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Session/poster title
Effectiveness of Feedback in First Year Physics
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Our preference is for a Paper; however, we can also hold a workshop or Show and Tell. If a paper, we prefer 30
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Summary (50-word summary for programme)
How can we provide better and more effective feedback to our students? How can we encourage students to use
feedback effectively? We will present results of a study of first year physics students addressing these questions
and comparing the effectiveness of written and screencast feedback.
Abstract (500 words maximum, not including references if used)

Timely and “good” feedback is important in helping students improve. Of course,
the implicit assumption here is that what instructors consider “good” is actually
useful for students and that the students actually devote some cognitive effort to
the feedback given.
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At the Niels Bohr Institute (the physics department of the University of
Copenhagen) our laboratory instructors devote a large fraction of their time to
giving feedback on students’ work; however, this has been a frustrating exercise for
many of the instructors as it often appears as if the students have not read the
feedback. In an attempt to encourage students to make better use of the feedback
given and to investigate and analytically compare two feedback, we have followed
both instructors (N=7) and students (N≈165) through our introductory mechanics
labs. We introduced screencast feedback as a new way of providing comments on
the students’ lab work. Previously, the feedback consisted solely of written
comments.

Accommodating so many students in a single teaching lab requires us to split the
students into 6 sessions. Three sessions students received screencast feedback,
while the remaining three received written comments on their work.

We are evaluating the results of this comparison using a combination of qualitative
(primarily interviews) and quantitative (test based) data. The quantitative data
includes measuring differences in academic performance and the frequency with
with students subjected to the two methods used the feedback. The qualitative
data addresses the students' self-assessment, while our interviews of both
instructors and students investigates their evaluation of advantages and
disadvantages of the respective method they either received or provided. The
quantitative data includes measuring differences in academic performance and the
frequency with which the students subjected to the two methods used their
feedback.
This presentation will detail the methods used as well as the results. In addition, we
will comment on potential barriers to implementing screencast feedback.
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Main message of the session: “After this session the participant will know/have experienced/have gained…”
The participant will be familiar with possible forms and formats for feedback to students’ written work and will
have gained an understanding of how to increase student engagement with the feedback. Furthermore the
participants have had the opportunity to reflect on feedback forms and formats from a constructivist lens and
from a perspective of developing self-efficacy.

Data projectors are standard, if you have further IT or audio-visual requirements please indicate here.

Any other requirements (please indicate, for example, if you would like to bring additional materials if you are
submitting a poster).

Keywords: every presentation will be categorized according to some keywords. Please check the box of the
keywords applicable to your session. The keywords are based on interesting EFYE-topics for this conference.

☒ Active learning
☐ Belonging (socially, academic)
☐ Big Data
☐ Commuter (or local) students
☐ Counselling
☐ Curriculum
☐ Health and well-being
☐ Induction (Orientation)
☐ Institutional development
☐ International students
☐ Language (academic)
☐ Learning communities
☐ Library
☐ Parents
☐ Peer mentoring
☐ Physical spaces
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☐ Pre entry
☐ Research on FYE
☐ Residential students
☒ Retention
☐ Service learning/volunteering
☐ Social cohesion
☒ Student diversity
☐ Student finance
☐ Student perspective
☐ Students as partners
☐ Study Skills
☐ Social Media
☒ Technology
☒ Transition from highschool/college to HE
☐ Transition to second year
☐ Work and study

Data Protection: The information you supply on this form will be stored in paper and/or electronic format for the purposes of
conference administration. Additionally, speaker biographies, abstracts and summaries of sessions/posters may be published in
delegate packs and on the EFYE 2016 website.

4

