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Online peer feedback on video presentations: type  
of feedback and improvement of presentation skills

Indira N. Z. Day , Nadira Saab  and Wilfried Admiraal 

leiden university, leiden, the netherlands

ABSTRACT
Peer feedback can be a tool to help higher education students develop 
presentation skills. This process can be supported by using online tools 
that enable peers to provide feedback annotated to specific moments 
in the presentation. The current paper investigated whether providing 
and receiving peer feedback using an online tool was related to improve-
ment in students’ presentation skills, whether students provided different 
peer feedback in comments and annotations, and whether student char-
acteristics played a role in students’ presentation skill improvement. 
Results from 56 second-year undergraduate Education and Child Studies 
students indicate that providing and receiving feedback did not relate 
to students’ improvement in presentation skill, and that high ability 
students showed less improvement in presentation skills than medium 
and low ability students did.

Introduction

During their educational career, students are expected to acquire academic and professional 
knowledge and skills. Skills that need to be developed during higher education include writing 
and presentation skills. Whereas students can acquire knowledge by studying textbooks, attend-
ing lectures and taking examinations, skill development requires another approach. A main 
component of skills development is practice. It is important to investigate how students’ skill 
development can be supported.

To further students’ skills it is important to provide them with feedback during practice. 
According to Hattie and Timperley (2007) feedback should help students by letting them know 
where they are going (with regard to course goals; also called feed-up), how they are doing 
now (called feed-back), and what the next steps should be to improve and reach their goals 
(called feed-forward). Several authors have studied the conditions for effective feedback (e.g. 
Hattie and Timperley 2007; Shute 2008), and focused on the importance of feedback being task 
or process oriented, instead of evaluating the ability of the feedback receiver.

Feedback can be provided by the teachers, but also by fellow students. Topping (1998) 
suggests that Vygotsky’s concept of scaffolded learning (Vygotsky 1978) may be suitable for a 
setup of peer feedback where peers identify weaknesses and strong points. This process of peer 
feedback often provides students with feedback at their specific level of need, which can help 
them in processing the feedback. Gikandi and Morrow (2016) suggested that peer feedback 
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may also help improve students’ self-regulated learning and reflection. Welsh (2012) noted that 
students valued peer feedback as much as tutor feedback, however Admiraal (2014) suggested 
that students prefer teacher feedback over peer feedback and are more willing to apply teachers’ 
feedback.

Topping (1998) wrote one of the first large reviews on peer feedback and found that peer 
feedback is usually as beneficial to students learning as instructor feedback is. A meta-analysis 
conducted by Li et al. (2020) even suggested that peer assessment is more effective than teacher 
assessment. The majority of the research on peer feedback has focused on peer feedback on 
writing tasks. Writing competence is an important skill to be developed in higher education, 
but students are expected to develop a wider set of skills than just writing. Next to writing, 
presenting is another skill that is of great importance to learn. De Grez (2009, p. 5) defines 
presentation competence as ‘the combination of knowledge, skills, and attitudes needed to 
speak in public in order to inform, self-express, to relate and to persuade’. Topping noted that 
there was a limited amount of research into peer feedback for presentation skills. Over two 
decades later, there have been several studies investigating peer feedback and presentations 
(e.g. De Grez, Valcke, and Roozen 2012; van Ginkel et al. 2017a, 2017b, all comparing peer 
feedback to teacher feedback), but ‘peer feedback on writing’ research still seems to be more 
ubiquitous (cf. Li et al. 2020). The current study tries to expand the knowledge about peer 
feedback on presentations by investigating what kind of feedback peers provide, incorporating 
the use of video and an online feedback platform.

Peer feedback on writing and presenting in higher education

Research on peer feedback on writing tasks is more prevalent, but it can be assumed that 
several mechanisms of peer feedback transcend specific task characteristics. The following 
section first discusses literature from writing research, focused on how feedback can improve 
performance and the role of student characteristics, before discussing results from research 
regarding peer feedback on presentations.

