants 

illustrate the unique factors mediating their experiences of feedback. Chapter Eight provides 

a summary of the findings and outlines the implications of study.  
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Chapter Four 

The Queensland Drama Classroom 

This fourth chapter contextually positions this research project and the three case studies 

within the landscape of curriculum delivery in Queensland. The chapter begins by outlining 

the curriculum requirements and key dimensions of the Queensland secondary drama 

classroom, before introducing the three cases, including the nature of the school 

environment, an overall description of the drama classes, a summary of the unit of study at 

the time of data collection and the student demographics at each school. 

The Queensland Drama Curriculum 

The Australian education system is state-based. The senior years of schooling are determined 

by different state curriculum frameworks, however in most states drama is an elective subject 

that can then be counted towards a tertiary entrance result (Davis, 2015).  This has enabled 

Queensland to develop a unique school-based assessment process throughout the two years 

of senior secondary schooling. It has been in this predominately school-based assessment 

context that Queensland drama teachers have built their professional capacity to, “develop 

in situ the appropriate assessment activities for determining student progress along the 

outcomes continua” (Cumming & Maxwell, 2004, p. 102). Secondary schools have 

developed their own assessment plans and work programs in response to the Queensland 

Curriculum and Assessment Authority (QCAA) syllabus or mandated curriculum 

framework adopted by the school. Teachers then implement the school’s work program by 

designing a series of aligned units of study to meet the specific school context and student 

interests. The unit of study is usually implemented over a school term of eight to nine weeks, 

and includes key themes, content, learning objectives and assessment tasks. Drama has been 

delivered as a specific subject within the senior secondary curriculum in Queensland for over 

thirty years (Davis, 2008). Building on the earlier development of the Speech and Drama 

syllabus, which emerged in the 1970s, and the Theatre syllabus in the 1980s; the Drama 

syllabus was established in Queensland in 1993 by the Board of Senior Secondary School 

Studies. According to O’Toole (2006), the drama education community in Australia has 

managed to maintain a sense of unity and to avoid many of the divisive debates, such as 
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process versus product or artistic versus instrumental learning, that have occurred in 

international contexts, chiefly the UK. Consequently, the Drama curriculum in Queensland 

focuses on drama as both a process and an art-form (Österlind, 2015). 

Curriculum materials published in professional association magazines over the last 

ten years provide evidence as to how Australian drama teachers continue to marry process 

or improvisational drama with the production of polished performance for external audiences 

along a fluid continuum of learning in drama, learning through drama and learning about 

drama. 

Anderson (2012) proposes that it is this dual understanding of the art-form and the 

making of drama that is central to learning in drama. Since the early development of the 

drama curriculum in secondary schools in Queensland, and the various syllabus iterations 

that have sprung from the curriculum, there has been an expectation on teachers to develop 

coherent units that align developmentally to a whole program of study that provides 

opportunities for students to participate in the dimensions of forming, presenting and 

critically responding to drama. 

At two of the case study sites, Red and Green College, year 10 is grouped with year 

11 and 12 and therefore considered part of the senior school. Subsequently, year 10 is 

included as part of the senior phase of learning. At Blue College, the students were in year 

11. Therefore, the curriculum at all three case study sites was based on the mandated year 

11 and 12 Senior Drama Syllabus (QSA, 2007). Despite the release of the national Australian 

Curriculum for the Arts (ACARA) which includes drama from preparatory years in primary 

school through to year 10, the year 10 drama classes included in this study were assessed 

using the senior syllabus standards and criteria. 

At the time of data collection, the drama teachers involved in this research project, 

were preparing students to meet the requirements of the 2007 Senior Drama syllabus (QSA, 

2007). Such is the iterative nature of syllabus change and development that since the 

completion of data collection for this study, drama teachers in Queensland have implemented 

the new 2013 Senior Drama syllabus and are now preparing to deliver the new Drama syllabi 

(Drama and Drama in Practice) based on a different system of assessment to Year 11 students 

at the beginning of the 2019 school year. 

The 2007 syllabus rationale argues that Drama offers a learning environment that 

invites the learner to engage in an aesthetic way of knowing that, “integrates oral, 

kinaesthetic, visual and aural dimensions, and sign systems” (QSA, 2007, p. 1). The rationale 

emphasises the value of students studying Drama’s long tradition, appreciating the 

complexity of human experience and gaining new perspectives on relationships through the 
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embodied exploration of diverse contexts while in role or character. The rationale suggests 

that learning will involve creative investigation, critical thinking and cultural engagement as 

students experiment within the boundaries of the art-form. There is also an argument made 

for the transferable essential skills needed for success in the knowledge economy that drama 

students may develop such as communication and collaboration. In terms of content, the 

syllabus (QSA, 2007) states that: 

The study of Drama promotes active participation and engagement with the 

traditions, rituals and ceremony of performance, theatre and mediatised 

drama. Informed by the dramatic perspectives (heritage and contemporary), 

students critically apply and analyse the dramatic languages (elements of 

drama, skills of performance, styles and their conventions, text and context), 

to realise and communicate dramatic action and meaning. (p. 1) 

Three General Objectives 

The Senior Drama Syllabus (QSA, 2007) is organised around three interrelated and 

complementary general objectives and dimensions: Forming, Presenting and Responding. 

The combination of these three general objectives, “create a process framework for teaching 

and learning in drama” (QSA, 2007, p. 4). Any of the objectives may be a starting point for 

dramatic activity and are regarded as equally important as they interact in a dynamic way. 

Each general objective is described separately for explanation purposes below. 

Forming 

The forming general objective of the 2007 senior drama syllabus requires students to develop 

knowledge and skills like those of the exploratory dramatic artist. This objective requires the 

learner to think artistically and engage in making, shaping, manipulating and managing the 

elements of drama and dramatic conventions to compose original dramatic action. Students 

may work from inside or outside of the dramatic action, assuming for example; the 

perspective of the director, the playwright, the improviser, the actor or the dramaturge. 

Student achievement of the forming objective may be demonstrated through written, digital, 

visual or practical ‘live’ modes. Students are assessed in the forming objective on their 

demonstrated capacity to communicate their ideas, solve problems, apply their knowledge 

of dramatic languages, forms and styles and how drama can be structured or manipulated to 

convey intended meaning. 
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Presenting 

Presenting can be distinguished from the forming general objective due to the emphasis 

placed on two important features of drama: performance and audience. In the presenting 

general objective, the accent is on the student demonstrating their knowledge and 

understanding of drama through performance. The learner must develop their acting, 

performance or technical skills to communicate effectively with an audience. Performances 

may be delivered in groups or individually. The subject matter and type of performance can 

vary from text based traditional plays to physical theatre or visual performance. Students are 

often required to demonstrate their ability to perform heritage or contemporary genres for 

different audiences and purposes. The presenting general objective is essentially asking the 

student to become an actor or performer, to rehearse prior to a performance and communicate 

with an audience while observing the conventions of a particular style of theatre/ 

performance. 

Responding 

Analysis, synthesis, evaluation and critical reflection lie at the core of the responding general 

objective. Occurring from a position outside or after the drama or performance, responding 

requires the student to use the dramatic languages as an analytic framework to guide their 

critical reflection. The student’s capacity in the responding general objective is usually 

assessed in a written individual form. However, responding, like presenting and forming 

may occur continuously as a learning experience. 

These same objectives were used to organise assessment tasks at all three case study 

sites. Different assessment tasks enabled students to provide evidence of their learning in the 

forming, presenting and responding dimensions of the syllabus. 

 

The Case Study Sites 

Data collection occurred in three secondary schools which are represented by the following 

pseudonyms: Green, Blue and Red. The research project focused on student experiences of 

teacher feedback occurring during the unit of study delivered in each of these schools across 

the final term of the school year, however, within the data set, drama teachers and students 

often refer to previous units or assessment tasks when recounting their experiences of 

feedback. Therefore, it is necessary in this section to establish the context of each research 

site and to provide an overview of the drama units offered in the 2013 academic year to 

situate each term four unit of study. 
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This section therefore describes the contrasting school settings, their surrounding 

landscapes, drama classrooms, units of study and introduces each drama teacher and their 

selected drama class. 

Site One: Green College 

The Landscape 

Green College is an independent school situated on the outskirts of Brisbane in a rapidly 

developing urban growth corridor. Despite this nearby development, the school is 

surrounded by acreage blocks. Once a rural, small crop area, much of the land neighbouring 

the school now consists of prestigious residential homes or commercial nurseries. There are 

high density and less expensive residential areas nearby, including large shopping centres 

and fast food outlets; however, the school is situated in a leafy, more affluent area. Remnants 

of this rural past are evident in the abundance of large established trees and picturesque 

landscaped gardens surrounding the school buildings. 

Established over 30 years ago as a secondary school, Green College has gradually 

expanded, adding new buildings and year levels over time. Green is now a private, 

coeducational Christian college, offering classes from the preparatory level through to year 

12. The college caters for over 1100 students and is divided into two sub-schools: primary 

and secondary. The secondary sub-school caters for approximately 400 students enrolled in 

years 8 to 12. The secondary school is divided into junior (years 7-9) and senior secondary 

(years 10-12). This study focuses on a year 10 drama class at Green College. 

Analysis of the range of material collected during my field visits revealed a strong 

school focus on academic achievement, pastoral care and the importance of embedding a 

Christian ethos in all of the activities of the school. High achievement is celebrated and 

expected. This is evident in the school principal’s annual report for 2013 which emphasised 

the large number of high achieving university bound students graduating from the school 

and the ongoing academic achievements of past students. Academic achievement is 

supported by the resources of the school, particularly in terms of information communication 

technology, which includes a laptop program for all students and a recently developed online 

learning system enabling teachers to build support materials for learning beyond the 

classroom. The focus on the Christian ethos is equally evident within the physical 

architecture of the school. The first building visible from the car park entrance is a large 

modern chapel with a two-storey high silver Christian cross on the exterior. 
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The Drama Department 

At Green College, the subject area of drama sits within the Arts Faculty. The Arts are led by 

a Head of Department (HOD) who also administers an expansive instrumental music 

program and the subject areas of Visual Art, Film and Television and Music. There are three 

drama teachers in the secondary sub school. All three teachers are required to teach other 

subject areas, however all three teachers are qualified drama specialists and graduates of the 

same university drama education program. Drama is offered for a compulsory trimester in 

year 8 and then as an elective subject area from year 9 to year 12. Drama teacher, Gillian 

Rowlands (a pseudonym), is the drama co-ordinator at Green College. 

The Drama Teacher 

Gillian Rowlands is an experienced drama teacher with over 10 years of teaching practice in 

secondary school settings. In contextualising interviews, Gillian explained how her early 

experiences of drama as a student and the passion of her secondary drama teacher, inspired 

her to pursue a career as a drama teacher (Gillian, Int. 1, Lines: 10-33). After completing a 

four-year double degree, a Bachelor of Arts-Drama and Education, she taught in the public-

school system before moving to Green College in 2008. Gillian maintains strong 

professional networks external to the school. She is an active member in the state and 

national drama teacher association and a leader of curriculum and assessment within the 

region through her work with the Queensland Studies Authority. Gillian co-ordinates the 

drama discipline area in the school and teaches English. At the time of the study, she was 

acting Head of English at Green College. Gillian enjoys teaching English but describes 

herself primarily as a drama educator. In her first interview Gillian expressed her passion for 

teaching drama: 

I love the flexibility of the subject and the way that students can come to it 

and the way that it can be taught. I love that it sits well apart from other 

subject areas in the school; that’s what makes it so special and so unique, 

because I think it reflects the kind of learning that’s actually innate to 

students, but that we forget about. We actually forget that this is the way they 

learn you know, in an open space without chairs and desks and being able to 

use their creativity for particular situations (Gillian Int. 2, Lines: 35-40). 

The Drama Class 

Gillian selected her year 10 drama class as the focus for the research.  She believed that this 

class offered a more convenient site for research given the time of year. Her year 12 students 

would be completing schooling midway through the last term, while her year 10 class offered 
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more time and also was a less pressured environment in terms of assessment. She did not 

currently teach a year 11 class. The class consists of 18 members; 7 male and 11 female 

students aged from 14-16. The majority of the students come from an Anglo-Australian 

background and therefore there is little ethnic diversity in the class. Most class members at 

Green elected to study drama for year 9 and 10. Three more students joined the class in year 

10, however these ‘new’ students had enrolled at the school in year 8 and were known to the 

existing class members. Overall, the class size and membership has remained fairly constant 

over two academic years. Gillian had a detailed knowledge of her students, having taught 

most class members drama for the previous year, in addition to teaching four current students 

English. The class met for five lessons scheduled over a fortnightly period. Lessons were 60 

minutes long giving the class 300 minutes of timetabled contact time fortnightly. 

I first encountered the class as they were waiting outside of their drama classroom 

and was struck by how physically mature many of the students appeared and by their neat 

attire. All students were in uniform and several students wore the school blazer and a wide 

brimmed felt hat. After class, Gillian informed me that students are given a detention if they 

are spotted hatless outdoors. Gillian described the class members as “well resourced” 

because most students at Green have: reliable access to the internet at home, often travel 

overseas, play a musical instrument or engage in a wide range of sporting and other 

extracurricular activities, and have highly supportive parents. 

Green College Focus Groups, Individual Interviews and Key Informants 

As outlined in the methodology chapter, the entire year 10 drama class at Green College 

agreed to participate in focus group discussions. Subsequently two focus groups were 

needed. These were conducted a week apart with nine students in each group. Those students 

marked with an asterisk agreed to individual interviews. Interviews were conducted two 

months after the initial focus group session. Those students later selected as key informants 

are marked with double asterisks. 

Table 4. Green College Focus Group A  

Student Pseudonym Age at the time of the Focus Group Year Level and Gender 

Jonathan* 15 and 10 Month Year 10 

Male 

Zoe 14 and 2 Months Year 10 

Female 

Aria 15 and 4 Months Year 10 



117 

Female 

Clare * 

** 

15 and 8 Months Year 10 

Female 

Ashlee* 

** 

14 and 9 Months Year 10 

Female 

Mark* 15 and 6 Months Year 10 

Male 

Rick* 15 and 2 Months Year 10 

Male 

Penny* 16 and 1 Month Year 10 

Female 

Elizabeth* 15 and 8 Months Year 10 

Female 
 

Table 5. Green College Focus Group B  

Student Pseudonym Age at the time of the Focus Group Year Level and Gender 

Oliver* 

** 

15 and 5 Month Year 10 

Male 

James* 15 and 9 Months Year 10 

Male 

Heidi 15 and 4 Months Year 10 

Female 

Tim* 

** 

15 and 8 Months Year 10 

Male 

Sarah* 15 and 10 Months Year 10 

Female 

Katy 15 and 7 Months Year 10 

Female  

Lisa 15 and 3 Months Year 10 

Female 

Annie 15 and 2 Month Year 10 

Female 

Tina 15 and 7 Months Year 10 

Female 

 

The Drama Classroom 

To reach the Green College drama classroom during my visits, I passed an expanse of 

manicured green lawn, a shady grove of trees, and a large library with a display window full 
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of gleaming trophies to arrive at what was once the school chapel. The drama room spreads 

across the entire second storey. It is a large L shaped, carpeted room with a 6-metre-high 

ceiling. A section of the room is covered in raised theatre rostra, creating a clearly defined 

stage area with lighting. There are few desks or chairs in the room and the windows are 

curtained for privacy and blackout purposes. Two cupboards, overflowing with costumes 

and props, are situated in one corner. The walls feature a noticeboard advertising upcoming 

theatre excursions and several drama content related posters. Several positive additions to 

the room appear during the September school holidays; windows are tinted to reduce heat 

and glare; air conditioning and new stage lighting are installed. The drama classroom is 

exclusively used for the teaching of drama and public performance events. The year 10 

drama class were permanently timetabled in this room. 

Green College Year 10 Drama Curriculum 

The drama curriculum in year 10 at Green College is structured around four terms each with 

a different unit of study. Overall the lower secondary program offered in year 9 and 10 is 

intended as a coherent two-year drama course, with each year preparing students for the next. 

The curriculum, for instance, aims to extend students’ knowledge and skills in preparation 

for studies in year 11 and 12 drama. Students are introduced to three styles or periods of 

theatre: Realism, Gothic and Elizabethan. However, Gillian explained how when structuring, 

sequencing and selecting learning experiences for different year levels her colleagues are 

mindful that new students may enter the program at different points due to the ‘elective’ 

status of drama within the range of available subject choices: 

It becomes an elective in Grade Nine, so what we’ve got to be aware of with 

our tens is the fact that some will be picking it up for the first time, but some 

will have done a whole year of drama in Year Nine as well. So, it’s giving the 

students the opportunity and this is what we have to look at in our course 

planning -- giving the students the opportunity to get back to basics and do 

some of the fundamentals early in year 10, but also have the opportunities for 

students who have kind of been there done that… to still feel engaged and 

challenged sufficiently (Gillian, Int.1, Lines:156-164). 

Each unit of study requires students to complete two summative assessment tasks. 

Students typically engage in a range of learning experiences and rehearsal processes leading 

up to the submission of each task. Whether practical or written, assessment tasks require 

students to demonstrate their knowledge and understanding of dramatic languages. For 
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example, the first analytical essay of the year requires students to respond to the following 

question: 

In response to your chosen Away script excerpt, write an analytical essay 

which responds to the following: How has Michael Gow (the playwright) 

manipulated the dramatic languages to create an effective script? (GS A1, 

2013) 

The dramatic languages include the essential elements of dramatic action such as 

role, mood, symbol, focus and tension, the conventions of a particular style of theatre and 

the skills of performance including characterisation and the use of voice, language and 

movement to convey dramatic meaning. 

Drama students at Green College are assessed across the three organisational 

dimensions of the senior drama curriculum (QSA) outlined earlier in this chapter: forming, 

presenting and responding. The table below presents an overview of the summative 

assessment tasks for each term during the 2013 academic year. It is interesting to note the 

stronger focus on presenting as students complete four tasks in this dimension and only two 

forming and responding tasks. 

Table 6. Green College Unit and Assessment Overview for Year 10  

Green College 

Year 10 Drama 2013 Forming Presenting Responding 

Semester One Focus Assessment Tasks    

Term One Unit One: 

Realism 

1. Practical : 

Rehearsed scripted 

performance: 

Scene work in 

pairs from the play 

Away by Michael 

Gow 

 X  

2. Written: Analytical 

essay of the play 

Away by Michael 

Gow 

  X 

Term Two Unit Two: 

Gothic 

Theatre 

3. Written: Dramatic 

interpretation – 

director’s 

storyboard based 

on the play 

Children of the 

Blackskirt by 

Angela Betzien 

X   
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Green College 

Year 10 Drama 2013 Forming Presenting Responding 

4. Practical: Student 

devised Gothic 

Theatre style 

performance 

 X  

Semester Two      

Term Three Unit 

Three: 

Shakespea

re 

5. Practical : 

Rehearsed 

performance of a 

scripted scene from 

A Midsummer 

Night’s Dream by 

William 

Shakespeare 

 X  

6. Written: Analytical 

critique of a group 

performance A 

Midsummer 

Night’s Dream by 

William 

Shakespeare 

  X 

Term Four 

 

Unit Four: 

Profession

al Practice 

-Public 

Performan

ce 

7. Written: 

Scriptwriting- 

monologue 

suitable for 

selected character 

for public 

performance 

X   

8. Practical: 

Performance of a 

student devised 

play for a public 

audience 

 X  

The Unit of Study 

The research project documented in this thesis focused on the term four unit of study, 

Professional Practice – Public Performance. However, my classroom observation and data 

collection began earlier because the unit of study commenced with initial planning at the end 

of term three. Prior to the September school holidays, the class determined the subject matter 

and developed an outline for their future public performance. After much debate, the students 

decided to create a satirical play based on the concept of Big Brother; a reality genre show 

that was screening on commercial television at the time. Over the seven weeks of term four, 

the students worked collaboratively to devise an original script and a 65 minute public 

performance for their peers and families. The key assessment task is outlined on the task 

sheet below. 
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Table 7. Assessment Task 8 Term Four Green College 

Year 10 Drama 

Assessment task 8: Presenting – Student Devised 

As a class, we have worked to understand the processes involved in creating a performance, individually 

and as a group, you will be expected to collaborate and create a performance based on the agreed dramatic 

spine. You have improvised and written your script and you have prepared blocking, movement and vocal 

strategies appropriate for your character. Because you are preparing for a professional, public 

performance, it is important that you employ a variety of vocal and movement strategies in order to place 

deliberate emphasis on specific parts of your performance and engage your audience. Your overall 

performance will be assessed. You will need to exemplify an application of the Dramatic Languages: 

● Elements of Drama: Role, relationships, focus, time, place and tension 

● Skills of performance: characterisation, blocking, voice, cues, script memorization, audience awareness, 

focus 

Presenting criteria 

● Innovative, creative and discerning exploration and selection of ideas and dramatic languages to 

interpret, create and shape dramatic action and meaning that engages and challenges within particular 

contexts 

● Polished and creative interpretation and presentation that perceptively uses a range of dramatic 

languages to communicate meaning and engage the audience. (GS A3, 2013) 
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Table 8. Green College Term Four Presenting Task Criteria Sheet 

Standard A Standard B Standard C Standard D Standard E 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work had 

the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

Innovative, 

creative and 

discerning 

exploration and 

selection of ideas 

and dramatic 

languages: 

● Elements of 

Drama 

● Skills of 

Performance 

To interpret, 

create and shape 

dramatic action 

and meaning that 

engages and 

challenges within 

particular 

contexts.  

Purposeful and 

creative 

exploration and 

selection of ideas 

and dramatic 

languages: 

● Elements of 

Drama 

● Skills of 

Performance 

To interpret, 

create and shape 

dramatic action 

and meaning that 

engages within 

particular 

contexts. 

Functional 

exploration and 

selection of ideas 

and dramatic 

languages: 

-Elements of 

Drama 

- Skills of 

Performance 

To create and 

shape dramatic 

action and 

meaning within 

particular 

contexts. 

Replication of dramatic 

languages: 

● Elements of Drama 

● Skills of 

Performance 

To shape dramatic 

action within particular 

contexts. 

Simple shaping 

of dramatic 

action with a few 

dramatic 

languages. 

Polished and 

creative 

interpretation 

and presentation 

that perceptively 

uses a range of 

dramatic 

languages: 

● Elements of 

Drama 

● Skills of 

Performance 

to communicate 

meaning and 

engage the 

audience. 

Polished and 

effective 

interpretation 

and presentation 

that uses a range 

of dramatic 

languages: 

● Elements of 

Drama 

● Skills of 

Performance 

to communicate 

meaning to an 

audience. 

Credible 

interpretation 

and presentation 

that uses 

dramatic 

languages: 

● Elements of 

Drama 

● Skills of 

Performance 

to communicate 

meaning to an 

audience. 

Variable presentation 

that uses some dramatic 

languages: 

● Elements of Drama 

● Skills of 

Performance 

to communicate 

elementary meaning to 

an audience. 

Presentation to 

demonstrate 

some action. 

 

Gillian facilitated the students’ movement through three phases within the unit of 

study: creative development; rehearsal and improvisation; polishing and technical rehearsal. 

During the creative development phase, students determined the plot and developed 

characters that become contestants on the show. A number of support characters also 

emerged: the host of the show, the producer, his assistant and the meddlesome cleaners. 

Possible scenes were brainstormed and divided into potential opening, middle and end 
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scenes. During the next rehearsal and improvisation phase Gillian acted as dramaturg or 

script editor and developed an overall scene breakdown based on the students’ suggestions. 

The drama students improvised and then scripted scenes during drama lessons. Students 

completed a scriptwriting assessment task for the unit during this same phase. 

Table 9. Green College Forming Task 

Assessment task 7: Forming-Script writing 

This term we are working towards a public performance. Using the character you have created, you are 

to individually devise a monologue appropriate for the ‘diary entry’ scene of the performance. In this 

monologue you should aim to give an insight to your character by employing and shaping the elements 

of drama and conventions of the monologue. 

Forming Criteria: 

● Demonstration of knowledge and understanding of the conventions of the monologue and dramatic 

elements 

● Exploration and interpretation of ideas to create, shape and interpret dramatic action and meaning 

● Management and application of the conventions and elements. (GS A2, 2013) 

 

Table 10. Green College Term Four Forming Task Criteria Sheet 

Standard A Standard B Standard C Standard D Standard E 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

Extensive 

knowledge and 

insightful 

understanding of 

the dramatic 

languages.  

Thorough 

knowledge and 

significant 

understanding of 

the dramatic 

languages. 

Knowledge and 

some 

understanding of 

the dramatic 

languages. 

Variable 

knowledge of the 

dramatic 

languages. 

Elementary 

knowledge of the 

dramatic 

languages. 

Innovative and 

discerning 

exploration of 

ideas to create, 

shape and 

interpret dramatic 

action and 

meaning. 

Meaningful 

exploration and 

experimentation 

with ideas to create, 

shape and interpret 

dramatic action and 

meaning. 

Exploration of 

ideas to create and 

shape dramatic 

action and 

meaning. 

Replication of 

ideas to shape 

elementary 

dramatic action 

and meaning. 

Shaping simple 

dramatic action. 
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Standard A Standard B Standard C Standard D Standard E 

Competent 

management and 

proficient 

structuring of the 

dramatic 

languages, 

creating engaging 

and challenging 

interpretation.  

Skilful 

management and 

proficient 

structuring of the 

dramatic languages, 

creating engaging 

and challenging 

interpretation. 

Management and 

application of 

dramatic 

languages to 

justify dramatic 

action and 

meaning.  

Use of some 

dramatic 

languages when 

applied to 

dramatic action. 

 

 

Drama students at Green College completed a range of additional production tasks 

linked to the public performance including the development of audition videos, multimedia 

sequences, marketing materials and costuming. Throughout the final phase, Gillian assisted 

the students in the polishing and staging of the performance. All three members of the drama 

staff assisted in technical support; operating lighting, multimedia and sound for the final 

public performance. Gillian assessed the students on the culminating performance using the 

presenting criteria above. 

Site Two: Blue College 

The Landscape 

Located in the outer suburbs of Brisbane, Blue is a large, coeducational state secondary 

college with close to 1000 students. A ‘new’ built environment surrounds the school, with 

recently resurfaced roads, new housing estates and modern shopping centres close by. In its 

fifth year of operation at the time of this case study, the school is encircled by residential 

housing on medium sized suburban blocks. The state funded and managed school was 

purpose built to subsume the student population of nearby older (now closed) secondary 

schools, therefore the school is well resourced with large expansive grounds, wide covered 

walkways connecting modern two storey school buildings and extensive information 

communication technology infrastructure. During my first visit, I particularly made note of 

the imposing two-metre-high black metal fences surrounding the school, the sheer size of 

the facilities and the beige robust utilitarian architecture. This utilitarian nature of the school 

was later reflected in the nature and usage of the drama classroom. 

Blue is divided into two sub schools; junior secondary (years 7-10) and senior school 

(years 11-12). School priorities became evident through the analysis of material collected 

during field work visits and from information readily accessible through the school website 

including: the annual report, strategic plans, newsletters and the school audit conducted by 

Education Queensland in 2013. These materials suggest that Blue College is continually 
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striving for improvement with an emphasis on: lifting student learning outcomes, enhancing 

literacy and numeracy through the close monitoring of data related to student achievement, 

building a learning culture and the adoption of effective teaching practices. 

Analysis of the year 12 completion data for 2012 indicates that the school caters for 

a diverse range of students with different learning priorities. In 2012, of the 120 students 

graduating; 50% of the students were OP eligible. This indicates that half of the students are 

interested in tertiary level study. Over 90% of this year 12 student cohort completed a 

vocational education or training (VET) qualification (Annual Report, 2012, p. 3). The 

diverse student population is reflected in these educational outcomes and in the range of 

ethnic groups represented. According to the 2012 annual report, approximately 75% of then 

enrolled students were Australian born, with the remainder representing cultural groups from 

across the world including New Zealand and Pacific Islands, The Philippines, England, 

South Africa, Thailand, China, India and Africa. This diverse cultural mix included 74 

students (7%) for whom English is their second language. 

The Drama Department 

At Blue College, the subject area of drama is grouped with subjects within the Arts Faculty. 

Therefore, drama is administered by the Arts HOD alongside visual art, film and television, 

dance and music. Drama is taught by three specialist drama teachers and offered from years 

8-12. 

The Drama Teacher 

Meg Gordon, a highly-experienced drama teacher, originally qualified as a secondary 

English teacher before discovering drama in education through professional development 

offered to her early in her career (Meg, Int.1, Lines: 9-22). Meg pursued this interest through 

post-graduate study and has maintained strong theatre industry connections throughout her 

teacher career, frequently working with artists and engaging her students in external 

performance projects. Meg has contributed to the development of the senior drama syllabus 

in Queensland through her engagement with the Queensland Studies Authority and the state 

professional drama education association. 

The Drama Class 

Meg selected her year 11 drama class as the focus for this research project.  Meg was not 

currently teaching a year 12 class and believed that this class offered an interesting mix of 

students and given the time of year, last term, offered a discrete design unit to observe. The 

class consisted of 13 students; four male and nine female students ranging in age from 15 –
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17. The class meets for three periods every week with most lessons around 65 minutes long. 

This amounts to approximately 420 minutes a fortnight of timetabled contact time. All of the 

students in the class studied drama in year 8, 9 or 10 prior to electing drama in year 11. Meg 

had taught the class for the majority of the year, apart from a nine-week period of long 

service leave. Meg taught drama to some of the students when they were in lower grades and 

had worked with other class members through their involvement in extracurricular events 

such as the school musical. 

Class numbers fluctuated throughout the year. The class commenced in January with 

17 members, however four students left school during the first semester. Meg explained how 

regular class attendance for some students is difficult to maintain. Two of the students in the 

class are engaged in school based traineeships and therefore absent from the year 11 drama 

class for one period a week. Three other students are frequently absent due to medical or 

family circumstances. 

Meg described the year 11 drama students as having “mixed” ability with different 

degrees of engagement with the subject area and learning in general (Meg, Int. 1, Line: 270-

277). Two of the students in the class struggle with literacy; one of whom is from a non-

English speaking background. Half of the class are looking to go to university and therefore 

more focused on results. Meg also described the mixed demographic of the school with 

students coming from a range of feeder suburbs with different socio-economic profiles (Meg, 

Int. 1, Lines: 210-216). This diversity is evident within the year 11 drama class with students 

coming from a variety of cultural and socio-economic backgrounds. 

Blue College Focus Groups, Individual Interviews and Key Informants 

Nine students from the year 11 students at Blue College participated in two focus groups one 

at the beginning and then again at the end of the data collection phase, with slight variation 

in focus group students in the final discussion, hence the lists below of two different focus 

groups. Four students agreed to follow up individual interviews (marked with an asterisk 

below) and two students emerged as key informants these are marked with two asterisks. 
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Table 11. Blue College Focus Group D  

Student Pseudonym Age at the time of the Focus Group Year Level and Gender 

Ethan* 

** 

17 and 0 Month Year 11 

Male 

Joshua* 

** 

15 and 10 Months Year 11 

Male 

Phillipa 

 

16 and 1 Months Year 11 

Female 

Dominic* 

** 

16 and 3 Months Year 11 

Male 

Alexis* 

** 

16 and 7 Months Year 11 

Female 

Kayla 15 and 10 Months Year 11 

Female  

Lucy 16 and 3 Months Year 11 

Female 

Ava 16 and 3 Month Year 11 

Female 

Karen 16 and 8 Months Year 11 

Female 

 

Table 12. Blue College Focus Group E  

Student Pseudonym Age at the time of the Focus Group Year Level and Gender 

Ethan 17 and 2 Month Year 11 

Male 

Joshua 16 and 0 Months Year 11 

Male 

Phillipa 16 and 3 Months Year 11 

Female 

Dominic 16 and 5 Months Year 11 

Male 

Alexis 16 and 9 Months Year 11 

Female 

Lucy 16 and 5 Months Year 11 

Female 

Ava 16 and 5 Month Year 11 

Female 

Emma 16 and 5 Months Year 11 

Female 
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The Drama Classroom 

The drama classroom is situated in a large performing arts building. One of the largest 

buildings in the school, it is frequently used for whole school events or by external hirers. 

Smaller teaching spaces are partitioned off for drama and dance classes. The year 11 drama 

class is timetabled into one of these partitioned spaces; a long rectangular room with 

collapsible seating pushed back against one wall. During my lesson observations, a dance 

class and the accompanying music were often heard through the thin, partitioned, retractable 

wall defining one side of the room. The drama classroom is finished in predominately hard 

surfaces including polished timber floors and ceilings over six metres high. There are no 

posters or other decorations on the wall aside from some short black curtains on the small 

windows either side of the room. There are no chairs or desks. A computer is positioned in 

the corner of the room, connected to a ceiling mounted data projector. The open, bare, drama 

classroom is a shared space with the local community, the school and other subject areas. In 

the latter half of the unit of study, students moved to a visual art teaching space to complete 

their set designs. The colour and warmth of this dedicated teaching space was noted in my 

observation notes, in contrast to the stark nature of the shared drama room. 

Blue College Year 11 Drama Curriculum 

The Blue College drama work program for years 11 and 12 was in alignment with the 

accreditation requirements of the 2007 Senior Drama Syllabus (QSA). Units of study 

followed a thematic through line based on the roles that exist in the theatre industry. 

Therefore, the program starts with a unit of study focusing on the body and the voice and 

then explores the role of the dramaturg and designer. In year 12 the school work program 

requires students to engage with the role of the playwright, actor and theatre director. Meg 

outlines in her first interview how the two-year drama program is sequenced in order to 

develop the foundational knowledge and skills that drama students require for their final year 

(Meg, Int. 1, Lines: 363-380). Drama students at Blue College complete six summative 

assessment tasks in year 11, two in each syllabus dimension of: forming, presenting and 

responding. This includes a range of written and practical tasks as outlined in the table below. 
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Table 13. Blue College Unit and Assessment Overview for Year 11 

Blue College 

Year 11 Drama 2013 Forming Presenting Responding 

Semester One 

Term One Unit One 

The Actor’s Body 

1. Practical: Devise and 

improvise a short 

physical theatre 

sequence in response 

to stimuli 

X   

Term Two Unit Two 

The Voice 

2. Oral: Analytical 

response to a live 

performance Animal 

Farm adapted from 

George Orwell’s 

novel by Shake and 

Stir Theatre Company 

  X 

3. Practical: Student 

devised puppetry 

performance 

 X  

Semester Two 

Term Three Unit Three 

The Dramaturg 

4. Written: Analytical 

essay – evaluate live 

production of School 

Dance by Mathew 

Whittet 

  X 

5. Practical: Rehearsed 

performance of a 

scripted scene from 

The Removalist by 

David Williamson 

 X  

Term Four Unit Four 

The Designer 

6. Set design model and 

written justification 

X   

 

The Unit of Study 

The unit of study documented in this thesis focused on The Designer. This unit of study was 

predominately based on the forming dimension of the syllabus, requiring students to 

experiment and make judgements, structure and shape dramatic action and meaning. Meg 

described the unit as “doable” in the short period of time available in term four; around 7 

weeks (Meg, Int. 1, Line: 437). The unit of study and range of selected learning experiences 

aimed to enable students to successfully complete the set design task outlined in the task 

sheet excerpt below. 

