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Feedback partnerships: strengthening students’ proactive 
recipience through co-creating dialogic feedback
Jessica To

Teaching and Learning Innovation Centre, The University of Hong Kong, Pokfulam, Hong Kong

ABSTRACT  
While the role of students in feedback is indisputable, developing 
learners’ proactivity in feedback processes remains challenging. 
This conceptual paper addresses this issue by proposing feedback 
partnerships (FP) to strengthen students’ proactive recipience. 
This approach emphasises a balance of power between students 
and teachers in feedback dialogue and their collaborative 
endeavours to co-create productive feedback. FP’s theoretical 
underpinnings, two precursors (dialogue and trust) and three 
core values (respect, reciprocity, and shared responsibility) are 
examined to shed light on FP conceptualisation. The key optimal 
conditions for and barriers to partnership development are 
discussed, followed by a feedback co-creation model and 
illustrative cases to delineate FP operationalisation. Implications 
for practice and future research directions are outlined.
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Introduction

Engaging students as partners (SaP) in learning and teaching is gaining traction in higher 
education (Bovill, 2019). As a relationship-rich ethos to increase students’ involvement, 
SaP is defined as ‘a collaborative, reciprocal process through which all participants have 
the opportunity to contribute equally, although not necessarily in the same ways, to cur
ricular or pedagogical conceptualisation, decision making, implementation, investi
gation, or analysis’ (Cook-Sather et al., 2014, pp. 6–7). It reshapes the traditional 
power structure by granting students power and autonomy to co-create curricula, ped
agogical resources and assessment practices with academic staff (Bovill et al., 2011). It 
also helps to establish reciprocal trust and a supportive relationship between students 
and teachers (Healey et al., 2014). Other benefits include catalysing democratic education 
(Matthews et al., 2023), increasing students’ accountability for quality education (Healey 
et al., 2014), promoting inclusive education (Nieminen, 2024), and sharpening student 
and teacher assessment literacy (Deeley & Bovill, 2017).

Notwithstanding the aforementioned advantages, partnership praxis in assessment 
feedback is comparatively under-explored (Carless, 2020; Matthews et al., 2023). This 
warrants scrutiny because productive feedback is premised on the essence of SaP, 
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including mutual engagement in dialogue, trust and power equilibrium (Matthews et al., 
2024). The interplay of student and teacher feedback literacy further suggests the interde
pendence of students and teachers in orchestrating effective feedback (Carless & Winstone, 
2023). Given the strong association between feedback and partnerships (Matthews et al., 
2023; Matthews et al., 2024), it seems sensible to see students and teachers as partners in 
feedback processes, which is called feedback partnerships (FP) in this paper. Emerged 
from the learner-centred orientation to feedback (Molloy et al., 2020), FP increases stu
dents’ proactive recipience (ability to seek, understand and use feedback) through their 
collaboration with teachers to decide what feedback to be given, how to interpret and 
enact it. This approach emphasises a share of decision-making power and responsibility 
between both parties and perceives students as a change agent in feedback processes 
(Carless, 2020). The process of collaboration is known as feedback co-creation.

Though FP sets a promising direction for feedback enhancement, the field lacks a 
comprehensive understanding of how FP is conceptualised and operationalised. 
Responding to Matthews et al.’s (2024) call for the principles and conditions for partner
ship praxis, this paper aims to unpack FP conceptualisation and implementation. It first 
discusses FP’s theoretical underpinnings, optimal conditions for and barriers to partner
ship development and then presents a feedback co-creation model and illustrative cases. 
Its significance lies in theorising FP, developing a protocol for FP implementation, and 
establishing an agenda for FP research.

Why propose feedback partnerships?

Despite the significant role of students in feedback (e.g., Boud & Molloy, 2013; Winstone, 
Nash, Parker, et al., 2017), Van der Kleij et al.’s (2019) meta-review pinpoints the dom
inance of teacher-led feedback practices in the recent three decades. In these practices, 
teachers usually initiate feedback interaction and determine its goal and content. Stu
dents are conceptualised as passive recipients, having limited voice in the dialogue.