Several researchers have indicated that peer feedback is not only beneficial for student 
learning of the students who receive the feedback, but that the peer feedback provider may 
also benefit from the peer feedback process. Lundstrom and Baker (2009), for example, compared 
peer feedback providers with peer feedback receivers and found that the former showed bigger 
improvement on writing tasks. Additionally, Mulder, Pearce, and Baik (2014) investigated student 
perceptions of peer feedback and concluded that, after providing peer feedback, some students 
indicated that they had learned the most from providing reviews. In his review, Topping (1998) 
already suggested that providing peer feedback is a reflective process, which could be inter-
preted as learning by assessing.

It is important to note that the benefits of peer feedback for students’ learning and perfor-
mance may be influenced by student characteristics, like their motivation and self-efficacy for 
the task, their reactions to the peer feedback they received, and their beliefs about peer feed-
back in general. Shute (2008) suggested that feedback should not threaten students’ self-esteem. 
Therefore, it seems intuitive that students’ self-efficacy for the task at hand may play a role in 
the relationship between peer feedback and performance. Hsia, Huang, and Hwang (2016) 
indeed found that students with higher self-efficacy for the task and higher levels of intrinsic 
motivation achieved higher scores on their final performance, irrespective of the type of peer 
feedback they received. Furthermore, they also suggested that students’ self-efficacy and moti-
vation were not affected by the peer feedback process. In a similar vein, Strijbos, Narciss, and 
Dünnebier (2010) investigated whether perceptions of the received peer feedback influenced 
students’ performance. They found no relation between the reported peer feedback perceptions 
and students’ performance on the final assignment. Huisman et al. (2019) suggest that students’ 
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beliefs about peer feedback may influence their perceptions of peer feedback, and their behaviour 
during the peer feedback process.

With regard to presenting, van Ginkel et al. (2015) reviewed the body of research into pre-
sentation skills for the context of higher education. In their paper they stress the importance 
of presentation skills as an outcome of higher education and present a set of design principles 
for the development of these skills. Some of these principles are to make sure that the pre-
sentation task is considered relevant by students, that students should be able to observe 
models, that students should be able to practice, and that involvement in peer feedback should 
be encouraged.

Some of these design principles for the development of students’ presentation skills are also 
embedded in tasks where students provide peer feedback on presentations. For example, the 
process of providing peer feedback also requires students to observe peers. Additionally, for-
mative peer feedback requires students to practice their presentation, before presenting for a 
grade, since this kind of peer feedback is mostly provided on non-final presentations. Patri 
(2002) found that students are able to rate presentations of their peers on a similar quality 
level as instructors do, provided that they are provided with a firm set of criteria.

However, providing peer feedback on a presentation can be challenging for students. They 
need to focus on the content as well as presentation skills, and when the presentation in class 
is over, they cannot watch it again. To be able to provide more effective peer feedback on 
presentations, peers should be able to view a video recording. In this way, they can re-watch 
the video at their own leisure and rewind specific sections. Palao et al. (2015) demonstrated 
that video feedback by peers or teachers led to increased physical education performance in 
high school students compared to verbal teacher feedback. In the context of higher education 
both Leijen et al. (2009) and Hsia, Huang, and Hwang (2016) investigated peer/self-feedback on 
video in groups of dance students and found positive results. Leijen et al. (2009) found that 
students valued the opportunity for self-reflection by being able to re-watch their own perfor-
mance over the opportunity to watch the performance of peers. Hsia, Huang, and Hwang (2016) 
expressed that students that provided feedback ratings as well as feedback comments gave 
similar scores as teachers did. Furthermore, they found that these feedback comments are of 
higher quality than those of students who only provided comments. Additionally, Admiraal 
(2014) discovered that students preferred feedback annotated to their presentation videos more 
than general feedback, because it was linked to their current performance more closely.

The use of video recordings for assignments where students provide peer feedback on presen-
tations also facilitates the use of digital tools for providing peer feedback. According to Li et al. 
(2020) computer mediated peer assessment appeared to have a larger effect than pen and paper 
assessment. Furthermore, digital tools have significant added value for presentation assignments. 
Where an assignment focusing on providing peer feedback on writing will probably take similar 
shape whether papers are exchanged physically, via email or using a digital environment like 
Turnitin or Pitch2Peer, the added value of some digital environments for peer feedback on pre-
sentations is that students can annotate their comments to specific instances in the video, which 
would be impossible to do during live presentations. This linking to specific instances also helps 
with contextualising the feedback, another design principle suggested by van Ginkel et al. (2015).