Table 14. Blue College Forming Task 
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Blue College 

Unit Four Assessment 6 Forming 

The Task 

Design one set for the whole play or a set for one scene from the play. Your choice of performance space 

and set design (stage type, use of set and props and lighting) needs to reflect the style, time and mood of 

the play. Incorporate symbolic use of these elements. Consider how you could integrate video footage or 

still images into your design. You will need to include a rationale to explain your choices. 

Your design needs to use the following: 

Dramatic languages 

● Elements of drama: mood, time, symbol, space 

● Elements and principles of set design (see guide sheet) 

● Dramatic conventions of one of the following styles: Realism, Naturalism, Comedy, Tragedy, Epic 

Dramatic Perspectives: Contemporary Australian 

Criteria: 

● Demonstrated knowledge and understanding of the dramatic languages informed by dramatic perspectives 

● Create and shape dramatic action and meaning, exploring and interpreting ideas 

● Manage the dramatic languages experiment and makes judgements when applying them to dramatic 

action and meaning. 

 

Table 15. Blue College Term Four Forming Task Criteria Sheet 

Standard A Standard B Standard C Standard D Standard E 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

Evidence of 

extensive and 

knowledge and 

insightful 

understanding of 

the interrelationship 

of dramatic 

languages, 

informed by the 

dramatic 

perspectives.  

Evidence of 

thorough 

knowledge and a 

significant 

understanding of 

the dramatic 

languages, 

informed by the 

dramatic 

perspectives. 

Evidence of 

knowledge and 

understanding of 

the dramatic 

languages, 

informed by the 

dramatic 

perspectives. 

Evidence of some 

knowledge of 

dramatic 

languages, related 

to the dramatic 

perspectives. 

Knowledge of a 

few dramatic 

languages. 

Innovative and 

discerning 

exploration of 

ideas to create, 

shape and interpret 

dramatic action and 

meaning.  

Meaningful 

exploration of and 

experimentation 

with ideas to create, 

shape and interpret 

dramatic action and 

meaning. 

Exploration of 

ideas to create and 

shape dramatic 

action and 

meaning. 

Replication of 

ideas to shape 

elementary 

dramatic action 

and meaning. 

Shaping simple 

dramatic action. 
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Standard A Standard B Standard C Standard D Standard E 

Competent 

management and 

proficient 

structuring of the 

dramatic 

languages, creating 

engaging and 

challenging 

interpretation and 

judgement about 

dramatic action and 

meaning.  

Skilful 

management and 

purposeful 

structuring of the 

dramatic 

languages, 

providing an 

individual 

interpretation and 

judgement about 

dramatic action and 

meaning. 

Management and 

application of the 

dramatic 

languages to 

justify dramatic 

action and 

meaning. 

Use of some 

dramatic language 

when applied to 

dramatic action. 

 

 

Meg sequenced the learning experiences within the unit of study around three broad 

phases: engagement, immersion and synthesis. During the engagement phase students learnt 

about different types of staging, design principles and theatre terminology. They were 

exposed to a range of set designs linked to different contemporary Australian play scripts. 

Students participated in workshops with an artist-in-residence exploring the concept of 

dramatic symbol and were given various exemplars of how designers justify their design 

choices for different plays. During the immersion phase, students selected a contemporary 

Australian play script as a basis for their set design. They constructed the set in a visual art 

classroom using a range of art mediums and found materials. During the synthesis phase 

students produced a 600-800 word justification for their design decisions during an open 

book exam. 

Site Three: Red College 

The Landscape 

Red College is a private, co-educational, and Catholic preparatory to year 12 school with a 

total enrolment of just over 900 students. Established in 2006, the school is situated in the 

centre of a low socio-economic area on the south-western outskirts of Brisbane. The school 

grounds are surrounded by modest homes on average sized suburban blocks. The school 

population is representative of the diverse range of cultural groups, including Pacific 

Islander, Asian and North African, who reside in the area. Over 40% of the students identify 

as English as second language (ESL) students. The holistic, student centred, curriculum 

includes a strong emphasis on providing several pathways to meet the diverse needs of 

students through academic, vocational and pastoral programs in the secondary years. 

According to the 2012 annual report, approximately one third of the 70 students, graduating 



132 

in the 2012 Year 12 cohort, received an OP however almost all students received a VET 

qualification. 

According to the school principal’s message published on the school website, clear 

Christian values drive the teaching and learning and pastoral frameworks within the school 

(September 2013). Teachers are encouraged to respect all students as individuals and adopt 

a spirit of hope, care and compassion. This family and community focus of the school is 

evident in the range of cultural events occurring at the school. Community ‘working bees’ 

to tidy the school grounds occur regularly. The school also runs a community centre on 

campus providing support for parents and students including child care, playgroups, Samoan 

language classes and a breakfast club. In addition to the teaching staff, the school employs 

two officers to liaise with Pacific Islander families. 

The Drama Department 

Drama as a subject area is administered under the banner of the Performing Arts along with 

music and dance at the school. Over the last six years, the two specialist drama teachers have 

concentrated on the development of extra-curricular and co-curricular programs in the 

primary and secondary year levels in order to build enrolments in drama. The school now 

offers drama classes from years 8–12. 

The Drama Teacher 

Louise Macpherson (a pseudonym) is the Head of Performing Arts at Red College. Louise 

joined the school staff in 2007 and has taught drama in secondary school settings for over 8 

years. She developed her passion for drama through her engagement with Arts activities as 

a child. Louise explains how she became a drama educator: 

I did drama as a child and loved it. There was no drama in my schools at all. 

I went through to the end of Grade Twelve and had never studied drama 

except for a couple of school plays and that sort of thing. I repeated Year 

Twelve and went to [name withheld] High which had a huge drama 

programme and fell in love with it and so that sort of was my impetus to go 

on and teach drama (Louise, Int.1, Lines: 29 -33) 

Louise completed a specialist four-year double degree in drama and education at a 

Queensland university. During her initial teacher education Louise ran the musical theatre 

association at the university and has continued her passion for musical theatre while teaching 

through her involvement with external musical theatre companies. Louise’s role in the school 

involves leading choral groups in the primary school, teaching year 7 dance, teaching 

English, co-ordinating school wide extracurricular events such as the annual musical, 
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managing curriculum development for drama and teaching two drama classes. Louise is also 

a panel member for the regional QSA drama panel and completing a Masters qualification 

in Arts education sponsored by her school. She explains why she has maintained her passion 

for teaching drama: 

The thing I like about it is it allows students to excel in a subject where 

they’re not traditionally excelling in other subjects. So, we have a lot of kids 

here especially, who aren’t very good with their written English but are just 

natural performers. It gives them that confidence to know yes I am worth 

something, yes I can contribute, I am good at things. Yeah, it’s really an 

interesting experience watching these little shy Grade Seven and Grade Eight 

students become these really wonderful performers and that’s the journey I 

love watching and it’s really rewarding (Louise, Int.1, Lines:57-63). 

The Drama Class 

Louise selected her year 10 drama class as the focus for the research project. She did not 

teach a year 11 or 12 class at the time and also believed that given the time of year this class 

would provide a richer scope for research.  The class consists of 26 students; 13 male and 13 

female students. The drama class meets for six lessons each fortnight. Lessons vary in length 

with some double and single lessons. Overall students enrolled in year 10 drama receive 375 

minutes of timetabled contact time fortnightly. 

The majority of the students studied drama in year 9 however seven students joined 

the class at the beginning of semester two year 10 with no prior study in drama curriculum. 

Louise described the class as “characters” (Louise, Int.1, Line: 34) and “mixed” in terms of 

ability, motivation and culture (Louise, Int.1, Line: 341). Over half of the students come 

from Pacific Islander, Asian or African backgrounds, two students identified as Aboriginal 

and the remainder of the class have Anglo-Australian backgrounds. Several students struggle 

with literacy and 12 students in the class identified as ESL students. The school participates 

in the government sponsored laptop program however not all of the students in the year 10 

drama class have reliable access to the internet at home. Access to the online learning site 

developed by the school is an issue for several students as is affording school excursions. 

Louise secured external funding to take the year 10 class to a live theatre event. For many 

students, this was the first time they had viewed live theatre in a professional venue (Louise, 

Int.1, Lines: 359-370). 

Red College Focus Groups, Individual Interviews and Key informants 

One focus group conducted at the beginning of the study with nine students from the year 

10 drama class at Red College, was followed up with individual interviews with five of the 
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students at the very end of the term after two months of field work. Those students 

volunteering for individual interviews are marked with an asterisk in the table below and 

those students selected as key informants are marked with a double asterisk. 

Table 16. Red College Focus Group C 

Student Pseudonym Age at the time of the Focus Group Year Level and Gender 

Kane* 15 and 3 Month Year 10 

Male 

Victoria* 

** 

14 and 10 Months Year 10 

Male 

David* 

** 

14 and 10 Months Year 10 

Male 

Alyssa* 

** 

16 and 0 Months Year 10 

Female 

Lydia 15 and 6 Months Year 10 

Female 

Brianna* 15 and 7 Months Year 10 

Female  

Aiden* 

** 

15 and 2 Months Year 10 

Male 

Lily 15 and 1 Month Year 10 

Female 

Hayley 15 and 8 Months Year 10 

Female 

 

The drama classroom 

I was introduced to Louise’s year 10 drama class last period on a Friday afternoon. I was 

escorted to the drama room on the far side of the school by a member of the school 

administration to a heavily barred, ground floor, double classroom space. I entered to find 

the year 10 students seated on the floor waiting to view year 12 presenting work. The room 

was understandably crowded given that it was accommodating two classes, had a low 

ceiling, threadbare carpet, blacked out windows, a few black rostra and a rusty air-

conditioning unit rattling in the corner. Some theatre lighting hung in the room and the far 

side of the room was hidden by a large bank of old metal storage cupboards housing audio 

visual equipment and costumes. After this initial locating of the official drama room, my 

visits to the year 10 drama class became relatively nomadic, moving from one teaching space 

to another with the class. As we walked to class during my next visit, Louise explained that 
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she was waiting for a second dedicated drama space to be constructed early the next year. 

She described how Year 11 and 12 students have priority in terms of timetabling into the 

drama classroom so when year 9 or 10 drama classes occur at the same time, it is a case of 

making do. On some occasions the class returned to the drama room or to another general 

classroom with desks, such as a maths classroom, however most of the year 10 drama classes 

occurred in the school hall. The school hall is a new building containing a large proscenium 

arch stage and a cavernous auditorium. This was the space where the year 10 students 

presented their culminating public performance task. 

Red College Year 10 Drama Curriculum 

The year 9 and 10 drama program at Red College is a two-year course of study. As the 

organisation of year levels at the school places year 10 in the senior school, Louise regarded 

this year as preparatory for drama study in years 11 and 12. For this reason, the year 10 

drama program at Red is designed to challenge students and introduce theatrical styles that 

will enhance students’ chances of future success. Louise explained the thinking that drove 

some of her curriculum decisions during her first interview: 

Because the school senior phase is ten to twelve, I believe the kids need that 

expectation and to know what is coming in Year Eleven and Year Twelve. If 

they can’t cope with it in Year Ten, then they need to choose the non-OP 

version of the course or maybe drama is not for them. That’s what we’ve 

been doing – no one’s said otherwise so I am going with it at the moment 

(Louise, Int. 1, Lines:287-291). 

Students completed four units of study and a range of assessment tasks across the 

three dimensions of forming, presenting and responding throughout the school year. 
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Table 17. Red College Unit and Assessment Overview for Year 10 

Red College 

Year 10 Drama 2013 Forming Presenting Responding 

Semester One 

Term One Unit One 

Greek Theatre 

1. Practical: Development of 

Greek chorus text into 

performance (group devised) 

X   

2. Practical: Performance of 

excerpt from Greek play 

 X  

Term Two Unit Two 

Clowning 

Around: 

Commedia 

De’ll arte 

3. Practical: Performance of 

set character in group 

devised Commedia 

scenario 

 X  

4. Written: Exam based on 

knowledge of Commedia 

De’ll arte  

  X 

Semester Two 

Term Three Unit Three 

Absurdism 

5. Written: Student devised 

script in the Absurdist style 

X   

6. Written: Analytical essay – 

evaluate live production of 

School Dance by Mathew 

Whittet 

  X 

Term Four Unit Four 

Production 2 

7. Practical: Rehearsed public 

performance of Children 

of the Blackskirt by 

Angela Betzien 

 X  

8. Written: Analytical 

response based on Children 

of the Blackskirt by Angela 

Betzien – Exam Conditions 

  X 

9. Practical: Hot seat 

improvisation of key 

character from Children of 

the Blackskirt by Angela 

Betzien (optional task) 

X   

 

The Unit of Study 

The unit of study examined within this research project was unit four, Production 2. It aimed 

to expose students to the production process and the steps involved in the staging of a play 

script for an external audience. The structure of the unit moved through three phases: building 

students’ understanding of the play script and their character, blocking and transformation of 

the play script into dramatic action, and polishing the dramatic action ready for public 
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performance. During the first phase, the students read the play, Children of the Blackskirt by 

Angela Betzien, and were cast as various characters. Students explored key themes and content 

from the play including indigenous perspectives on land ownership. The students elected two 

student directors to assist in the staging of the play script. Students performed the play in the 

school hall for an audience of approximately 70 members of the school community including 

parents and peers. The students’ final performance was assessed against the presenting criteria 

from the senior syllabus. The A level standard descriptors from the marking rubric are included 

below: 

Table 18. Red College Presenting Task 

Year 10 Drama 

Presenting Task 

Australian Gothic Theatre: Children of the Blackskirt 

A standard descriptors 

The student work has the following characteristics: 

● Discerning selection and meaningful application of dramatic languages informed by the dramatic 

perspectives, to demonstrate an independent and insightful understanding of the purpose and 

function of drama 

● Perceptive and coherent communication of effective and intended action and meaning to engage the 

audience 

● Planned, rehearsed, polished skills of performance, convincingly and consistently demonstrated. 

 

Table 19. Red College Term Four Presenting Task Criteria Sheet 

Standard A Standard B Standard C Standard D Standard E 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

Discerning 

selection and 

meaningful 

application of 

dramatic languages 

informed by the 

dramatic 

perspectives, to 

demonstrate an 

independent and 

insightful 

understanding of 

the purpose and 

function of drama.  

Appropriate 

selection and 

application of 

dramatic 

languages 

informed by the 

dramatic 

perspectives, to 

demonstrate a 

clear 

understanding of 

the purpose and 

function of drama. 

Selection and use 

of dramatic 

languages 

informed by the 

dramatic 

perspectives, to 

demonstrate an 

understanding of 

the purpose and 

function of drama. 

Use of dramatic 

languages and the 

dramatic 

perspectives, 

related to the 

function of drama. 

Use of dramatic 

languages related 

to the basic 

function of drama. 
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Standard A Standard B Standard C Standard D Standard E 

Perceptive and 

coherent 

communication of 

effective and 

intended action 

and meaning to 

engage an 

audience. 

Communication of 

effective action 

and intended 

meaning to an 

audience. 

Communication of 

action and 

intended meaning 

to an audience. 

Communication of 

action and 

elementary 

meaning to an 

audience. 

Attempted 

communication of 

dramatic meaning 

and action. 

Planned, 

rehearsed, 

polished skills of 

performance, 

convincingly and 

consistently 

demonstrated. 

Planned, rehearsed 

and polished skills 

of performance. 

Planned and 

rehearsed skills of 

performance. 

Some skills of 

performance. 

Some skills of 

performance 

occasionally 

demonstrated.  

 

After the public performance to parents and peers, the year 10 students completed a 

final responding task in an open book exam format. An excerpt from the task sheet is 

included below. 

Table 20. Red College Responding Task 

Red College 

Responding Task 

Year 10 Drama 

You have been studying the play the Children of the Black Skirt for the last term. You have studied and 

performed the text and have been given the chance to show your understanding of the dramatic action 

and meaning in the text and how this is structured and achieved using the dramatic languages and the 

dramatic perspectives. Using your understanding of the text Children of the Black Skirt, you are to answer 

either question one or question two: 

Question One: 

Is the play Children of the Black Skirt relevant for study in an Australian Catholic school? You should 

frame your response by exploring and synthesising your understanding of how the elements of drama are 

used through the style of Australian Gothic theatre to create dramatic action and communicate dramatic 

meaning. You should use your own experience in studying and performing this text to help justify your 

response. 

Question Two: 

Discuss your understanding of Children of the Black Skirt as a play that reflects a version of the truth 

about Australian History, including Western and /or indigenous perspectives. Frame your response using 

your understanding of the historical and sociological contexts presented in the play and what it was trying 

to communicate to the audience. You should use your understanding of the dramatic languages, 

particularly the elements of drama, and how they are manipulated to drive dramatic action and create 

dramatic meaning. 

Your response should be written in paragraph structure and should be between 250 – 400 words in length 
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Table 21. Red College Responding Task Criteria Sheet 

Standard A Standard B Standard C Standard D Standard E 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

The student work 

had the following 

characteristics: 

Insightful 

communication of 

an informed and 

justified position 

about dramatic 

meaning and 

action, coherently 

applying extensive 

knowledge and 

understanding of 

the dramatic 

languages and 

dramatic 

perspectives.  

Communication of 

a justified position 

about dramatic 

meaning and 

action, coherently 

applying 

knowledge and 

understanding of 

the dramatic 

languages and 

dramatic 

perspectives. 

Communication of 

a viewpoint about 

dramatic meaning 

and action, 

applying 

knowledge and 

understanding of 

the dramatic 

languages and 

dramatic 

perspectives. 

Conveys an 

opinion based on 

some knowledge 

of the dramatic 

languages and 

dramatic 

perspectives. 

Conveys an 

opinion. 

Critical analysis, 

evaluation, 

synthesis and 

reflection on 

dramatic action by 

interpreting 

dramatic meaning.  

Critical analysis, 

evaluation and 

reflection on 

dramatic action by 

interpreting 

dramatic meaning. 

Analysis and 

evaluation of 

dramatic action by 

interpreting 

dramatic meaning. 

Description of 

dramatic action 

and meaning. 

Some description 

of dramatic 

action. 

Proficient use of 

appropriate drama 

terminology, 

referencing and 

language 

conventions.  

Credible use of 

relevant drama 

terminology, 

referencing and 

language 

conventions. 

Use of drama 

terminology, 

referencing and 

language 

conventions. 

Use of some 

drama 

terminology and 

language 

conventions. 

Sporadic use of 

some drama 

terminology. 

 

Conclusion 

These descriptions reveal the similarities and differences between the three case study sites. 

These three schools shared some common features. Firstly, drama is offered as part of the 

formal school curriculum but was not considered mandatory for students to study in 

comparison to English or mathematics. Therefore, students at all three case study sites 

elected to study drama. In addition, all three teachers utilised the dimensions of forming, 

presenting and responding drawing from the 2007 Senior drama syllabus (QSA) as a 

framework for course organisation, the design of assessment instruments and standards for 

assessment. During the data collection phase, students at Red and Green College 

predominately focused on the presenting dimension as they rehearsed for a public 

performance, whilst at Blue College, assessment was focused on the forming dimension as 
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they created their own set design. However, while the key dimension of assessment tasks 

within each of the units of study varied, students at all three sites often referred to teacher 

feedback experiences occurring throughout the year and therefore reflected on all three 

dimensions of the curriculum. Finally, these classes shared some similar contextual 

characteristics. All three classes were taught by experienced drama teachers and the colleges 

are also co-educational 

The three sites also varied in a number of ways. Red and Blue College catered for 

students from a broader range of cultural backgrounds and generally lower socio-economic 

backgrounds, whereas Green College attracted students with a generally higher socio-

economic status. This was reflected in the resourcing of the school and specifically the nature 

of the teaching spaces. While students at Red and Blue college shared rooms with other 

classes, students at Green College had a dedicated drama teaching space with staging, 

lighting and air-conditioning. Students and their teacher at Blue college often competed with 

and were distracted by the noise of a dance class on the other side of a thin partition, while 

drama students at Red College often found out where their drama lesson would be located 

on a daily basis. Drama classes also varied in size from 13 at Blue, 18 at Green and 26 

students at Red College. Lastly, the underpinning ethos of each school varied with two being 

faith based schools and one state run. 

How or if these similarities and differences influenced students’ experiences of the 

various modes, types, timings and sources of teacher feedback are explored in the next 

chapter. 
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Chapter Five  

Modes, Sources, Timings and Types of Teacher Feedback 

In this chapter, students’ voices are foregrounded to explore their experiences of teacher 

feedback in three secondary drama classrooms, with a particular emphasis being placed on 

the perceptions offered within various focus group interviews. This chapter focuses on 

addressing the first sub-research question by identifying the different sources, modes, 

timings and types of teacher feedback that drama students experienced at the three case study 

sites.   

Within the feedback literature, a range of existing studies identify several components 

involved in teacher initiated feedback processes, such as the: communication mode; sources, 

timing or circumstances of feedback and type of feedback defined by the content and or 

purpose (Brookhart, 2008; Rucker & Thomson, 2003; Shute, 2008). In this study, the term 

mode refers to the communication method or “how” the feedback message is initially noticed 

by the student. This could be written and provided though hard copy or digital modes of 

communication or kinaesthetic or visual in the form of a demonstration or the showing of an 

image (Brookhart, 2008; Shute, 2008). The source of feedback refers to “who” the feedback 

message is received from and “where” or the classroom context. This could be individual 

teacher feedback, audience responses or whole class feed up, back or forward (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007). The sources could be public or private or include a direct message from 

the teacher or come from an indirect source with a feedback message initiated by the teacher 

or passed on by a peer. The timing of feedback could be immediate, delayed, spontaneous 

or planned. Finally, the type of feedback relates to the “what” or content and purpose or the 

“why”. For instance, the purpose of the teacher feedback may be formative or summative 

depending on the context. The table below offers a graphic organiser of links to the key terms 

of teacher feedback, used in the literature to describe these different components and more 

prevalence in the drama classroom from the students’ perspectives (see Table 22). 

Table 22. Modes, Sources, Timings and Types of Teacher Feedback 
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Key 

Components 

of teacher 

feedback Focus Key terms used in the literature  

Feedback more 

prevalent in the drama 

classroom according to 

student experience. 

Mode How the 

feedback 

message is 

received or 

communicated. 

Verbal or Written 

Digital (email) or hard copy 

Visual/ Demonstration/Image 

Audio- visual – video 

Kinaesthetic 

Embodied 

Direct or indirectly from the teacher 

Dramatic/ Aesthetic 

Visual/ 

Demonstration/Image 

Audio- visual – video 

Kinaesthetic 

Embodied 

Mode aligned with mode 

of assessment 

Dramatic/Aesthetic 

Source Who or what 

the feedback is 

received from? 

Peer 

Teacher 

Audience 

Group work 

Exemplars/ Guide/ task Sheets/ Criteria 

Public 

Teacher 

Peers 

 

Timings When the 

feedback occurs? 

Immediate or Delayed 

Asynchronous or synchronous (Black 

& Wiliam, 2009) 

Individual or whole class/ Public or 

Private/ Spontaneous or Planned 

 

Immediate 

Synchronous 

 

Type What the 

feedback 

messages 

contains or the 

content? 

Why the 

feedback if 

offered what is 

the goal or 

purpose? 

 

Feed forward, up, and back  

The level or purpose of teacher 

feedback: Task, Process, Self-

regulation or Self  (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007) 

Degree of complexity or elaboration 

(Shute, 2008) 

Dialogic loops (Askew and Lodge, 

2000) 

Convergent or divergent (Torrance & 

Prior, 1998) 

 

Teacher feedback usually 

assessment related: 

Corrective 

Divergent 

Dialogic 

Co-constructed 

Prac or theory 

Affective 

Informal 

 

 

While these distinctions between mode, source, timing and type are useful for analysis, 

students referred to these various components of teacher feedback in a fluid way. For this 

reason, student verbatim comments identifying sources, modes, timing and types of teacher 

feedback are referred to throughout this section of the chapter rather than under specific 

subheadings. In this section, each of these will be discussed in connection with the students’ 

experiences of feedback in the secondary drama classroom at each case study site. 
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Red College 

The students at Red College identified various sources, modes, timings and types of 

teacher feedback occurring within their study of drama. Responses from the students at this 

case study site illuminated two common experiences of teacher feedback; how the mode of 

feedback often matched the mode of the assessment and secondly, how students received 

feedback at different timings such as: publicly or privately; directly or indirectly; informally 

or formally. The following focus group excerpt provides a relevant example of some of these 

distinctions. When asked to identify when, how or why they received teacher feedback in 

drama the students within Red College Focus Group C responded as follows: 

DAVID:  Sometimes through email on your written work. 

HAILEY:  We get feedback in lunch hours. If you like walk past her she will say, “Hey 

you did really good”. When you are just walking around in the playground. 

If she sees you. 

VICTORIA:  Say we are on the stage performing she just tells us. She says our name, 

Victoria keep your back straighter, look more confident or characterisation. 

DAVID:  Or, “Aiden, more enthusiasm!” 

AIDEN:  What’s wrong with my birds sounds… ca ca… [laughter] 

 

David and Victoria note here that the mode of teacher feedback is usually aligned 

with the mode of the actual assessment or learning task. David described how the teacher’s 

corrective (type/purpose) written comments (mode) were emailed back to students (mode) 

on drafts of written work assessment work. Victoria noted how the teacher (source) gave 

verbal (mode) corrective or coaching (type) feedback often spontaneously (timing) and 

publicly (source) while she was rehearsing in the performance space. Hailey noted how the 

drama teacher provided spontaneous verbal feedback outside of lesson time (source) in an 

informal way, perhaps privately or publicly (timing), during a lunch time encounter. 

An example of public corrective or coaching type verbal teacher feedback on students’ acting 

was also evident in the excerpt above, with David teasing Aiden about feedback he received 

in the drama lesson just prior to the focus group discussion (“More enthusiasm Aiden!”). 

Similarly, Victoria reflected on how the teacher gave verbal (mode) public (context /timing) 

feedback in the form of corrective prompts (type) on her acting skills or characterisation 

(content) (“Keep your back straighter, look more confident”). Alyssa, identified similar 

modes, sources, timings and types of teacher feedback in this excerpt from her individual 

interview: 



144 

ALYSSA:  I like look at my marks and then I go up to Miss Mc Pherson and I just talk 

about my mark and how I went and what I did wrong. I remember what my teacher said and 

I kind of take that on board for the next task and then I am not completely forgetting about 

it in case I make the same mistake… I received [feedback]that I needed to be a lot more loud 

and confident in what I do and that I need to start taking risks and go for it. Because they 

said that I am a good actor and I just need to start. 

RESEARCHER:  So when you said “they said” who is that? 

ALYSSA:  My peers and Miss Mc Pherson as well. They were all like pushing me to do 

it. 

RESEARCHER:  So can you remember any specific help or advice or support that you 

got for the development of your actual performance? 

ALYSSA:  I got help from Victoria, she pulled me aside and she just asked me to go 

through my lines and when I went through them she just corrected me on some stuff and 

asked me to slow down my words because I was just rushing them. But that was just about 

it. 

RESEARCHER:  So whose responsibility is it to give or seek feedback in the drama 

classroom? 

ALYSSA:  I think it is the teacher and the student. I think it is both because if you really 

want to know your marks… I ask for what I have done wrong so that I can fix it 

  

Alyssa identifies that marks are a type of direct, individual and personalised 

summative source of feedback in the drama classroom. Receiving marks acts as a prompt 

for Alyssa to seek more verbal and elaborated feedback or tips similar to the typology of 

feedback offered by Shute (2008). She seeks more specific information and clarification as 

to what she needs to alter in her next performance. Alyssa mainly identifies corrective type 

feedback with elaborations that will assist her to fix things and get it “right”. The feedback 

offers suggestions for acting skills that she might improve on; mainly vocal projection and 

the pace of delivery. The teacher and her peer, the class elected and teacher appointed student 

director Victoria, both provide feedback in this example. The feedback appears to be private, 

with Alyssa approaching the teacher and Victoria for a one to one feedback exchange. Alyssa 

also notes how she will try to retain this corrective feedback and apply this to her next 

assessment task. She refers to the cycles of assessment and feedback that occur in the drama 

classroom over a unit of study. 

Teacher feedback at Red College also occurred in whole group contexts. For 

example, Brianna and Victoria described how they appreciated and applied teacher feedback 

focusing on acting skills, often received indirectly via public feedback to other students 

during rehearsals of performance tasks: 
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BRIANNA:  … Miss MacPherson complements someone for doing… like acting really 

good. Well, then I look at them and how they do it. 

VICTORIA:  You copy them? 

BRIANNA:  Yeah you try to set your standards at what they do. 

VICTORIA:  Yeah. I do the same thing. (Red College, Focus Group C Discussion) 

 

In this instance, the work of another student provides a practical performance 

exemplar and became a source of indirect teacher feedback. The teachers’ feedback affirms 

the quality of the exemplar and this indirect feedback is responded to by other students. 

Indeed, group and practical work focused on the development of acting skills provided many 

of the students’ examples of how classroom instruction was often integrated with teacher 

feedback at Red College. For instance, Kane identified how group games provided 

opportunities for another source of teacher feedback. He described how the teacher utilised 

learning activities, another source of public whole group feedback, involved the students in 

dialogue and built a feedback culture where students are invited to also identify strengths 

and areas needing further development: 

Kane: Sometimes we like play a game and there is a theme we pick and we 

show other members of the class and the teacher gets the class to give up 

positive and negative feedback about acting and everything. (Red College, 

Focus Group C Discussion) 

Kane identifies how drama students are positioned as audience and critics responding 

to the work of their peers. This is a requirement of the drama syllabus that students enhance 

their ability to view and interpret their own dramatic work and the work of others (QSA, 

2007). In this way, the crafting, giving and receiving of peer feedback is embedded in the 

curriculum. This process is led by the drama teacher and therefore provides another source 

of indirect teacher feedback in the drama classroom. As noted in previous studies in drama 

classrooms, the embedding of a critically reflective culture (McLean, 1996) is central to 

deepening students’ engagement with the aesthetic. However, at Red College students were 

focusing more on the mastery of acting skills or written skills through the use of verifying 

(Shute, 2008), directive (Black, Swan & Wiliam, 2006) evaluative and descriptive (Gamlem 

& Smith, 2013) types of teacher feedback. 
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Blue College 

Students at Blue College identified similar modes, sources and timing of teacher feedback 

to the students at Red College. Frequent descriptions of practical and verbal aspects of 

teacher feedback in the preparation of presenting assessment tasks were offered. However, 

feedback generated from inside the dramatic action, for example by taking on roles, emerged 

as another mode of feedback unique to the drama classroom. For instance, year 11 drama 

students Ethan and Dominic described the verbal and kinaesthetic modes of feedback they 

received from previous drama teachers that involved physical demonstration and 

improvisation. Ethan also identified how teacher feedback can be evaluative and descriptive, 

in the form of “informative tutoring” a type of teacher feedback that verifies the correctness 

of a student’s response and provides further strategic hints with possible steps or techniques 

for students to apply next (see typology by Shute, 2008). In the example he offers here, the 

teacher feedback focused on the task level requirements (Hattie & Timperley, 2007), which 

included Ethan’s physical realisation of a character: 

Ethan (BC): Probably the best feedback I get... it was in year 8 drama, I would 

do something in class, she would say, “that was really good. Good work for 

getting this far but you need to fix this to get to the mark you want”. And you 

are like, “Ok! Cool”. You need to chuck in the elements of this and what is 

definitely helpful is the teacher showing you maybe you should do it like this, 

not obviously watching a teacher do a whole scene but if they just get up and 

show you how you might want to be more burly when you walk, you can take 

that up and apply it to yourself as well. You obviously can’t be the same actor 

as someone else. You try to follow them without mimicking them. 

In this one excerpt, there are many examples of different sources, modes, timing and 

types of teacher feedback experienced by Ethan in Year 8 drama. Firstly, the feedback is 

targeted and specific, it is personalised, possibly private or public and occurring 

synchronously (Black & Wiliam, 2009). This type of teacher feedback verifies his current 

level of performance and offers feedback at the self-regulatory level, “good work for getting 

this far” (Hattie & Timperley, 2007) and also offered further task-level elaborative 

information (Shute, 2008) as to how he might enhance his performance. The mode of teacher 

feedback shifts from verbal feedback to kinaesthetic, with the teacher demonstrating possible 

ways of “burly” walking. In a similar way to students at other case study sites, Ethan appears 

to consider this immediate “showing” type feedback as unique to the drama classroom. 

Dominic, in the same year 11 class as Ethan offered another example of a form of embodied 



147 

feedback however in this example the teacher uses another source/mode of feedback; the 

teacher steps into role within the scene and acts alongside the student: 

Dominic (BC): Sometimes, last year I think it was. I was doing a play sort of 

like a little skit with my friend. It was supposed to be a comedy piece. We 

were having trouble because we had to write the script and the movement 

everything, it was about two minutes. And we had trouble with working out 

how we were going to interact with ourselves, because we knew each other 

as friends but we couldn’t sort of get it. We were supposed to be like room 

mates who didn’t really like each other and we would do, like we would 

scowl at each other, but it wouldn’t be like enough to convey that. And the 

teacher would sort of sit down and watch us. I was supposed to be really well-

dressed and I had a job and everything and the other roommate was supposed 

to be like jobless, like kind of mooching off me. I was supposed to be very 

intellectual and stuff. And the teacher sort of filled in for my friend and she 

was so good at like portraying this kinda of weird smelly dude who does not 

really care about what he does, he just does it. She just kept doing what she 

was doing and I had to sort to react and it worked so much better. And you 

know my friend could see how he could do it... I really enjoyed it and it threw 

me off because she would do something ridiculous but it would suit the 

character. 