This teacher-driven approach may hinder feedback engagement because students do 
not ‘see themselves as agents of their own change and develop an identity as productive 
learner who can drive their own learning’ (Boud & Molloy, 2013, p. 705). It is also challen
ging for teachers to engage all learners as students’ engagement is shaped by individual 
characteristics, feedback context and message (Gao et al., 2024; Lipnevich & Smith, 
2022). For example, in Han’s (2019) study, the undergraduate with higher motivation 
and academic ability had deeper engagement than her peer, although both studied in the 
same sociocultural environment. The postgraduates in Noroozi, Banihashem, Biemans, 
et al.’s (2023) study provided stronger justifications in argumentative writing than under
graduates upon receiving online peer feedback as they possessed more academic experi
ences. In another similar study by Noroozi, Banihashem, Kerman, et al. (2023), females 
gave more constructive suggestions than males. Gao et al. (2024) showed that students 
would have higher feedback receptivity if the message included problem identification, 
constructive advice, emotionally responsive and self-regulation components.

The reviewed studies illustrate two points. First, the interplay of learner character
istics, feedback content and context highlights the need for an ecological perspective 
to feedback engagement (Chong, 2022; Han, 2019). Second, the intricacies of engagement 
make it difficult for teachers to understand diverse students’ needs and to customise 
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feedback. FP offers a solution by creating space for students to voice their needs and 
for teachers to support them accordingly.

Theoretical underpinnings

Feedback partnerships are informed by the theories pertinent to feedback (feedback 
ecology; social constructivism) and SaP (critical pedagogy; communities of practice).

Feedback ecology unpacks students’ engagement under FP. From the ecological per
spective, students’ participation in feedback is susceptible to the interrelationships 
between individual variables (e.g., motivation; self-efficacy; feedback literacy) and con
textual variables (e.g., sociocultural and institutional settings; power relationships) 
(Chong, 2022). They would be eager to co-create feedback if they are highly motivated, 
situated in a supportive environment, and confident in judgement making. With the 
accumulation of academic experience and feedback literacy, they would be more well- 
versed in feedback co-creation.

Social constructivism illuminates the feedback co-creation process. The social dimen
sion points to the dialogue between students and teachers to exchange perspectives, 
negotiate meanings, and brainstorm improvement suggestions. The constructivist 
dimension refers to the expansion of participants’ zone of proximal development 
(Vygotsky, 1978) when their prior understanding is mediated during the dialogue, for 
example students realising how their academic judgements differ from teachers’ and tea
chers recognising students’ difficulties in interpreting, generating and utilising feedback.

Critical pedagogy explains the conditions for students’ learning in FP. This theory 
promotes equality through transforming the power structure in the authorities-domi
nated environment (Freire, 2020) and empowering learners in feedback processes 
(Bovill, 2019). Learner empowerment is embodied by students’ autonomy to make 
decisions regarding how feedback is co-created. This is contrary to the power relations 
in the teacher-driven approach, where teachers determine what, when and how feedback 
is given (Boud & Molloy, 2013).

Communities of practice describe participants’ collective learning process during FP. 
This theory stresses their active participation in a situated learning community to nego
tiate meanings and construct identities (Wenger, 1998). The mutual engagement of stu
dents and teachers in dialogue helps them appreciate each other’s viewpoints and 
experiences. This aids both parties in pursuing the common goal, developing a shared 
understanding of standards and co-creating feedback (Matthews et al., 2019). During 
the process, teacher and learner identity becomes fluid, with teachers understanding 
teaching and learning from the learner’s perspective and students sharing the teacher’s 
responsibility for effective feedback practices (Cook-Sather et al., 2014).

Precursors and core values

Feedback partnerships are built on two precursors and three core values. The first pre
cursor is dialogue ‘where students feel heard, and where students and faculty come to 
know each other, appreciate their diverse experiences, and bridge any divide or barrier 
that prevents shared responsibility’ (Matthews et al., 2023, p. 1508). It is crucial 
because it connects students and teachers during partnerships (Cook-Sather et al., 
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2014). Dialogue conducive to FP has six characteristics: (i) initiated by students; (ii) 
adaptive to students’ needs; (iii) related to the shared goal of both parties; (iv) non-dom
inating by either party; (v) reciprocal exchange of one’s experiences and interpretation of 
feedback; (vi) cognitively engaging to prompt one’s reflection on assessment standards, 
goals and improvement plans (Nicol, 2010; Steen-Utheim & Wittek, 2017).