In the current study, we investigate the role of peer feedback on presentations, using a 
digital tool, in improving students’ presentation skills. The discussion of the literature highlights 
the benefits of both providing and receiving feedback, and the importance of student charac-
teristics. Additionally, using digital tools to annotate videos may be beneficial. However, to our 
knowledge, these different facets have not been combined in a study investigating presentation 
skills, therefore our research answers the following questions:

1. How do provided and received peer feedback relate to the improvement of students’ 
presentation performance?
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2. Does students’ feedback differ between annotations and general feedback comments?
3. How does students’ ability relate to the improvement of students’ presentation 

performance?
4. How do students’ peer feedback perceptions, peer feedback beliefs and self-efficacy for 

presenting relate to peer feedback?

Methods

Participants

Participants in this study were 56 second-year Bachelor of Education and Child Studies students 
of a research university in the Netherlands. Education and Child Studies is a major predominantly 
chosen by female students, and 94% of our participants is female. The average age of partici-
pants was 19.6 years (SD 3.0 years). A majority of participants had experience with providing 
peer feedback on presentations and feedback on videos (88% and 84%, respectively).

Procedure

This study was approved by the research ethics committee at our institution (no. 2017-07). Data 
collection took place during the 2017–2018 academic year. Informed consent letters were handed 
out and students were invited for participation during an earlier tutorial group. Students were 
required to give a presentation on one of the Master of Education and Child Studies speciali-
sations in the context of a course focusing on academic skills and job orientation. Depending 
on the size of their tutorial group, students presented alone, in duos or in trios. Most presen-
tations were performed by duos, and therefore presenters will be referred to as presenting duos 
from now on. The presentation lasted seven to eight minutes and students needed to discuss 
which courses were a part of the specialisation, whether the specialisation had specific require-
ments for admission and what the career opportunities for that specialisation are. In preparation 
for their presentation in class, all students filmed a trial presentation and uploaded it into a 
Pitch2Peer module on Blackboard.

Three weeks before the final presentation was due, the first author gave an introductory lecture 
focusing on presentation skills, peer feedback skills, and how to work with the Pitch2Peer platform. 
After this, students had one week to film and upload their trial presentation, followed by one week 
to provide online peer feedback. After the peer feedback process, presenting duos had one final 
week to adapt their presentations based on the feedback before the final presentation in class. A 
schematic overview of the tasks for students and the researcher each week can be seen in Figure 1.

All participating students completed the questionnaire in class before they held their final 
presentation. Final presentations were filmed by the first author or a student assistant. Only 
duos where both students agreed to participate in the research were filmed. Table 1 shows an 
overview of the total dataset.

Trial presentations, peer feedback comments and annotations were downloaded from the 
Pitch2Peer platform and in all cases students’ names were replaced by student IDs to ensure 
confidentiality.

Variables

Presentation
Trial and final presentations were rated for quality by the first author and a student assistant, 
using a presentation rubric consisting of the same four categories (content, speech, presence 
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Figure 1. schematic overview of student and researcher tasks.

Table 1. overview of the dataset.
data N
Participating students 56
trial presentations 33
Final presentations 33
Feedback providers 54
Providers per presentation 1-3
Peer feedback perceptions and beliefs questionnaire 52
Presentation self-efficacy questionnaire 53
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and audio-visual tools) that students used to rate the videos. Each category consisted of 4–6 
subcategories. An overview of the categories with a short description can be found in the 
supplemental material. For the content category, subcategory three was discarded for analysis. 
This category focused on whether students had all the mandatory components in the presen-
tation, and since all students did it was not informative. For each subcategory, raters gave a 
score of 1–5, which was then transformed to a mean score per main category. Videos were 
analysed using a cross design, where raters did not rate trial and final presentation of the 
same students. Students’ trial presentation scores were used as a presentation ability measure.