This account provides an interesting example as to how different modes and sources 

of feedback can be occurring simultaneously in the drama classroom. The student now 

watching the scene is receiving feedback via a demonstration, while from inside the dramatic 

action, Dominic gains a different visceral and aesthetic teacher feedback experience as he 

plays the character alongside the teacher. Interestingly, he has retained this memory of this 

feedback encounter to recount the experience over a year later. His description seems to 

suggest that it is through play and due to this playful feedback exchange with his teacher that 

he has internalised, retained and applied this feedback to the development of his character 

and the scene.  Prentki (2014), argues for the centrality of play in drama as a way of learning, 

stating: “through play we organise a collective, dialogic encounter between reality and 

imagination” (p. 14). Dominic’s experience therefore offers an example of playful, dialogic 

and mutually constructed feedback noted as requiring high levels of interaction and student 

participation, similar to the Type D typology of feedback offered by Gamlem & Smith 

(2013) and outlined in Chapter Two. 

Green College 

Like the students at Red and Blue College, students at Green College noted a variety of 

sources of feedback, including their peers and other external sources such as audiences 
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consisting of peers or parents, however the teacher continued to be identified as a significant 

source of feedback. Similar to the descriptions of feedback emerging at the other two case 

study sites, students at Green College particularly noted teacher feedback linked to the 

presenting dimension of the curriculum as one of the more prevalent types of feedback. 

The following excerpt from Focus Group B at Green College provides a relevant 

example of the types of feedback that the drama teacher provided during rehearsals for a 

presenting task: 

SARAH:  She would speak to us and then it’s more like kinaesthetic feedback. 

OLIVER:  Nice word! 

SARAH:  Thank you. She would move around and show us what we can do. Like, the 

hand gestures. 

JAMES:  Yeah. She says okay; now make it twenty per cent bigger. 

INTERVIEWEES:  Yes. 

KATY:  She always says that! … When it gets closer to the due date of our 

performance she starts not picking, but giving us more individual notes. Normally it’s like 

okay, “This group was good”, but then closer to the due date, it’s like, Katy, “You can do 

more of this this”, or Annie “You could speak louder” or something like that.  

 

In this excerpt, Sarah describes teacher feedback in drama as kinaesthetic. She 

describes how the drama teacher demonstrated ways of gesturing that were associated with 

the style of theatre. The teacher also offered corrective verbal feedback in the form of side 

coaching by requesting that the students explore movement or acting that is, “twenty percent 

bigger”. Katy also describes how the timing, type and purpose of teacher’s verbal feedback 

shifted during the rehearsal phase from overall group feedback to more individual corrective 

feedback focused on acting skills such as vocal projection. Katy also notes the immediacy 

of teacher feedback in the drama classroom. Tim also compared the frequency and 

spontaneous nature of feedback in the drama classroom where he believed he received more 

feedback.  During his individual interview, he offered the following explanation: 

Tim (GC): Definitely [more feedback in] drama. Because with English you 

have to write out about 500 words and that takes some time. About a week. 

In drama, you can do about ten seconds of moving around then then you can 

get feedback on that straight away because they see what you are doing. It is 

not like English where it is mostly about the language rather than the actions. 
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According to Tim, drama is more about the “actions” and this offers more opportunity for 

spontaneous frequent, verbal and kinaesthetic feedback. He observes that there is less feedback 

delay in the practical dimensions of drama where the close proximity and interaction of his 

peers and teachers means that students have access to an instant audience.  Other studies have 

found that drama students noted the same embodied learning and immediacy that learning 

through this mode offers and the opportunity for frequent, “kinaesthetic feedback” (Davis, 

2010, p. 41). Again, Davis found that students valued the sense of immediacy that drama offers; 

“you can have an idea; try it out; see if it works and then adapt it, all in one session” (2010, p. 

41, emphasis in original). Likewise, McLean (1996) nominated experiential learning as 

essential to the aesthetic occurring in the drama classroom. Through her analysis, McLean 

(1996) found that experiential learning takes place as the student and teacher engage in a 

complex association between form and ideas. Similarly, Lovesy (2003) discovered that drama 

students enter into a complex kinaesthetic learning structure during the development of group 

playbuilding tasks. Lovesy’s study found that drama teachers who, “engage in empathic 

kinaesthetic teaching strategies enhance learning in playbuilding” (2003, p. 273).  Insights 

emerging from the study documented in this thesis suggest that feedback may also be enriched 

as students and teachers work within the complex aesthetic field which Abbs (1987) defines 

as including the artistic and transpersonal processes of forming, presenting and critically 

responding to their work and the work of the others.  

Another mode, source, timing and type of a teacher led feedback process was noted 

by several students; the combination of the use of video and self-appraisal. Mark gives an 

interesting example as to how students are regularly required to review their performance 

work on video and write a reflection: 

Mark (GC): That is what we always usually do. She always usually records 

it and then at the end of the term we watch it back and then we do a writing 

or a reflective task about it and what we could have improved on and on what 

we would have changed. 

Mark notes a systematic approach to feedback processes in his drama classroom, (“this is 

what we always do”) that involves the viewing of performance, self-appraisal and reflection 

at the end of every unit of study. The mode is visual, the timing is in class at the end of a 

unit of work and after an assessment task, the type is reflective and appraising with student 

to make judgements about the quality of their work. The source is a teacher led feedback 

process, utilising students own work as a stimulus for review. Students talk about their work 

together, publicly and as they review their work. 
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Usefulness and Time  

Students identified a range of modes, sources and types of teacher feedback, however, one 

strong sub-theme to emerge was the impact of time and timings on students’ experiences of 

teacher feedback.  The drama curriculum requires that tasks and learning are often packaged 

into terms divided by school holidays. Not all students appeared to consider the feedback 

they received in the last unit and transfer this to the next. Here is an example offered by 

Mark: 

Mark (GC): I am not quite sure if I do keep remembering. I don’t know.  I 

just keep forgetting. That was last term’s unit of work and now this is this 

term’s work. 

 Mark reflects on the relationship between feedback from one term to another and reflects 

how memory influences his uptake of feedback. Other students at Green College noted the 

more immediate pressure of time and opportunities to obtain feedback. For example, when 

working on the submission of a forming written assessment task, Oliver noted that: “We 

didn’t have to do a draft. It was too short of a time line”. Similarly, Heidi identified how 

teacher and peer feedback opportunities were missed, on the same task, and that with more 

time, “we could have performed it with the scripts and got feedback from the people 

watching it and then gone and rewritten it based on the feedback”. Jonathan reflected on the 

lack of time and the most effective type of teacher feedback on his written responding work: 

Jonathan (GC): I think a little bit more one-on-one time with the drafts of the 

written tasks because they are quite hard -- like anyone says they are actually 

quite hard and then you’re like I don’t know really what I’m doing and then 

you can talk to her in class but once you get your draft back it’s more like fix 

it up and then you go and come back and you get a B or a C and you’re like 

but I fixed up everything you told me to fix up. Wasn’t there something that 

you could’ve told me in between? 

In this transcript excerpt, Jonathan is identifying his preference for teacher feedback 

to include greater elaboration and to align with the final result. He expressed his frustration 

when he “fixed” everything indicated in the teacher’s corrective feedback yet received a final 

result below his goal. He attributes this to the lack of time or opportunity for further dialogue 

with the teacher in order to address the “in between” or the gap in his current performance 

and the actual level required. Other students at Green College noted that opportunities for 

more specific, personalised feedback and the time to apply this would also assist in 

enhancing their learning. Elizabeth made the following comment: 
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Elizabeth (GC): With the acting I would like a lot more one on one 

[feedback]. Like you go, you perform and you sit down with the teacher and 

they go, “this was good but you need to work on this”. A bit more one on 

one. Like she already does a lot of that but I reckon a bit more would help 

me. And if she is like exact like, very specific what she gets you to work on. 

This reflection again suggests that time may often dictate the modes, sources and 

types of feedback that students receive at various moments within a unit of work.  

Additionally, in a similar way to Jonathan, Elizabeth is expressing preferences for 

personalised teacher feedback. James, from Green College, noted how the drafting process 

included more scope for elaborative feedback and reflective dialogue within the cycles of 

teacher feed- up and feed- back. He refers to the development of his recent analytical essay: 

James (GC): There was a process you went through, went through it, went 

through it, went through it and you said alright, this needs to be better. This 

could be rephrased. As long as you followed the process that she gave you, 

you were pretty much fine. 

Cycles of drafting written assessment tasks, rehearsal, polishing, and performance 

with reflection all offered rich opportunities for students to engage with teacher feedback 

and dialogue associated with that feedback in the drama classroom, but only if there was 

enough time. For these reasons, Carless and Boud (2018) regard the ways that teachers 

sequence the curriculum, embed feedback processes and structure opportunities for 

reflection can assist in the enhancement of student learning.  Elizabeth’s reflection on her 

approach to written assessment tasks and applying teacher feedback provides further insights 

into students’ use of time: 

Elizabeth (GC): Miss Rowland will just go all the way through [corrections 

on draft written work] and it is basically my punctuation and spelling that lets 

me down. And I don’t put enough time in that I should be. Like it will be due 

tomorrow and like I have not even started. I just type whatever up and I won’t 

read it and I will hand it in which is really bad. 

It is interesting to contrast the level of motivation and investment that Elizabeth 

expresses in relation to her written work with her earlier excerpt where she wants more time 

to apply the feedback in her practical acting tasks. It appears that she is willing to put more 

time into rehearsal than writing. The next excerpt from Mark provides an interesting example 

as to how students way up the “transactional costs” (Hattie & Timperley, 2007) of seeking 

feedback. Mark considers the “stress” cost to the teacher and the class if he requests more 

individual feedback and also if he can obtain the same feedback in a more efficient way: 
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Mark (GC): I think it is just a time factor as well. If every single student in 

the class asked about something it would pretty much take up the whole entire 

lesson so… If everyone keeps asking Miss Rowland, she will become more 

stressed and the class will become more stressed, becomes more on edge. 

And I can get the feedback that I want from my peers like straight away. I 

can be like “Hey Matthew, how was that? Was that good?” and he would like 

“Yeah that is pretty good”. 

Mark notes that in the time constraints of a drama lesson he will look for the most 

expedient form of feedback available and also appreciated the synchronous immediate 

feedback he could obtain.  

McLean (1996) in her research in secondary drama classroom in Queensland 

described how the drama teachers structured the learning experiences within the lesson and 

unit of study around Dewey’s (1938) learning phases of inception, immersion and 

perception. McLean’s overarching finding was that drama teachers planned for, structured 

and facilitated artistic experiences that deepened the students’ aesthetic experience through 

the inclusion of critical reflection.  There appear to be similarities here with the cycles of 

critical reflection and feedback occurring at Green College. Arguably, these feedback cycles 

identified by students at Green College assisted some students to deepen their aesthetic 

experience and build a shared, enhanced capacity for “connoisseurship” with their drama 

teacher (Eisner, 1976).  For instance, Mark describes how he finds viewing his performance 

on video as a useful feedback process: 

Mark (GC): Yeah I feel like I am going fine, and I think that my character 

and my movement and stuff on stage is fine. And then when I see it back on 

camera I am like that oh no that is not great I should have tried something 

different… Like some of the lines in my monologue were a bit just like cringe 

worthy, so I wanted to make it like a funny appeal but still like get the 

message across like about my character. I don’t know some of the lines were 

like if I changed them around then I would improve them and make them 

better... I reckon would have helped a bit earlier. I think everyone definitely 

would have been like Oh Wow lets us change that around we don’t like this, 

we don’t like that.  Yeah. It was a time factor as well we didn’t have time to 

watch it all the way back and make those changes. 

Mark’s reflection demonstrates his evolving ability to critique his own work and 

make judgements about quality when the teacher establishes regular feedback processes to 

build his skills in self -appraisal. However, he also identifies how the lack of time can negate 

opportunities to apply this feedback. His views suggest that the timings and sequencing of 

feedback processes is crucial to students’ experiences of useful teacher feedback. 
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Discussion 

There were common sources, modes, timing and types of feedback experienced by drama 

students across all three case study sites. All participants made the distinction between two 

types of teacher feedback as either “prac” or “theory”; practical or linked to theory. The key 

purpose of teacher feedback, was to provide guidance or make judgements about written or 

practical assessment tasks in the three dimensions of the curriculum (forming, presenting or 

responding). Most students expected that the modality of the teacher’s feedback would 

match the modality of the assessment task. Therefore, students identified that drama teachers 

frequently gave formative verbal or kinaesthetic feedback on “prac”, practical acting or 

performance tasks. While written teacher feedback was mostly received on theory or written 

assessment tasks for drafting or summative purposes. Students identified a greater amount 

of individual, corrective, and written teacher feedback generated through the assignment 

drafting process. By contrast, more instances of whole class or group verbal, spontaneous 

teacher feedback occurred during games, acting exercises or during and the rehearsal phase 

for ‘prac’ presenting tasks. 

Studies in other secondary classroom settings have made similar observations 

regarding the immediacy and kinaesthetic nature of learning and feedback in the practical 

learning activities central to drama pedagogy (Davis, 2010). Davis (2010) found that 

students regarded collaboration as key to their creativity in drama and drew upon feedback 

from a range of sources including peers, parents, professional artists and their drama teacher 

to support their creative work.  Relevant to this study is Davis’s (2010) finding that the 

opportunity for risk taking and immediate kinaesthetic feedback may be unique to the drama 

classroom: 

…what is significant about the drama process is that students identify the 

immediacy of seeing if an idea works or doesn’t work and are able to try out 

alternatives and change the work. This immediate collective, kinaesthetic 

feedback system may not be available in many other learning contexts. (p. 

40) 

Students, at Green college in particular, appreciated the immediacy of feedback during the 

rehearsal phase associated with practical assessment tasks. They were able to identify the 

cycles of reflection and feedback occurring throughout the year in a systematic and 

predictable way.  For example, students were required to view videos of their work and 

develop their own critique and evaluation of their level of achievement prior to receiving 

grades.  
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Considered collectively, these responses from Red, Green and Blue College suggest 

that students recognise and experience a range of different modes, sources, timing and types 

of teacher led feedback processes depending on the modality of the assessment task. More 

valued feedback included tips for improvement and time to apply this alongside feedback 

characterised by high levels of verbal interaction and active participation, similar to that 

previously described in other studies as, “dialogic feedback interaction” (Gamlen & Smith, 

2013, p. 164). Students participating in this Queensland study, like the Norwegian students 

in Gamlem and Smith’s study, preferred teacher feedback to occur in the, “here and now” in 

moments which offered, “instant, ongoing access to their thoughts, actions and work” (p. 

165). Further parallels with the students’ experiences in this study are evident within 

McLean’s (1996) research which recommended that drama teachers establish and maintain 

the essential conditions for aesthetic learning and experience to flourish. This includes the 

recognition and active promotion of the importance of dialogue and critical reflection 

between students and teachers.  

 

Conclusion 

This chapter introduced the various modes, sources, timings and types of teacher feedback 

identified by drama students at the three case study sites.  Interestingly, there was very little 

difference in the various modes, sources and types of feedback experienced. Students offered 

some similar examples, ranging from the transmission of corrective comments or results 

through to more collaborative and dialogic feedback typologies. The secondary drama 

classroom at these three schools appeared to have its own unique feedback typology 

particularly in the practical formative or presenting dimensions of the syllabus. The 

embodied and relational pedagogies of drama offered opportunities for interactive forms of 

feedback that could simultaneously involve the individual student, the drama teacher and 

their peers. Modes, sources and types of feedback unique to the drama classroom were 

highlighted by the students and included: a higher prevalence of kinaesthetic feedback; more 

public feedback; and, opportunities for peer and self-appraisal using videos of students’ 

performance work.  

While students identified similar modes, sources, timings and types of teacher 

feedback in the drama classroom, the qualities of their experience varied from one case study 

site to another and differed again between individual students.  Different feedback cultures 

emerged at each of the case study sites. This appeared to be a gap worth investigating 

between students’ observations of what teacher feedback may be and how they actually 

responded to or utilised this feedback. For instance, not all students found the same types of 
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teacher feedback useful. These emergent contextual and personal factors shaping these 

qualitative differences in students’ experiences of feedback are explored further in Chapters 

6 and 7. 
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Chapter Six  

Feedback: A Tangled Web of Experience  

This chapter explores how a number of factors mediate students’ experiences of teacher 

feedback at each case study site. This meta-theme emerged during the data analysis process, 

with students’ experiences of teacher feedback appearing to be mediated by a tangled web 

of personal and contextual factors. Contextual factors include: the curriculum content, key 

concepts and dimensions of the syllabus; the coherence or usefulness of the curriculum 

design including the clarity of assessment tasks, criteria for success and alignment with 

teacher feedback; and the overall drama classroom ambience at each of the case study sites.  

Personal mediating factors include the student’s aspirations for electing to study drama, their 

expectations in terms of the learning goals and opportunities that they believe that the subject 

area presents. Students’ personal experiences of teacher feedback appear to be further 

mediated though their access to the art-form, their prior exposure to the Arts, theatre and 

their level of knowledge of the languages of drama developed in previous year levels. A 

number of affective sensitivities can also mediate students’ experiences of teacher feedback, 

such as motivation, self-efficacy and degrees of trust with their peers and drama teacher. 

While it is possible to distinguish various contextual and personal mediating factors, 

these do not present in the students’ accounts of drama and teacher feedback in a convenient 

compartmentalised manner. Students continually conflate various mediating factors 

together. For example, a student may refer to the contextual content and characteristics of 

the drama curriculum and then reference their own expectations of the subject area with their 

experience of teacher feedback. For this reason and to capture a more holistic reporting of 

the data and the complexity of students’ feedback experiences, personal and contextual 

factors are identified and analysed as they emerged at each case study site and within the 

perceptions of individual students. 

 

Green College 

The following, quite lengthy excerpt is drawn from the first focus group discussion 

conducted at Green College (GC). It assists in introducing some of the students’ perspectives 
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of the unique characteristics of drama teaching, the drama curriculum, content and 

assessment held by the year 10 students involved in this group: 

JONATHAN:  In English, they teach you how to write an essay but in drama it’s more like 

you’re controlling your learning. 

MARK:  I guess more control – just freedom I guess. Like, literally we don’t have to 

sit down in a classroom, glued to a desk and all our ideas get pushed away. 

RICK:  Miss Rowland doesn’t like it when we sit down because we aren’t as creative, so she 

encourages us to stand up, move around, be loud, rather than sit down. She encourages us to 

do that because she feels we are more creative when we do that. 

MATTHEW:  Also, there is no formula to drama. There is no y= x +c anything. You can 

basically do whatever you want. Like, learning lines you can do it in the shower, you can 

sing it, you can imprint it… 

ARIA:  Like with the whole controlling your learning thing, we’ll get like a task and we’ll 

be explained it but then we have to go off and decide how we want to do it and the teacher 

won’t control saying you have to do this, this, this. You can devise how you want and then 

you might get suggestions on how to improve it. 

ZOE:  I hate in math -- the worst thing in the world is when the math teacher is like “Zoe, 

what do you think the answer is” and then you get it wrong and then they are just like “no” 

and then they just move on and you just get “no”, ahhhh! I just want to punch them. But in 

drama your opinion is always put into the work; you’ll always have some way to incorporate 

it into a performance or whatever and it’s good. 

CLARE: Every other subject I have been to, you’re kind of just shoved into a box and 

you can’t go anywhere. Like for math, they’ll say the formula is this. You can’t turn around 

and say hey, why the formula can’t be this. They will just look at you and be like shut up 

Clare but in drama if Miss Rowland is like we should do Shakespeare like this, you can be 

like, hey why can’t we do it like this and she’s “like good idea”. So, I guess that’s the 

difference. (Green College Focus Group A Discussion) 

In this transcript, seven students compared their learning, assessment and feedback 

experiences in other subject areas with the active, less formulaic and flexible nature of their 

experiences in the drama classroom. Jonathan identified that there are particular structures 

in English such as those applied in the writing of essays, whereas in drama he believed he 

had more control. Rick believed that drama offered the chance to “be loud”, allowed for 

more movement and offered a chance to be “creative”. Similarly, Mark saw drama as a 

chance to have greater control and not to have his ideas “pushed away”. Clare and Mathew 

welcomed the general absence of a “formula” in drama and the scope for experimentation 

that is offered. Clare described how her interactions with her drama teacher aligned with her 

expectations for self-expression in drama. She felt the freedom to adopt or challenge teacher 

feedback, by making counter suggestions back as to the way that Shakespeare may be 
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performed. These seven students valued this sense of freedom and the subsequently less rigid 

nature of teaching, learning and feedback in the drama classroom. 

A very similar perspective on the frequent opportunities for creative exploration 

offered in the drama curriculum was also expressed by students who participated in the 

second Green College focus group:  

Sarah:  Well I think drama is like so different compared to every other subject. Like Lisa 

said, we get to stand up and express ourselves more and we get to be more creative in what 

we do… 

Annie:  Drama and film are the only subjects that I actually like or are the subjects that I 

actually enjoy at school because of, because I love our class, I love our teacher, I love that it 

like a no judgment zone so -- like, in other classes you have to be behaved, well you do 

behave. You certainly behave but you can be a bit more out there and can speak up without 

getting in trouble sort of thing. 

Katy:  Yeah and it’s not where you sit in class and you listen to the teacher talk all day. It’s 

like basically, obviously, Miss Rowland still does talk, but in drama we get to voice our 

opinions as well and we don’t get shut down if they’re bad. (Green College Focus Group B 

Discussion) 

Katy, like Mark, identified that students are not typically required to sit down and 

listen to the teacher for long periods of time in comparison to other subject areas. Therefore, 

for these students learning in drama was more active and embodied. Sarah, Annie and Katy 

also noted that drama offered opportunities for greater freedom, voice or choice. Some 

students noted similarity with other subjects in the Arts. For instance, Annie reflected that 

the scope for creativity in subjects like drama and film and television made them more 

enjoyable for her.  She believed that these subjects offered a learning environment with 

greater agency, with less judgement and risk taking, and a place where you can be a “bit 

more out there”. Comparable descriptors frequently used by other students at Green College 

to describe the unique learning environment of drama included: “active”, “fun”, “social”. 

These experiences of greater personal freedom, self-expression and playfulness through 

embodied or active learning were common for the majority of the students at Green College.  

The following excerpt provides a useful example of the different ways the Focus 

Group drama students at Green College described their experiences of and responses to 

useful teacher feedback: 

ARIA:  I find that we get a lot better or more feedback with presenting tasks and stuff then 

we do with written tasks. I’ve had it written on the page but I am kind of just sitting there… 

what? 

JONATHAN:  Because it’s from her. 

RICK:  You can understand more. 
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ARIA:  I think they know your process that you’re going through when you’re actually doing 

it but with the written they just read your work and it’s kind of like they didn’t get inside 

your head… It’s kind of just like here’s how you do the structure and stuff now go away and 

write it. 

MATTHEW:  … I guess it’s even with other subjects it’s like you get a mark and that’s 

basically it. You get a C, okay you’re standard. Okay you get an A, wow that’s brilliant but 

who really cares. You get a D, try better next time. But with this it’s kind of like even though 

Miss Rowland gives you feedback she’ll I guess explain it in a way, if you want. 

These verbal exchanges, in comparison to purely written feedback, appear to these 

students to provide a form of elaborated and dialogic feedback which enabled the teacher to 

“get inside” the students’ heads. For this reason, as Aria seems to be suggesting, written 

teacher comments on a draft written assignment were not as effective as the feedback and 

loops of dialogue she encountered during practical tasks where the teacher could access, 

understand and perhaps extend her thinking. 

Jonathan offered a similar perspective in his individual interview conducted two 

months after the initial focus group discussion: 

Jonathan (GC): When we have an idea or something and Miss Rowland 

thinks that doesn’t work she’ll say I don’t know if that works but what if you 

did it like this and then helped you advance it like that instead of saying “no 

that’s not very good”. 

Jonathan also found elaborated and divergent teacher feedback more useful, 

empowering and encouraging than corrective or negative feedback. Comparably, Aria 

described her ideal teacher feedback as, “constructive criticism. Not just be like oh yeah 

that’s good, that’s good. Everything is good. But give you suggestions on how to improve.” 

Useful teacher feedback challenged her and included elaborations as to how to improve. 

Interesting parallels exist with the finding of Gamlem and Smith (2013), that students 

preferred forms of feedback that enabled “interactive dialogue between teachers and the 

student(s)” (p. 164). This generative type of feedback (Type D), defined by Gamlem and 

Smith (2013) in their typology of feedback outlined in Chapter Two, can occur at various 

learning and assessment phases during a unit of study. This personalised information enables 

students and teachers to engage in reflective dialogue and mutually construct a way forward, 

which includes the provisions of possible strategies and shared critical appraisals (pp. 162-

165). The usefulness of this type of feedback is characterised by the higher levels of active 

participation of students and verbal interaction. 

In this section, the Green College students’ perspectives relating to the affective 

experiences of teacher feedback are explored. These include the students’ levels of self-



160 

efficacy, motivation, the overall degree of trust with the giver of the feedback and the 

conditions within the class as a whole. These impacted on emotions and perceptions which 

then filtered students’ experiences of teacher feedback. Here, individual learner factors such 

as interest in the subject and motivation are also raised including that from Zoe who noted: 

Zoe: I feel like the feedback is much more important than the mark because 

we actually care about drama—sorry other subjects - but because we actually 

care about drama. We are going to take that feedback and actually use it to 

benefit ourselves and the audience.  

Zoe identified “marks” as a type of feedback, however she extended on this to 

identify how her motivation and interest in a drama influenced her perspectives on the 

usefulness of teacher feedback. She indicated that she was more likely to value and apply 

teacher feedback because she “cares” about drama. 

Positive social conditions of the classroom were mentioned frequently by students at 

Green College as essential to creating a climate conducive to responding to teacher feedback. 

Some students reflected that the public nature of learning and assessment in drama created 

the need for different conditions, degrees of safety and trust. Zoe also noted the public 

sources of teacher feedback in the presenting dimension when she commented: “In drama 

you can improve as well by watching other people. In other classes, you don’t compare your 

essays, no one reads out everyone’s essay to the class unless it is an oral presentation”. 

Mathew also distinguished the public nature of feedback in the drama classroom: 

“Sometimes she will get the whole group and she will actually speak to you one on one and 

look at you and it might be embarrassing at first but everyone else learns from what you are 

not doing as well.” 

Due to this highly public sources of teacher feedback in the drama classroom, 

students frequently identified the importance of the dispositional qualities of the drama 

teacher and a preference for a respectful and mutually supportive classroom environment 

needed to actively listen to and enact feedback. 

ANNIE:  Drama and film are the only subjects that I actually like or are the subjects 

that I actually enjoy school because of, because I love our class, I love our teacher, I love 

that it like a no judgment zone so -- like, in other classes you have to be behaved, well you 

do behave. You certainly behave but you can be a bit more out there and can speak in line 

without getting in trouble sort of thing. 

HEIDI:  You get to move around and talk without being yelled at. 

KATY:  And you get to perform with friends. 

KATY:  It’s really social. 
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ANNIE:  Yeah. 

OLIVER:  Yeah. 

SARAH:  Yeah it is really social. 

ANNIE:  I think in other classes sometimes I feel intimidated by people who don’t 

really -- like an oral presentation you feel intimidated by people whereas if everyone is out 

there and giving it a go in drama then you don’t feel judged. 

(Green College, Focus Group B Discussion) 

Not feeling “judged” was a term repeated in a number of student responses at Green 

College. Students described a very positive classroom ambience and culture or co-operation 

rather than competition, where you get to “perform with friends”. These observations of the 

drama classroom appeared to share commonalities with finding describing students’ 

mediating factors of feedback in other subject areas.  For instance, Cowie (2005) and Plank, 

Dixon and Ward (2014), found that the affective dimensions of the classroom including 

students’ relationships with each other and the teacher, influence their choices to seek, give 

or act upon teacher feedback. This was particularly apparent in the Plank et al. (2014) 

findings that students viewed the disposition and emotions of the teacher as a key mediating 

factor influencing their willingness to offer feedback to the teacher. 

Students at Green College further identified that during the rehearsal phase the drama 

teacher often offered feedback from inside the dramatic action, taking on roles and acting 

with students. This appeared to add value to the feedback provided by the drama teacher. 

For example, James, described how he was more likely to “take feedback to heart” based on 

his relationship with his teacher and the willingness of the teacher to be vulnerable and take 

risks (Green College Focus Group B). He believed that when the teacher assumed roles and 

acted alongside him, his respect for and engagement with teacher feedback was enhanced. 

Matthew also described how he valued feedback from the drama teacher who, “gets in and 

just pretty much acts it out like a student and how a student would do it” (Individual 

Interview). The immediacy of this feedback interaction through the dramatic immersion of 

the teacher appeared to act as a catalyst, effectively enabling teacher feedback to connect at 

a faster rate. The willingness of the teacher to be vulnerable and to ‘do’ alongside students 

appears to generate trust, respect and accelerate their engagement with and responses to 

teacher feedback. 

One of the most important mediating factors facilitating a supportive feedback 

learning environment in the drama classroom was the students’ trust in the giver of the 

feedback. Students found the drama teacher feedback to be more useful and effective when 
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they respected and valued the opinion of the teacher. They trusted the validity of the feedback 

and that it would be in their best interest to respond to the feedback. They were more 

receptive to feedback if they felt that the teacher cared about their welfare and that the 

feedback was honest.  

The nature of drama, particularly when working towards the development of 

assessment tasks in the presenting or forming dimension, afforded opportunities for the 

drama teacher to interact and engage with students through the art-form, including play, 

working in role, experimenting with characterisation, exploring vocal expression or 

movement ideas with the students. Sarah explained how the physical positioning of the 

teacher enhanced her involvement with the class: “Miss Rowland puts everyone in a circle 

she sits down with us and not on a chair higher than us and she’s always getting involved 

with us”. For Sarah, this positioning of the teacher in the circle on the floor sent strong 

messages about power and a shift in the normative relationships of teacher and student in 

comparison to other subject areas. Katy, from Green College, referenced a previous 

experience to illustrate the negative influence of messages of power communicated through 

the physical positioning of the teacher, “She (previous teacher) didn’t sit down with us. She 

didn’t play games with us. She just sat in the chair and she just walked around and looked at 

you”. The circle was mentioned by several students as a way of building community and 

effective classroom management. 

Katy and Zoe, also identified how emotional and other affective factors shaped their 

experience of teacher feedback. They noted the importance of maintaining social-emotional 

protection, a view that was evident in several student comments in focus groups and 

interviews. Katy’s comment on teacher feedback, gave a useful perspective on this, when 

she claimed that she did not take teacher feedback to “heart”: 

Katy(GC): And you don’t take it to heart. If it’s a little bit of criticism it’s not 

like oh she thinks I’m so bad. It’s just like oh thank you, I’ll work on it… 

And because it doesn’t happen all the time so it’s not like, okay, well maybe 

I am really bad. (Green College Focus Group B Discussion) 

For Katy, “a little bit of criticism” was tolerable, however too much “criticism” could 

be interpreted as a “bad” thing, sending messages about her abilities in drama and potentially 

undermining her confidence. In an earlier focus groups excerpt, Katy compared the 

motivational impact of teacher feedback received in her English class to the more useful 

elaborated, detailed and specific performance focused feedback of her drama teacher. Sarah 

made the link between teacher feedback and her confidence more explicitly. She made the 
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distinction between praise and useful teacher feedback that elaborated on the positive aspects 

of acting work: 

Sarah (GC): Yeah. Sometimes when people come up to me and say oh you 

did that really well, I know that I’m doing a good job and then that builds my 

confidence and then I think I perform better…Miss Rowland does that as 

well. If she gives you a compliment she genuinely means it. So she gives you 

genuine compliments, not just, “Oh you did that well”, but she explains why. 

(Green College Focus Group B Discussion) 

Here we see that the specific content of teacher feedback along with the manner of 

delivery shaped Sarah’s experience of teacher feedback. Detailed feedback rather than praise 

was of more value and appeared more authentic. These students’ perspectives align with 

various models for effective feedback outlined within the literature and specifically those of 

Hattie and Timperley (2007). They advise that feedback that focuses on the self in terms of 

praise or judgement can result in negative effects on the learners’ self-efficacy and 

motivation. Instead, they advise teachers to focus on task, process and self-regulatory 

targeted feedback that assists students to build mastery and a sense of achievement. In a 

similar way, Wright (2007) describes how the learner encounters a dynamic process through 

their immersion in the dramatic process: 

Drama is an experience in which individuals create and respond to a network 

of relationships. It is not an individual activity. A variety of factors determine 

this network of relationships and the subject matter of the drama is only one 

(and sometimes not the most significant) factor. These factors are determined 

by, among many things, physical, emotional, psychological, political, 

historical and spatial encounters as well as encounters with traditions of 

practice. (p. 45) 

In the spatial, social, emotional and psychological territory of drama, the equally 

affective responses of students to teacher feedback are perhaps to be expected. The overall 

“ambience” (Eisner, 2002) of the drama classroom appeared to be formed through the 

pervasive qualities of interaction, habitual norms, the games and the values communicated 

through teacher choices about space and how time is allocated during the lesson. The overall 

classroom ambience at Green College and the students perceived positive individual 

relationships and high levels of trust with the drama teacher appeared to mediate students’ 

experiences of teacher feedback. 
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Blue College 

Similar experiences of the embodied and agentic features of the drama curriculum were 

evident in the views expressed by some of the year 11 drama students at Blue College (BC). 

For instance, Ethan believed that drama differed from other subjects because of the 

opportunity for self-expression, the empowerment of students and the frequency of reflective 

dialogue between teachers and students. He shared the following comment in his individual 

interview towards the end of the data collection phase: 

Ethan(BC): Drama is different to a lot of classes. I get to express myself in a 

different way. I like speaking and verbal communication, verbal learning. So, 

I really dig drama because it is pretty much student or teacher talking the 

entire lessons mainly… there is almost a creative outlook… I mean outlet 

and I get to express myself and do things I like to do. 