The second precursor is trust, which influences participants’ attitude to and involve
ment in partnerships (Matthews et al., 2023). Communication trust and competence 
trust are pertinent to FP. The former means both parties believe their partner partakes 
in a frank discussion with good intentions (Healey et al., 2014). Without communication 
trust, participants may be anxious about exposing inadequacies and changing identities 
during partnership development (Matthews et al., 2023). The latter points to teachers’ 
confidence in students’ ability to identify feedback needs and co-construct improvement 
suggestions. Lack of competence trust could result in tokenism, and not taking students’ 
voices seriously (Lundy, 2018).

The three core values are associated with Cook-Sather et al.’s (2014) guiding principles 
of SaP (respect, reciprocity and shared responsibility). Respect refers to individuals’ open
ness and receptivity to each other’s views (Cook-Sather et al., 2014). This does not mean 
blind acceptance of what is disagreed on but gives careful thought to others’ viewpoints and 
suggestions, thinks about the differences, and makes decisions based on the shared goal 
(Matthews et al., 2023). Without respect, individuals are less likely to interact with 
others if they feel they themselves and their work are disrespected (Zhou et al., 2021).

Reciprocity relates to the mutual exchange of experiences and perspectives, and the 
balanced give-and-take during interaction (Cook-Sather et al., 2014). It is important 
since it opens up spaces for identity reconstruction. Applying it to FP building, students 
and teachers have equal opportunities to articulate thoughts and contribute to dialogue, 
although their contributions are not identical but vary according to their respective 
experiences and expertise (Matthews et al., 2023). This could be achieved by one of 
the parties explaining performance evaluation and improvement suggestions and then 
another party seeking clarification, giving opinions or alternative suggestions. The 
response in return could enrich the dialogue or introduce a different perspective to 
the issue under discussion.

Shared responsibility is concerned with the joint effort of both parties to make edu
cational practices effective (Cook-Sather et al., 2014). Without it, they do not see each 
other as a feedback partner. To nurture FP, both shoulder different responsibilities 
and contribute to feedback communication (Nash & Winstone, 2017). To be more 
specific, students exhibit proactive recipience (Winstone, Nash, Parker, et al., 2017) by 
seeking teacher feedback, comparing their teacher’s judgement with theirs, generating 
self-feedback and determining whether and how to enact feedback. Teachers support stu
dents’ proactivity by encouraging feedback seeking and discussion of inadequacies 
(Johnson et al., 2020), sharpening their evaluation skills (To, 2022) and using meaningful 
task designs to promote feedback uptake (Winstone & Carless, 2019).

Optimal conditions for FP development

Five conditions are conducive to FP development. First, students’ grasp of assessment 
standards and reflection skills is the prerequisite. To make a feedback request, students 
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have to understand assessment criteria, self-evaluate their performance using the criteria 
and identify the required support to achieve their goal (Bloxham & Campbell, 2010). This 
process requires the skills to reflect on task performance and prior learning experiences 
(Wood, 2023). Without such understanding and skills, they may fail to identify feedback 
needs (Bloxham & Campbell, 2010). Two measures would be effective to address this 
issue: (i) sharpening their understanding of criteria through plenary discussion, criteria 
co-construction, exemplar analysis and peer reviews (To et al., 2022); and (ii) guiding 
them to think how their agentic role influences learning from feedback (Wood, 2023).

Second, scaffolding to enable students’ expression of feedback needs raises the quality 
of co-created feedback. Some students may lack the skills to make feedback requests if 
they are accustomed to teacher-driven practices (Winstone, Nash, Parker, et al., 2017). 
Useful scaffolding could be (i) workshops on framing specific questions for feedback 
seeking (Bloxham & Campbell, 2010), (ii) prompts to facilitate indication of feedback 
preferences and expectations (Macklin, 2016), and (iii) teacher modelling of how to 
express feedback needs.

