
Benefits and challenges of different feedback technologies 

Technolo
gy  

Perceived benefits Perceived challenges  

Audio  Low-budget and little equipment 
needed (McCullagh, 2010);  
Sense of personalised feedback 
possible (Fernández-Toro, 
2012; McCullagh, 2010);  
Positively received by students 
(Brookes, 2010; Chew, 2014; 
Hennessy & Forrester, 2014);  
Can be efficient (Brookes, 
2010);  
Increased retention of feedback 
content by students (Ice, Curtis, 
Phillips, & Wells, 2007);  
Sense by students that tutors 
care (Hennessy & Forrester, 
2014; Ice et al., 2007);  
Higher student satisfaction with 
feedback (Voelkel & Mello, 
2014); 
Increased volume of feedback 
possible without a resource 
increase (Ice et al., 2007; 
McCullagh, 2010);  
Can be listened to from 
anywhere (Lunt & Curran, 
2010);  
Can encourage teachers to 
elaborate and give additional 
detail (McCullagh, 2010). 

Audio may seem disconnected 
from the visual aspects of 
assessment work (Fitzgerald, 
2011);  
Differing ability of students to 
download podcasts (Brookes, 
2010);  
Challenging to maintain the 
quality across a large group 
(Fitzgerald, 2011);  
Not easy to “skim-listen” 
(McCullagh, 2010) although this 
same point was deemed a 
potential advantage too (Cann, 
2014); 
Hard to deliver difficult feedback 
messages  (Voelkel & Mello, 
2014); 
May prove technically 
challenging to some teaching 
staff (Cann, 2014).  

 
 
  

Audio 
visual  

Dual coding helps student 
engagement (Mathisen, 2012);  
Efficient to create (Jones et al., 
2012; Hope, 2011);  
Allows supportive resources to 
be signposted and explained 
(Jones et al., 2012); 
Engaging for students, bringing 
about deeper feedback 
engagement (Hope, 2011) 
 

Transmission based rather than 
dialogical (Jones et al., 2012); 
Can be time consuming for the 
tutor (Haxton & McGarvey, 
2011) 
 

Text based  Legibility improvement;  
Efficient where pre-prepared 
comment banks are used  
(Buckley & Cowap, 2013; 
Heinrich & Milne, 2012); 

Concern for time spent on-
screen (Maggs, 2014; Spencer, 
2006);  
Rigid interfaces can act as a 
deterrent for tutors  (Burrows & 



When retained the opportunity 
for dialogue is greater – a 
permanent record can provide 
the basis for discussion (Parkin 
et al., 2012);  
Feedback volume may be 
increased (Heinrich & Milne, 
2012). 
 

Shortis, 2011; Spencer, 2006) 
and students (Stone, 2014); 
High cognitive load on markers  
(Johnson & Greatorex, 2008); 
Fails to encourage dialogue 
(Stone, 2014). 

Rubrics    Efficiencies in calculating grades 
and offering feedback  (Atkinson 
& Siew, 2013; Nordrum, Evans, 
& Gustafsson, 2013);  
Consistency of judgment and 
can be used to generate 
statistics about mark distribution 
(Atkinson & Siew, 2013; 
Nordrum et al., 2013). 
 

Can be associated with low 
levels of personalisation;  
Efficiencies can require 
significant set-up;    
Favours lecturers who have 
existing criteria based marking  
(Atkinson & Siew, 2013; 
Nordrum et al., 2013). 

Video  Can be replayed to establish 
clarity; helps students absorb 
more feedback;  
Reusable video clips allows for 
demonstrations as a correctional 
mechanism;  
Tendency for a greater volume 
of feedback (Crook et al., 2012). 

Can be time intensive to create 
and download;  
Generic videos can feel 
impersonal (Crook et al., 2012).  

 
(Source: Arnold 2014)  
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