Ethan valued the dialogic, interactive and social forms of learning employed in the 

drama classroom, which he labelled as “verbal learning” along with opportunities for 

creative freedom and self-expression to do the things that he liked to do. By contrast, some 

of his peers were more focused on the opportunities for “fun” that studies in drama offered. 

Like Ethan, other students at Blue College often referred to previous experiences of studying 

drama in earlier grades, and several students expressed expectations of the same level of 

enjoyment in their year 11 studies. The need for games and other forms of embodied learning 

were identified as unique to the drama classroom by most of the participating students at 

Blue College. In the excerpt below, five students identified the current lack of playfulness 

and personal connection in the classroom and how they believed this affected their 

experiences in drama and the ways they interacted with their peers and the teacher: 

LUCY:  It should be like fun. You’re meant to be able to like express yourself and 

stuff. We can’t exactly express ourselves. 

ETHAN:  Like you’re not going to talk about your emotions in maths because you don’t 

need to. 

PHILLIPA:  They’re just teaching you and you’re copying down. 

KAYLA:  Fun. 

JOSHUA:  … Even when she got us to do games where we sort of have to be loud and 

stuff, she doesn’t even let us be loud. 

ALEXIS:  Yeah. She’s like, “be quiet”! 

JOSHUA:  She’s just hush, hush, be quiet. 
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LUCY:  In drama, we should be encouraged to be loud… (Blue College Focus Group 

D Discussion) 

In this transcript excerpt, Joshua and Lucy both state that drama is the subject area 

where they want to have the opportunity to be “loud”, with these comments suggesting that 

they expect to have a voice and to be heard in the drama classroom. Ethan identified the need 

for a different type of learning environment, with higher levels of trust and openness within 

the class, in comparison to maths, to support the discussion of personal matters like 

“emotions”. 

However, later in the same focus group discussion, Dominic described his negative 

experience of drama and the general atmosphere of his current year 11 drama class: “You 

know drama is about expressing yourself and your imagination and stuff and when we come 

into this room, we’re just overwhelmed with mopiness”. Despite these negative descriptions 

of their experiences in the drama classroom, the students’ expectations of drama as a subject 

are still evident. Similar to the students at Green College, several of the students at Blue 

College believed that the study of drama should offer unique opportunity for self-expression, 

to be heard, to have a voice, support the discussion of emotions, and offer embodied learning 

experiences. 

 

Teacher feedback that provided clarity about the goals for assessment tasks and the criteria 

used to make judgements of quality was frequently identified as useful by year 11 Drama 

students at Blue College. Alexis, for example, described how she obtained useful feed-

forward from assessment task documentation. This form of written scaffolded teacher feed-

forward enhanced her understanding of the task and of the criteria used to judge success. 

Task sheets, guide sheets, exemplars and criteria were identified by Ethan, Ava and Alexis 

at Blue College as a source of teacher feed-up (Hattie & Timperley, 2007) that may assist 

clarifying the goals for assessment however Ethan’s expectations for clarity were not always 

met. He expressed a negative view of the complexity of criteria sheets used in the year 11 

drama classroom: 

Ethan (BC): It is just not written in Queens’ English…the stuff that is on 

these task sheets is like quite ridiculous, like the words and the way it is 

phrased...[pulling a crumpled criteria sheet from his bag]. This is the design 

task sheet A criteria “evidence of the extensive knowledge and insightful 

understanding of the interrelationships of drama informed by dramatic 

perspectives”. It not a sentence. It is just a bunch of things that you can’t even 

reach.  
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Here, Ethan is challenging the accessibility of the drama terminology used in 

assessment tasks, specifically a rubric outlining the criteria. This terminology also appeared 

to act as a barrier to other students, especially in terms of understanding the goals of 

assessment tasks, with some Blue College students finding this information overwhelming 

and suggesting that they were unable to utilise this information as feed-up or to clarify the 

learning goals. For example, Ava commented: “Sometimes she gives us sheets but 

sometimes it is just too much. I don’t really understand it. She doesn’t like go through it 

when she gives it to us”. This comment suggests that Ava relied on the drama teacher to 

translate task information to feed-up by explaining the purpose of the task, the success goals, 

the process steps required and deconstructing the criteria. As such, it offers a very interesting 

example as to the significance of students understanding shared goals as suggested by Hattie 

and Timperley (2017, p.87) in their model of feedback, where they argue that:  

When goals have appropriate challenge and teachers and students are 

committed to these goals, a clearer understanding of the success criteria are 

likely to be shared…Goals are more effective when students share a 

commitment to attaining them, because they are more like to seek and receive 

feedback.  

There is little shared commitment to achieving learning goals in Ava’s experience 

because she finds the task and criteria unclear. This lack of clarity appeared to then have a 

flow on effect to the accessibility of teacher feedback and students’ responses to this 

feedback. Interestingly, at the time of data collection teachers in Queensland were required 

to use the same marking rubric for all tasks within a particular dimension in years 11 and 12. 

Teachers were not permitted to develop task specific rubric. Therefore, the same rubric 

descriptors used on all tasks also were the same as those used in the exit standards for the 

syllabus (QSA, 2007). The experiences of students like Ethan and Ava suggest that this 

practice did not assist them in understanding the goals of an assessment task or how the 

teachers would make judgements about quality. 

When students were unclear about the task or the descriptors on the rubric they 

looked for alternate ways of clarifying their understanding of the task and the level of quality 

required by the teacher. Several students at Blue College spoke about their preference for 

the teacher to provide examples of the assessment objective in the form of an exemplar.  

When focusing on presenting assessment tasks, they found teacher feedback in the 

form of practical demonstrations or exemplars of how they might use a particular voice or 

movement as useful. This assisted the students in understanding the expected standard of 

performance for practical presenting tasks or the demands of a specific performance style. 
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The exemplar offered feed-up often in a kinaesthetic and verbal mode. The following excerpt 

from the first focus group discussion at Blue College provides instances of students’ 

perceptions of useful and not so useful teacher feedback and the need for exemplars: 

PHILLIPA:  A lot of the time Miss Gordon will tell you how she wants you to do 

something but when we had Miss Jones she’ll actually show you and give you an example 

of how she thinks you should say it. 

ALEXIS:  Yeah. 

LUCY:  How it should be done. 

PHILLIPA:  Especially with our puppetry voices, like I had no idea. She kept on giving 

me examples... Miss Gordon wouldn’t do that… 

PHILLIPA:  Yeah, like we never see her really do that. She just kind of tells us what to 

do. 

LUCY:  We never really like properly have [feedback]. She kind of comes around and 

criticises us but doesn’t give us good criticism. 

JOSHUA:  It’s not constructive. 

ETHAN:  It’s not like it’s not criticism enough that you actually want to change, it’s 

like oh this tiny thing is wrong and you’re like or whatever. It’s not like this needs to be 

fixed right now. 

(Blue College Focus Group D Discussion) 

Phillipa commented that she valued the teacher “showing” rather than “telling” 

especially when she had “no idea” as to how to create movement or a character voice for a 

particular task. Lucy and Phillipa seemed to be drawing on only a limited exposure or prior 

knowledge of other dramatic work or dramatic elements. Students appeared to desire more 

accessible exemplars (Carless & Boud, 2018) or modelling that matched the modality of the 

task. Carless and Boud (2018, p. 34) observed similar student experiences in tertiary learning 

contexts where they preferred exemplars rather than criteria as a more useful form of feed-

up to reach a deeper understanding of the goals of a task:  

Making judgments involves the implicit or explicit application of criteria. 

Students often found assessment criteria too dense and abstract, preventing 

them from making enable them to make judgments about quality, preferring 

instead exemplars which they perceive as more accessible illustrations of 

quality. (p. 34)  

Along with exemplars, Philippa, from Blue College described how she preferred 

more, “elaborated feedback” (Shute, 2008) or scaffolded dialogue with the drama teacher on 

written assignment work. She made the following claim: “Even if we write an essay, she will 
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mark us on our spelling, our punctuation but not really tell us what to do to get our goal 

mark.” In this example, Phillipa identified how specific task and process level feedback 

(Hattie &Timperley, 2007) is missing from her experience of teacher feedback.  She 

appeared to be seeking more information and an opportunity for further loops of reflective 

dialogue to clarify the goals of the task and also strategies to achieve this.   

A conceptualisation of teacher feedback as a form of criticism at Blue College, 

echoed similar perspectives to that of students at Red and Green College. “Good” or 

“constructive” criticism seemed to inspire a response and challenged students to alter 

behaviours or thinking.  

Year 11 drama students at Blue College, also described moments of what they 

considered to be poor teacher feedback: 

PHILLIPA:  Yeah, a lot of the time if we do improvisation she’ll be like yeah that’s good, 

but like nothing else. 

ETHAN:  It’s like even sometimes she’s worried about people’s feelings. She’s like 

good job everyone. Gold stamp of approval. 

AVA:  It’s like she’s scared of being rude or something. 

LUCY:  Or she’s just like okay now we’ll move on. 

DOMINIC:  Yeah. What up with those games we have, like walk around the room. 

ETHAN:  Well, no because we never do them right… 

DOMINIC:  Why can’t we play an actual drama game? 

ETHAN:  We’re just doing them at like the tiniest level and she’ll just be like that’s 

cool, move on. It’s like well we could do it again until we get it right. 

LUCY:  But she doesn’t give us – she doesn’t like tell us when we’re not doing it 

right, she’s just like I don’t care. (Blue College, Focus Group D Discussion) 

Here students such as Ethan and Philippa are dismissive of teacher feedback that 

contained general praise but offered little task level or process level feedback (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007).  Therefore, generic positive comments such as “good job” were positioned 

as false or empty feedback which further served to alienate rather than engage students in 

the planned learning activity. Opinions of teacher feedback such as these expressed by these 

five students from Blue college, illustrate the complexity of students’ responses to feedback 

and how feedback exchanges can be interpreted at any moment in time through the students’ 

comprehension of learning goals, levels of connoisseurship (Eisner, 1998), perceptions of 

quality, and relational dynamics between teachers and students. The significance of teacher 
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and student relationships on students’ engagement with teacher feedback is supported by the 

findings of other researchers such as Dann (2014), Kerr, (2017) and Cowie, (2005).  

At Blue College, the low morale of the drama class was a matter of concern to the 

students, however some also acknowledged that their lack of motivation and work ethic may 

be contributing to this negative classroom ambience. For example, in the final focus group 

several students admitted that they had not read the play text as the basis for their final 

assessment task for the year, the set design. Several students had been absent, resulting in 

some students like Lucy, feeling uncertain about the final two assessment task. Lucy 

appeared frustrated and described her concerns about the final set design task: “I don’t 

understand it and if I ask her she won’t explain it properly anyway.” Lucy’s perspective, and 

that of other students at Blue college, suggested that other individual learner sensitivities 

may also be mediating their experiences of teacher feedback.  

LUCY:  Yeah she doesn’t like me because I am annoying. I don’t do work and so she 

doesn’t really bother with me. She kind of just bothers with people who actually do it. 

PHILLIPA:  Yeah. 

AVA:  That’s true. 

JOSHUA:  She doesn’t engage with you. 

PHILLIPA:  She won’t engage. 

JOSHUA:  It is really weird. She is being so much nicer to me now and I don’t really 

know why. 

LUCY:  The people who are not doing it obviously need the most help, but she gives 

the attention to those who are smart enough to do it… who know what they are doing, she is 

giving them the most help, rather than the people who need it.  

(Blue College Focus Group E Discussion) 

Lucy’s perceptions of her relationship with the drama teacher are negative. She 

believes she is being ignored in a favour of the “smarter” students. Her comments also 

indicate that her personal levels of self-efficacy may be mediating her experiences of teacher 

feedback. Several students’ experiences of teacher feedback at Blue College appeared to be 

mediated by their social relationships with the drama teacher and members of the class. Sub 

themes such as levels of trust, shared status or power and emotional safety existing between 

teachers and students were evident in the students’ accounts of their feedback experiences. 

Students identified how factors such as the disposition of the drama teacher and their 

demonstrated degree of playfulness, artistry, openness and approachability mediated their 

experiences of teacher feedback. Students identified the drama teacher as a significant source 
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of feedback but also as the manager and maker of classroom dynamics. For the students at 

Blue College their perceptions of the teacher’s approachability mediated their experiences 

of teacher feedback. Plank et al. (2013) also found that students’ perceived disposition of the 

teacher mediated their experiences of feedback and specifically the students’ willingness to 

give feedback to the teacher. 

The qualities of interactions of the drama classroom has received attention in the extant 

drama education literature. Numerous authors, including Neelands (1984) and Fleming (2003, 

2013) both note the importance of establishing positive classroom relationships as key to 

student engagement in drama. Others, such as Burgess and Gaudry (1985), concur that when 

students engage in dramatic learning experiences they can feel greater vulnerability, “as the 

self is both the medium and the object of expression, there is really no refuge from the eyes 

and the ears of others” (p. 73). 

The importance of positive social dynamics is supported by influential drama educators 

who suggest that preparatory activities are essential to build a safe learning environment, create 

a respectful learning community or affectively re-sensitise participants prior to engagement in 

drama (Boal & Jackson, 2002; Neelands & Nelson, 2013; Wagner, 1976). Heathcote carefully 

considered the social conditions, including the real context and dynamics of each group, before 

inviting the participants to enter into a negotiated dramatic context and commence roleplaying 

(Wagner, 1976, p. 42). In the drama for social empowerment work developed by Augusto Boal 

(Boal & Jackson, 2002), facilitators, actors and participants begin with a series of games to 

sensitise the group and build a democratic arena with agreed ways of collaborating. Similarly, 

Neelands (2009a) explores the social demands of working as an ensemble in drama: 

The making of relationships in drama and in the professional ensemble often 

requires the taking of extraordinary risks for all involved... Young people 

must make themselves vulnerable and visible in order to participate. They 

must know that there is protection and mutual respect for difference from 

within the group, matching the personal and social challenges required for 

taking a part in the action. (p. 17) 

Interestingly, the students at Blue and Green College also indicate that the teacher is 

an important part of the ensemble and how they too must show vulnerability to enhance the 

opportunities of dialogic feedback in the drama classroom. A safe and respectful group 

environment is frequently noted in drama education as key to effective learning in drama 

through, “the creation of community, where risk taking and playfulness are valued” (Dunn 

& Anderson, 2013, p. 297). Aitken, Fraser and Price (2007) discovered the prerequisite for 

similar supportive social conditions in their research based in primary classrooms, claiming 
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that: “Concerns with embodiment, use of space, passion, emotion, empathy, and modelling 

that are core to relational pedagogy, have also long been central to teaching in drama” (p. 2).  

Red College 

At Red College, students’ personal aspirations and expectations of the subject area appeared 

to mediate their experiences of teacher feedback. The reasons that students elected to study 

drama provided further insight into their expectations of the subject and the unique 

characteristics of the drama curriculum.  

KANE:  I took drama because is the best the place for me for where I want to go in 

life and that is why I took it. I want to be a supermodel and a dancer. 

ALYSSA:  I took drama because I wanted to get out of my comfort zone and I really 

enjoy the games and acting activities in drama. 

VICTORIA:  I just like acting, and Miss MacPherson is a good teacher. She is always fun 

and she can really relate to the students. And she makes us all laugh… 

BRIANNA:  I chose drama because I love acting in front of people. Like when we do our 

plays we perform in front of people we don’t know. I love it. This is the best bit. We get to 

perform… and I like how you’re the centre of attention in front of everyone. That’s the best. 

LILY:  I chose drama because I wanted to push myself and like get out of my comfort zone. 

This is my first time in drama. I moved here from another school… 

HAILEY:  I chose drama because I am really shy doing things in front of people and I 

am trying to get my nerves back up. I wanted to improve my confidence… 

AIDEN:  I took drama to boost my confidence in front of large groups of people. And 

I really like acting as well, so yeah… 

LYDIA:  I really enjoy getting into another character instead of being myself… 

DAVID:  I chose drama because it just seemed to be interesting and Miss MacPherson 

sort of ordered me to do it as well and a bunch of my friends are doing it. So, I thought that 

I would have a bit of fun. (Red College Focus Group C Discussion) 

An interest in acting, noted by Alyssa, Victoria, Brianna and Aiden, appeared to be 

a shared aspiration. Arguably, in stating this interest, students expected to develop practical 

skills in acting through active learning that involved authentic assessment opportunities for 

performance in front of an audience. For instance, Brianna, noted how the public nature of 

acting gave her opportunities to be the, “centre of attention”. For some students like Lily and 

Alyssa, the requirement to stand in front of peers and other audiences offered an opportunity 

for risk taking, to be out of their “comfort zone”. Hailey and Aiden believed that studies in 

drama would develop their confidence.  



172 

Lydia offered a slightly different perspective, while still related to acting; that studies 

in drama offered a chance to explore other characters instead of “being herself”, again 

suggesting her expectations for embodied learning within a fictional context.  

In contrast to his peers, David, appeared to be motivated to enrol in drama by social 

objectives, to spend time with his “bunch” of friends and have “fun” in drama rather than a 

passion for acting.  However, both Victoria and David referred to the drama teacher in a 

manner that suggested that a positive relationship with the drama teacher also had a bearing 

on their reasons for selecting the subject. For Victoria, the drama teacher is a “good teacher”, 

while for David being “ordered” to take drama still suggested a positive rapport with his 

drama teacher. In his individual interview, conducted towards the end of the data collection 

phase, he elaborated on how drama differed from other subjects: 

David (RC): Well what I like most about it is that is so easy going and it is 

fun to do. It is fun and it is very rewarding… like you’re going and doing a 

play or something and then afterwards all the people are congratulating you 

or clapping their hands it is just a good feeling… I guess mainly we are just 

practising but mucking around at the same time. Experimenting with 

different kinds of scenes, it is a lot of fun… Well I guess I would say that I 

am not too bad at the theory side. But with the physical side I am alright. I 

am not bad… Like the acting and practical things… Everyone seems to be 

having a good time when they are drama. I see them in other subjects and 

they seem bored all the time, but they are all really interested in that specific 

class. 

David, in a similar vein to his focus groups comments, noted that drama offered 

opportunities for “experimenting”, for practising while “mucking around” and having fun in 

an “easy going” learning environment. Like most drama students at the other case study sites, 

he regarded the active nature of the subject as more engaging, offering a “good feeling” when 

people are “congratulating you”, offering more social affirmation and reward in comparison 

to other subject areas.  

In the main, the students at Red College demonstrated a stronger focus on 

achievement targeted teacher feedback (Tunstall & Gipps, 1996), together with a greater 

dependency on teacher prompts and reminders to “fix” their presenting, forming or 

responding work. Therefore, their view of useful teacher feedback leant more towards the 

corrective function of teacher feedback linked to assessment and results rather than how 

feedback may foster further creativity or self-expression.  

There are also correlating examples here from the drama classroom that match 

Gamlem and Smith’s (2013) typology of A, B and C feedback outlined in the literature 
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review, characterised by the passive levels of student engagement and dialogue associated 

with these feedback types. This was particularly apparent in several of the students’ views 

on acting methods and a common belief that there was a right way to act. Students at Red 

College looked for corrective positive and negative teacher feedback for guidance; 

verification that they were wrong with some elaboration or further steps to take (Shute, 

2008). Several of the students, Alyssa, Victoria, Briana at Red College identified useful 

teacher feedback as predominately a means of determining what was right and wrong, so 

they may “fix” practical or written assessment work. The following focus group excerpt 

illustrates these perspectives: 

DAVID:  We get a lot of criticism. 

VICTORIA:  But it is to make us better actors. 

INTERVIEWEES:  Yeah. 

RESEARCHER:  Can you give me an example. When does that happen? 

DAVID:  When Miss MacPherson tries, gets Mike or Victoria [student directors 

nominated by the class] to say our faults or our pros and cons. 

HAILEY:  So that we know what we are doing wrong and doing right. 

KANE:  Yeah. 

ALYSSA:  So we can fix it. It’s like positive feedback. (Red College, Focus Group C 

Discussion) 

David refers here to useful teacher feedback as “criticism” and suggests that this 

feedback provides information to address “faults”, while Hailey similarly identified that 

teacher feedback assisted in defining the “wrong” or “right” way to act. Meanwhile, Alyssa 

viewed teacher criticism as “positive feedback” when this could be applied to some aspect 

of acting she could “fix”. Red College students, like Haley valued and noticed the frequency 

and timing of teacher feedback received during the completion of practical tasks, particularly 

in the polishing phases leading up to public performance. Victoria described this in the 

excerpt above as useful teacher feedback aimed to “make us better actors”, suggesting that 

when she understood the intention underlying teacher feedback she could respond to any 

‘criticism’ in a positive way.  

 

As was the case for several students at Green College, affective and social factors 

further mediated students’ perceptions of what was useful teacher feedback in drama at Red 

College. For example, connections between confidence, motivation and the varying degrees 
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of students’ preference for positive or negative feedback were identified by David in his 

individual interview: 

David (RC): In a perfect world, I think everyone would get equal feedback 

where they hear what they want to hear and they don’t want to hear. Cause 

the good feedback you need because you are confident and so you are happy 

with what you are doing and you need the bad feedback so what you know 

what you need to improve… You need the bad feedback, so you are not 

getting too confident, not getting cocky or thinking you are the best... I think 

some would only want pure good [feedback] because they do not want to be 

demeaned or anything. They just want the good feeling constantly. 

For David, useful teacher feedback was balanced with good and bad content and 

included sufficient detail on how to improve. He also debated if all students would have the 

same openness to “bad” feedback, observing how this impacts on levels of motivation. His 

comments also illustrate his belief that his peers have individual learner sensitivities to the 

content and manner of feedback delivery. 

In a similar manner to students at Green College, students identified the need for a 

relaxed classroom “ambience” (Eisner, 2002) as conducive to the flow of communication 

and in turn student engagement with feedback. In the transcript below, the students described 

their views of the dominant mood of the drama classroom and the nature of the relationship 

with their drama teacher: 

HAILEY:  It is more relaxed. We are closer with her. 

VICTORIA:  Yeah relaxed. 

ALYSSA:  Yeah. She is more like your friend. 

VICTORIA:  Like a friend that you can talk to about anything. 

KANE:  She doesn’t mind if you swear or anything. [laughter] 

LILY:   She just like laughs it off. 

RESEARCHER:  Is that important in a drama teacher? 

DAVID:  Yes. 

RESEARCHER:  What would happen if the drama teacher was not friendly? 

KANE:  It would shut things down. 

BRIANNA:  It would not work. (Red College, Focus Group C Discussion) 
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These students at Red College identified another mediating factor shaping their 

experiences of teacher feedback, the characteristics of the teacher.  Here, the importance of 

the approachability of the teacher and how this shaped students’ experience of teacher 

feedback.  Similar to the students at Green, the Red College students identified the 

disposition of the drama teacher as impacting on the overall classroom atmosphere and 

communication including feedback processes.  The students’ perspectives in this study 

aligned with the finding of other studies in that: “feedback practice also relates to the 

educational attitude and beliefs of the individual teacher, which at large determine the 

feedback practice, and accordingly, also the usefulness of the feedback” (Havnes, 2012, p. 

26). 

Red and Green College appeared to have different overall feedback cultures While 

the students at Red College appeared to seek greater reassurance through teacher feedback 

the students at Green College seemed to be more adept at self-appraisal and therefore related 

to feedback processes in the drama classroom in different ways. Variations in feedback 

cultures have been noted elsewhere in the literature, however this has been linked to different 

subject areas. For instance, Havnes et al. (2012) in their study found that subject areas have 

different feedback cultures, with vocational or more practically orientated subject having 

higher amounts of spontaneous and immediate verbal interaction than other more traditional 

subjects such as maths. 

Discussion 

As introduced in the introduction to this chapter, the meta-theme of mediating factors, 

emerging though the iterative cycles of data analysis, provided a lens with which to report 

the data. Data presented in this chapter explored these contextual and personal mediating 

factors emerging across the three case study sites. 

The Curriculum Mediating Students Experiences of teacher feedback. 

Secondary drama students from all three case study sites, shared similar perspectives 

of the subject area influenced by their prior experiences and knowledge of drama. These 

student perspectives align with pre-existing justifications of drama education, evident within 

the literature, as a way of learning and an art-form underpinned by relational pedagogies that 

support dialogue, empower the learner, give students voice and promote agency (Anderson, 

2012; Hatton, 2013; Prentki & Stinson, 2016). For instance, Hatton, (2013) found that 

participation in drama for a few hours over a series of days assisted adolescent female 

students to develop, “their sense of control and agency as they shifted from passive positions 
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to being ‘players’ or active agents and subjects in the drama” (2013, p. 158). Wright 

identifies how agency and intersubjectivity weave together in the study of drama to 

contribute to, “young people’s meaning making and the way they construct learning 

identities” (2011, p. 111). Other researchers investigating the nature of learning in secondary 

drama classrooms have noted the significance of embodied and aesthetic learning 

experiences to student engagement (Anderson, 2012; Davis, 2010; Lovesy, 2003; McLean, 

1996; Neelands, 2009a; Nicholson, 2002). Further studies conducted in secondary drama 

classrooms indicate that concepts of community, empowerment, citizenship and agency are 

central to the relational pedagogies of drama (Cahill, 2003; Donelan, 2002, 2010; Sallis, 

2004).  

In this study, the context of drama as a subject within the formal school curriculum 

appeared to frame students’ experiences of teacher feedback. For instance, assessment in 

drama across the three syllabus dimensions of forming, presenting and responding was 

frequently referred to in their accounts of teacher feedback. As noted in the literature review, 

Jacobs’ study of assessment practices in drama in six different secondary schools, suggests 

that students see drama as offering a unique opportunity to develop performance skills that 

use their artistic and creative imaginations for the purpose of assessment (Jacobs, 2014, p. 

221). Similar student expectations emerged in other studies focusing on the characteristics 

of drama in secondary contexts (Davis, 2010; Lovesy, 2004). For instance, McCammon and 

Österlind (2011) explored the motives of students selecting drama/ theatre in Sweden and 

Arizona and discovered that, despite the difference in context, students in both locations 

reported very similar experiences and benefits gained from their participation in 

theatre/drama courses. Students believed that drama provided an opportunity for fellowship, 

fun and that studies in theatre offered them the opportunity for personal growth and the 

enhancement of general life skills or competencies including confidence. Students 

participating in McCammon & Österlind’s study also indicated how they valued the subject 

specific theatre skills, techniques and concepts learnt in theatre classes. Students in this 

current study noted similar learning expectations motivating their selection to study drama 

in this Queensland context. 

These significant differences between subject areas in terms of their social norms 

and the structure of knowledge have been noted in the extant feedback research literature, 

however this uniqueness also presents challenges for teachers to provide feedback for 

students that aligns with the essence of the philosophies and learning theories underpinning 

the discipline (Clark, 2012; Sadler, 1998; Thurling et. al, 2012).  The values and ways of 
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learning so central to drama are summarised in the following description by Lambert et al. 

(2016), who state: 

Drama, when taught well, asks students to be imaginative, to think and to 

reason with bodies and minds alike through improvisation and playbuilding. 

It also requires students adopt an openness to new experiences through 

performing and reflecting on drama from other cultures. It is these 

characteristics that reveal how drama can develop curiosity and questioning, 

and enable students to react on divergent political viewpoints and ideas. 

Moreover, these possibilities are further enhanced through the way that 

drama classrooms are collaborative learning environment with most tasks are 

done in groups. It is also important to understand that opportunities for 

openness and creativity can also be constrained by various factors including 

the curriculum and the teacher. (p. 17) 

The group nature of the art-form can sit at odds to the individual assessment focus 

of the syllabus. Many students in this study across all three case study sites valued the 

imaginative, embodied and divergent ways of questioning and thinking that drama offered, 

however they also identified the potential constraints of the school context. Tensions 

emerged between students’ desire for voice and agency and feedback processes designed to 

guide students towards certain curriculum objectives and individual levels of achievement.  

Access to the Art-form 

Drama students across all three sites identified useful teacher feedback as that which 

helped move their learning forward or improved their levels of achievement in written or 

practical work. However, there appeared to be significant variations in the levels of student 

knowledge and skill with the manipulation of dramatic elements and form, prior cultural or 

Arts exposure. This suggested that students viewed their experiences of teacher feedback 

differently. As such, they placed value on different types of teacher feedback. For several of 

the more confident students at Green College, this meant that teacher feedback that enabled 

greater creativity and focused more on opportunities for mutual evaluation (Gamlem & 

Smith, 2013) and dialogue were considered the most useful type of teacher feedback. For 

year 11 drama students at Blue College, highly scaffolded and accessible teacher feedback 

that assisted them to develop dramatic action, offered embodied exemplars, specific ideas or 

assisted in clarifying the goals of different assessment tasks was considered valuable and 

therefore useful teacher feedback. Yet some students at Blue College still wanted space for 

self-expression and teacher feedback that provided some flexibility in interpretation. The 

year 10 drama students at Red College placed greater value on corrective feedback that 

would assist them to “fix” their practical or written work.  As such, students at Red College 
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identified potentially useful teacher feedback as embedded in the instructional language of 

the classroom, as the feedback on learning activities in the classroom and associated with 

assessment tasks. However, there were some common observations made by students at all 

three case study sites. For instance, when the teacher feedback lacked specificity, students 

appeared uncertain as to what the feedback pertained to or struggled to identify strategies for 

enhancing their learning.  

Perhaps for some students, teacher feedback and key messages remained invisible 

due to a lack of experience or willingness to decode this information or to apply the 

interpretation and thinking about complex ideas. Some participants in this study preferred 

the drama teacher to “tell” and in many cases to “show” them how to achieve higher grades. 

However, Carless and Boud (2018) caution that students’ overreliance on “telling” feedback 

can lead to, “passive student reactions to feedback and perceptions that it is the teacher’s 

role to tell students what to do” (p. 3). Wiliam (2011) similarly argues that feedback should 

pose more work for the receiver of the feedback than the giver.  Different feedback cultures 

appeared to exist at the three case study sites documented in this thesis. The students at Red 

College seemed to be more passive and reliant on the teacher to provide “telling” feedback.  

However, the overall ambience of this class could also be influenced by the large size of the 

group and continuous change in teaching spaces.  These emerging insights suggest that not 

all teacher feedback hit the mark in terms of students accessing, appreciating or applying 

feedback messages perhaps due to levels of prior knowledge, skill and exposure to the art-

form. This begs the question if feedback is the right strategy in this case. For example, Hattie 

and Timperley (2007) argue that when a lack of knowledge or skills presents a barrier to 

students’ understanding the requirements of a task, there are times when more instruction 

rather than feedback is actually more effective in enhancing student levels of achievement 

of engagement. 

Existing research exploring feedback processes and previous findings suggest that 

perceptions of a given subject area, formed by prior knowledge and experiences can mediate 

students’ interpretations of teacher feedback. This suggests that exploring the characteristics 

and culture of the context in which feedback processes occur is essential to understanding 

student experiences (Dann, 2015). Brookhart (2008), highlights the significance of 

considering the learning context when researching student responses to teacher feedback: 

“what we now realise is that the message sent is filtered through the student’s perception 

(influenced by prior knowledge, experiences and motivation) as it becomes the message 

received” (p. 4). 
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Affective Sensitivities 

One of the essential previously identified characteristics of drama pedagogy, relates to the 

importance of trust and safety as a foundational platform for students’ creative work and 

aesthetic engagement (Bundy, 2003a, 2005; Nicolson, 2002).  It is worth highlighting that 

other studies in the feedback literature have also found that the existence of higher levels of 

trust in the classroom can support students’ uptake of teacher feedback (Carnell, 2000; 

Hargreaves, 2013; Kerr, 2017). For instance, Dann, (2015), in her study of upper primary 

students found that, “relationships between the feedback (process), the teacher–pupil (power 

and relationships) dynamic, and the content (knowledge)” all influenced students’ 

perceptions of teacher feedback (p. 7). 

The ambience of the drama classroom and social relationships between teachers and 

peers was noted by most students at all three case study sites as significantly shaping 

communication and subsequently students’ experience of teacher feedback. The disposition 

of the teacher further impacted on students’ engagement in more dialogic forms of teacher 

feedback. Messages about power, status and approachability conveyed by the drama teacher 

acted as a catalyst or potential barrier to students’ deeper engagement with teacher feedback, 

especially perhaps due to the nature of learning and assessment in drama. 

Participation in drama as a subject area also requires greater levels of exposure to 

public, verbal teacher feedback in group and whole class contexts providing opportunities 

for other students to hear and apply other students’ feedback. Drama teachers at Red and 

Green College also regularly utilised strategies to involve students in assessing the quality 

of other students’ work, with the aim of enhancing students’ understanding of audience 

interpretation and the different ways that dramatic action may be deconstructed. One of the 

learning objectives of the drama curriculum requires students to assume roles and develop 

characters within a narrative frame. The students’ account of the focus of teacher feedback 

in this study reinforced descriptions of ways of knowing and being in drama described in 

other contexts. For instance, another study situated in four different Western Australian 

drama classrooms found that it was common for drama students to, “develop internally 

consistent, motivated roles and characters and conveying the subtext of social and 

psychological situations, relationships and status through action and re-action” (Lambert, 

Wright, Currie & Pascoe, 2017, p. 3). The active and embodied nature of learning in drama 

requires that much of the teacher, peer and audience feedback on acting occurs in public 

situations. Jacobs (2014) noted similar student observations about the public nature of 

feedback and assessment in her study of assessment practices in senior secondary drama 

classrooms in Australia. This public feedback poses possibly greater risk to self-efficacy and 
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learner identity (Burgess & Gaudry, 1985). Arguably, this need for critical and public 

feedback places greater demands on maintaining levels of trust, humour and playfulness in 

the drama classroom for drama teachers, as noted by a number of other drama educators (see 

Fleming, 2013; Gallagher, 2005; McCammon & Osterlind, 2011; McLauchlan, 2010; 

McLean, 1996; Neelands, 2009b).  

 

Conclusion 

A number of potential barriers or tensions surrounding students’ experiences of 

feedback can be observed in the data. The actual characteristics of the teacher feedback itself 

in terms of timing, mode, accessibility, content, the amount of feedback and opportunity for 

dialogue can impact on students’ perspectives of usefulness and then hinder the application 

of teacher feedback. However, individual learner characteristics appear to provide further 

personal mediating barriers or gateways to students’ recognition and application of teacher 

feedback. In this highly relational and often public learning space, students demonstrated 

greater emotional sensitivities to teacher feedback in comparison to other subject areas such 

as maths. Diversity in individual student’s experiences of teacher feedback was further 

influenced by their motivations, beliefs about self-efficacy, feedback literacy and prior 

access to learning in the Arts and drama.  Further, students drew on their prior expectations 

of the subject area and their personal aspirations for electing drama to mediate their 

perspectives of teacher feedback. 