Third, adaptive and meaningful responses to students’ feedback requests encourages 
their sustained participation in FP. They would be more motivated to negotiate meanings 
and co-construct improvement suggestions if teachers are open-minded to divergent 
views and incorporate three elements in the response: (i) personalised feedback to 
address individuals’ needs (Johnson et al., 2020); (ii) confirmation or mediation of lear
ners’ academic judgements (Boud & Molloy, 2013); and (iii) prompts to stimulate stu
dents’ ongoing thinking about performance (Macklin, 2016).

Fourth, a psychologically safe learning environment is the cornerstone of FP. Since 
students’ readiness to co-create feedback hinges on their communication trust in tea
chers, it is imperative to lessen their anxiety and embarrassment in feedback processes 
(Johnson et al., 2020). Technology could be deployed to build rapport with students, 
for example using audio feedback (To, 2022) or screencasts (Wood, 2023) to ease ten
sions in feedback communication. Teachers’ demonstration of respect and empathy 
during regular classroom interaction helps to create a positive learning climate 
(Johnson et al., 2020; Steen-Utheim & Wittek, 2017). Teachers’ revelation of their own 
uncertainties, inadequacies and thought processes, known as intellectual candour 
(Molloy & Bearman, 2019), could also set the ground for sincere conversation.

Fifth, an institutional feedback culture of growth supports reciprocal feedback 
exchanges. An institutional feedback culture could be understood as the influence of 
an institution’s feedback beliefs and practices on teachers’ and students’ perceptions 
and behaviour (Ramani et al., 2018). Grounded in a growth mindset and educational alli
ance, the growth culture encourages students and teachers to acknowledge problems, 
engage in bidirectional communication, seek feedback, and co-create improvement sug
gestions (Ramani et al., 2019). Educational alliance refers to the positive relationship that 
enables both parties to set shared goals, discuss standards and co-construct feedback 
(Telio et al., 2015).

Barriers to FP development

This section examines the major contextual and individual barriers to partnership devel
opment and strategies for circumvention.
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Cultural stereotype

There is scepticism about the compatibility of partnership praxis in the Asian 
context, possibly due to the stereotype that learners in this context usually see tea
chers as the expert, seldom question teachers’ judgements and refrain from disclos
ing their own inadequacies for face-saving (Dai et al., 2024). However, effective FP 
implementation largely hinges on how teachers prepare students for feedback co-cre
ation, not cultural backgrounds. The South Korean students in Wood’s (2023) study 
were confident in challenging a teacher’s judgements and brainstorming improve
ment suggestions after the teacher had created a positive learning climate and 
trained students’ evaluation skills (see the third example under illustrative cases 
for details).

Rather than denying the FP possibility in Asia, it may be more meaningful for aca
demics to recognise how their situated cultural context constrains partnership formation 
and to take appropriate strategies to promote partnership practices (Kaur, 2020). Given 
the importance of face in Asian classrooms, they could explain to students that revealing 
one’s inadequacies, being critical of a teacher’s judgements and engaging in feedback 
negotiation would enhance feedback quality. Demonstration of registering respectful dis
agreement would also aid students in feedback co-creation.

Power hierarchy

The positioning of teachers and students in teacher-driven feedback practices may 
hamper the development of partnership praxis (Cook-Sather et al., 2014; Healey et al., 
2014). Some teachers may have reservations about granting students decision-making 
power and inviting learners’ voice in feedback processes (Matthews et al., 2024). Some 
students may not see their legitimacy of making feedback-related decisions and co-con
structing improvement plans. Nevertheless, students are less prone to the power hierar
chy when they have positive experiences in partnership praxis. In Dai et al.’s (2024) 
study, the postgraduates receiving undergraduate education under a hierarchical 
power structure were initially reluctant to give voice about pedagogical practices. With 
teachers’ efforts to reshape power relations in the master’s curriculum, the postgraduates 
could appreciate the benefits of partnership-based practices and take the co-developer 
role.

Managing power relations requires dialogue to change the mindset of teachers and 
students about productive feedback (Matthews et al., 2024). Seminars or discussion 
forums could be organised to help teachers understand how power-sharing could 
increase students’ feedback responsibility, how to invite learners’ voice and handle dis
agreement over judgements. Prior to feedback co-creation, teachers could discuss with 
students how seeking assistance and co-constructing suggestions could facilitate feedback 
uptake.