Peer feedback
using Pitch2Peer, each presenting duo rated one presentation (1–5 stars) on four criteria, focus-
ing on (1) content of the presentation, (2) speech of the presenters, (3) presence of the pre-
senters, and (4) audio-visual tools used, and gave an overall score. Furthermore, students were 
required to write a short paragraph with general feedback comments and annotate at least 
one moment in the video with specific feedback for that moment.

For coding peer feedback, event sampling has been used. This means that each code refers 
to a meaningful unit, which can be a sentence fragment or a sentence. A new coding unit was 
started when a different coding category of the rubric applied, or when a new sentence started 
in the same coding category. For example, the sentence ‘You made a nice introduction, it’s 
immediately clear what kind of master it is, and that it’s relatively small’ was divided in three 
fragments, where the clauses separated by commas were separately coded.

Following earlier research (van den Berg, Admiraal, and Pilot, 2006; Huisman et al. 2017) on 
peer feedback comments, the comments and annotations were coded using feedback functions 
(analysis, evaluation, revisions, and possible elaborations on the final two) and feedback aspects 
(in this case the four main categories of the rubric: content, speech, presence and audio-visual 
tools). Each fragment was coded using a matrix of the functions and aspects, and the number 
of comments in each category was counted and used for analysis.

Questionnaire
The questionnaire was used to measure several student characteristics that the literature sug-
gests may be important in the peer feedback process, which are students’ peer feedback per-
ceptions (Strijbos, Narciss, and Dünnebier 2010), peer feedback beliefs (Huisman et al., 2019) 
and presentation self-efficacy (Hsia, Huang, and Hwang 2016).

Peer feedback perceptions. Students’ peer feedback perceptions were measured using 
an adapted version of the peer feedback perception questionnaire developed by 
Strijbos, Narciss, and Dünnebier (2010; Dutch translation by Agricola et al. 2016). This 
questionnaire consists of six scales with three items each, which participants rate on 
a five-point Likert scale where 1 = not at all applicable to me, and 5 = totally applicable 
to me. The scales are (1) fairness, (2) usefulness, (3) acceptance, (4) willingness, (5) 
positive affect, and (6) negative affect. Items were slightly adapted to reflect that 
students answered the questionnaire after they had used the peer feedback to improve 
their presentations. An example item from the fairness scale was ‘I consider the feedback 
I received justified’ Reliability and descriptive statistics are presented in Table 2.

Peer feedback beliefs. The Beliefs about Peer Feedback Questionnaire (BPFQ) developed 
by Huisman et al. (2019) was used to measure peer feedback beliefs. Four scales 
measured (1) students’ valuation of peer feedback as an instructional method (4 
questions), (2) students’ valuation of peer feedback as an important skill (3 questions), 
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(3), students’ confidence in their own peer feedback (two questions), and (4) students’ 
confidence in peer feedback from their peers (two questions). All questions are rated 
on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = completely disagree to 5 = completely 
agree. An example item from the valuation of peer feedback as an important skill is 
‘Being capable of dealing with critical peer feedback is an important skill’. Reliability 
and descriptive statistics are presented in Table 2.

Self-efficacy for presentations. A nineteen-item questionnaire based on the questionnaire 
used by Adams (2004) was used to measure presentation self-efficacy. This questionnaire 
consists of four scales measuring students’ self-efficacy for speech (seven questions), 
audio-visual (renamed from display in the original for consistency with the rubric categories; 
four questions), content (five questions) and presence (three questions). For each question 
participants rate how well they believe they can perform specific tasks for the final 
presentation on a five-point scale ranging from 1 = not well at all to 5 = very well. This 
questionnaire was translated to Dutch by the first author and the translation was checked, 
using a back-translation procedure, by a native speaker of English at our institution. All 
items asked students ‘How well do you believe you can perform the following tasks during 
your final presentation’; a task from the speech scale was ‘Speak with the appropriate 
level of formality’. Reliability and descriptive statistics are presented in Table 2.