These emergent insights align with inquiry, discussion and findings in the existing 

educational feedback literature. For instance, in their extensive review of the effectiveness 

of feedback, Kluger and Denisi (1996) concluded that it may be difficult to accurately predict 

how any individual may respond to feedback. This research, along with other studies 

reviewed in Chapter Two of this thesis, suggest that a student’s response to teacher feedback 

may be mediated through the learning context, a complex range of unique personal 

characteristics (Shute, 2008), the nature of the task on which the feedback is given and the, 

“recipients’ perceptions of the person giving the feedback” (Wiliams, 2011b, p. 115). Factors 

identified within the existing feedback literature mediating an individual student’s 

experiences of feedback in primary, secondary and tertiary contexts include uniquely 

personal levels of prior domain knowledge, motivation, self-efficacy and feedback literacy 

(Butler & Winne, 1995; Carless & Boud, 2018; Evans & Waring, 2011; Nicol & Macfarlane-

Dick, 2006; Shute, 2008).  Connections can be drawn between the factors mediating drama 

students’ experiences of teacher feedback in this present study. This suggests that the, 
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“feedback provider should take into consideration that different learners interpret feedback 

in different ways” (Havnes et al., 2011, p. 21). 

Students from all three case study sites identified the open and supportive classroom 

ambience and teacher dispositions most conducive to useful feedback exchanges in the 

drama classroom. However, the form of data reporting and analysis employed in this chapter 

only partially considered why or how individual students seek, reject or respond to feedback. 

Chapter Seven addresses this limitation by exploring the perspectives of seven key informant 

students. In this way, the study is better able to identity how contextual and personal factors 

might shape the ways in which the individual drama student experiences teacher feedback.  
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Chapter Seven 

Navigating Experiences of Teacher Feedback 

Chapter Seven introduces a more finely grained reporting and analysis of students’ 

experiences of teacher feedback. Written in the form of seven narrative snapshots, each one 

focuses on the experiences and perspectives of one drama student. As such, this chapter 

seeks to address the following sub-questions: 

● How do drama students describe why they seek, reject or respond to teacher feedback? 

● What factors may account for student’s responses to teacher feedback? 

The seven students featured in this chapter were purposefully selected from an initial 12 key 

informants as representatives from all three case study sites achieving at different levels. 

Each student snapshot is supported with material from assessment folios to create a detailed 

picture of their unique experiences of and responses to teacher feedback. 

The snapshots and analysis are deliberately written in the present tense to capture the 

immediacy of the students’ experiences at the time of data collection. The sequencing of 

each snapshot is also deliberate, beginning with the very high achieving students, followed 

by the high and then sound achieving students. Unlike the previous chapter where the 

students’ verbatim comments were grouped by case study site, here the discussion is 

organised by achievement level. This structure has been selected in order to highlight the 

diversity of experience of teacher feedback among students at similar levels of academic 

achievement in drama. Within each snapshot, the various factors mediating students’ 

appreciation of, engagement with and application of teacher feedback are outlined. 

The table below provides a summary of these students including their pseudonym 

name, school, level of achievement, age and gender. 

Table 23. Student Snapshots, Levels of Achievement and Demographic Details 

Snapshot Student 

Name  

School and  

Year Level 

Overall Result  

for the Year 

Age and gender 

 One Oliver Green College 

Year 10 

Very High Achievement Male 

15 and 7 months 
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The first three snapshots detail the perspectives of three high achieving students from 

Green, Blue and Red College respectively. These students achieved an overall achievement 

standard for the year of a Very High Achievement (VHA). Snapshots of Oliver in year 10, 

Alexis in year 11 and Victoria in year 10 are provided. However, in spite of their shared 

outcomes, they demonstrate different levels of engagement with the three dimensions of the 

drama curriculum and different experiences of teacher feedback. The next two snapshots 

relate to students attending Green College.  Clare and Ashleigh, both finished year 10 at the 

overall High Achievement (HA) standard. Once again, despite their common level of 

achievement and in this case, classroom context, their snapshots demonstrate varying levels 

of motivation, preferences for concentrating their efforts in different dimensions of the 

curriculum and varying degrees of rapport with the drama teacher and the class. The final 

two snapshots, one from Blue and one from Red College, are of students awarded a sound 

achievement (SA). Although one of these students was in year 11 and one in year 10 at the 

time of data collection, they share similar levels of motivation. However, they each provide 

interesting examples of how different contextual and personal factors mediate students’ 

experiences of teacher feedback. 

The Very High Achievers 

Oliver 

Oliver, aged 15, is just two weeks off completing year 10 drama at Green College. He “hated’ 

drama in year eight, “because of the teacher” but elected to study drama in year 10 because, 

“last year in grade nine everyone was saying how fun it was…so I thought I would try it out 

while I am still young”. He has a positive relationship with the subject area and enjoys the 

freedom and creativity offered in drama: “In maths there’s one answer…in drama there is 

Two Alexis Blue College 

Year 11 

Very High Achievement Female 

16 and 8 months 

Three Victoria Red College 

Year 10 

Very High Achievement Female 

14 and 11 Months 

Four Clare Green College 

Year 10 

High Achievement Female 

15 and 10 months 

Five Ashlee Green College 

Year 10 

High Achievement Female 

14 and 11 Months 

Six Joshua Blue College  

Year 11 

Sound Achievement Male 

15 and 10 Months 

Seven Aiden Red College 

Year 10 

Sound Achievement Male 

15 and 3 Months 
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no one way to do anything”. Oliver describes himself as a “literature nut” and a “romantic”. 

He pursues a range of creative interests in and out of school, is a member of the school 

orchestra and is currently writing a novel. A review of his assessment profile and folio for 

the year reveals that Oliver’s results have steadily improved in drama. Overall, he will exit 

the year with a Very High Achievement. He is one of five VHA students in the class of 18 

students. 

Oliver demonstrates an equally positive relationship with his peers and drama 

teacher. He describes the drama class as very “social” and claims that a bond exists within 

the group which he describes as a “family”. Oliver conveys his trust and respect for his 

teacher, believing that, “she is good at” creating an, “uplifting” and positive classroom 

atmosphere. Within a focus group discussion, he expresses a similarly positive view of his 

drama teacher: “She loves to see us get better at what we do… she loves teaching us I think”. 

Fieldwork observation notes of interactions during class and in after school rehearsals over 

several weeks reveal that he is a popular class member, who easily engages with his peers 

during group work. However, he is often quiet in whole class activities and rarely asks 

questions directly of the teacher in front of his peers. Still on an emotional high from the 

success of a whole class assessment task that culminated in a recent public performance, he 

describes the positive mood of the drama class: “It was just a great way to end the year. It 

was a boost of confidence and it was a reassurance that we can do something great for next 

year.” 

Oliver describes himself as “easy going” with an interest in continually improving 

rather than focusing purely on his marks. Having not studied drama in year 9 and being new 

to drama in year 10, he felt some pressure to catch up quickly: “because I had not done it 

(studied drama in year 9) before there was sort of this pressure to go one step further. So, I 

was constantly thinking about it.” During his interview, he explains how he reflects on the 

criteria and identifies ways to meet them prior to assessment: “I think about criteria a lot and 

how to meet them because I know that that is important.” He relies on the teacher to provide 

feed-forward, establish the learning goals and then feed-back to deconstruct the criteria: “She 

tells us what we can do to improve to fit the criteria”. Taking this knowledge of the criteria, 

he likes to “fix” things on his own believing that, “you just can’t have the teacher there the 

whole time”. Oliver values how the learning and reflection from one assessment task feeds 

into his developing skills and knowledge for the next task. He mentions a previous 

assessment task requiring the students to produce an essay analysing their videoed 

performance of A Midsummer Night’s Dream. Teacher feedback in the form of results on 

the acting task was withheld until the class completed the analysis of their own work. Oliver 
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states that: “this was well planned because of us sort of having to annotate our own 

performance really made us realise what we could work on and how we can work on it”. 

Oliver appears therefore to be highly feedback sensitive or literate, his relationship with 

feedback is obvious, actively noticing a variety of teacher feedback cues. 

Oliver finds watching practical performance work back on video and then reflecting 

on this as a beneficial form of “self-feedback” in drama suggesting, “when we are acting we 

can’t see ourselves…but when we watch ourselves we think oh, I could’ve done that”. These 

scaffolded reflective learning experiences can also include the teacher giving, “us our criteria 

sheet to mark ourselves”, which Oliver values as an opportunity to build a deeper knowledge 

of criteria and how they are applied. He frequently transfers teacher feedback received during 

lessons and previous tasks to the next assessment instrument, stating that: “You have to learn 

from everything”. He further explains how he draws whole class teacher feedback generated 

during acting exercises and teacher demonstrations from prior units of study to craft his final 

character and performance for the year. 

In his first presenting assessment task of the year, Oliver performed the role of Tom 

from the classic Australian play, Away, in a unit of study focusing on acting, realism and 

Australian drama. He received the following summative teacher feedback on his criteria 

sheet: 

Well done, Oliver! You gave a great performance for your first Drama 

Presenting task. You were well-rehearsed and knew your lines. The accent 

did need a little more consistency! You need to focus in the future on 

articulating and using greater volume. (Teacher Summative Assessment 

Comments, Term One) 

Written comments provided to Oliver on his final presenting task for the year, eight 

months later, in the last term of year, reflect the development of his performance skills, with 

particular improvement in his vocal projection and text interpretation skills: 

Congratulations on an excellent performance, Oliver! You very quickly 

threw yourself into your character ‘Kevin’ and during the rehearsal process 

you were able to experiment with voice and blocking choices appropriate for 

him. You very effectively manipulated voice and movement strategies to 

create the character... You have a certain gift with words, and your poetry 

and use of rhyme throughout your performance was very effective (don’t 

forget you got a clap at the end of your poem in your diary room scene!). 

Costumes and props were excellent. (Teacher Summative Assessment 

comments, Term four) 
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These two feedback comments demonstrate the purpose and content of written 

summative teacher feedback provided to students. The feedback is specific and verifies his 

levels of achievement and performance skills. These comments also include feedback in the 

form of praise or self-level feedback. Elaborative comments focus on vocal delivery, use of 

space or blocking and aspects of characterisation. Oliver appears to have engaged with 

teacher feedback in term one, particularly the suggestions on vocal delivery and has built his 

performance skills and improved his vocal projection in the final performance task of the 

year. 

Oliver also seems to be comfortable with teacher feedback in the many forms it is 

offered. Oliver particularly appreciates the “red pen” corrective feedback on draft essays. He 

describes how he applies this feedback to written tasks in other subject areas because, “Miss 

Rowland is also an English teacher” and, “I love to write”. Oliver makes the point that his 

feedback experiences are uniquely his own and that other students have preferences for 

teacher feedback in different modalities, levels of frequency and the degree of detail. He 

believes that Miss Rowland effectively caters for the different “learning styles” and feedback 

needs of his peers. 

Nevertheless, Oliver acknowledges that time constraints can impact on opportunities 

for, the amount and quality of teacher feedback on written drafts and practical work: 

Oliver (GC): Well Miss Rowland was obviously busy with the technical 

aspects so she wasn’t really left for one on one. So, my peers had a big 

impact, suggesting lines, suggesting things and blocking to improve 

relationships. 

At these times when the teacher is “busy” and there is no time left for “one to one” 

feedback, he relies more on peer feedback. As such, he refers back to the importance of 

positive classroom relationships: “Having a class like ours really helps because you don’t 

even have to ask for feedback. They’ll just go up and tell you…”. Otherwise there is always 

the mirror at home! Oliver describes how he often will work on incorporating teacher 

feedback into his practical work in private rehearsal time explaining: “We are encouraged to 

work on our own”. 

Oliver confesses that he is not motivated in all of his subjects. Instead, he tends to 

focus more, aspire for higher results and feel more engaged with subjects he enjoys like 

drama and music: 
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Oliver (GC): I am not really motivated at all which is a problem in most 

subjects. But there are subjects which I naturally enjoy and therefore want to 

do better in. Like music for example. I do well in that because I enjoy it. 

Overall, Oliver considers the drama classroom to be a teacher feedback rich 

environment, particularly at the “group” level with, “more feedback than other subjects”. 

Oliver believes that the consistently open, warm environment of the drama class and the 

approachability of the teacher means that he and his peers feel comfortable to, “go up and 

just ask for help”. He comments that: “I think in other classes there’s a barrier between a 

teacher and a student. I think that’s a bit more flexible with drama.”  

Mediating Factors 

Oliver’s story illustrates how several factors mediate how he notices, seeks, values, rejects 

or responds to teacher feedback, including his individual learner characteristics and his 

beliefs about learning. Oliver clearly expresses his expectations of the subject area and his 

reasons for electing drama based on a desire for social interaction, creativity, fun and 

learning. He responds positively to the content of teacher feedback that aligns with his 

learning goals and motivations for electing drama as a subject. He describes how the open 

interactions and relationships of the drama classroom build a positive ambience, creating 

opportunities for dialogic feedback between teachers and students. Biggs and Moore’s 

(1993) four categories of motivation appear to interact in Oliver’s learning goals: he wants 

to achieve at an acceptable level, he wants to meet the social expectations of his peers, and 

he is extrinsically and intrinsically motivated. Analysis of his response reveals how his high 

levels of intrinsic motivation in drama and positive sense of self-efficacy as a confident 

writer mediate his engagement with teacher feedback.  

Oliver demonstrates high levels of “feedback literacy” (Carless & Boud, 2018; 

Sutton, 2012). He appreciates and recognises teacher feedback cues, makes informed 

judgements about his work and that of his peers and is able to develop and carry out the 

process steps to meet these. He also assumes an active role in the feedback process, realising 

that he has a shared responsibility in seeking and applying teacher feedback independently. 

Oliver recognises how his drama teacher sequences learning experiences and assessment in 

a meaningful and coherent way and provides strategic opportunities for feedback, reflection 

and self-appraisal. He identifies how this curriculum design offers opportunities for feed up, 

back and forward (defined by Hattie & Timperley, 2007) that enhance his levels of 

achievement. 
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Overall, Oliver presents as a self-regulated learner, willing to work autonomously, 

intrinsically motivated to achieve greater mastery in his written and practical work (Clark, 

2012). His responses provide a useful introductory snapshot for this chapter, exploring the 

contextual and personal mediating factors shaping students’ experiences of teacher feedback, 

assessment and learning processes in the drama classroom. 

Alexis 

Sixteen-year-old Alexis, attends Blue College, and is about to complete year 11 drama. She 

has continued her studies of drama from year eight through to senior. She enjoys the subject 

and believes that drama assists her to develop her public speaking and acting skills. 

Additionally, she identifies creative and social goals underpinning her selection of drama as 

one of her six senior subjects, stating: “I like to be able to show different characters and to 

express myself. And have fun, it is a lot of fun.” Her commitment to drama is equally evident 

in her out of school interests. Alexis is thinking of auditioning for the Queensland Theatre 

Company Youth Ensemble to extend her skills and build her drama network beyond the 

school. Alex receives an A standard for most of her assessment tasks and her overall 

assessment profile indicates that she will receive a Very High Achievement for drama at the 

completion of year 11. She is the only VHA student in the class of 13 students at Blue 

College. The following interview excerpt illustrates her self-directed approach to learning, 

feedback and assessment: 

ALEXIS:  My results are pretty good. But I think that is because I find it easy to 

understand things compared to other students because other students that don’t really have 

that understanding are really struggling I think. 

RESEARCHER:  Do you ask for feedback from the teacher? 

ALEXIS:  Yeah on a regular basis. 

RESEARCHER:  Do you ask for more feedback than other students? 

ALEXIS:  Probably… the teacher does not know that you need feedback unless you let 

them know. 

Alexis believes that she is motivated and able to independently navigate the 

curriculum content, yet she has concerns for the other students in the class. She describes 

how her peers do not seek feedback, which she attributes to their overall lack of motivation 

and rapport with the drama teacher. 

By comparison, Alexis believes that she, “has the tiniest relationship” with the drama 

teacher and expresses empathy for the teacher who she feels gets a “little lost” due to the 
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challenges of the class dynamics. Fieldwork observation notes from Blue College confirm 

her views. Many of the year 11 drama class members, prefer to sit in friendship groups, 

appear disinterested and seem to be lethargic during lessons. By contrast, Alexis approaches 

the drama teacher regularly during class time or just after class, seeking feedback on written 

and practical tasks. She remains busy throughout lessons and often encourages other 

members of her group to stay on task. 

Focused on achieving high results, Alexis believes that teacher feedback should 

relate to the assessment criteria, something that she believes is missing in the current cycle 

of learning and assessment in her year 11 drama class. She states: “most teachers go through 

the criteria with us but Ms Gordon kind of tells us the task and that is about it.” Alexis is not 

always clear on what is being assessed. She describes her level of understanding of the 

criteria pertaining to the final assessment task of the year: 

Alexis: I have no idea on what exactly I am being assessed on right now… 

because we have talked about the elements of the set design, like mood and 

atmosphere, setting and all those things but I don’t know if they are going 

towards our criteria. 

Alexis acknowledges that each task is explained by her drama teacher, often with 

supporting notes and information, however the actual criteria remain ambiguous. She would 

prefer if the teacher explained how students will be assessed in relationship to the criteria. 

She sees this as a valuable form of goal clarification and teacher feed-forward. 

Teacher feedback regarding presenting tasks is important to Alexis. She expresses 

some frustration at the lack of challenge or specificity of current teacher feedback in relation 

to acting tasks during the rehearsal phase: 

Alexis (BC): Like when we started doing the Removalists we started doing 

little scenes to experiment with and then at the end she would give us like 

prompts and like what not to do and stuff and that was pretty good. But then 

we actually got into groups she would not give the type of feedback we 

wanted. It was all positive feedback but if it was negative feedback it was not 

the type of feedback that we could do anything about. It wasn’t things that 

we could change very easily... I would have liked a lot of feedback on 

character development, like whether I am portraying the character right, like 

whether it feels realistic. 

Keen to extend her acting skills and strengthen her characterisation, Alexis refers to 

teacher feedback on their “cramped” staging as not useful to the group because it related to 

factors they could not improve due to the size of their rehearsal space. Eager to get it “right”, 
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Alexis wants to know how she can create a more believable performance aligned with the 

dramatic realism style being studied: “I would like to get feedback, like verbal feedback on 

performances and even like improv in class. Just like tell us what we did right and what we 

did wrong.” She requests corrective, targeted, individual and specific teacher feedback 

related to the assessment task. In practical tasks, she wants to make sure that her ideas of 

quality and the teachers are aligned because, “your ideas and the teacher’s ideas may not go 

together”. She is eager to obtain elaborated teacher feedback on practical acting tasks 

because she explains, “you can’t see it yourself”. During some rehearsal sessions students 

videoed their scene work and then watched this back on an iPad supplied by the teacher 

(Fieldwork Notes, Blue College). However, Alexis desires more than peer evaluation, she 

sees the viewing of the video footage as an opportunity for targeted teacher feedback to 

highlight areas for improvement. She doubts her ability and that of her peers to determine if 

their work is of a sufficient quality or aligns with the teachers’ judgement of certain 

achievement levels. Instead, she wants the teacher to use the video footage to review the 

scene with the students and give more detailed, corrective, feedback on areas for 

improvement that align with the goals and criteria of the assessment task. 

Wanting more time to seek and apply teacher feedback, Alexis questions if the 

amount of time allocated to the completion of assessment tasks is adequate. She comments 

on the overall allocation of weeks within the unit of study believing that the first four weeks 

of a unit of study provide “useless” information. She struggles to transfer learning from 

introductory and exploratory lessons occurring at the beginning of the unit of study to her 

actual assessment task. She makes specific reference to the current unit of study focusing on 

set design and expresses her difficulty in transferring teacher information and feed-forward 

from the exemplar theatre set provided by the teacher to her individual set design: 

Alexis (BC): Because knowing something about a different set, is not really 

helping me towards mine. Like I can say that that one looks like it has warm 

colours, the atmosphere is happy you are still inferring it from that set. How 

does it really help us all? 

Instead of this general support, Alexis values specific, personalised feedback in a 

form that she can retain, and apply after the lesson with enough time to pursue further 

dialogue with her teacher in order to clarify the requirements of the task and criteria. Alexis 

provides an example of the type of feedback she finds not useful and her preferences: 

Alexis(BC): When we did our essays, we didn’t get written feedback, really, 

we just got verbal feedback on our drafts. That didn’t work for me at all. 
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Because she just went through it and highlighted things that I needed to do 

and told me things that I needed to change and I can’t remember that by the 

time I get home after doing four other subjects that day… On essays, I prefer 

written feedback but on practical work I prefer verbal feedback. 

For Alexis, the practical or written nature of the assessment tasks determines her 

preference for the modality of teacher feedback. This is particularly the case when drama is 

just one subject amidst four or five others that she is simultaneously studying in order to 

obtain her Queensland Certificate of Education and a tertiary entry score. She would prefer 

feedback in a form that she can retain and apply. 

Mediating Factors 

This snapshot of high achieving student Alexis, provides a useful illustration of the six 

mediating aspects of feedback at the self- regulated level identified by Hattie and Timperley 

(2007).  Similar to the framework for feedback literacy developed by Carless and Boud 

(2018), these six mediating factors include: the students’ capacity to generate internal 

feedback and self-assess; the level of motivation and willingness to invest effort into seeking 

and applying feedback information, the students, “level of proficiency at seeking help” 

(Hattie & Timperley, 2007, p. 94), the degree of certainty or confidence of the students in 

the accuracy of their response to the feedback and the students’ beliefs about attributions for 

success or failure. Alexis appears to struggle to self-assess and generate internal feedback. 

Instead she relies on the teacher to provide frequent external feedback and elaborations such 

as the identification of specific next steps or strategies to enhance the quality of her work. 

However, she is overall more performance goal orientated and this means that she is willing 

to invest effort in seeking and applying teacher feedback if this may result in better 

assessment results. She also demonstrates a willingness to approach the teacher and seek 

help. This is further boosted by her perceptions of her positive relationship with her drama 

teacher.  

Overall, this snapshot reveals that the personal mediating factors for Alexis are her 

extrinsic motivation along with her performance goal orientation. She is eager to get things 

right, therefore she experiences verifying, directive and corrective feedback positively. 

However, she does indicate that she would prefer a higher frequency of specific and 

elaborative teacher feedback in the form of dialogue targeting specific areas of improvement 

aligned with her goals and the objectives of the assessment task. 
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Victoria 

Year 10 student Victoria, age 14, has attended Red College since year three. She feels 

comfortable at her high school, stating: “I would not want to move”. Having commenced 

drama in year eight she is now in her third year of studying drama, with the same drama 

teacher. Victoria has decided that she will not continue her drama studies in year 11 and 12. 

She links her decision to having recently attended a university information day, “I saw what 

you have to do to become a professional actor and I don’t think I have that much passion for 

it”. She aims to go to university to study business and advertising. She regards drama as a 

“hobby”, however she feels that her studies in drama have boosted her confidence in oral 

presentations in other classes, so that speaking in front of others is now, “way easier”. 

Nevertheless, Victoria demonstrates a positive relationship with the subject area of 

drama. She appreciates the freedom of the drama classroom, in contrast to her other subject 

areas, commenting that in the drama classroom you can “be crazy” and “you feel 

comfortable… so we can fully let out who we are”. She believes that her peers’ willingness 

to express themselves is due to the presence of a “fun” and “relaxing’ classroom environment 

created by the drama teacher who, “makes us laugh”. She provides details about the social 

dynamics in the drama class and particularly students’ relationships with the drama teacher: 

“We have never had a problem with Ms Macpherson…she is like a friend that you can talk 

to about anything”. Victoria views the teacher as approachable and caring despite the 

pressure moments around performance deadlines when she, “is scary. She can be like 0 to 

100”. 

Later in the interview she references the different motivation levels of the students 

in the class as impacting on the engagement of some students. She believes that about 5% of 

the class have been placed in drama by one of the deputy principals and have little interest 

in the subject. Fortunately, she believes that there are enough dedicated students in the class 

who elected to study drama and some strong girls that outweigh the potential impact of the 

group she describes as the “naughty boys”. 

Victoria is doing well in drama and believes she is “good” at it. This is a perspective 

bolstered by her recent appointment as one of the student directors of the class play. She is 

excited by this new challenge and the opportunity to develop her directing skills. An analysis 

of Victoria’s assessment folio supports this perspective and shows she is achieving an A or 

high B for most tasks and will receive a VHA for drama for the year. She believes that she 

is better at “prac” than “theory”, but her results and teacher comments suggest otherwise, 

with strong results in responding and forming tasks evident throughout the year. Written 

teacher feedback on scriptwriting task in the Absurd Theatre style demonstrates her 
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knowledge and skills in the forming dimension as evident in the teacher feedback comments 

on a scriptwriting task in the Absurd Theatre style: 

Drama teacher assessment notes: Victoria, what a wonderfully disturbing 

script. You have shown extensive knowledge of absurdism and how to 

manipulate the elements, (particularly time, relationship and contrast) to 

create an appropriate script. Your ideas are interesting and you use the skips 

in time to reveal your ideas slowly and deliberately, creating tension and 

challenging the audiences understanding of the characters and their 

predicaments…Overall a good effort; congratulations! 

Along with the written summative comments such as that above, Victoria recognises 

that she receives teacher feedback “every day” during class in the form of corrective or 

affective comments. She offers an example: “Say I do something wrong, say I am not loud 

enough when I am talking… she’ll tell me don’t be afraid, be more confident and stuff.” She 

particularly values the verbal feedback that the teacher supplies during the rehearsal phase 

prior to a presenting task. Highly sensitive to corrective feedback, she describes a recent 

feedback experience as follows: “When Ms McPherson stops telling you to do it, then I know 

that yeah, alright. I am doing it right now...Miss tells you what to improve and then you go 

home and practise”. Victoria believes that she notices and absorbs teacher feedback on a 

continual subconscious level during drama classes, and also identifies that teacher feedback 

is generated when it is often delivered in the broader classroom context as well as 

individually: 

Victoria (RC): It’s (feedback) like all over the place. Like in maths you get 

feedback after you get your exam back. But in drama it is like all the time. 

So, when we are just playing a game or something we get feedback after that 

if she thinks that there is something we can improve on. 

Victoria continues on to explain that she sometimes acts as a translator, taking the 

broad whole group feedback offered by the teacher and breaking this down for her peers to 

utilise. Referring to her current role as a director, she explains how she listens to the teacher 

feedback and then conveys that to the group she is working with: “I have to narrow it down 

and then tell them”. Victoria wants to give feedback to her peers that is, “positive and 

negative so there is a balance”, she wants to make sure that, “no one gets hurt” and that, 

“people are happy”. She believes that teacher feedback in the drama classroom should 

similarly boost students’ self-esteem because doing it “right” motivates students, arguing 

that, “they need to know that they are doing a good job”. She believes that it is, “the teacher’s 

fault” if students do not know what they need to do to improve. 
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While Victoria appears to be clear about what assessment tasks entail by suggesting, 

“we get told what we are going to do”, the transcript below reveals her frustration about the 

fact that there seems to be a lack of clarity about the criteria used to make judgements and 

insufficient feedback opportunities: 

RESEARCHER:  So are the assessment and criteria and what you are being marked on 

always clear to you? 

VICTORIA:  Not really, honestly, no… It needs more structure, I know the students in the 

class and if they were told what they could do to improve they would… Like even a paper 

with a list of things and then we improve on it would make us better actors and for the people 

who want to pursue it after school and go to Uni and do it. I reckon the boys would improve 

as well because they’re told not to be naughty but they are not told what they are supposed 

to do, so they just don’t listen. 

RESEARCHER:  Do you know what to improve on, yourself? 

VICTORIA:  I don’t really know. Like I love Miss Mc Pherson and everything but I think 

she just lacks giving us individual feedback. It would be nice at the end of the term if… she 

would tell me all the things that I did right and then what I could improve on and then we 

set like a goal list and then next term we will check if we did all those goals and make up 

new ones… We should have that for all subjects. Because we only have parent and teacher 

interviews but what about the students, what if we want to know what we can improve on. 

Like how are we going to get our grades better if they don’t tell us anything. 

Victoria desires teacher feed-forward and feed-back at the task, process and personal 

level that will affirm her current level of performance in the subject area and extend her skills 

and knowledge in drama. She is seeking more specific, detailed, timely and targeted feed-up 

at an individual level. A motivated student, she wants greater teacher assistance in 

identifying future learning goals or tools to assist her to self-monitor her progress as she 

moves through the cycles of learning, assessment and reflection. Eager to get it “right’, she 

believes that she would benefit from more individual feedback from the teacher and then 

apply this to lift her results: “Yeah. I would definitely act upon it. If I got that feedback I 

would set myself goals in the next term… I would try to better myself… and then maybe be 

get an A+.” Rather than value the unique ways of learning and thinking that drama offers as 

a subject, Victoria’s focus on results created a different relational lens with which to view 

and evaluate her experiences of teacher feedback. 

Mediating Factors 

Victoria’s high levels of achievement motivation appear to mediate her experiences of 

teacher feedback. For instance, despite a view of drama as a lighter subject, Victoria, aspires 

for an A+. Rather than value the unique ways of learning and thinking that drama offers, 

Victoria focuses on results. This performance achievement goal orientation creates a 
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different lens of expectations with which to view and evaluate her experiences of teacher 

feedback. For Victoria, teacher feedback should focus on ways of assisting her to reach an 

A+. For her, the role of the teacher, and by association the primary purpose of teacher 

feedback, is to give clear and scaffolded feedback focusing on assessment tasks and criteria.  

 

Discussion: The Very High Achievers 

These three higher achieving students all demonstrate varying levels of feedback literacy 

(Carless & Boud, 2018). Oliver appears to hold a heightened appreciation of the many 

sources of teacher feed forward, back and up. He has the capacity to analyse and interpret 

feedback and use self-regulatory processes to determine the next process steps needed to 

improve his performance and close the gap (Carless & Boud, 2018; Havnes et al., 2012; 

Sutton, 2012). All three very high achieving students recognise feedback cues when offered 

directly to them or indirectly embedded within the cycles of learning assessment and 

reflection within the unit of study.  Further, they draw on their skills at seeking feedback to 

effectively counter balance any “fuzzy” (Sadler, 1989) task or learning goals, especially if 

the tasks lack coherence or the success criteria are unclear. 

In addition, these three very high achieving student experiences of teacher feedback 

were mediated by various loci of motivation (Biggs & Moore, 1993) and positive self-

efficacy. For example, Alexis and Victoria both demonstrate a performance achievement 

goal orientation (Dweck, 2006) to learning, with their primary foci being on results and the 

achievement of higher grades. Both extrinsically motivated students, they share a desire to 

reach the A standard and attune to teacher feedback that aligns with their performance 

orientation to learning. By contrast, Oliver’s interest in developing his creativity and his 

writing suggests more intrinsic motivation and a mastery achievement goal orientation. 

Unlike the other two very high achieving students, his interest is in learning more about 

drama, including about how to craft better stories and characters. He is less focused on results 

and more on learning and making continual improvement.  For Oliver, understanding the 

criteria simple offers a means to improve the quality of this work, whereas Victoria and 

Alexis demonstrate more concern with criteria compliance for the purpose of results. 

Performance achievement goal orientated students like Alexis and Victoria appear 

to ascribe greater responsibility to the drama teacher to provide feedback to enable them to 

achieve high standards aligned with the criteria for assessment.  Indeed, Victoria alleged that 

it was the “teacher’s fault” if students did not know how to enhance their level of 

achievement. The observations of these two high achieving students align with the findings 
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of Zimmerman and Martines-Pons (1986). They found that high achievers are more likely 

to seek academically related feedback and are also more inclined to utilise teacher and 

students as sources of social support than lower achieving students. In contrast, Oliver views 

feedback as mutually constructed, a shared responsibility between the teacher and student. 

 

 

The High Achievers 

In this section, two high achieving students are introduced and their individual experiences 

of feedback in the drama classroom are discussed.  

Clare 

Clare, age 15, is a year 10 drama student at Green College. She “loves” drama, has studied 

drama since grade one and is keen to continue in years 11 and 12. She points out several 

reasons why she engages more in learning and teaching activities in drama in comparison to 

other subject areas by suggesting that she prefers the “energy” and the “fun” of the drama 

classroom where you get to “act” out pages rather than “read” them. She also values the 

freedom and opportunities for self-expression available in drama: “In English, you can’t go 

outside the box but in drama it is all about outside the box.” She enjoys the social and 

collaborative learning approach in the drama classroom and compares it to Science: “They 

are just teaching you but in drama it is like let’s all do this together.” She has a strong sense 

of belonging with her drama class and suggests how this came to be: 

Clare (GC): We have been together last year, so it has been nearly two years 

now. So, we are like a massive family. Miss Rowland always says that, “this is 

my favourite lesson in the whole day” and I am like, “me too”. 

The stability of being in one class group for a length of time and developing a positive 

rapport with the same teacher enhances Claire’s engagement with drama. Despite her 

enthusiasm for the subject and comfort within the class dynamics, she is not one of the 

highest achievers in the class. Clare will receive a High Achievement (HA) overall for year 

10. While she often receives an A minus results in practical tasks, her written work is usually 

at a C or low B level. 

Clare attributes her higher marks in the practical presenting and forming dimensions 

of the curriculum to her preference for active, experiential and social learning.  In the 

transcript excerpt below, Clare describes the value of engaging in the regular feedback cycle 
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of rehearsing a performance, performing, watching the performance task back on video, 

evaluating her individual performance and the work of her peers: 

Clare (GC): After our performances, the next lesson is like devoted to 

watching ourselves. That sounds kind of weird like ‘watching ourselves’. We 

watch ourselves and then we say what we can do better, what we liked that 

we did and we analyse someone else’s performance. 

Clare believes that this opportunity for analysis and reflection raises her awareness 

of ways that she can improve her level of achievement in practical assessment tasks before 

she receives the written summative feedback from the teacher: 

Clare (GC) After our performance…well not directly after but when we get 

our results back we have like written comments. Like, that was really good, 

maybe you should have done this but keep going… The sandwich… Top is 

like that was really good you had a very good voice. Second layer, maybe 

you could move around a bit more and other than that, third layer just keep 

on going because you are going well. The sandwich one, two, three [laughs]. 