Large cohort of students

Large classes may discourage FP implementation. The rapid expansion of higher edu
cation poses an obstacle for academics to understand individual students’ needs, 
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engage them in dialogue, and provide personalised feedback (Matthews et al., 2024). This 
carries implications for workload and time investment.

For workload management, academics could implement feedback co-creation in 
group assignments instead of individual tasks to reduce the number of discussions. 
Peer support within the group is likely to help students tease out key issues to be dis
cussed in dialogue. The exploitation of technology such as learning analytics could 
help to monitor individual students’ learning progress and identify their needs (Baniha
shem et al., 2022). Conducting feedback dialogue virtually via Google Doc or other 
similar tools could free academics from scheduling face-to-face meetings and tracking 
students’ participation in feedback co-creation (Wood, 2023).

Psychological stress

Psychological stress in feedback processes may reduce students’ readiness for FP. The 
undergraduates in Winstone, Nash, Rowntree, et al.’s (2017) study became less eager 
to participate in feedback when (i) their self-esteem was threatened by grades and 
teacher comments, and (ii) they believed the given comments targeted the aspects they 
could hardly improve. In Hadden and Frisby’s (2019) study, those with feedback 
anxiety tended to have lower self-efficacy and perceive less emotional support from tea
chers. These students may refrain from articulating feedback needs for the sake of face- 
saving.

To assuage their tensions, teachers are advised to understand students’ mentality of 
feedback and offer appropriate scaffolding. For instance, teachers could instil a growth 
mindset in low self-efficacious learners through dialogue (cf. Ramani et al., 2019; 
Wood, 2023), fostering the beliefs that perseverance, diligence and active use of feedback 
are the key to performance advancement. Teachers could also provide self-referenced 
feedback to help learners with low self-efficacy focus on their continued progress 
during feedback co-creation.

Lack of feedback literacy

Lack of feedback literacy is another hindrance to FP development. In addition to 
making judgements, managing emotions and enacting feedback, students are 
expected to articulate feedback needs, explain evaluative reasoning, and co-develop 
improvement plans with teachers (To, 2022; Wood, 2023). To maintain reciprocal 
exchange, teachers need to invite learners’ voice, discern individuals’ emotional 
state, demonstrate respect and trust in dialogue, and respond to feedback requests. 
Without such capabilities, they would have limited participation in feedback co- 
creation.

Student feedback literacy could be increased by the pedagogical arrangements and 
scaffolding discussed in the first two optimal conditions for FP. Teacher feedback literacy 
could be developed through sharing effective feedback co-creation examples and 
implementation advice in professional training programmes and workshops. Through 
sustained, active participation in these enhancement measures, students and teachers 
could sharpen their respective feedback literacy over time.
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Feedback co-creation as manifestation of FP

To delineate FP operationalisation, this section explicates the propositions and model of 
feedback co-creation and presents illustrative cases.

Propositions and model of feedback co-creation

Based on the FP precursors and core values, three propositions are advanced to charac
terise feedback co-creation. 

1. Students and teachers carry shared responsibility to co-create feedback in a feedback 
cycle.

2. Students make feedback requests, express views on given feedback and co-construct 
improvement suggestions in an environment with respect, trust, educational alliance 
and psychological safety.

3. Both parties have a reciprocal exchange of academic judgements and understanding 
of feedback during dialogue.

A model is presented in Figure 1 to illustrate the propositions and mechanisms of 
feedback co-creation. This model is built on Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) framework 
of feed-up, feed-back and feed-forward as their framework specifies the constituents of 

Figure 1. Feedback co-creation model.
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effective feedback and provides an elaborate structure to discuss the shared responsibility 
of both parties in each stage of the feedback cycle. Dialogue is the thread of the feedback 
cycle, enveloped in trust, respect, educational alliance and psychological safety. Psycho
logical safety is ‘a shared belief that the [educator-learner relationship] is safe for inter
personal risk taking’ (Johnson et al., 2020, p. 560) so that participants would be carefree 
to discuss problems, express disagreement, and seek assistance.