Reliability

Data of one tutorial group (consisting of six trial videos, 13 feedback comment files, and seven 
final videos) was used to calculate inter-rater reliability for videos and comments. For the 
inter-rater reliability of annotations eight feedback comment files from the same tutorial group 
were used. Inter-rater reliability for the videos, the comments and annotations was calculated 
using intraclass correlations (ICCs). For the videos mean scores per rubric category were calcu-
lated per rater, whereas for the comments and annotations mean scores were calculated per 
feedback function per rater. Subsequently ICCs and 95% confidence intervals were calculated 
using a two-way mixed-effects model, looking at absolute agreement of average measures 
(Landers, 2015). According to Koo and Li (2016), ICCs lower than .50 are considered poor, ICCs 
between .50 and .75, between .75 and .90, and above .90 represent moderate, good and excel-
lent reliability respectively. Table 3 displays ICCs for the videos, and Table 4 shows ICCs for 
feedback comments and annotations.

After reliability was calculated, the first author and a student assistant each coded the videos 
and comments of separate tutorial groups. Since the agreement on comment annotations was 
so high, all annotations were coded by a student assistant.

Table 2. descriptive statistics for peer feedback beliefs and perceptions, and presentation self-efficacy.
Peer FB beliefs Peer FB perceptions Presentation self-efficacy

α N M SD α N M SD α N M SD
instructional 

method
.697 47 3.66 0.57 Fairness .716 52 4.02 0.55 content .685 53 3.54 0.49

Professional skill .614 53 4.23 0.46 usefulness .808 52 3.47 0.69 speech .552 53 3.67 0.39
confidence own .588 53 3.80 0.51 Acceptance .663 47 4.68 0.35 Presence .667 53 3.70 0.60
confidence 

Peers
.788 53 3.53 0.68 Willingness .844 52 3.57 0.89 Audio-visual .638 53 3.91 0.43

Positive Affect .810 52 3.58 0.66
negative Affect .919 52 1.27 0.54
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Table 4. intraclass correlations for feedback functions in comments and annotations.
comments Annotations

95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval

icc lower upper icc lower upper

Analysis .980 .932 .994 n.a. n.a. n.a.
evaluation .935 .779 .981 .990 .956 .998
explanation of 

evaluation
.763 .132 .933 .954 .790 .991

revisions .793 .119 .944 1.00 n.a. n.a.
explanation of 

revisions
.744 .187 .924 1.00 n.a. n.a.

Note. Both raters did not use the code analysis across the eight files for annotations; therefore icc could not be 
calculated. codes for revisions and explanation of revisions were 100% corresponding between raters.

Statistical analyses

To investigate how providing and receiving peer feedback influences students’ presentation 
performance, we conducted analyses of variance (ANOVAs) and regression analyses.

For all students a mean score for their trial and final presentation was calculated by calcu-
lating a mean score across the four main category scores. To investigate whether the type of 
feedback comments students receive influences their improvement from trial to final presentation, 
a presentation improvement score was calculated by subtracting the trial presentation score 
from the final presentation score.

Results

Table 5 shows the mean scores for all four separate rubric categories and the mean score across 
categories for both the trial and the final presentation. Repeated measures ANOVAs indicate 
that scores of the presentation increased from the trial to the final presentation, for each cat-
egory of the rubric (results not pictured) and for the mean total score across categories, F(1,49) 
= 56.30, p < .001.

Relationship between received and provided feedback and improvement  
of presentation performance

To investigate the role of received and provided feedback, sum scores for each feedback function 
were calculated across feedback aspects, resulting in a total of ten sum scores, five for each 
function in received comments and five for each function in received annotations. With these 
new scores, two linear regressions were conducted. For the first analysis, the five independent 
variables were the amount of received comments for each function, and the dependent variable 
was the total presentation improvement score (see Table 5). Results of the regression indicate 
that the received general feedback comments do not influence students’ improvement (all 5 

Table 3. intraclass correlations for presentations.
95% confidence interval

icc lower upper

content .623 .135 .835
speech .651 -.059 .869
Presence .602 .137 .821
Audio-visual .791 .520 .908
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β’s < .05, n.s. R2 = .02). A similar result came from the analysis of the feedback annotations, (all 
5 β’s < .10, n.s R2 = .11).