This comment from Clare demonstrated that she is familiar with the sandwich 

formula used by teachers, and therefore knows how to interpret feedback provided in this 

form. However, she appears to find the self-monitoring process using video, scaffolded by 

the teacher, as a more valuable form of feedback. 

Clare appears to critically reflect on her previous presenting task, considers the 

teacher’s summative feedback comments on the previous task and then modify her 

performance, specifically her acting skills for the next practical assessment task. Over the 

year, Claire explains how she addresses this teacher feedback by focusing on improving 

acting skills such as her pacing and vocal delivery. However, she is frustrated because she 

has been receiving mainly A- results for her presenting work for the year and is uncertain 

why.  

Claire rates confidence as one of the key success criteria for performance tasks, 

suggesting that she is more likely to receive an A result if she, “feels confident, then it is a 

great performance”. Claire believes that some tasks are harder than others especially when 

the meaning of the play script is more challenging. For example, she explains: “Midsummer 

Night’s Dream was a bit hard, it was like speaking Italian”. During the interview she 

reluctantly reflects, that she may need to focus more on understanding the criteria for 

assessment for practical and written tasks. While she currently looks at task sheets, she will 

rarely deconstruct the criteria before beginning to prepare for a task: “I just wing it… I’m 
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not really good at reading stuff.” She describes how she will “highlight” the criteria without 

fully comprehending the meaning or how this may translate into dramatic action in the actual 

assessment task. 

Clare identifies “prac”, practical improvisation lessons in drama, as valuable creative 

opportunities to create new material and characters. She also values the feedback generated 

from multiple sources during the rehearsal and devising phase leading up to their recent 

whole class student devised performance, including from peers. She sees teacher and peer 

feedback in this context as useful and offering divergent ideas or opinions: 

Clare (GC): It is not just Miss Rowland’s opinion that you are taking on, it’s 

everyone’s. So, Miss Rowland will say something like “why don’t you do 

this” and then Zoe will be like, “I got a good idea why don’t you say this and 

then you can do that”, and I am like “sure”. And someone is like, “wait why 

don’t you do this”. And I am like three ideas! Which one, which one? 

Clare views the teacher’s and students’ feedback as opinions and feels no pressure 

to adopt these suggestions or correct her work. Instead she prefers to work through a process 

of refining and editing, incorporating the teacher or student feedback she finds useful. She 

describes the iterative cycles of feedback occurring in loops of dialogue during rehearsals: 

Clare (GC) In an ideal process, probably you run it through once and then 

everyone says ‘hey do this, this and this’ and then you run it through again 

and they say, ‘that was good’ and you keep on practicing that by yourself and 

then they will come back and say, ‘hey that is good or do this.’ 

The boundaries between teacher and peer feedback blur in this iterative process as 

Clare actively experiments during rehearsals. She makes choices based on what “feels right 

for the character” and the dramatic context. This can be intuitive; however, she often 

references the comments of her teacher and peers as valuable audience feedback. 

By her own admission, the majority of Clare’s energy and effort in drama is 

expended in the practical dimensions she enjoys. By comparison, she lacks motivation and 

confidence in the completion of written assessment tasks: 

Clare (GC) Oh I am terrible. I get Cs and Bs. What are you going to do?... 

You can’t be perfect, I tell my Mum that. And she says as long as the 

comments are Ok I don’t care about your marks… she’s a good Mum! 

Clare acknowledges that she devotes less time and effort to reflecting on and 

applying teacher feedback from one written task to the next. Instead, Clare places greater 

value on the social interaction and opportunity for reflective loops of dialogue with her 
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teacher and peers about her practical tasks in drama. She believes that there are less social 

learning opportunities involved in the drafting and completion of individual written tasks. A 

social learner, Clare looks for opportunities to make the writing process more collaborative 

and feedback rich by emailing drafts to her friends for comment, “showing my assignment 

to my Mum” or seeking feedback from the teacher when she is having “real trouble”. Clare 

prefers feedback that matches the modality of the assessment task. She prefers written 

corrective feedback on her theory work and more informal verbal comments on her practical 

work. When she is provided with corrections on her draft essays she describes how she tries 

to address this feedback in the final assessment task. 

Clare receives grammatical or structural corrections from her teacher on her drafts 

and final written assignments. While she believes that she then “fixes” these errors, teacher 

feedback comments indicate that she does not always transfer this learning to the next written 

task. Furthermore, there are repeated content issues with her written work that she is not 

addressing, as evident in the teacher’s summative feedback on her final essay of the year: 

Clare, you have written a sound response. There are very frequent errors in 

your work and you need to think more carefully about vocabulary choices. 

You needed to explicitly cover all the nominated dramatic languages. 

(Teacher written comments Term 4 Responding Task) 

The summative teacher feedback suggests that Clare’s knowledge and application of 

key concepts and the metalanguage of drama such as the dramatic languages are not 

developing in her written work from one task to the next. Similar comments appear on earlier 

assessment tasks, however, responding to this summative teacher feedback does not seem to 

be a priority for Clare. While motivated to achieve higher results in the practical 

performance-based aspects of the curriculum she enjoys, she appears to be more accepting 

of her theory results, resigned to the belief that this will never be one of her strengths. 

Mediating Factors 

Factors related to motivation and self-efficacy appear to mediate Clare’s experiences of 

teacher feedback. She continually looks for teacher feedback that affirms her sense of high 

self-efficacy as a performer and her passionate relationship with “prac”, the practical and 

performative aspects of the subject. Clare enjoyed learning experientially and being 

immersed in play and characterisation, a continuation of a long-term love affair with drama 

that first developed in primary school.  Her experiences align with the work of Ryan and 

Deci (2000), and their claims that positive feedback is likely to enhance students’ willingness 
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to persist in an activity and self- report higher levels of interest. By contrast, negative teacher 

feedback on Claire’s written work or “theory” is of less interest or motivating.  

Claire demonstrates higher degrees of self-efficacy and feedback literacy in practical tasks. 

She is more likely to actively seek and co-construct feedback and tactics to enact this 

feedback with her drama teacher. 

Claire’s experiences of teacher feedback appear to be further mediated through her 

open and almost playful relationship with her drama teacher and her positive perceptions of 

the overall ambience of the drama class. She finds that the classroom norms support 

experimentation and risk taking, enabling her to engage in open and regular dialogue with 

her teacher and peers during the rehearsal process. 

Ashlee 

Ashlee, age 14 (almost 15), is the youngest member of the year 10 Drama Class at Green 

College. Studying drama was not her first choice; it was her “reserve” subject. The other 

elective classes were at capacity so she was placed in drama, a subject she was, “not really 

interested in”. As a result, Ashlee expresses her overall discomfort in the drama class during 

her interview. This perspective is reinforced by fieldwork observations notes which record 

that Ashlee rarely participates in discussions during her drama class. For example, during 

the circle seating formation and games that usually begin most lessons she sits slightly out 

of the circle. She often tries to initiate side conversations with other students while the 

teacher is speaking and appears disinterested in the content. During the group work phase of 

lessons, she tends to gravitate towards the same group of two or three other quieter girls in 

the class. This was also apparent in the focus group discussion with her peers, when Ashlee 

only responded when directly questioned. 

In a recent whole class production, Ashlee has a minor role which she believes 

impacted on the amount of feedback she receives from her teacher and peers on 

characterisation. She outlines this view: “I didn’t have an important character. It wasn’t like 

a major thing. So, I don’t think people worried about it as much and no one really has 

anything to say about it”. Ashlee was not on “stage very much” and therefore believes that 

herself and her peers, who also had minor roles, only “got basic feedback from Miss 

Rowland”. Ashlee elaborates to describe “basic” feedback as just “small feedback” focused 

on stage blocking and the handling of props. 

Ashlee will receive a High Achievement overall for the year, receiving B results in 

most of her written work and Cs on presenting tasks throughout the year. Despite her 

ambivalence towards drama as a subject, she cares about her results. Ashlee expresses her 
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frustration at her ongoing C standard level presenting results. She is yet to receive her grade 

and feedback for the final presenting task of the year - a public performance for family and 

friends, however she is expecting similar results. She notes: “I have gotten Cs all year. Just 

expecting another C.” She thinks that she is “bad at drama” and states that: “Even when I 

think I do well I still get a C”. 

In spite of this self-perception, Ashlee believes that she tries to act upon teacher 

feedback throughout the year to lift her level of achievement in the presenting dimension. 

She describes some of the feedback received throughout the year on practical acting tasks 

as, “Normal stuff, like you didn’t develop your character enough, speak properly kind of 

thing, you should have stood like this.” A review of her assessment portfolio supports this 

view of her results, with. Ashlee receiving a C+ and the following comments on her unit 

three presenting task: 

Well done, Ashlee! At times throughout the performance your articulation 

and expression were very clear. You needed to slow down the pace of 

delivery. There were some lines where it seemed you were not confident in 

the interpretation. Sometimes lines were not as per the script. 

In response to this kind of feedback, Ashlee expresses  her frustration:  

Ashlee (GC): Well I have tried things but even when I did I only got a C+. I 

improved by a plus. I tried to slow down my talk and try and make everything 

I said louder and clearer and like made actions on stage more like flowish 

and like it is meant to kind of be. And I still got a C. So, I don’t know. I think 

I am just bad at it... even when I did try to improve. I got the same mark so it 

is kind like “what else do you want me to do? 

Possibly because of this frustration, Ashlee’s believes that effective teacher feedback 

should be more personal, stated directly to her, and should help her understand the 

assessment task and include detailed process steps that she might apply to improve. To 

illustrate her point, she describes one occasion when she asked her drama teacher for 

assistance: 

Ashlee (GC): She never really personally told me. Like even if I asked it 

would be like just re- read what is on the sheet. I was like well that is not 

really going into depth like of those things like… Oh I just wanted her, I 

wanted Miss Rowland to talk through what she has written more. Explain it 

more. 
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Ashlee shares her belief that some of her peers in the drama class will receive higher 

results because of their personalities, which she perceives as more suited to drama 

particularly in presenting tasks: 

Ashlee (GC): They are just louder, not just voice louder but just louder and 

bigger like their personalities are different they are naturally like really 

confident, really loud and really like big. 

As she predicted, Ashlee received a C+ result for the final presenting task for the 

year and the following written teacher comments: 

Congratulations on your performance, Ashlee. You worked well in the 

ensemble of cleaners! You were well-rehearsed on your blocking and cues, 

however, you needed more commitment to this. You did some mimicking of 

the ‘contestants’ for example, which was appropriate and humorous; 

however, there was much more room to develop this. You also had good 

dialogue, but it needed to be delivered with a sense of energy and a greater 

commitment to your character. (Term four final presenting assessment task 

teacher comments) 

Compared to earlier summative teacher comments, Ashlee appears to have improved 

her knowledge of lines and use of the stage space through her blocking however the overall 

level of energy, characterisation and acting skills have not showed a significant improvement 

from one task to another. 

While Ashlee indicates that she does try to transfer teacher feedback and apply this 

to the next task, it appears that she struggles to identify what she might do differently to 

reduce the gap in the presenting dimension. She does not notice, transfer or apply teacher 

feedback provided in whole class contexts, rehearsal sessions or whole group acting 

exercises to her individual presenting assessment. Instead, she wants a more direct approach 

with individualised feedback and one to one assistance. 

Mediating Factors 

Ashlee’s experiences of teacher feedback appear to be mediated by her prior learning and 

experiences in drama. As drama was not her “first option” as an elective in the year 10 school 

timetable she appears to hold lingering, noncommittal, feelings towards the subject which 

permeate her ongoing relationship with the subject area and responses to teacher feedback. 

Perhaps as a form of ego defence, she shares that she does not really “care” about drama, 

with this position potentially shaping her level of engagement with teacher feedback, 

particularly with indirect feedback provided by the drama teacher during lessons.  Ashlee’s 
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reflections also suggest that she may be considering the “transactional costs” (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007) of seeking feedback. Receiving more feedback from the teacher may 

require greater effort or require adopting new ways of working that are too socially 

challenging. 

For instance, Ashlee struggles to manage her affective responses to teacher feedback, 

believing that the teacher values her less as a drama student and a performer. Further, when 

provided with personalised feedback on her acting and suggestions for areas of 

improvement, she could not generate the internal feedback or identify further strategies to 

address this feedback; as a result, she sought more assistance to identify steps to alter her 

performance, however was further frustrated with the lack of specificity of teacher feedback. 

Rather than seeking more dialogue with the teacher she had given up and her motivation and 

self -efficacy appear to have diminished. Ashlee’s experiences of feedback seems to share 

parallels with the conclusions of Gamlem and Smith (2013) who state: 

Feedback becomes just a message of little use in the learning process, since 

there are no formal opportunities to apply the feedback. Feedback which is 

not understood as fruitful seems to be abandoned, or replaced by affective 

actions such as anger or frustration. (p. 160) 

Discussion: The High Achievers 

Ashlee’s experiences of teacher feedback contrast to that of very high achiever Oliver. She 

struggles to recognise indirect feedback cues or calibrate the feedback she receives from the 

teacher. She appears to lack the feedback literacy to independently identify the next steps or 

tactics to take. Feeling stuck at the C level and not being able to recognise the way out, she 

has become frustrated and views teacher feedback as criticism rather than as constructive. 

By contrast, Clare appears to have developed feedback literacy capacities related to practical 

work, with greater motivation to calibrate teacher feedback. However, her ability to 

independently identify process steps to improve her written work is less evident. 

Due to the contextual conditions of drama as a formal subject, grades awarded by 

the teacher were a powerful form of feed-back to students. For Ashlee and Clare, receiving 

an unsatisfactory grade sparked a reflective process and further conversations with the 

teacher as to how to achieve a higher grade on the next task. This suggests that they are 

motivated by achievement however Clare appears to also be motivated by more social and 

intrinsic goals. 
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The Sound Achievers 

Joshua 

Blue College year 11 drama student, Joshua is almost 16 years of age. He studied 

drama in year eight and nine before electing to study drama for year 11 and 12. Joshua 

enjoyed drama in year eight which he attributes to the encouraging nature and “liveliness” 

of his previous drama teacher: “Miss Smith can see your potential as well, within you and 

she somehow gives you a bunch of different things to go and do to improve on that”. He 

shares his positive view of the potential of the subject to meet his expectations for creativity 

and self-expression: 

Joshua (RC): As a subject, I like drama because it lets me open up my 

personality. I can be quirky. I can be whatever I want to be in drama. I can 

just be myself and I get to express that through acting and all different sorts 

of things. 

Joshua’s positive relationship with drama as a subject has shifted. Joshua believes 

that he is struggling with drama and overall workload levels in year 11 and is uncertain if he 

will continue his studies of drama into year 12. Joshua’s assessment profile reveals that he 

achieves predominantly B results in practical tasks however he has not fully completed all 

assessment tasks for the year resulting in an overall sound achievement for the year. Joshua’s 

perspectives, collected in focus groups and during his interview, convey mixed and 

contradictory messages about his levels of motivation, sometimes expressing comments 

about caring about his results and wanting more divergent and dialogic feedback in drama, 

before shifting to a more disengaged position. In front of his peers, during focus group 

discussions and in class, he demonstrates less motivation whereas during the one on one 

interview his comments reveal a greater concern for his learning, levels of achievement and 

desire for feedback. He explains his goals and identifies the barriers stopping him fulfilling 

these: 

Joshua (RC): I always aim for a pass. Like, if I pass it is good. But I know 

that I will never get like an A in my subjects because I have such a busy home 

life as well. So, I don’t study because of it. And I don’t have that sort of time 

to go home at night and do everything at once for every subject. It is because 

I live so far away. I don’t get home until 5.30 - 6.00. People from here can 

walk to their house by 3.00pm and have so much more time, that’s like an 

extra three and half hours of work that they can get accomplished and I have 

to go to bed earlier than most people do I get up earlier than most people... 
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So, I don’t get much time to do anything. Like I try to do as much as I can. 

So, a B is what I aim for but if I get a pass that’s, that’s good. 

Joshua is experiencing frustration with his lack of time for study and the time he has 

to work for better results. He would like to achieve Bs overall however passing at a C level 

seems to be the reality. Later in the interview he comments that he believes he is “failing” 

year 11 overall. His desire to do better extends to his home life as well: 

Joshua (RC): I do try to impress people a lot and I feel like I fail in impressing 

a lot of people especially my parents because this year a lot of bad things 

have happened to me so a lot of my marks have dropped, like considerably. 

I have pretty much failed year 11. So not a lot of family members are 

impressed with me at the moment. So, I am trying to be myself more than 

impressing people. 

He attributes his lower results to a range of factors including lack of time, his 

relationship with his drama teacher, a lack of understanding of what is required to improve 

his results and other conditions linked to assessment tasks, specifically the instability of 

some groups. For example, he explains that some students left the subject before completing 

a group puppetry assignment. He comments: “It was like, you’d be in a group of four people 

and have two people drop out… do nothing and like fail. It was pretty much like setting us 

up to fail.” 

He frequently refers to his relationship with his current drama teacher and the 

dynamics of the class throughout focus group discussions and his interview. He believes that 

there is a lack of “fun” and “games” during class time that create an overall negative 

classroom atmosphere that is detrimental to the nature of learning in the drama classroom. 

He thinks that his negative relationship with his teacher impacts on his results and the type 

of feedback comments he receives. In support of his viewpoint he recounts a recent feedback 

experience where the teacher met with all students to review assessment profiles for the year 

to date: 

Joshua (RC): She called me over and asked me to sit down and she said, “here 

are your results”. I was expecting bad things. Well this teacher does not like 

me, we don’t really click, she might criticise what I have done too much 

because she is the Head of Department as well, I am pretty sure. 

Joshua is fearful of receiving criticism from his drama teacher due his perceived 

negative relationship with her. He wants feedback comments and assessment tasks to align 

with his desire for self-expression, to lift his levels of self-efficacy and motivation. For some 
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reason, he feels that assessment tasks and teacher feedback are restricting him personally. 

Instead, Joshua wants teacher feedback during acting rehearsals to focus on fostering self-

expression or a more personal exploration of characterisation. He explains his view in this 

way: 

Joshua (RC): I’d sort of like her to inspire us to be ourselves, instead of 

something that she portrays and sees in her own eyes. As in… she wants us 

to act how she wants us to perform, when really when we do drama we should 

try and make our scenes and our speaking the way we should – ourselves 

would do it. 

Joshua extends this preference for agentic teacher feedback on acting to the type of 

teacher comments he is receiving on the current set design task. This forming task requires 

students to read and analyse an Australian play before designing a suitable set. Joshua 

appears to again feel restricted by the need to base his work on the playwright’s intention: 

“I’d rather not understand the play. I’d rather …instead of understanding where it is coming 

from, I would rather understand where I am coming from.” Despite his preference for 

empowering feedback, Joshua finds it difficult to accept feedback due to his perceived 

relationship with his teachers in a range of subjects. During his interview, he questions if 

receiving more teacher feedback would enhance his level of motivation and/or results: 

Joshua (RC): If I had gotten more feedback, I don’t know. I feel like I might 

have tried to work on it but I have this thing. Like, when teachers give me 

like attitude or something as if they don’t like me it makes me not want to try 

in their class. I know that is a really bad thing because I need to pass school 

and stuff but I just… it is their presence, it is like I get a negative energy and 

I just don’t like being around them anymore so it makes me all… I don’t want 

to do your work kind of feeling. 

Despite these concerns about his relationship with many of his teachers and how this 

impacts on his levels of motivation, he does express the contradictory desire for more 

feedback along with the time to apply this: 

Joshua (RC): More time would be good. And if we did start earlier, it would 

be good if she went to individual groups and said well show me what you 

have got, let’s run it through and then and after that happened then she would 

like jump in with us and then, “let’s try and change this”… Ms Gordon 

doesn’t do that though, it is sorta hard. 

Joshua identifies how teacher modelling and participating within the dramatic action 

alongside students is a form of valuable feedback, particularly during the rehearsal phase 
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leading up to the presentation of practical acting tasks. He also believes that teacher 

vulnerability and a shared sense of trust and risk taking during the rehearsal phase, inspires 

students: 

Joshua (RC): When we are doing these acting tasks, we have to get out of our 

comfort zone… it would help a lot of kids out if the teacher said, ‘look it is 

no big deal look I am prepared to get out of my comfort zone’… if the teacher 

was prepared to do something a little bit weird then more students would take 

a chance. 

Joshua describes his desire for a classroom dynamic where risk taking and 

experimentation with dramatic action is the norm. The specificity, clarity and usefulness of 

teacher feedback offered during the rehearsal phase leading up to the presentation of 

dramatic scenes, also appears to influence Joshua’s receptiveness: 

Joshua (RC): She would just say ‘good’. She just would not elaborate on what 

was good or what we were doing that was good. So, we were always confused 

like is this good or was it this that was good? 

Joshua believes that the feedback he receives in year 11 drama is ambiguous, which 

he finds frustrating: 

Joshua (RC): If you were to go to Ms Gordon and be like hey ‘Miss what 

mark am I sitting on?’, she’d be like, ‘well at the moment you could probably 

get it up to a B’. That doesn’t exactly tell us where we are, it’s just saying we 

could get up to a B. 

Joshua wants greater clarity about his progress in drama and comments that he has 

not received feedback on his most recent task. He is uncertain about his progress and is 

struggling to identify the process steps needed to improve his work. Joshua believes that 

more detailed, specific or descriptive teacher feedback would assist his peers to refine their 

practical work. Understanding what the teacher believes is “good” appears to be important 

to Joshua. With this knowledge, he may better align his sense of quality with that of his 

teacher. 

Mediating Factors 

The misalignment between the objectives of the curriculum and Joshua’s expectations of 

drama as a subject are mediating his experiences of teacher feedback. His year seven and 

eight studies in drama offered relief and freedom from the restrictions of self-expression 

Joshua experiences in other subject areas. However, the ever-increasing assessment 
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requirements of the senior drama curriculum, sit at odds with his need for self-expression. 

He prefers a classroom environment that promotes interaction, risk taking and teacher 

feedback that aligns with his expectations for personal creativity and self-expression in 

drama. Further, Joshua appears to lack any agency within his daily schedule or his 

assessment groupings. 

Joshua finds that the coherence of teacher feedback is mediates his experience of 

teacher feedback. He struggles to understand the criteria and levels of quality required. He 

is also time poor and appears to have limited agency over his daily schedule and space for 

study. Joshua’s perceived relationship with his drama teacher is also mediating his 

experiences of teacher feedback. Joshua appears to prioritise his social and emotional needs 

in his interactions with his teachers. He identifies the need to feel liked as a key barrier to 

his current level of motivation in other subjects, including drama. Looking beneath Joshua’s 

negative relationships with his teachers, his one to one interview responses leave an overall 

impression of a student motivated to achieve and looking for further scaffolded and dialogic 

feedback to achieve this. However, he lacks the feedback literacies to manage his affective 

responses to feedback or to seek teacher feedback to reach his learning goals. 

Aiden 

Fifteen-year-old Aiden attends Red College. He has been “doing” drama since year 8 and is 

now in year 10. He “loves” drama because he aspires to have a career as an actor: “This is 

what I’d like to do with my future. Be in movies and that.” Aiden enjoys the practical and 

performance aspects of drama, “I will be any character you want me to be. I don’t care if it 

is a huge part or a small part or anything. As long as I get to act, I am happy.” There is no 

doubt for Aiden that he will be continuing with his studies in drama for year 11 and 12 to 

achieve his future acting goals. 

However, field work observation notes indicate that Aiden prefers to socialise and 

clown around with his male peers in the class. He is frequently off task during rehearsal time 

and easily distracted. He does however demonstrate higher levels of engagement in 

structured games and improvisation activities. When participating in acting tasks or entering 

into role play contexts his focus improves. He often jokes with his drama teacher and his 

peers, appearing to have a good rapport with both. He prefers when his teacher is “strict” 

with him and describes how he has trouble staying on task when working with his peers: 

“Confession time. When there is a student director like Victoria… leading our group I always 

play up on her. I can’t control myself.” Nonetheless, he demonstrates a high level of trust 
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for his peers and reinforces this view when he refers to the recent rehearsals for the final 

public production of year 10, and remarks, “We would all help each other”. 

Aiden will receive a sound achievement overall for year 10 drama. In the presenting 

dimension, he is achieving at the B level, however his results in the forming and responding 

dimensions fluctuate from a D to a C. Teacher feedback comments about editing, and a lack 

of drafting or preparation are repeated on several tasks in the documentation within Aiden’s 

assessment folio. Curiously, Aiden has a different perspective of his progress in written work 

suggesting it is: “easy, don’t even struggle”. This is a perspective that is not supported by 

his results. The following example is typical of the summative written teacher feedback 

reoccurring on the criteria sheets within his folio: 

Aiden, this assignment needed a lot more drafting and TLC. You had some 

good ideas about the play and the absurdist techniques used, though you did 

not use the elements to interpret the purpose or meaning. You need to focus 

on developing your essay structure to help create a fluid argument. I can help 

you with this but I need to see a draft. 

His drama teacher frequently suggests further drafting and offers to assist him with 

his essay structure on a number of his written tasks. However, Aiden is reluctant to submit 

drafts for written work and will only do so if the teacher says, “I have to”. Aiden is satisfied 

with his current results in his written work arguing that, “Sometimes there are some spelling 

mistakes but other than that, all good.” He doesn’t believe that he needs teacher feedback on 

his written work: “I don’t need it. I am very independent… I don’t care. As long as I get a 

C+ I am happy.” It is unclear if he is referring to the subject overall or his results for written 

work. 

During his interview, Aiden shares an interesting perspective on the amount of 

feedback he would ideally like to receive: “I would pretty much like to receive like hardly 

no feedback because straight A students don’t get much feedback because their work is just 

perfect. Nothing really wrong with it.” Less feedback, for Aiden, means that a students’ work 

is at a higher level. 

In contrast to his theory work, Aiden is slightly more interested in obtaining more 

teacher feedback on his acting so that he may be “wiser next time” and “come back spot on 

perfect”. The type of teacher feedback he finds useful and values is that which aligns with 

his aspirations to be a better actor. He gives the following example of teacher feedback: 

“Sometimes after class Miss McPherson held me back and give me some feedback like I 

needed to work on my accent and stuff and improve it.” Aiden values, retains and responds 

to this one to one private teacher feedback offered during the rehearsal process. 
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Aiden received a B+ on his final presenting task of the year. During his interview, 

he repeats from memory teacher feedback comments from the criteria sheet given to the 

students in the previous lesson. He received a B+ on this final acting task because the teacher 

said he was “realistic “and did some risky stuff, apparently”. He is satisfied with this result 

and explains that he “tried to add some emotion to it.” Aiden expresses greater interest in 

teacher feedback pertaining to the presenting domain of the syllabus which he believes will 

develop his acting skills, now and for the future. 

Despite this interest in improving his acting skills, Aiden does not make the link to 

the standards of the syllabus used to make judgements. He is unclear as to what steps he 

might take to achieve an A result on his next acting task. He suggests that perhaps he could 

achieve a better result through a few approaches such as: “probably work twice as hard”, 

“don’t muck around as much” and “focus a bit more”. While he identifies factors relating to 

effort he does not mention any of the A level descriptors listed on the criteria sheets used by 

the teacher to assess all of the students’ work. 

The A standard criteria used at Red College includes references to the; “discerning 

selection and meaningful application of the dramatic languages informed by the dramatic 

perspectives”, “perceptive and coherent communication of effective intended action and 

meaning to engage an audience” and the overall polish and if the student is able to 

demonstrate the skills of performance “convincingly”. These standard descriptors are those 

listed within the Year 11 and 12 Senior Drama Syllabus (QSA, 2013) and are used by all 

teachers for year 11 and 12 drama classes. Many teachers, like Ms McPherson at Red 

College, use the same criteria sheet or rubric to assess all tasks within the same dimension 

for the preparatory year 10 drama. Aiden appears to value verbal or written teacher feedback 

comments more than he understands or applies the actual descriptors on the criteria sheet 

used to make judgements about his work. 

Once an assessment task is complete, Aiden indicates that he rarely reflects further 

on his results with his teacher or peers. He explains: “Nobody really talks to anybody about 

feedback after a performance… they like to go home and never talk about it ever again.” 

Aiden’s responses highlight his beliefs about learning and that seeking more teacher 

feedback, particularly to assist with raising his levels of achievement in written tasks, may 

be perceived as weakness. By contrast, Aiden conveys his confidence and motivation in 

acting tasks of the drama classroom and therefore is more open and receptive to teacher 

feedback that relates to his perceived strengths. 
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Mediating Factors 

Aiden appears to be mediating his experiences of teacher feedback through his orientation 

to learning. His believes that ability is fixed rather than developed through effort. This makes 

feedback redundant and unnecessary for high achievers. Aiden demonstrates a fixed 

performance view of learning, equating high results with natural ability rather than effort. 

For Aiden “A” level students do not receive feedback because they are perfect. In a similar 

way, fluctuating levels of motivation shaped his experiences of teacher feedback. Aiden’s 

higher levels of social motivation further mediated his experiences of teacher feedback. 

Arguably, Aiden’s success in acting gives him social status with his peers, particularly his 

skills in comedy and comic timing.  He prioritises teacher feedback on practical acting tasks 

and therefore dismisses opportunities for more teacher feedback through the submission of 

written rough drafts. 

Summary: The Sound Achievers 

Both sound achieving students demonstrate less capacity for the application of feedback 

literacy (Carless & Boud, 2018). Firstly, neither appear to fully appreciate their active role 

in feedback processes in the classroom and struggle to notice feedback cues. Joshua’s story 

illustrates how he struggles to moderate his affective responses to teacher feedback. Aiden 

struggles to articulate how judgements are made in the drama classroom about quality or the 

possible strategies he may employ next to improve his acting or his written work. He appears 

to rarely transfer feedback from one assessment task to the next, particularly in his written 

work, however, he can retain positive feedback and praise he has received on his last acting 

task. Aiden and Joshua attribute their levels of achievement to stable factors such as their 

talent for acting, thus demonstrating a fixed view of ability rather than a learning goal 

orientation. This view of learning arguably contributes to their level of interest and efforts 

in the more analytical and theoretical written aspects of the curriculum which sit outside of 

their perceived strengths.  

Additionally, they have fluctuating levels of motivation and self- efficacy. These 

students are less consistently focused on achievement in all of the dimensions of the 

curriculum. Aiden and Joshua are more open to feedback that focuses on their perceived 

strengths in acting, with both demonstrating an interest and prior success in this dimension 

of the curriculum. Their openness to feedback on written tasks is another story. Aiden will 

present drafts if he has to and generally aims to submit work at only a passing level. He 

reports that his level of achievement in written work is higher than it actually is.  Joshua 
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takes a similar perfunctory approach to written assessment tasks, fixing errors if he is 

required without really considering the deeper requirements of the task.  

Overall Discussion 

Revisiting Butler & Winne’s (1995) model of feedback and self-regulated learning, outlined 

in detail in Chapter Two, provides a useful way with which to analyse and summarise the 

individual, internal and personal feedback experiences of the key informants. Their feedback 

model offers an explanation as to how an external feedback message is filtered through 

students’ prior knowledge of the domain or subject area, their levels of motivation and self-

efficacy (Bandura) before interacting with internally generated feedback which can stimulate 

the application of further tactics or strategies. This recursive flow and interaction between 

the external feedback message and the internal generation of meaning and feedback is 

evident in the different student accounts.  

The students’ descriptions of drama in interview and focus group transcripts feature 

strong emotional descriptors. Some “love” or “hate” drama. This relationship was often 

formed during the students’ prior experiences of drama in earlier grades. For example, 

Joshua, brought his positive relationship with year eight drama to his relationship 

expectations of drama in year 11. He had expectations for freedom, games and playfulness 

and felt disappointed when these were not met. This then mediated his experiences of teacher 

feedback that do not align with these expectations. Oliver’s relationship with drama shifted, 

despite stating that he “hated” year 8 drama. He developed a more positive view of drama 

based on information provided by his peers. He arrived at his year 10 class with his 

expectations for “fun” and opportunities for socialising. Like other key informants such as 

Clare and Joshua, he compares drama to other subjects and classrooms, seeing drama as a 

space for greater freedom, social interaction, self-expression and experimentation. Oliver 

values drama and the depth of thinking and creativity it inspires. Consequently, he values 

teacher feedback that provides opportunities to advance his creative thinking. 

Students’ dominant categories of motivation, achievement, extrinsic, social or 

intrinsic (Biggs & Moore, 1993) further mediates their experience of teacher feedback. For 

Joshua, social and emotional needs effect his ability to hear teacher feedback. Unless he feels 

affirmed socially, he struggles to manage his own anxiety around issues of identity and 

acceptance to be able to listen to or respond to teacher feedback. Self-efficacy is identified 

by Butler and Winne (1995) as another significant mediating or filtering factor influencing 

the student’s initial engagement with external feedback. Aiden and Clare were more open to 

teacher feedback when the content and purpose aligned with their expectations and 
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relationship with the practical acting components. Whereas, novelist, Oliver looks for 

teacher feedback that supports his self-efficacy as a writer. 

The snapshots presented in this chapter also demonstrate how perceived relationships 

with the drama teacher act as another personal mediating factor. Alexis responds to teacher 

feedback or seeks more opportunities for dialogic exchanges with her drama teacher because 

she believes that she has a positive relationship in contrast to that of her peers at Blue 

College. Similarly, Victoria, Clare, and Oliver feel comfortable approaching their drama 

teacher for feedback, both inside and outside of class time. Clare describes her bond with 

her teacher and how drama is her ‘favourite’ class, a view she believes her teacher also 

shares. Oliver’s respect for his drama teacher as an English teacher enhances the value he 

attributes to feedback on his written tasks. He notices, retains and applies teacher feedback 

from his drama teacher to other subject areas or assessment tasks. Joshua and Ashlee were 

less inclined to approach their drama teacher for feedback because of their perceived 

negative relationship. Ashlee feels that she is positioned as a “minor” character who receives 

only small amounts of feedback, while Joshua is afraid that the teacher might provide critical 

feedback, a view that he also holds of other teachers in other subject areas. Overall this 

analysis suggests that when students feel that they have a positive relationship with their 

drama teacher they are more open to responding, seeking and valuing teacher feedback. 