The feed-up stage primes students for feedback co-creation by developing a shared 
understanding of assessment standards and facilitating goal setting and identification 
of feedback needs. During task preparation, teachers detail assessment criteria, encourage 
goal setting, sharpen students’ evaluation and reflection skills, and create opportunities 
for students to make feedback request. Upon task engagement, students self-evaluate per
formance according to the criteria, identify the aspect of work in need of assistance, and 
seek feedback (Molloy et al., 2020). This is the occasion where they could initiate the dia
logue and decide the feedback to be co-created.

The feed-back stage engages both parties in the reciprocal exchange of academic jud
gements and understanding of feedback. Following task submission, teachers read indi
vidual students’ work and feedback requests, provide personalised feedback to respond to 
individuals’ needs, and comment on the effectiveness of students’ self-evaluation (Mat
thews et al., 2023). Teachers not only address mastery of knowledge and task strategies, 
but also mediate students’ judgements (Boud & Molloy, 2013) and prompt their reflec
tion on goal and performance. Assistance is given in case students fail to identify or 
express feedback needs. For students, it is imperative to demonstrate ‘proactive recipi
ence’ (Winstone, Nash, Parker, et al., 2017) to interpret the given feedback, seek clarifica
tion of unclear points, generate internal feedback through comparing their judgements 
with teachers’ (Nicol, 2021), and consider how to improve performance. It is also 
crucial to articulate their views on the given feedback and internal feedback and 
to monitor goal fulfilment as externalising cognitive process deepens their feedback 
understanding and catalyses self-regulated learning (Nicol & McCallum, 2022). From 
the reciprocal exchange, both parties could recognise each other’s perspective and set 
the common ground to discuss improvement suggestions.

Building on the reciprocal exchange, both parties brainstorm improvement strategies 
or plans to advance performance in the feed-forward stage. This could be accomplished 
by students outlining their improvement plan and then teachers commenting on its 
appropriacy (To, 2022; Wood, 2023) or, alternatively, teachers offering improvement 
advice followed by students’ clarification or modification of the given suggestions. It is 
noteworthy that feedback co-creation may or may not end with the cycle completion 
because students could make additional feedback requests if they have further questions. 
In actual implementation, the feed-back and feed-forward stages may exist concurrently 
as participants discuss performance and improvement plans in the same conversation.

Illustrative cases

Guided by the propositions, three cases are selected to illustrate reciprocal exchange and 
shared responsibility during feedback co-creation. With this point in mind, Bloxham and 
Campbell’s (2010) interactive cover sheet is excluded as this instance only spotlights stu
dents’ feedback request, not the negotiation and co-development process.
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The first case is Macklin’s (2016) use of a cover letter to facilitate feedback co-creation 
in a US classroom. To increase first-year students’ psychological safety, the teacher dis
cussed with students how feedback dialogue could satisfy their needs as an essay writer 
and her needs as a reader, and how such interaction could improve writing. This devel
oped mutual respect and communication trust. Then, she made them think about their 
goals, expectations of writing and preferences for teacher feedback. Prior to draft sub
mission, they reflected on their own achievements and challenges in the writing 
process, described their feelings, and expressed their feedback needs on a cover letter. 
Upon reading their drafts and letters, she responded to individuals’ feedback requests 
and suggested how they could address her needs as a reader in the next draft. This 
was an opportunity to gauge their self-reflection ability, pose questions to stimulate 
their thinking about how to improve writing, and encourage them to express opinions 
about her judgements. Upon receiving teacher comments, they considered whether 
and how they would utilise the given comments for draft revision. They could raise ques
tions about the comments, further discuss improvement suggestions, or make an 
additional feedback request if necessary. This initiative was also implemented for other 
major assignments in the course to let her and her students broaden experience and 
skills in feedback co-creation.

Macklin (2016) administered anonymous surveys to ascertain students’ perceived 
effectiveness of co-created feedback. The teacher’s reflective notes were kept to document 
and examine students’ participation in the dialogue. All students found the co-created 
feedback and draft-plus-rework task design beneficial to their writing development. 
The practice was particularly useful to writing-estranged students as feedback co-creation 
empowered them in the writing process and reconnected them to the learning commu
nity. The reciprocal exchange also enabled the teacher to meet the needs of diverse stu
dents and forge a stronger bond with students. To balance workload, the teacher reduced 
the number of assignments from four to three to reserve more time for deep 
conversation.