Since providing feedback may be more beneficial for students’ improvement than receiving 
feedback, similar feedback function sum scores were calculated only for the amount of general 
feedback comments each student provided. A regression analysis with the five provided feedback 
function variables as independent variables and the presentation improvement score as the 
dependent variable showed that this was not the case for our sample. Students’ improvement 
is independent of the amount of feedback they provided, (all 5 β’s < .20, n.s, R2 = .07).

Differences in provided feedback between feedback comments and annotations

Tables 6 and 7 show the total amount of feedback comments and annotations that students 
provided. Across aspects it is apparent that the most frequent occurring feedback function is 
evaluation, where students gave implicit or explicit quality statements about different aspects 
of the presentation.

To look at the differences in provided feedback between the general comment and the 
annotations, raw scores were transformed to proportions, displayed in Table 8. We see similarity 
in the amounts of provided feedback functions and aspects across feedback comments and 

Table 5. mean scores for trial and final presentations.
trial presentation Final Presentation improvement

category M SD M SD M SD
content 3.83 0.41 4.12 0.48 0.27 0.55
speech 3.62 0.57 3.95 0.56 0.32 0.72
Presence 3.44 0.55 3.94 0.49 0.50 0.63
Audio-visual 4.11 0.50 4.40 0.42 0.29 0.55
total 3.71 0.36 4.10 0.33 0.39 0.36

Table 6. descriptive statistics of provided feedback comments.
Aspects

Functions content speech

tot n mean SD mode tot n mean SD mode

Analysis 4 0.07 0.43 0 0 0.00 0.00 0
evaluation 200 3.70 2.09 5 148 2.74 1.56 2
explanation of 

evaluation
43 0.80 1.56 0 21 0.39 0.56 0

revisions 45 0.83 1.19 0 56 1.04 0.95 1
explanation of 

revisions
20 0.37 0.65 0 22 0.44 0.72 0

n mean SD mode
other 76 1.41 1.51 0
off task 9 0.17 0.38 0

Table 6. continued.
Aspects

Presence Audio-visual

Functions tot n mean SD mode tot n mean SD mode

Analysis 2 0.04 0.27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0
evaluation 86 1.67 1.74 1 76 1.41 1.09 1
explanation of 

evaluation
23 0.43 0.79 0 16 0.30 0.57 0

revisions 33 0.61 0.90 0 20 0.37 0.68 0
explanation of 

revisions
11 0.20 0.45 0 7 0.13 0.44 0
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Table 8. Proportions of feedback provided per function and aspect in comments and annotations.
Aspects

Functions content speech Presence Audio-visual

comment Annotation comment Annotation comment Annotation comment Annotation

Analysis 0.004 0.025** 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000
evaluation 0.218 0.206 0.161 0.175 0.94 0.145** 0.083 0.033**
explanation of 

evaluation
0.047 0.033 0.023 0.020 0.025 0.038 0.017 0.007

revisions 0.049 0.066 0.061 0.058 0.036 0.017** 0.022 0.020
explanation of 

revisions
0.022 0.043** 0.024 0.008* 0.012 0.025 0.008 0.005

comment Annotation

other 0.083 0.020**
off task 0.010 0.000*

Note. significant differences in proportions of provided feedback are denoted in the annotation column.
*p < .05, **p<.01.

Table 7. descriptive statistics of provided feedback annotations.
Aspects

content speech

Functions tot n mean SD mode tot n mean SD mode

Analysis 10 0.21 1.18 0 0 0.00 0.00 0
evaluation 81 1.72 1.91 0 69 1.47 2.12 0
explanation of 

evaluation
13 0.28 0.65 0 8 0.17 0.48 0

revisions 26 0.55 0.80 0 23 0.49 1.04 0
explanation of 

revisions
17 0.36 0.82 0 3 0.06 0.25 0

n mean SD mode

other 8 0.17 0.48 0

Table 7. continued.
Aspects

Presence Audio-visual

Functions tot n mean SD mode tot n mean SD mode

Analysis 0 0.00 0.00 0 0 0.00 0.00 0
evaluation 57 1.21 1.30 0 13 0.27 1.06 0
explanation of 

evaluation
15 0.32 0.59 0 3 0.06 0.25 0

revisions 28 0.60 1.33 0 8 0.17 0.38 0
explanation of 

revisions
10 0.21 0.55 0 2 0.04 0.20 0

annotations. Z-tests were conducted to test whether there were significant differences between 
the proportions, and results are presented in Table 8.