 

Individual levels of feedback literacy emerged as a significant navigating tool with 

higher achieving students more confident at seeking teacher feedback or sourcing other ways 

of obtaining feedback. They also demonstrate higher levels of self-regulation, higher meta-

cognition and a more developed capacity for self-appraisal and evaluation. This finding 

echoes that of the education and feedback literature explored in Chapter 2. 

Conclusion 

These seven snapshots illustrate how students’ experiences of teacher feedback are mediated 

in uniquely personal ways. A number of personal mediating factors emerged. Firstly, 

students’ aspiration for selecting drama and expectations of drama as a subject area, such as 

assumptions that drama should provide opportunities to exert agency, have fun and for self-

expression, mediated individual student experiences of teacher feedback. Students had 

various degrees of prior access to the art-form including the language of drama formed in 

earlier year levels and exposure to theatre. Further analysis indicates that individual affective 

sensitivities such as the student’s levels of motivation, learning goal orientation, and self-

efficacy and relationship with the drama teacher or the class mediate experiences of teacher 
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feedback. Finally, students demonstrated individual degrees of feedback literacy which 

further enhanced or hindered their perspectives of and engagement with teacher feedback. 

Feedback literacy also provided a tool with which to navigate the various contextual and 

personal mediating factors.  
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Chapter Eight 

Conclusions 

This final chapter presents the conclusions of this study. The first section presents the key 

findings emerging from the analysis of students’ experiences of teacher feedback in the 

secondary drama classroom. The second section explores the implications of these findings 

for drama educators, teacher educators, policy makers and curriculum bodies. 

As outlined in Chapters One and Three, the key research question underpinning this 

doctoral thesis explored drama students’ qualitative experiences of teacher feedback in three 

secondary Queensland schools. As a starting point, this study aimed to gain greater clarity 

about the sources, modes, timings and types of teacher feedback students identified in drama. 

Extending beyond this, the study sought to build a deeper understanding as to how students 

described useful feedback and how students actively received, engaged with, applied or 

possibly rejected teacher feedback.  Overall the study aimed, by obtaining some insight into 

students’ experiences of feedback, to suggest ways that a range of teacher feedback 

processes, along a continuum from the transmission of feedback messages to reflective 

dialogic exchanges, may enhance student achievement in drama.  

Findings 

The findings from this study offer new knowledge and insights into the students’ 

perspectives of the nature of useful feedback in the secondary drama classroom, a discipline 

rarely included in studies investigating feedback processes or the efficacy of feedback within 

the implementation of assessment for learning strategies. Three key findings emerged.  

Firstly, several unique modes, sources, timings and types of teacher feedback in the drama 

classroom were identified by the students at the three case study sites. Secondly, contextual 

and personal factors mediated student’s experiences of teacher feedback. While students 

described similar mediating factors, these were afforded different importance due to their 

particular learner sensitivities. However, feedback literacy emerged as a central means for 

students to navigate contextual and personal factors to meet learning and assessment goals. 

The significance of feedback literacy as a central factor further mediating students’ 

recipience of teacher feedback emerged as the third key finding. 
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Teacher feedback: Unique modes, sources, timings and types in the Drama Classroom 

This study sought to provide some insights into the actual nature of teacher feedback in the 

drama classroom. As a result of this focus, the first finding relates to the modes, timings, 

sources and types of feedback that students experience within the drama classroom. Students 

at Green, Red and Blue College experienced various types of teacher feedback along a 

continuum; from the transmission of feedback messages through to teacher led feedback 

processes engaging students as key collaborators and requiring higher levels of interaction, 

self-monitoring and dialogue. Several students identified how teacher feedback frequently 

occurred in everyday classroom practices and interactions of teachers and students, but 

evolved and changed in type, content and purpose with the ebbs and flows of curriculum 

phases. As discussed in Chapters Five and Six, several students preferred more open ended 

or divergent type teacher feedback during the initial inception and immersion phases of the 

unit of study when they were engaged in the devising or creative phase and then more 

corrective type feedback in the synthesising and polishing phase, which usually involved the 

production of a culminating assessment product. 

Students experienced verbal, non-verbal and written modes of teacher feedback. 

However, one insight to emerge was how students across all three case study sites expressed 

a preference for feedback to match the modality of the actual assessment task or the focus 

syllabus dimension; forming, presenting, or responding. Students preferred written feedback 

on draft written work and verbal feedback on practical tasks. Drama students across all three 

sites also categorised teacher feedback into two types; theory or practical. In relation to 

practical work, particularly in the presenting dimension of the curriculum, verbal feedback 

was identified by the students within this study as being the type the most frequently 

employed. This prompted some students at Green College to suggest that they received more 

verbal and immediate teacher feedback in drama than in any other subject area. They further 

noted that the feedback was often more facilitative and divergent in type, with drama 

teachers offering suggestions or opinions, whilst in other subjects, teachers used more 

corrective or confining feedback.  

Students’ at all three case study sites also identified two unique modes of feedback 

in the drama classroom; kinaesthetic feedback and feedback generated from inside the 

dramatic action. Students at Red, Blue and Green College noted how drama teachers would 

enter the dramatic action and act or improvise alongside students, enabling them to make 

discoveries about their character or relationships within a scene. Or, when students were 

exploring a particular style, students at Green College noted how the teacher would 

demonstrate ways of performing using the mannerisms or vocal qualities of this genre. 
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Students’ at all three case study sites found the immediacy and dialogic nature of teacher 

feedback in this kinaesthetic mode to be useful during the rehearsal of presenting tasks. As 

discussed in Chapters Five and Six, several students at Blue College noted that they preferred 

the drama teacher to “show” them rather than “tell” them when they were seeking feedback. 

This provided useful feed- up in the form of ideas in relation to the devising of presenting 

work and development of dramatic action.  Perhaps, due to the embodied nature of drama, 

students’ at all three sites appreciated embodied and kinaesthetic modes of teacher feedback.  

Another mode of teacher led feedback identified by several students, was the use of 

video coupled with reflection. For instance, students at Green College noted how the 

opportunity to review their videoed presenting work provided another mode of feedback and 

offered a type of structured self-appraisal that assisted students to build their understanding 

of the qualities of effective performance work. They also appreciated how the timings of 

assessment and reflection provided a form of feed-forward and assisted them to set future 

goals and consider what they may work on in the next unit of study or assessment task within 

the same dimension. This was particularly apparent for the students at Green College who 

identified more systemic feedback practices, timings and a stronger feedback culture as a 

class group. Overall, students predominately identified modes, sources, timing and types of 

teacher feedback linked to assessment tasks in drama, suggesting that either students have a 

limited degree of feedback literacy and only recognise feedback cues linked to assessment 

or, that most of the feedback processes occurring in the drama classroom are assessment 

focused.  
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Contextual factors mediating students’ experiences of teacher feedback in the drama 

classroom. 

Beyond identifying the various modes, sources, timings and types of teacher feedback, 

findings from this study suggest that contextual factors mediate students’ experiences of 

teacher feedback in the drama classroom. These factors relate to the structure of the drama 

curriculum and its associated assessment requirements, the curriculum design and 

sequencing of learning experiences and tasks, the coherence of the feedback in relation to 

the both the objectives of the curriculum and explicitness of the success criteria, and lastly 

the  classroom ambience. 

Curriculum 

In this study, the context of drama as a subject within the formal school curriculum appeared 

to mediate students’ experiences of teacher feedback. For instance, assessment in drama 

across the three syllabus dimensions of forming, presenting and responding was frequently 

referred to in their accounts of teacher feedback. These dimensions of the syllabus (forming, 

presenting and responding), structured and mediated students’ experiences of teacher 

feedback. Students, at all three case study sites, frequently used the dimensions of the 

syllabus to define their experience of feedback, categorising it into teacher feedback related 

to “prac” or “theory”. However, it was the presenting dimension involving acting, 

performance and the rehearsal process that featured most strongly in their descriptions of the 

unique aspects of teacher feedback in the drama classroom.  

This is due to the fact that the content and key objectives of the drama curriculum 

makes broad demands on students. As Jacobs (2016) observes: “Students are not only 

required to interpret theatrical traditions, but synthesise their own ideas with theatrical 

conventions, while showcasing their performance skill, all while engaging their aesthetic 

senses, as appropriate to the task” (p. 6). Drama as an art-form offers embodied and aesthetic 

ways of learning. The overall purpose of drama is to explore human experience, to empower, 

and for students to develop as artists and people. In drama the body, the voice and the space 

are the primary means of expression together with the elements of drama and the conventions 

of dramatic styles. This requires levels of participation, collaboration and vulnerability for 

students engaging in this art-form.  In this study, this curriculum context, content and key 

concepts mediated the drama students’ experiences of teacher feedback through the framing 

of key learning experiences and the nature of assessment tasks.  
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Classroom Ambience 

Eisner (2002) defines the ambience of the arts classroom as formed through habitual 

ways of interacting and classroom norms. Drama students at all three research sites described 

the importance of a strong sense of community, a climate of trust, the freedom to engage in 

risk taking and playfulness, and positive relationships with teacher and peers as all being 

vital to supporting their learning in the sensitive and vulnerable space of drama classroom. 

As explored in Chapter Six, students observed at all three case study sites how the ambience 

of the drama classroom was formed through the established norms of behaviour, embodied 

attitudes of teachers and students, overall motivation levels of class members, and the 

dynamics of social interactions. Students typically identified norms such as warm-up games 

and welcoming rituals at the beginning of lessons as contributing to the development of a 

positive classroom ambience.  

Students at Green College described the drama classroom as a learning space that 

should enable: ‘freedom of speech’, ‘acceptance’ and ‘speaking out loud without getting into 

trouble’.  However, many drama students, from all three case-study sites, believed these 

norms and ways of communicating, whether they were currently evident in the class 

dynamics or not, built a culture of trust and a sense of belonging in the classroom that 

mediated their experiences of teacher feedback. Most students from all three case study sites 

believed the drama classroom milieu impacted on students’ relationship with the drama 

teacher, and as a flow on, their willingness to seek, listen to or respond to teacher feedback. 

The students were equally aware of the complex network of relationships in the drama 

classroom and that, “drama is not an individual activity” (Wright, 2007, p. 45). 

Eisner (2002) also identifies how the actual materials of the teaching space can 

contribute to the ambience for learning within the Arts classroom. The nature of each 

individual school, particularly the resourcing levels in terms of teaching spaces and class 

sizes, was mentioned by some students. They commented on the size of the class and how 

this shaped feedback processes, and also reflected on the privacy or size of the drama room 

and how this enabled the teacher to move from group to group. While the drama classes at 

Red and Blue College were more nomadic, the class at Green College regularly used 

dedicated drama teaching space, which felt warm, inviting, private, and was large enough 

for several groups to comfortably rehearse in. The nature of the space appeared to influence 

how different classes interacted, the culture of the class dynamics and as a consequence, the 

feedback processes experienced by students. 

Classroom ambience was further established through the way that power was shared 

within the class dynamics.  For instance, several students at Green College recognised that 
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opportunities for artistic collaboration and shared power with the drama teacher appeared to 

enrich their responses to teacher feedback. Several students identified the teacher’s active 

participation in the dramatic action or performance as a way of democratising the classroom 

and an indicator that the drama teacher shared a more equal relationship with students 

through artistic collaboration. This positioning of the drama teacher as a co-artist acted as a 

positive catalyst to the students’ engagement with teacher feedback. Students noted that the 

drama teacher often joined in and demonstrated with students, sometimes, by assuming a 

role within the fictional context. This core aspect of drama’s relational pedagogies, including 

co-artistry and co-investigation (Prenki & Stinson, 2016), provided further opportunities for 

dialogic, elaborative and co-constructed types of feedback (Gamlem & Smith, 2013) with 

students. 

Several of the drama students participating in this study across two of the case study 

sites, Blue and Green College, expressed a desire for greater opportunities to engage with 

useful teacher feedback that promoted deeper creative thinking or agency through dialogic 

feedback loops with their drama teacher. Students at Green College, in particular described 

how opportunities of dialogic feedback were supported by a shared sense of power and 

artistry in the drama classroom. Teacher feedback for these students was regarded as more 

useful when it fostered greater student choice, self-expression or agency. In these instances, 

students described how valuable teacher feedback sparked more reflection and questions, as 

students clarified or discovered the next process steps as they moved towards the completion 

of assessment tasks and achievement goals.  

Coherence 

Students’ experiences of teacher feedback were further mediated through the coherence of 

the feedback modes, sources, types and purpose. Teacher feedback sits within the contextual 

clarity of the overall curriculum design, alignment with task goals and assessment criteria. 

Curriculum is packaged into modular structures according to years, semesters and units of 

studies. This compartmentalisation also mediated students’ experiences of teacher feedback, 

specifically the timing and transfer of feedback from one unit to the next or to the next 

assessment task. 

Students were able to recognise when coherent cycles of learning, assessment, feedback and 

reflection supported their engagement with feedback.   However, some students appeared to 

have incoherent feedback experiences, particularly in relation to the goals of assessment and 

clarity around criteria used to make judgements of quality. Students struggled to identify 

what they were being assessed on or the goals of a task based on the assessment 
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documentation. This variation in students’ experiences in relation to the assessment clarity 

suggests that students are highly reliant on the teacher as a source of feed-up and back to 

assist them in interpreting how judgements of quality are made and the requirements of 

assessment tasks.  

Students from all three sites also made reference to artefacts related to assessment as 

a source of feedback or feed-up. Year 11 students at Blue College more consistently 

identified how task sheets, criteria sheets, exemplars and other checklists provided by the 

teacher could potentially offer a source of effective feed-up, clarifying the goals and success 

criteria for an assessment task. However, this was dependent on the drama teacher explaining 

or translating the material in an accessible way. The year 11 group also expressed a desire 

for more exemplars as another source of feed-up. They argued that these exemplars assisted 

in clarifying expectations for tasks in all three dimensions of the syllabus, particularly given 

the lack of clarity of assessment rubrics prescribed by the curriculum authority. They could 

be in the mode of sample performance on a video, links to websites, examples of essays or 

work of students from the previous year, or written examples for essays or script writing 

In summary then, these descriptions of useful and coherent feedback share many 

similarities with the findings of previous studies in other educational settings, including 

some of the common qualities of effective feedback. Aligned with principles for effective 

feedback outlined in the Chapter Two literature review (see Thurling et al., 2013; Nicol & 

Macfarlane, 2006), students found feedback that was clear, accessible and timely to be more 

useful. Teacher feedback processes that offered time for loops of reflective dialogue and that 

aligned with assessment standards and tasks were more judged as more useful in the drama 

classroom. Drama students, at all three case study sites, made reference to the need ofr 

coherent alignment of the curriculum and for time to meaningfully engage with and apply 

feedback, otherwise feedback was quickly rejected.  

Personal Mediating Factors 

Providing feedback to students may not magically lift their achievement without the students 

acting on this feedback. Instead, enhancing learning requires students to recognise, 

comprehend and respond to feedback in some way. Findings from this study suggest that a 

unique combination of personal factors may promote or inhibit students’ willingness to 

engage with and respond to teacher feedback.  These personal mediating factors include: 

aspiration and expectations; access to the art-form; and, affective sensitivities. 
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Aspirations and expectations 

The secondary drama students participating in this study elected to study drama in 

year 10 or 11 with various aspirations and expectations, and these both served to mediate 

their willingness and ability to accept and respond to feedback. One dominant aspiration 

emerging from the analysis of the students’ responses across all three case study sites was 

the desire for self-expression. Drama was perceived as a more divergent subject, enabling 

more freedom and opportunities for students to have a voice and greater agency in their 

learning. Others expressed their belief that drama was less formulaic or rigid than other 

subjects in terms of assessment, ways of interacting and behaviour within the classroom. 

These expectations mediated individual experiences of teacher feedback. For example, 

students with expectations for self-expression in drama referred to teacher feedback cues or 

messages as opinions or suggestions rather than prescribed or corrective directives, 

particularly during the rehearsal of practical assessment tasks in the forming or presenting 

dimensions. 

In addition, drama was described by most students across all case study sites in the 

study as offering an opportunity for fun in the school day. For several students, the use of 

the term fun was often linked to descriptions of the active nature of learning in drama and 

the opportunity for embodied learning, particularly through active exercises and games. For 

other students, expectations of fun appeared to be associated with a desire for surface 

learning and minimal amounts of effort. Regardless of student’s preference for deep or 

surface learning, their expectations of the subject area and the “signature pedagogies” 

(Shulman, 2005) of drama, often constructed during studies in earlier year levels, mediated 

students’ experiences of teacher feedback. Teacher feedback or teacher led feedback 

processes that aligned with these expectations appeared to be of greater interest to students, 

whereas feedback that conflicted with the students’ prior or current expectations of what 

studying drama would entail, was often rejected. 

This finding resonates with similar claims in the literature and models of feedback 

asserting that students’ prior expectations of a discipline domain mediate students’ 

experiences of feedback (Brookhart, 2008; Butler & Winne, 1995; Wiliam, 2011b). This 

suggests that teachers and students co-construct shared understandings of the objectives of 

the subject area as outlined within with the syllabus. Through this process teachers and 

students can build a shared foundational platform of expectations about what the subject can 

and cannot do and explicitly map subject-specific requirements of feedback in drama.  This 

may include investing more time in exploring and aligning the students’ learning objectives 
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with the objectives of the syllabus to avoid a disconnection between teacher feedback and 

student expectations.  

In terms of aspirations, several students within the study noted that they wanted to 

become actors.  With this goal in mind, several students, at Blue, Red and Green College, 

expected that teacher feedback would support this aspiration and challenge them to develop 

their acting.  

When taken together, the importance of aspirations and expectations suggests that 

drama educators need to build a stronger knowledge of students as individuals. To do this, 

they may explore strategies to connect with students and access their thinking in order to 

gain insight into their expectations of the subject area, their personal goals and prior 

knowledge of learning in drama. This includes the provision of more regular moments for 

one to one student and teacher conferencing during a unit of study. 

Access to the art-form 

Dunn and Anderson (2013) note that as drama is both a form of pedagogy and body 

of discipline knowledge, where the drama teacher needs to employ ‘aesthetic and skilful 

management of the elements, structures and affordances of dramatic form’ (p. 299). This 

shared co-artistry provided a useful form of teacher feedback for some students at all case 

study sites. This also offered “entry points” (Eisner, 2002) for dialogic and agentic forms of 

feedback. These student experiences marry with the findings of McLean (1996) and her 

argument that aesthetic learning can be enhanced in the secondary drama classroom through 

the inclusion of experiential learning with teacher and student working as co-artists. 

However, analysis of the student voices revealed varying levels of prior knowledge, skills, 

and previous experience in drama which all impacted on the feedback process. While some 

students had studied drama privately and others had started studying drama at primary 

school, others had only just joined the case study class and had limited engagement with 

drama. They also had different experiences of learning drama, including with different 

drama teachers. Additionally, students brought their different prior exposure to the Arts to 

the drama classroom. While some students had extensive experience of theatre, including 

visits to the theatre overseas, others did not. Consequently, students’ prior learning, 

knowledge, skills and confidence in drama varied. Overall, this differentiation in students 

resulted in differential experiences of and ability to understand and respond to teacher 

feedback. 
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Affective Sensitivities 

Affective personal mediators of students’ experiences of teacher feedback emerging from 

the data analysis were motivation, self-efficacy and trust. Connected to these affective 

sensitivities are the relationships students experience within the drama classroom. Of course, 

these relationships are connected to the classroom ambience previously discussed, but they 

belong here for individuals experience this ambience in different and highly personal ways.  

The first of these affective sensitivities is motivation, with students’ experiences of 

teacher feedback mediated by the different extrinsic, social, achievement or intrinsic 

categories of motivation. Extrinsically motivated students in the study were more concerned 

with external rewards or the achievement of results to please others. Students with a social 

motivation were more interested in obtaining recognition from their peers. For example, 

David from Red College noted that getting a “pat on the back” from his peers after a public 

performance motivated him. Other achievement motivated students were more motivated by 

improving on their previous results and were more goal driven. Lastly, students with internal 

or intrinsic motivation gained enjoyment from learning itself or from opportunities for 

creativity or self-expression. For example, many students across all three sites identified that 

they were more likely to listen to and apply teacher feedback in the aspects of the drama 

curriculum that they enjoyed, valued or expected success within. For most drama students 

participating in this study, students appeared to experience higher levels of motivation in 

relation to the creative practical presenting or forming dimensions and associated assessment 

tasks rather than the responding or “theory” learning objective and assessment of the drama 

curriculum. 

For most students written tasks were viewed as of less importance or of less interest 

with the majority believing that they had greater success with the kinaesthetic modes of 

learning and assessment that drama offered. There were exceptions however. Oliver, for 

example, from Green College, introduced in the previous chapter, expressed a high degree 

of self-efficacy in writing and therefore teacher feedback on his writing was highly valued 

and not only applied in drama but transferred to his written assessment tasks in other subject 

areas.  

Overall, students appeared to be more receptive to teacher feedback that aligned with 

their perceived self-efficacy. Arguably, students elected to study drama because of their high 

levels of self-efficacy in particular dimensions of drama. For many students from all three 

case-study sites they chose to study drama based on their previous success in practical 

improvisation or acting tasks in lower year levels. When this previous high level of self-

efficacy was not affirmed by recent assessment results or feedback, students appeared less 
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motivated. This was illustrated by the experiences of several students at Blue College, in 

their transition from year 8, 9 or 10 drama to year 11 drama as an Authority Registered senior 

subject (QSA, 2007). Students’ motivation and experiences of teacher feedback seemed to 

also be affected negatively due to a drop in their results and also poor comprehension of the 

material. Links emerged between these findings and those in the feedback literature 

emphasising the importance of students being challenged at the right level at the right time 

to ensure that frustration does not take over (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). 

The ways in which these personal affective factors such as motivation and self-

efficacy mediated students’ engagement with feedback across all three case study sites 

indicates that drama teachers should consider including more strategies to promote intrinsic 

motivation and positive self-efficacy in all three dimensions of the curriculum. These might 

include a renewed focus on the analysis and writing required in the responding dimension; 

a curriculum dimension where several students lacked self-efficacy, is also needed. This 

finding also suggests that drama educators become more adept at noticing and monitoring 

students’ levels of self-efficacy and motivation and adjusting feedback and teaching 

practices accordingly. 

Another personal affective factor mediating students’ experiences of teacher 

feedback was their perspectives of the overall quality of their relationships with their peers 

and particularly their drama teacher, including the level of trust they felt. The relationship 

with the drama teacher shaped students’ receptiveness to and willingness to apply teacher 

feedback for students, at all three case study sites. For instance, students from Green and 

Red College compared the open and equal nature of their relationships with drama teachers 

to the more formal hierarchical ways of interacting with teachers in other subjects.  

Some students noted that relationships in the drama classroom altered weekly or over 

a series of lessons, however, through the teachers’ skilled management of interactions within 

the class and the use of embodied drama learning experiences, greater trust and rapport with 

the teacher was maintained. Further, the willingness of the teacher to be vulnerable and to 

‘do’ drama alongside students generated trust, respect and deepened student engagement 

with and responses to teacher feedback. Trust appeared to act as a catalyst for several 

students at Green and Red College effectively expediting students’ uptake of teacher 

feedback.  Similar claims in the feedback literature indicate that the students’ perceptions of 

the giver of feedback can significantly mediate students’ experiences of feedback (Wiliams, 

2011). For instance, student perceptions of a teacher’s disposition, in particular, were found 

to mediate their experiences of feedback in other secondary school contexts and subjects 

(Cowie, 2005; Plank et al., 2014).  For instance, James, introduced in Chapter Six, was more 
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likely to take teacher feedback “to heart” and act upon this feedback because he respected  

the artistic skills of the drama teacher and her willingness to take risk by demonstrating 

various acting approaches.  In contrast, some students at Blue College believed that the 

rapport and levels of trust between several students and the teacher had broken down and 

therefore some students were less likely to seek or respond to teacher feedback.  

This finding suggests that drama teachers must build the supportive classroom 

conditions and relational dynamics to support student engagement with feedback processes 

in drama. This may include regularly assessing the quality of relationships in the drama 

classroom and the inclusion of strategies to establish and sustain a classroom ambience that 

supports risk taking, promotes trust and encourages students to actively seek and give 

feedback.  This includes teachers working in an embodied way alongside the students often 

from inside the dramatic action. 

 

Feedback Literacy 

 

Students’ feedback literacy emerged as one of the primary means of navigating the 

interaction between these various contextual and personal mediating factors. Feedback 

literacy encompasses students’ ability to: appreciate their active role in feedback and 

recognise sources of useful feedback; make judgements and assessment about quality, 

manage their affective reactions to feedback; and, lastly their ability to identify actions or 

strategies in response to feedback (Carless & Boud, 2018, pp. 1-3).  As illustrated in the key 

informant snapshots presented in the previous chapter, individual students from across the 

three case study sites demonstrated varying degrees of feedback literacy. While some 

students participating in the study described how they noticed and responded to a range of 

sources, modes and types of teacher feedback regularly – not all students appreciated or were 

able to calibrate teacher feedback. Some students appeared to appreciate their important role 

in feedback processes and therefore were more likely to actively seek teacher feedback; they 

recognised how cycles of assessment and learning offered opportunities for the generation 

of self- assessment and feedback, while other students did not.  As previously recognised by 

Butler & Winne, (1995) some students seemed adept at summoning the cognitive and meta-

cognitive strategies to connect external feedback messages with the internal generation of 

feedback. Other students however, appeared to find this processing of feedback more 

difficult. Perhaps for some students, teacher feedback and key messages remained invisible 

due to a lack of experience or willingness to decode this information or to apply the 

interpretation and thinking about complex ideas required.  
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This finding raises further questions about ways that students may develop their 

feedback literacy and the aspects of feedback literacy that are particularly needed in the 

drama classroom, including the skilled management of affective responses to feedback.  It 

is through the application of feedback literacy that students are able to discern the difference 

between criticism and constructive feedback. In relation to this, the students’ experiences of 

teacher feedback in this study appeared to be further complicated by the live, relational and 

public nature of teacher feedback, specifically in the presenting dimension. In drama, the 

student is the medium of expression; they utilise their voice, body, and movement to convey 

character and context. For many students, at all three case study sites, this appeared to create 

a heightened personal sensitivity to feedback and a wariness of “criticism” which was 

regarded by several students as negative feedback that they could not “fix”. This finding 

suggests that students in drama need to develop explicit feedback literacies in order to 

manage their affective responses to feedback, including as suggested previously by Carless 

and Boud (2018), ways of avoiding defensiveness.  

Unfortunately, it was beyond the scope of this study to know how drama teachers at 

the three case study sites explicitly addressed the development of students’ feedback literacy. 

However, these findings suggest that the development of feedback literacy for all students 

may enhance their engagement with feedback processes in the drama classroom and their 

ability to manage the impact that the various mediating factors, both contextual and personal, 

have on their ability to seek, understand and apply feedback. 

This central finding suggests that drama educators explore ways of enhancing the feedback 

literacy of drama students and identify professional learning opportunities to support the 

explicit teaching of feedback literacy. This includes expanding students’ appreciation of 

their role in feedback processes. Students and teachers need to build a mutual understanding 

of the attributes of effective feedback seekers. Teachers may also focus on building student’s 

receptivity to, and ability to use, and give feedback.   

In summary then, findings emerging from this study align with similar findings in 

the general feedback literature. While feedback is considered to be a highly complex process, 

there appears to be consensus in the literature that there are several overarching factors that 

can enhance its valence or usefulness for the learner (Hattie and Timperley 2007; Shute 

2008; Winne &Butler, 1995). Despite the various learning theories shaping views of 

feedback, several researchers agree that effective feedback provides guidance about the 

process or steps required, the effort or time needed to complete a task and addresses the 

learners’ self-perception of ability and considers levels of student motivation (Clark, 2012; 

Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Wiliam, 2011a). This occurs 
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when students are engaged in processes that support meta-cognitive strategies, are able to 

understand the relationship between their previous performance, current understanding and 

explicitly defined success criteria and become the agent of both improving and initiating 

their own learning (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2005; Sadler, 1989). There are potential links 

that could be explored further between Eisner’s (1998) concept of connoisseurship in Arts 

education and concepts of feedback literacy explored in the feedback literature. 

Bringing the findings together: A drama feedback model 

Based on the previous discussions and the findings outlined within them, a model designed 

to summarise what has been learned about the feedback processes in these three secondary 

drama classrooms is now offered. As we have seen, feedback processes in the drama 

classroom are complex and are therefore difficult to capture in a two-dimensional model. 

However, the model below (see Figure 9) offers a visual representation of the findings of 

this study and attempts to reflect the complexity of feedback experienced by drama students. 

It considers how an individual student may mediate feedback through various contextual, 

personal factors together with their overall degree of feedback literacy.  

 

 

 

Figure 9: Factors mediating drama students’ experience of teacher feedback in the 

secondary drama classroom. (Hogan, 2018) 
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In this model, the feedback process begins with teacher feedback which is indicated 

at the top of the model. As discussed previously, students identified various modes, sources, 

timings and types of teacher feedback which may be provided to the group or the individual 

student, verbally, non-verbally, in written modes though direct or indirect sources and 

include different modes, time and timings, sources and types of feedback. The student may 

then experience a unique combination of factors that mediate their possible responses. On 

the left-hand side of the model are the contextual factors including the curriculum, the overall 

classroom ambience and the coherence of the feedback.  On the right-hand side are another 

set of mediating factors connected to the unique personal attributes and beliefs of the learner. 

These include the students’ individual aspirations and expectations of studying drama as a 

subject and their prior access to the art-form. Students’ experiences of feedback appear to 

also be mediated through a number of affective sensitivities including motivation, self-

efficacy and students’ perceptions of trust and safety. This also includes their perceived 

relationship with the drama teacher and class. 

These two sides of the model do not work independently, nor does feedback flow 

through the contextual or the personal factors in any particular sequence. For one student, 

the affective aspects of trust may be a more significant mediator; while for another student 

feedback could flow through the left or right side of the model or through both sides 

simultaneously, with this flow being linked to personal factors such as achievement goal 

orientation, levels ofmotivation and contextual factors related to the curriculum.  

At the centre of the model sits feedback literacy. Here the personal and contextual 

mediating factors interact with each other and are further moderated by the feedback literacy 

of the drama student.  Frameworks for feedback literacy developed by Carless & Boud 

(2018) and Hattie & Timperley (2007) include the capacity of the student to: recognise and 

appreciate feedback in various modes, sources and types: calibrate feedback the feedback 

and make judgements; seek feedback and take action in response to the feedback. In this 

study, students with these capacities were better able to manage contextual and personal 

mediating factors and bridge the gap between the intended learning goals and their current 

learning. For example, if the task is not coherent or the feedback messaging lacked clarity, 

drama students with strong feedback literacy skills were better equipped with strategies to 

address this, including, for example, the skills to seek more feedback from other sources 

such as peers. Perhaps even more crucially, in the highly relational and public drama 

classroom, feedback literate students were able to manage their affective responses to 

feedback, to move beyond seeing feedback as hurtful criticism and found constructive ways 

of exploring the feedback and identifying strategies to enhance their learning.  
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It is also important to note that within this model for feedback in the secondary drama 

classroom, feedback does not flow in any orderly or linear fashion, but instead is experienced 

and initially filtered by students through a dynamic network of factors.  Thus, the mediating 

factors can also act as barriers, with students dismissing teacher feedback due to the personal 

or social risk that it may pose to the student or simply due to the lack of time to action the 

feedback. 

After feedback has been mediated through these factors the student may then appear 

to make a choice as to whether or not they will recognise, respond to, or reject the feedback. 

If teacher feedback is recognised and appreciated then the student may respond in number 

of ways; they may engage in further reflective dialogue and formative interaction with the 

feedback to adjust their thinking or behaviour in response to the feedback or this may 

generate other interactive dialogic feedback processes. In other words, the feedback process 

may commence all over again. As such, this model only represents one loop in what may be 

a recursive and on-going cycle of feedback, with students continuing to mediate their 

responses to feedback through a range of factors. 

 

Implications 

The research project documented in this thesis provides insights into secondary drama 

students’ experiences of teacher feedback in Queensland, Australia. New understandings of 

teachers’ and students’ roles in feedback processes have been revealed through the case 

study of students’ experiences of teacher feedback in three different secondary drama 

classrooms. As introduced in Chapters One and Four, this is a study of feedback practices 

and processes in one subject area, in one educational system, in one state of Australia. The 

research is therefore small in scale and presents case studies from just three school settings. 

In presenting these tentative conclusions, there is no intent therefore to generalise outside 

these three cases, but it is hoped that the insights offered here might be useful to others 

working in similar contexts.   

Findings outlined here reveal how the complexity of feedback practices and reveal 

the tensions inherent in the drama classroom between syllabus objectives and students’ 

expectations focused on creativity and agency, including the need for students to produce 

assessment tasks aligned with the syllabus standards. Further, the study highlights the 

significance of embodied learning and embodied teacher feedback in enhancing students’ 

experiences of teacher feedback. Generally, students at all three case study sites believed 
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that different types of feedback from the corrective through to the more facilitative or 

dialogic forms of feedback could be useful, dependent on the context, the task and the unique 

characteristics of the learner. However, students’ engagement with teacher feedback can be 

restricted by the time available to action the feedback, timeliness along with the clarity of 

the feedback message. 

Several implications for teacher education arise from the findings presented in this 

final chapter. First, these findings suggest that teacher educators preparing drama teachers 

could usefully focus more on feedback literacies in general and particularly in building the 

knowledge and skills of drama teachers to utilise embodied and kinaesthetic feedback. This 

study touches on issues integral to teacher education, like the relationship between the 

planned, implicit and null curriculum (Eisner, 2002) and the way it is realised in the 

classroom, as well as the relational dynamic developed between teachers and students. In 

addition, by expanding early career and pre-service teachers’ understanding of the range of 

feedback typologies, teachers may enhance their flexibility in being able to select from and 

apply a range of feedback strategies aligned with the internal, personal mediating factors of 

individual learners. 