The second case involves the use of peer and self-review to enable feedback co-cre
ation in a postgraduate class from a university in Hong Kong (To, 2022). In this instance, 
the teachers held a class discussion of assessment criteria to enhance education majors’ 
understanding of standards for task preparation. After assignment completion, they par
ticipated in a peer review whereby they applied their understanding of criteria to make 
judgements and provided constructive comments to help peers identify areas for in- 
depth reflection. They demonstrated proactive recipience by self-evaluating perform
ance, discussing the appropriateness of the peer feedback received, self-generating an 
improvement plan, and seeking teacher guidance for the subsequent related task in an 
audio self-assessment. The teachers’ audio reply mediated their judgements, discussed 
the effectiveness of their improvement plan, and gave alternative suggestions in case 
their plan was ineffective. This case illustrated the shared responsibility of teachers 
and students in feedback co-creation, with the former using two-part tasks and skilful 
sequencing of feedback interaction and the latter exhibiting proactivity in the dialogue.

Using the ecological perspective to frame this design-based study, To (2022) 
employed an open-ended survey, interviews and feedback vignettes to examine how 
various variables shaped students’ engagement. For affordances, the audio feedback 
mode fostered students’ psychological safety as they became less anxious to discuss 
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weaknesses with teachers and enjoyed a personal feedback space for self-reflection. The 
progression of peer, self- and teacher feedback increased their proactivity and feedback 
literacy because both reviews afforded their development of evaluation skills and 
articulation of feedback needs. For constraint, some students lacked competence 
trust in their own judgements and were uncertain about the quality of self-assessment. 
The teachers tackled this constraint by confirming their accurate judgements, explain
ing their problems during judgement making, and refining their judgements in the 
audio reply.

The third case relates to the use of peer feedback and technological affordances to 
support feedback co-creation in a research writing class from a university in South 
Korea (Wood, 2023). In this case study, the teacher first explained task criteria to his 
undergraduates, honed their evaluation skills through exemplar analysis, and asked 
them to reflect on the influence of their role and previous feedback experiences on learn
ing. After producing an initial draft, they participated in online peer assessment, utilised 
the peer feedback received to revise the draft, and submitted the revised version to him 
for another round of formative feedback. Upon receiving his screencast feedback, they 
expressed opinions about his judgements, explained their reasoning, sought clarification 
or assistance, outlined their revision plan and invited his comments via Google Doc prior 
to assignment submission. This allowed the teacher to monitor students’ understanding 
of the given feedback, to respond to their feedback requests, and to offer support for feed
back negotiation and co-creation.

To explore students’ experiences with dialogic screencast feedback, Wood (2023) 
gathered data through open-ended surveys, interviews, students’ reflections and extracts 
of feedback exchanges. The screencast-enabled dialogue was effective in aiding self- 
assessment, setting enactment goals, and promoting agentic uptake of feedback 
because the feedback arrangements made them responsible for feedback processing 
and help-seeking. The feedback extracts demonstrated how they expressed respectful dis
agreement, negotiated ideas, and brainstormed improvement suggestions with the 
teacher. Their development of agentic role could be attributed to three strategies: (i) 
using screencasts to establish communication trust; (ii) leveraging an interactive techno
logical tool (Google Doc) to catalyse reciprocal exchange of perspectives; and (iii) tea
chers’ efforts to nurture a positive classroom atmosphere and a growth mindset for 
candid discussion of problems.

Implications at curriculum and programme levels

In addition to the optimal conditions presented earlier, there are implications for practice 
at the curriculum and programme levels. When planning the course curriculum, teachers 
could consider embedding feedback co-creation in nested tasks, two-part tasks or draft- 
plus-rework designs to enable students’ utilisation of co-created feedback to enhance the 
quality of their subsequent related tasks (Winstone & Carless, 2019). By doing so, stu
dents would appreciate the value of FP and the importance of active participation in dia
logue, contributing to feedback literacy development. The inclusion of exemplar analysis, 
peer- and self-assessment in assignment preparation routines would be useful in training 
students’ evaluation skills and increasing their responsibility in feedback processes. 
Depending on the curriculum time available and participants’ technology savvy, teachers 
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could engage students in face-to-face feedback dialogue in tutorials or virtual exchange 
via Google Doc, Zoom or other online communication tools.