These results suggest that more evaluation and revision feedback on students’ presence is provided 
in annotations, compared to general comments. Furthermore, students ask more content related 
questions and further explain their content revisions in the annotations, indicated by the higher 
proportion of content analysis and explanation of revision comments in the annotations.

Differences in improvement for students with different presentation ability

To examine whether students’ presentation skills were related to their improvement and the 
feedback they provide, students were divided in three ability groups of equal size. The 18 
students in the low ability group scored an overall score of 3.55 or lower on the trial 
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presentation, the 17 students with a score between 3.56 and 3.84 were classified as medium 
ability, and the 18 students scoring 3.85 or higher were classified as high ability.

Analysis of variance suggests students in the different ability groups showed different improve-
ment, F(2,47) = 12.01, p < .001. Bonferroni Post Hoc tests indicated that low and medium-ability 
students showed more improvement than high-ability students, p < .001 for low-ability and p 
= .035 for the medium-ability students, but that low and medium-ability students did not show 
differences in improvement. A second analysis of variance indicated that the three ability groups 
did not differ on their final presentation scores, F(2,47) = 2.03, p = 0.143.

Relationship of feedback beliefs and perceptions and presentation self-efficacy with 
presentation performance improvement

Mean scores for students’ peer feedback beliefs, peer feedback perceptions and presentation 
self-efficacy can be found in Table 2. As can be seen, students generally have positive percep-
tions and beliefs with regard to peer feedback. Interestingly, students rate their own peer 
feedback skills as significantly higher than the skills of their peers, t(52) = 2.70, p = .009. Overall, 
students’ presentation self-efficacy is good, indicated by all scales having means higher than 3.

Neither students’ peer feedback beliefs nor their peer feedback perceptions were related to 
their improvement from trial to final presentation (β’s for all 3 scales < .10, n.s. R2 .02 for beliefs, 
and β’s for all 4 scales < .30, n.s. R2 .01 for perceptions). Students’ self-efficacy for presenting, 
similarly, does not relate to the improvement: β’s for all four scales < .20, n.s. R2 = .05.

To see whether students’ peer feedback beliefs and presentation self-efficacy related to the 
feedback students provided, separate regression analyses were conducted using the four content 
related categories of provided feedback comments as outcome variables and for each analysis 
all the peer feedback beliefs scales and the relevant presentation self-efficacy scale (e.g. 
self-efficacy about the content of the presentation for comments related to the content) as 
predictors. None of these analyses returned significant results.

Discussion

The current study investigated students’ use of a digital tool to provide peer feedback. Our 
first question focused on whether students’ provided and received peer feedback related to 
the performance on students’ final presentations. Students’ presentation scores did improve 
from the trial presentation to the final presentation, but this improvement was not related to 
the amount or type of peer feedback students provided and received.

For the second research question we looked deeper into the functionality of the tool to try 
and see whether students provide different feedback in a general comment than when they 
give feedback annotations. Results indicated that, in providing feedback, the majority of students 
focused on evaluating their peers’ presentations, and mostly provided similar feedback in general 
comments and annotations.