These finding also have implications for drama educators, teacher educators, policy 

makers and curriculum and assessment authorities. The feedback practices of teachers are 

shaped by the broader systems of assessment and curriculum design in Queensland and 

nationally. Yet there appears to be little consideration of feedback for learning explicitly 

evident with syllabus documents. These syllabus documents suggest that teacher spend more 

energy on generating summative feedback to justify levels of achievement than generating 

feedback with students to lift achievement. These findings suggest that teacher educators 

refocus their attention and enhance students’ engagement with feed- up and forward through 

re-examining and experimenting with teaching practices and curriculum design to foster 

more opportunities for dialogic feedback.  

A disconnection exists between the literature focusing on classroom practice in 

drama education and the field of feedback literature. This is not to say that feedback is not 

occurring in drama classrooms. In fact, this study suggests that the drama classroom 

currently is a rich feedback environment. However, the position of drama in the formal 

school curriculum may be strengthened through further study that explicitly links the 

language and concepts used in drama education to what is known about feedback and 

assessment for learning. These connections may present new arguments for the benefits of 

drama education. 
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As Queensland is about to embark on the implementation of the new Senior and 

Assessment and Tertiary Entrance system in Year 11 and 12 drama classrooms across the 

state in 2019, new assessment instruments will be used. It therefore seems imperative that 

teachers and policy makers consider how feedback for learning may assist student to 

navigate this new regime of assessment. It appears timely to consider how feedback practices 

in drama and all classrooms can support student engagement, motivation and self-efficacy. 

Presently, teachers in all Queensland schools are required to complete three online modules 

developed by the QCAA to develop consistent understandings and language around 

assessment literacy. The findings from this study suggest that teacher educators and 

curriculum authorities specifically look at the literature and findings pertaining to feedback 

literacy and endeavour to provide professional development opportunities to enhance this 

significant mediator of students’ experiences of feedback. 

Further Research 

This study has provided an initial glimpse into the feedback processes of the drama 

classroom and the findings have enriched our understanding, but there is potential for further 

exploration. Further research areas are proposed here that may expand knowledge of 

feedback practices in the drama classroom. 

First, while this study presented student accounts of their feedback experience, 

further study focusing on drama teacher accounts of feedback could provide an opportunity 

to foreground the voice of the teacher and offer alternative or richer perspectives. Despite 

yielding rich qualitative data about students’ experiences of feedback these case study 

reports offered few insights into the teacher’s feedback practices from their perspective. 

Other studies could focus on the feedback experiences of teachers and students at one case 

study site and explore the intersection or possible gaps between these experiences. Further 

research could also focus on student or teacher experiences of feedback in just one dimension 

of the drama syllabus such as the responding dimension or may explore how feedback 

practices in the drama classroom could enhance self-regulatory or aesthetic learning.  

Further insights into ways to enhance students’ feedback literacy in drama 

classrooms would also extend on some of the discoveries of this small-scale investigation. 

For example, possible action research or intervention studies could be developed to consider 

ways of enhancing students’ feedback literacy (Carless & Boud, 2018) or “proactive 

recipience” (Winstone et al., 2017).  Peer feedback in the drama classroom would also offer 

an interesting area to explore including opportunities to embed more self-feedback and 

appraisal processes in the curriculum design to generate opportunities for the development 
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of self-regulated learning and heightened connoisseurship. Arguably, the cognitive, 

metacognitive and affective processes of feedback, specifically the process of “formative 

interaction” (Black & Wiliam, 2009, p. 11) shares some similarities with thinking about 

aesthetic learning and the ways that the affective and the cognitive interact to create new 

meaning for drama and other Arts students. This possible connection may provide fertile 

ground for further study into the nexus between students’ experiences of feedback for 

learning and critical reflection so central to aesthetic experience and learning. There may be 

further connections to investigate between feedback and aesthetic literacies. Given the 

emphasis on the dialogic in effective feedback practices espoused in feedback literature, it 

may be interesting to explore connections between this and the focus on critical reflection 

suggested by McLean (1996) and the core dialogic practices of drama as an art-form. 

Additionally, Eisner’s (1998) focus on the significance of deepening the Arts students’ 

criticism may well be a form of iterative dialogic feedback central to the enhancement of 

student learning in the drama classroom.  

In this study, embodied learning and feedback emerged as a significant source of 

useful feedback for students and this may offer a rich seam worth further investigation.  

Conclusion 

Secondary drama students’ experiences of teacher feedback are uniquely individual 

and mediated by a range of personal and contextual factors. Contextual factors such as the 

dimensions of the Queensland drama syllabus, key curriculum content, concepts and design, 

classroom ambience and the sensate and aesthetic nature of drama as an art-form all mediate 

students’ experiences of feedback. Other contextual factors include the coherence and 

qualities of feedback modes, sources, types and purposes in terms of timings and specificity. 

Additionally, a number of personal factors mediate students’ experiences of feedback. These 

are associated with the student’s prior knowledge of the subject area and access to the art-

form, levels of motivation, self-efficacy and the student’s capacity to apply metacognitive 

strategies including feedback literacies.  

These personal and contextual factors interact in complex and dynamic ways to 

mediate students’ overall experiences of teacher feedback in the highly relationally sensitive 

drama classroom. It is these complex and idiosyncratic experiences of feedback that 

influence what students do next. Based on the positive or negative nature of this experience, 

students choose how feedback may be received, appreciated, utilised or ignored. Findings 

from this study suggest that the heightened social and collaborative characteristics of the 
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drama classroom and the aesthetic domains of the discipline itself provide challenges, but 

also rich opportunities for agentic, dialogic, feedback interaction. 

Despite the mixed positive and negative experiences of teacher feedback described 

by the students participating in this study, they clearly identified when teacher feedback 

processes were coherent, useful and inspired hope. The findings of this study suggest that 

there is more to be gained for teachers and students in secondary drama classrooms through 

further dialogue and listening to the student voice. Insights emerging from this study suggest 

that feedback for learning may also be enriched as students and teachers work within the 

complex aesthetic field including the artistic and transpersonal processes of forming, 

presenting and critically responding to their work and the dramatic creations of others.  The 

further development of students’ and teachers’ feedback literacy might provide fertile 

ground for the enhancement of student learning, agency and creativity in the drama 

classroom.  
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Appendix 1 Sample Consent Letters 

 

 
 
 

Feedback in the Secondary Drama Classroom 

INFORMATION SHEET 

 
Who is conducting the research? 

 

Senior investigator: Associate Professor Julie Dunn 

Research facilitator: Sharon Hogan  

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Griffith University, Brisbane Australia. 

 

E: Sharon.Hogan@griffith.edu.au 

 

 

To the Principal 

 

This consent letter is seeking your approval to conduct a research project in your school. 

 

Why is the research being conducted? 

This study is aimed at learning more about the nature of feedback in the drama classroom from two different 

perspectives, the drama teacher and the drama student. Specifically, the study will ask drama teachers and drama 

student to consider their perceptions of feedback and consider how they use feedback to assist learning in the drama 

classroom.  

The central research question of the study is: 

How do secondary drama students in three case study schools experience teacher feedback? 

 

The study is being conducted by Sharon Hogan as part of her major research project in the Doctor of Philosophy, 

hosted by Education and Professional studies at Griffith University, Brisbane.  Sharon’s supervisor, Associate 

Professor Julie Dunn will be overseeing the research design, analysis and reporting.  

 

Background to the research 

It is unclear how the dynamic process of feedback may be experienced differently in various subject disciplines. 

The majority of existing research into the use of feedback has occurred in disciplines such as maths, science or 

English or primary school or higher education settings.  Hargreaves believes that more research is needed in 

natural settings which may “throw further light on the role that feedback plays in the setting of classroom 

realities” (2011, p. 122). Several leading educators claim that feedback can be a powerful catalyst or mediator 

to move student learning forward if used effectively (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Shute, 2008; Hattie & Timperley, 

2007). Despite the worldwide interest in feedback, little is known about current perceptions of drama teachers 

or drama students on the use of feedback in drama classrooms. Questions arise as to how teachers and students 

describe their experience of feedback, where they obtain or seek feedback from, and the action they may take 

or not take as a result of their perceptions and how they may in turn respond to feedback. 

 

Research Overview 

This research project occurs at three individual sites of inquiry; Three drama classrooms, each in a different 

secondary school, with a different drama teacher. Data collection will follow the complete cycle of the 

planning, delivery and reflection on one unit of study in a secondary drama classroom. A unit of study usually 

exists for a complete teaching term of 7 – 9 weeks. This means that data collection will commence prior to the 

unit of study, at the end of the previous term (term 3) and then follow through the entire next term (term 4) 
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until students receive feedback on the final piece of assessment. Therefore the study will involve approximately 

14 weeks of field work at your school. In order to focus on the experiences of year 10 students around a similar 

time of the academic year, sites of inquiry will be investigated concurrently, with the researcher visiting each 

teacher and class for a minimum of twice a week.   

 

What drama teachers will be asked to do 

 

The researcher invites the drama teacher at each site of inquiry to participate in several research activities; 

1. A 90 minute individual in-depth interview (Mid August). 

2. Provide copies of the planned unit of study, school work program and other teaching and assessment 

instruments for term 4. 

3. Allow the researcher to visit the classroom to record and observe one class per week during term four. 

Teachers will nominate which class. 

4. Participate in a final focus group meeting with two other drama teachers in late November (Two hours) 

 

Drama teachers will be asked to reflect on specific questions and to participate in focus group discussions about 

feedback. These interviews and focus groups will occur after hours in the teachers own time. These will be recorded 

so that responses may be transcribed for analysis. In order to help the drama teacher reflect or recall examples 

within the individual interview or focus groups, the researcher may show view short extracts from a video of drama 

lessons of classes, to assist teachers to recall the pedagogical decisions made during the unit of study. Permission 

is therefore sought to use these materials as data within the research report.  

 

What drama students will be asked to do 

 

The researcher will invite students from one year 10 drama class to participate in two different research activities; 

1. One or two focus group discussions. The focus group is a guided discussion about feedback in the 

drama classroom. Focus group sessions will involve approximately 8 students from the class. Led by 

the researcher, Sharon Hogan, each session will last for an 35-45 minutes. The focus group discussion 

will take place during school hours, in the drama classroom, at your school.  

2. One individual interview about their learning and feedback experiences in drama. This interview will 

take place with the researcher at the end of the term four unit of study. The interview will last for 30 

minutes and occur at a time outside of class time. The interview will take place in a classroom at your 

school. 

 

Videoing of drama lessons. 

Teachers and students will be filmed in one key lesson per week. This video footage will capture images from the 

classroom of normal teaching and learning activity. Therefore written permission from teachers, students and parent 

or guardians will be obtained to video these lessons. This video footage will be secured securely on an external 

hard drive and only viewed by the teachers, students and researcher as part of the documentation of and reflection 

on the teaching and learning process. Footage will not be shown to any other third parties. All footage will be 

destroyed at the completion of the study. Consent will be obtained for all class members. Should consent not be 

obtained then only footage of the drama teacher will be collected. 

 

The basis by which participants are invited to participate 

Drama teachers were purposively invited to participate. All of the teachers volunteering to participate in the 

study are longstanding and respected members of the state association for drama education, Drama Queensland.  

All three teachers teach in the Brisbane metropolitan area in Queensland state or private co-educational schools. 

Teachers have selected a secondary year 10 or 11 drama class as a focus for the case study. Students from the case 

study class will be invited to participate in focus groups and interviews. 

 

The expected benefits of the research 

  

This study is significant as it will be the first to explore the perceptions and experiences of feedback expressed 

by drama students. This classroom based study may affirm and/or challenge current practice and therefore 

inform the development of future drama learning experiences, curriculum and assessment approaches. This 

study should provide a platform for future research into the potential use of feedback to enhance student 

learning, autonomy and creativity in the drama classroom. For participating teachers this study provides an 

opportunity to reflect on their experiences of feedback in drama and teaching practice.  Participation in this 

study may contribute to building the feedback literacy of drama teachers and drama students.   

 

Risks  
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There may be times throughout the focus group sessions or individual interview where teachers will be asked to 

reflect on their beliefs about teaching, the type of feedback they give or receive and on their teaching practice in 

drama.  

 

They have the option at any time not to answer any questions asked.  

 

Confidentiality 

  

All focus group sessions and individual interviews will be audio recorded and videoed so that responses can be 

transcribed and analyzed by the researcher. This material is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties 

without consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority requirements. Comments made 

to the researcher will be confidential and not shared directly with the drama class or individual students. Only the 

researcher will access interview and focus group recordings.  These recordings will be stored on an external hard 

drive and once transcribed will be deleted.  Within the study itself you will be anonymous. Any material that 

provided will be de-identified.  To protect privacy, the name of your school, the drama students, or the teachers 

name will not be used in the final research thesis.  For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan 

at http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan or telephone 

(07) 3735 5585. 

 

Your participation is voluntary 

Your participation in this research is voluntary. If you decide to be part of the research process you can select to 

withdraw at any time.  All data relating to your school’s involvement will be removed from the data set.  

 

Questions / further information 

If you have any questions or concerns please call email Sharon.hogan@griffith.edu.au or email Julie: 

j.dunn@griffith.edu.au 

 

The ethical conduct of this research 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research.  If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project you should 

contact the Manager, Research Ethics on 0061 7 3735 5585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

  

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Griffith University Letterhead 

 
Feedback in the Secondary Drama Classroom 

CONSENT FORM 

 

Research Team 

 

Senior investigator: Julie Dunn 

Research facilitator: Sharon Hogan  

School of Education 

 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in particular 

have noted that: 

 

• I understand that involvement in this research will include participation in focus group discussions 

and individual interviews for drama teachers and students at my school; 

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

• I understand the risks involved; 

• I understand that there will be no direct financial benefit to the school from participation in this 

research;  

• I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary  for staff and students at my school; 

• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research team; 

• I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; 

• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human 

Research Ethics Committee on 3735 5585 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any 

concerns about the ethical conduct of the project; and 

• I agree/ do not (please circle) agree to  allow this research project to be conducted at my school. 

 

Principal Consent 

 

Name 

 

 

 

School  

Signature 

 

 

 

Date 

 

 

 

Please return the signed consent form to the researcher Sharon Hogan 

  

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Feedback in the Secondary Drama Classroom 

INFORMATION SHEET 

 
Who is conducting the research? 

 

Senior investigator: Associate Professor Julie Dunn 

Research RESEARCHER: PhD Student - Sharon Hogan  

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Ph: (07)  37355720 

E: j.dunn@griffith.edu.au 

 

 

To the Drama Teacher  

 

This letter invites you to consent to being involved in a research project. 

 
Why is the research being conducted? 
  
This study is aimed at learning more about the nature of feedback in the drama classroom from two different 

perspectives, the drama teacher and the drama student. Specifically, the study will ask drama teachers to consider 

their perceptions of feedback and consider how they use feedback to assist learning in the drama classroom. The 

overarching research question is; 

How do secondary drama students in three case study schools experience teacher feedback? 

The research design, data collection and analysis will also be guided by several sub-questions including; 

➢ How do the inherent characteristics of the drama discipline shape how the drama students’ 

experience feedback and learning in the drama classroom? 

➢ What affordances and/or tensions surrounding the use of feedback for learning occur in the drama 

classroom?  

➢ How do drama students describe their experience of feedback and its relationship with learning in 

the secondary drama classroom?  

The study is being conducted by Sharon Hogan in her capacity as a PhD research student. This research project is 

hosted by the School of Education and Professional Studies at Griffith University, Brisbane.  Sharon’s supervisor, 

Associate Professor Julie Dunn, will be overseeing the research design, analysis and reporting. 

 

Research Overview 

This research project will be conducted at three individual sites of inquiry; three year 10 or 11 drama 

classrooms, each in a different school, with a different drama teacher. Data collection will follow the complete 

cycle of the planning, delivery and reflection on one unit of study in a secondary drama classroom. This means 

that data collection will commence prior to the unit of study, at the end of the previous term (term 3) and then 

follow through the entire next term (term 4) until students receive feedback on the final piece of assessment. 

Therefore the study will involve approximately 12 weeks of data collection. In order to focus on the experiences 

of year 10 and 11 students around a similar time of the academic year, sites of inquiry will be investigated 

concurrently, with the researcher visiting each teacher and class for a minimum of once a week.   

 

What you will be asked to do? 

 

You will be invited to participate in the following research activities: 

➢ A 90 minute individual in-depth interview 
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➢ Provide copies of the planned unit of study, school work program and other teaching and assessment 

instruments for term 4. 

➢ Allow the researcher to visit the classroom to video record and observe your teaching during one class 

per week in term four.  

➢ Participate in a final focus group meeting with two other drama teachers. (Two hours) 

 

The interviews and focus groups will be recorded so that responses may be transcribed for analysis. A copy of the 

interview transcripts and focus group transcripts will be emailed to you for member checking before the report is 

completed.  All audio recordings of discussions and interviews will be stored securely and destroyed at the 

completion of the research project. Video footage of your teaching may be shown at conferences for educational 

purposes. 

 

Why have you been invited to participate? 

You were purposively invited to participate because of your respected reputation as a high quality drama 

educator. 

 

The expected benefits of the research 

This classroom based study may affirm and/or challenge current practice and therefore inform the development 

of future drama learning experiences, curriculum and assessment approaches. Your involvement may also 

contribute to building your feedback literacy.   

 

What are the risks to you?  

There are no perceived risks to you. 

 

Maintaining your confidentiality 

Within all documentation of the study a pseudonym will be used to protect your identity. Any material that you or 

your students provide will be de-identified.  To further maintain privacy, the name of the school and your students 

will also be de-identified.  You are also required to respect the confidentiality of other teachers and not divulge 

information that may be shared during focus group sessions with a third party. 

 

Privacy Statement 

The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your identified personal information. 

The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except 

to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be 

used for other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further 

information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-

publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan or telephone (07) 3735 4375. 

 

Your participation is voluntary 

Your participation in this research is voluntary. If you decide to be part of the research process you can choose to 

withdraw at any time.  All data relating to your involvement will be removed from the data set.  

 

Questions / further information 

If you have any questions or concerns please email Sharon.hogan@griffithuni.edu.au or email Julie: 

j.dunn@griffith.edu.au 

 

The ethical conduct of this research 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research.  If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project you should 

contact the Manager, Research Ethics on 0061 7 3735 4375 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

Feedback 

Before submitting the final report, Sharon Hogan will share the key findings of the research at an informal feedback 

session held at your school. Copies of the research thesis will be available on request. 

 
  

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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CONSENT FORM DRAMA TEACHERS 

 
Research Team 

 

Senior investigator: Associate Professor Julie Dunn 

Research RESEARCHER: PhD Student - Sharon Hogan  

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Ph: (07)  37355720 

E: j.dunn@griffith.edu.au 

 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in particular 

have noted that: 

 

• I understand that my involvement in this research will include participation in focus group 

discussions, lesson observations by the researcher, individual interviews throughout the unit of 

study and video recording of selected lessons. 

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction. 

• I understand the risks involved. 

• I understand that there will be no direct financial benefit to me from my participation in this 

research.  

• I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary. 

• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact a member of the research team. 

• I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty. 

• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human 

Research Ethics Committee on 3735 4375  (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any 

concerns about the ethical conduct of the project.  

 

 

 

 CONSENT – Please tick the boxes below to indicate your agreement  

 Video recording of drama lessons. 

I agree to have my teaching in a nominated drama class for term 4, 2013 video recorded for analysis 

purposes. I understand that the footage will only be viewed by the research team and short excerpts shown 

for wider educational purposes such as conferences. I understand that this video footage will not be 

distributed on the World Wide Web or any other public broadcast.  

 Focus group, interviews, planning documentation, lesson observation 

I agree to participate in the research activities such as focus groups and interviews as indicated in this 

consent package. 

 

Teacher’s Name 

 

 

 

Signature 

 

 

 

Date 

 

 

 

Please return the signed consent form to Sharon Hogan. 

 

  

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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INFORMATION SHEET 

 

Who is conducting the research? 

 

Senior investigator: Associate Professor Julie Dunn 

Research RESEARCHER: PhD Student - Sharon Hogan  

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Ph: (07)  37355720 

E: j.dunn@griffith.edu.au 

 

To the Drama Student  

 

This letter invites you to be involved in a research project. 

 

Why have you been invited to participate? 

Your drama teacher has volunteered to participate in this research project in term 4 of 2013. Your drama teacher 

will be reflecting on their use of feedback and thinking about their teaching practices.  As a student in their class 

your involvement is invited. You may choose to participate in a limited way by agreeing to be observed during 

your normal drama lesson and have your class participation video recorded. You may wish to volunteer to 

participate in small group discussion and interviews conducted outside of class time. 

 

Why is the research being conducted? 

This study is aimed at learning more about the nature of feedback in the drama classroom from two different 

perspectives, the drama teacher and the drama student. The study will ask you as a drama student to consider what 

aspects of feedback you experience during your studies in drama, what you do when you receive feedback and how 

feedback may assist your learning.   

 

The study is being conducted by Sharon Hogan in her capacity as a PhD research student. This research project is 

hosted by Education and Professional Studies at Griffith University, Brisbane.  Sharon’s supervisor, Associate 

Professor Julie Dunn, will be overseeing the research design, analysis and reporting.  

 

What you will be asked to do? 

 

You are being invited to participate in this research project in three activities: 

 

1. Agree to have your participation in drama class video recorded for analysis purposes. 

2. Agree to join a small discussion group. Discussion group sessions will involve approximately 8 

students from your class. Led by the researcher Sharon Hogan, each session will last for 40 minutes. 

The group will meet during lunch hour in your school drama classroom. There will be two small group 

discussion meetings. 

3. Agree to be interviewed. This individual interview will take place with Sharon at the end of the term 

4 unit of study. The interview will last for 30 minutes and occur at a time convenient to you. The 

interview will take place in a classroom at your school during school hours. 

 

Group discussions and interviews will be recorded so that the answers you give can be written down. All audio 

recordings of discussions and interviews will be stored securely and destroyed at the completion of the research 

project.  

 

The expected benefits of the research 

This study is significant as it will be the first to explore the perceptions and experiences of feedback expressed 

by drama students. This classroom study may help teachers to develop better feedback practices to support 

your learning.   
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Risks to you 

There are no perceived risks to you. Your results in drama will not be effected in any way should you choose 

to participate in the research project or not. Please note that Sharon was a former high school drama teacher 

and is currently a registered teacher with the Queensland College of Teachers. As such, she must pass annual 

police checks granting her approval to work with persons under the age of eighteen.  

 

Maintaining your confidentiality 

Within all documentation of the study a fictitious name will be used to protect your identity. Any comments that 

you make will be de-identified.  To further maintain your confidentiality, the name of the school and your drama 

teacher will also be de-identified.  As a member of a small group discussion you will be required to respect the 

privacy and confidentiality of other participants by not sharing anything that is said during these sessions with 

other people. 

 
 

Privacy Statement 

The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your identified personal information. 

The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except 

to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be 

used for other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further 

information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-

publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan or telephone (07) 3735 4375. 

Group Discussion Sessions 

Please see that attached schedule for the proposed dates for small group discussion sessions at your school. 

Your participation is voluntary 

Your participation in this research is voluntary. You can choose to withdraw from the study at any time.  All data 

relating to your involvement will be removed from the data set. You will need to make sure that you obtain parental 

or guardian consent to participate in the study. See the attached consent form. 

 

Questions / further information 

If you have any questions or concerns please email:  sharon.hogan@griffithuni.edu.au or email Julie: 

j.dunn@griffith.edu.au 

 

The ethical conduct of this research 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research.  If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project you should 

contact the Manager, Research Ethics on 3735 4375 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

Feedback to you 

Before submitting the final report, Sharon Hogan will share the key findings of the research with you at an informal 

feedback session held at your school.   

mailto:j.dunn@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Feedback in the Secondary Drama Classroom 

INFORMATION SHEET - PARENTS AND GUARDIANS 

Who is conducting the research? Senior investigator: Associate Professor Julie Dunn 

Research RESEARCHER: PhD Student - Sharon Hogan 

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Ph: (07)  37355720 

E: j.dunn@griffith.edu.au 

To the Parent or Guardian 

This letter seeks your consent for your son or daughter to volunteer to participate in a research project in their 

drama classroom. 

There has been a great deal of interest and research worldwide as to how teachers use feedback to enhance 

student learning in a range of subject areas. However, educators know very little about the type of feedback 

that occurs in Arts based classrooms such as drama.  To find out more about how feedback is used in drama 

classrooms, your son or daughter’s drama teacher has volunteered to participate in a PhD research project 

investigation focusing on feedback in term 4 of 2013. 

Why has your son or daughter been invited to participate? 

The school principal has granted permission for the drama teacher to participate in this research. As a student in 

their class your son or daughter’s involvement is invited.   

Why is the research being conducted? 

This study is aimed at learning more about the nature of feedback in the drama classroom from two different 

perspectives, the drama teacher and the drama student.  

The study is being conducted by Sharon Hogan in her capacity as a PhD research student. This research project is 

hosted by Education and Professional Studies at Griffith University, Brisbane.  Sharon’s supervisor, Associate 

Professor Julie Dunn, will be overseeing the research design, analysis and reporting.  

What your son or daughter will be asked to do? 

There are a number of ways that your son or daughter may assist with this research. Your son or daughter may wish 

to participate in a limited way by agreeing to have their class participation in drama observed and video recorded 

during term four. Your son or daughter may wish to be more involved and give more information by volunteering 

to participate in small group discussions and interviews with the researcher.  

You may grant permission for your son or daughter to participate in this research project in one or all of these 

activities: 

1. Agree to have your son or daughter’s participation in drama class video recorded for analysis and

research purposes. This observation and video recording of one lesson per week will help the teacher and

the researchers to document and understand how feedback may be occurring during lesson time. Because

lessons happen so quickly this gives the researcher the chance to look more closely at how feedback may

be occurring.

2. Agree to allow your son or daughter join a small discussion group. Discussion group sessions will involve

approximately 8 students from the drama class. Led by the researcher Sharon Hogan, each session will
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last for 45 minutes. The group will meet after school or during lunch hour in the school drama classroom. 

There will be two focus group meetings. 

3. Agree to allow your son or daughter to be interviewed. This individual interview will take place with

Sharon at the end of the term 4 unit of study. The interview will last for 30 minutes and occur at a time

convenient to your son or daughter outside of class time. The interview will take place in a classroom at

your son or daughter’s school during school hours. Sample questions for these interviews are attached.

Group discussion and interviews will be audio recorded so that the answers your son or daughter may give can be 

written down. All audio recordings of discussions and interviews will be stored securely and destroyed at the 

completion of the research project.  

The expected benefits of the research 

This study is significant as it will be the first to explore the perceptions and experiences of feedback expressed 

by drama teacher and students. This classroom study may help teachers to develop better feedback practices to 

support your son or daughter’s learning.  Students will be able to reflect on their own learning. 

Risks to your Son or Daughter. 

There are no perceived risks. Your son or daughter’s results in drama will not be effected in any way should 

they choose to participate in the research project or not. Please note that Sharon was a former high school 

drama teacher and is currently a registered teacher with the Queensland College of Teachers. As such, she must 

pass annual police checks granting her approval to work with persons under the age of eighteen.  

Maintaining your confidentiality 

Within all documentation of the study a fictitious name will be used to protect your son or daughter’s identity. Any 

comments made will be de-identified.  To further maintain confidentiality, the name of the school and the drama 

teacher will also be de-identified. As a member of a small group discussion your son or daughter will be required 

to respect the privacy and confidentiality of other participants by not sharing anything that is said during these 

sessions with other people. 

Privacy Statement 

The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of identified personal information. The 

information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without consent, except to meet 

government, legal or other regulatory authority requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for 

other research purposes. However, anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further information consult 

the University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-

university-privacy-plan or telephone (07) 3735 4375. 

Group Discussion Sessions 

Please see that attached schedule for the proposed dates for small group discussion sessions at your son or 

daughter’s school. 

Your participation is voluntary 

Your son or daughter’s participation in this research is voluntary. Your son or daughter can choose to withdraw 

from the study at any time.  All data relating to your involvement will be removed from the data set.  

Questions / further information 

If you have any questions or concerns please email:  sharon.hogan@griffithuni.edu.au or email Julie: 

j.dunn@griffith.edu.au 

The ethical conduct of this research 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research.  If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project you should 

contact the Manager, Research Ethics on 3735 4375 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

Feedback to you 

Before submitting the final report, Sharon Hogan will share the key findings of the research with the participants 

at an informal feedback session held at your school.  

mailto:j.dunn@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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CONSENT FORM PARENTS AND GUARDIANS 

 
Research Team 

 

Senior investigator: Associate Professor Julie Dunn 

Research RESEARCHER: PhD Student - Sharon Hogan  

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Ph: (07)  37355720 

E: j.dunn@griffith.edu.au 

 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in particular 

have noted that: 

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction 

• I understand the risks involved 

• I understand that there will be no direct financial benefit to me or my son or daughter from their 

participation in this research;  

• I understand that my son or daughter’s participation in this research is voluntary and that my 

decision will have no impact on their results in drama; 

• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research team; 

• I understand that my son or daughter’s is free to withdraw at any time, without comment or 

penalty; 

• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human 

Research Ethics Committee on 3735 4375 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any 

concerns about the ethical conduct of the project. 

 

 
CONSENT – Please tick the boxes and sign below to indicate your permission  

LIMITED  INVOLVEMENT 

 Observation and Video recording of drama lessons. 

I grant permission to have my son or daughter’s participation in drama class for term 4, 2013 to be 

observed and video recorded for analysis purposes. I understand that the footage will only be viewed by 

the research team and short excerpts shown for wider educational purposes such as conferences. I 

understand that this video footage will not be distributed on the World Wide Web or any other public 

broadcast.  

FURTHER INVOLVEMENT 

 Group discussions about feedback 

I grant permission for my son or daughter to volunteer to participate in small group discussions about 

feedback. I understand that these will occur during lunch hour on two occasions and that they will last 

for 40 minutes. 

 Individual Interview 

I grant permission for my son or daughter to volunteer to be interviewed by the researcher Sharon Hogan 

at the completion of term four for 30 minutes about the use of feedback in the drama classroom. 

 

Student Name 
 

 

Parent/ Guardian Name 
 

 

Contact Phone Number  

Parent Guardian 

Signature 

 

 

Date: 

 

Please return the signed consent form to your drama teacher for collection. 

  

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Appendix 2 Schedule of Interview and Focus Group 

Questions 

Individual Interview Questions 

• Why did you elect to study drama?

• What prior drama experience do you have?

• When have you received feedback in drama over this unit of study?

• What type of feedback did you receive linked to this unit of work?

• What would you like more feedback about?

• Who gave you feedback in your drama classroom? Can you think of a specific

example?

• What do you do when you receive feedback from your teacher?

• What kind of teacher feedback do you find most helpful? Please give a specific

example from this unit of work.

• How has your drama teacher checked on your learning and understanding in drama

throughout this unit of study?

• Do you understand the assessment task? Why or why not?

• How do you monitor your own learning/ progress in drama?

• Do you ask for feedback?

• When do you think feedback in drama is most effective?

• Is the feedback you receive in drama different to the feedback you receive in other

subjects?

• What do value the most, teacher, peer or self-feedback? Why?

• How do you seek feedback in drama?

Focus Group Discussion Questions 

• Why did you elect to study drama?

• Is drama similar or different to other subject areas?

• What do you expect from a drama teacher? Is this different to other subject areas?

• What would the perfect drama teacher be like?

• Can you give me an example of the type of feedback that you have noticed in the

drama classroom?

• What do you do when you obtain feedback?

• When is feedback useful in drama?

Pages Redacted
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Appendix 5 Sample Fieldwork Observation Note 

Fieldwork notes  

11/9/ 2013 

Red College Second Visit 

The school feels calm, there are no students in site from the carpark, the chapel, large cross 

and modern walls of the new chapel dominate the car park. I am met with a smile at 

reception. It is the same receptionist as my last visit. “Is Miss Rowlands expecting 

you”…”yes” she smiles and appears relieved that she does not need to make a phone call…. 

I am smiled at by other staff. I walk through the manicured gardens, it is going to be a hot 

day. There is a fire warning for the state, unusually warm for September, but the sprinklers 

are on and the grass is green at the College. I walk past the large mango tree, suggesting a 

more rural past for this location and find the classroom. Another class is in the drama room. 

There are shoes and hats strewn outside the door.  A younger class is leaving, Miss Rowland 

arrives and I get my first glimpse of the year 10 class. They look mature. The girls all have 

long hair, the boys look gawky and awkward. They smile at me…the girls look 17 not 15. 

They are wearing their hats, some are wearing blazers. 

Miss Rowlands decides to move the class to a room with desks, a data projector. They need 

to work on the rough drafts for their responding task. “Don’t judge me… but they are 

responding to work of others in their class. A Midsummer Night’s Dream” This is a reference 

to the syllabus which recommends that students respond to live theatre and not analyse their 

own work. 

A collection of felt school hats sit on the desk. I note the ordered and structured lesson, the 

feedback appears to be flying everywhere…some students have emailed their drafts through 

and are now opening their emails and checking the return email from Miss Rowland, some 

have handed in a hard copy. Miss Rowland gives overall feedback to the class at the start of 

the lesson based on the drafts she has seen. This is mainly corrective, reminders about 

italicising the name of the play, watch your paragraph structure, have you answered the 

question.  The students listen and are focused. There are sixteen students sitting in the class. 

Students begin working on their drafts… One student (Oliver) yells out to the class what is 

another word for “blocking”, several students yell back a suggestion. Miss Rowland moves 

around the room with hard copies to give back. She has quick verbal exchanges with different 
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students, she suggests that they “provide more evidence”, “needs more of a proof read”. She 

sits with one student (Penny) and begins a more in depth conferencing on her essay. 

The lesson comes to a close and three of the girls (Sarah, Clare and Aria) crowd around Miss 

Rowlands laptop the feedback from their recent entry in the Shake Fest Competition has 

come back. They read their comments out loud to each other. They are patting each other on 

the back. 

The students all leave. I comment to Miss Rowland that seem very mature for year 10. She 

comments that this one of the best year 10 groups she has had. I comment on the hats. She 

explains that they get a detention if they spotted without their hats on outdoors. 

Initial Observations: 

➢ Peers helping peers

➢ Teacher quickly trying to give feedback to multiple students through a variety of

modes

➢ School feels well resourced

➢ Maturity of the students

➢ Feedback seems mainly to be corrective with some tips for improvement

➢ Girls publicly sharing their feedback with each other

➢ Modes of feedback – electronic, written and verbal.

➢ Level of calm in the room – highly focused students strong motivation.
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