The success of FP also rests on a staged approach to implementation at the programme 
level. In institutions with the dominance of teacher-centred feedback practices, it is advi
sable for programme directors to develop students’ self-appraisal skills, a positive learn
ing atmosphere and a feedback culture of growth in their first year of undergraduate 
education. Once students have more psychological safety and confidence in making aca
demic judgements, opportunities for negotiating feedback and co-constructing improve
ment suggestions could be introduced in the second year. With the accumulation of 
academic experience, they would be ready for feedback co-creation in their junior and 
final years and be able to transfer their feedback co-creation capability to postgraduate 
education and beyond. The staged approach works well when most course instructors 
in the programme embrace the partnership praxis and practise feedback co-creation in 
their curricula.

Limitations and research agenda

While this conceptual paper extends the pioneering work on FP (Carless, 2020; Matthews 
et al., 2023; Matthews et al., 2024), it has three limitations. First, the feedback co-creation 
model in Figure 1 needs validation and experimentation in different cultural and aca
demic settings to identify context-specific implementation affordances and constraints. 
Second, most of the existing feedback co-creation examples are small-scale interventions 
in the disciplines of language (Macklin, 2016; Wood, 2023) and education (To, 2022). 
This may raise doubts about the scalability and viability of feedback co-creation in 
other disciplines. Third, there is scant mention of the impact of FP on students’ learning 
outcomes as few empirical studies have investigated this aspect. These limitations open 
up possible avenues for future research.

The first research direction is conducting comparative studies to explore FP 
implementation in varied cultural and academic contexts. Considering the influence of 
power dynamics on partnership praxis (Cook-Sather et al., 2014; Healey et al., 2014), par
ticipants in Western and Asian regions may have differing interpretations and practices 
of FP. It would be illuminating to compare the perceptions and experiences of teachers 
and students in both contexts to cast light on the development of culturally responsive 
partnership praxis. It would also be insightful to probe into freshmen’s and postgradu
ates’ experiences in feedback co-creation to identify the specific support required for 
respective learner groups.

The second direction is assessing the viability of feedback co-creation in different dis
ciplines and class sizes. Since feedback designs are subject to disciplinary features and 
norms (Carless et al., 2023), future research could explore whether and how feedback 
co-creation could be practised in soft (e.g., architecture and business) and hard (e.g., 
engineering and medicine) disciplines. It is also worth looking into the possibility of con
ducting FP in large classes with the aid of technology or generative artificial intelligence.

The third direction is examining the impacts of FP on students’ learning process and 
outcomes using various research approaches. Experimental studies could be conducted 
to ascertain whether students in the FP group would have a higher level of motivation, 
self-efficacy and performance than their counterparts in the non-FP group. Case 
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studies could be carried out to explore students’ and teachers’ challenges in feedback co- 
creation through surveys, interviews and dialogue analysis. Longitudinal studies could be 
done to trace students’ changes in FP readiness and capability throughout their learning 
journey (Carless, 2020).

Conclusion

When educators are in search of a more effective feedback approach, engaging students 
as feedback partners sets a promising direction for increasing learners’ responsibility and 
proactive recipience. To enhance educators’ understanding of the partnership praxis, this 
paper has unpacked FP conceptualisation and implementation. The partnership 
approach emphasises the joint efforts of students and teachers in co-creating productive 
feedback in a psychologically safe environment, with dialogue and trust as precursors and 
respect, reciprocity and shared responsibility as core values. Such collaborative endea
vours not only improve feedback quality and uptake but also contribute to learner 
independence.

Like other pedagogical and assessment innovations, it takes time and patience 
to nurture feedback partnerships in the current higher education landscape. By outlining 
the partnership framework and the feedback co-creation model, this paper hopes to 
inspire academics to rethink their feedback practices and embark on their partnership 
journey.
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