The final two research questions investigated the relationship of student characteristics by 
looking at students’ presentation ability and the role of students’ peer feedback perceptions 
and beliefs and their presentation self-efficacy. Results indicated a statistically significant improve-
ment in presentation score between the trial and final presentation, but high-ability students 
showed less improvement than low and medium-ability students. This may be caused by a 
ceiling effect, since the mean score for the trial presentation already was 3.7 out of 5. The 
ceiling effect is further evidenced by the three ability groups no longer differing on the final 
presentation scores. With regard to the other student characteristics, students’ peer feedback 
beliefs and perceptions and presentations self-efficacy did not relate to their improvement, or 
the feedback they provided.
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The most striking finding might be that feedback (either provided or received) seemed to 
not be related to students’ improvement, even though previous research (e.g. Topping 1998; 
Lundstrom and Baker 2009; Li et al. 2020) has indicated that providing or receiving peer feed-
back is related to improved performance. A possible explanation for this finding could be that 
the majority of feedback comments could be coded as evaluations. This means that peers mostly 
gave information about the current state of the presentation, often without providing recom-
mendations for improvement. With regard to the feedback framework of Hattie and Timperley 
(2007) this means that students often did not provide feed-forward. According to Hattie and 
Timperley (2007, p. 90) ‘[t]his feedforward question can have some of the most powerful impacts 
on learning’.

That students did improve their presentation skills, regardless of the feedback they provided 
or received, could be explained by several mechanisms. First of all, Boud and Molloy (2013) 
suggest that curricula should include ample opportunities for students to produce work central 
to learning outcomes, and in this case the peer feedback process helped students gain more 
insight in features of good presentations and presentation skills. Furthermore, students were 
able to reflect on their own performance, because they could re-watch the video of their trial 
performance. Self-reflection can improve learning through similar mechanisms as peer feedback, 
like the increased time on task and reflecting on assessment criteria (Topping 1998).

Our results expand on results found by Huisman et al. (2017, 2018) who found that the 
nature of received peer feedback was not related to students’ writing improvement and that 
students’ peer feedback perceptions were not related to an increase in writing performance. 
The current study applied the same coding scheme to identify the nature of peer feedback and 
used the same questionnaire for feedback perceptions, but in the context of a presentation 
assignment.

Previous research by Van der Pol, Admiraal, and Simons (2006) suggested that anchored 
discussions (where comments, and following replies, could be annotated to text) led to more 
constructed knowledge than traditional forum discussions. The current study did not employ a 
between-subjects design where the influences of annotations and general comments can be 
directly compared. Yet, analysis did not portray a large difference in types of feedback provided 
in the two different feedback modes, and neither of them influenced students’ performance.

Students’ beliefs and perceptions about peer feedback were not related to their results. 
Students answered questions about their peer feedback beliefs and perceptions right before 
they had their final presentation, and thus after they had already incorporated the feedback, 
which may have influenced their answers on the questionnaire. However, previous research 
(Strijbos, Narciss, and Dünnebier 2010; Huisman et al. 2018) also found no relation between 
peer feedback beliefs or perceptions and results.

Limitations and suggestions for further research

The current study focuses on a relatively small sample of students in one bachelor programme 
of one university. Since presentation skills are important for professions across the spectrum, 
it is important that the effects of peer feedback on these skills are studies beyond Child and 
Education Studies.

Research by van Zundert, Sluijsmans, and van Merriënboer (2010) suggests that peer feedback 
training greatly improves students’ peer feedback skills and their attitudes towards peer feedback. 
In the current study, students did not follow a peer feedback training, which may have hindered 
their ability to provide high quality peer feedback. However, all students did follow a short intro-
duction on how to provide peer feedback. In addition, almost 90% of students had prior experience 
with providing peer feedback on presentations. We have no information, though, whether these 
students applied adequate peer feedback or what they have learned from these experiences.
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With regard to the students’ presentations not improving as a function of received peer 
feedback it should be noted that all students gave relatively good trial presentations, with 
an average score of 3.7 for the trial. Research with a more mixed ability group may show 
different results.

Concluding remarks

Irrespective of feedback, students have improved their performance from trial to final 
presentation. This may be because of looking at another presentation (modelling) or because 
students re-watched their own presentation and had time to reflect on facets that they 
could improve. Another factor that may have been influential is that students were pro-
vided with an extra opportunity for practice, which helped them hone their skills. Since 
studies focusing on peer feedback on presentations are still relatively scarce, and our 
results remained inconclusive, we suggest that peer feedback on presentations should be 
further examined in the future.
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