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Abstract: Feedback plays an essential role in student learning. It is relatively easy to provide
learners with feedback in a face-to-face teaching setting. When they are at a distance, it is
necessary to reconsider the delivery of feedback to meet students’ academic and emotional
needs. In this small-scale study, targeted learners studied Mandarin at equivalent CEFR B1
level and they received screencast feedback on writing assessments while on year abroad and
the feedback was focused on detailed syntactical and lexical corrections. The study aims to
understand student and teacher perceptions of this kind of screencast feedback and student
uptake. Apart from the positive view shared by many existing studies that video feedback
enhanced the student feedback experience, the findings revealed that students desire feedback
on languages. However, the existence of such feedback did not necessarily lead to student
active feedback engagement. It also reveals that despite recognizing the pedagogical value
of this practice, teachers were concerned about the process being time-consuming. Based on
these findings, implications of this study are addressed which could be helpful to teachers in
a wider context when providing feedback. Future research is also suggested.
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Introduction:

Feedback plays an essential role in student learning. While working or studying
abroad, students do not normally have formal contact with their subject teachers
at the home university, and their assignment feedback becomes the only connec-
tion between them and the teacher. In the case where students do not choose
to study their subject abroad, such feedback could be the only formal feedback
they get during their year abroad (YA) period and becomes an important academic
progress or competence retention indication for them to continue the subject after
returning from YA. Due to very limited communication between those students
and the teachers, to engage students with feedback, clear and useable feedback
becomes even more important than in a normal classroom teaching setting, hence
the feedback delivery needs to be reconsidered in relation to the tool and the
content.

Benefits of video feedback to students

In higher education, across different disciplines, using digital technology, such as
screencast videos to give students feedback is not something new. The qualitative
synthesis review of video feedback in HE gathered research across different dis-
ciplines and the evidence suggests that “video feedback is a promising alternative
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to the traditional written feedback” (Mahoney et al., 2019, p. 170). In their paper,
video feedback includes screencast feedback, talking head video feedback and the
combination of both. In screencast videos, students will see what the teacher has
captured on the screen which could be documents, videos and websites and at the
same time, hear the teacher’s audio narration over the on-screen images. They can
also follow teacher’s mouse movement and typing if he/she did so. With talking
head video feedback, students only see the teacher’s physical appearance while
listening to his/her audio narration. From the student’s perspective (Mahoney et
al.,, 2019) screencast feedback has improved feedback clarity and is easy to un-
derstand. It is very often personal and individualised, so students felt as if they
were being valued as individuals and there was a connection with the teacher.
They tend to watch video feedback multiple times or spend more time reviewing
video feedback than that in written form. Being able to hear the teacher’s tone
of voice in videos can also help students to understand better the markers’ ex-
pectation and to be motivated. In an online writing course, when students have
little or no face-to-face contact with teachers, Thompson and Lee (2012) found the
audio component in screencast feedback not only enabled the teacher to give in-
depth explanations, but also created a more personal mentoring connection with
students. The affection benefit delivered through verbal comments is also evident
in the study of Ice et al. (2007) in which learners reported that audio feedback
“produced a more comfortable, less formal learning environment” and they felt
increased involvement in the course and being cared for.

In second language education settings, similar advantages of screencast feedback
have been reported (Harper et al.,, 2018; Alharbi, 2017) and students had very
positive views on screencast feedback (Séror, 2012). When giving EFL students
both combined oral and written feedback to their writing using screencast tech-
nology, Alvira (2016) found that student autonomy has increased due to high lev-
els of motivation produced from such feedback. As an additional benefit, screen-
cast feedback allows students to hear the teacher speaking in the target language,
which increases their exposure to the spoken language (Harper et al., 2018).
Thompson and Lee (2012) also pointed out the potential language benefit when
teaching multilingual speakers’ writing: teachers can model Standard English or
other commonly spoken forms when reading sentences aloud. In fact, in a college
entry level writing class, being able to hear the language is also mentioned as an
additional benefit (Vincelette & Bostic 2013). One thing research hardly mentions
is that some screencast websites provide video view numbers which could be
used to indicate whether students have watched given feedback video or not. All
these advantages suggest that screencast is a good vehicle for delivering feedback
to language learners when they are studying or working abroad.
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Second language writing and written corrective feedback

There are two general dimensions in second language writing (Rosa, 2011):
learning-to-write, in which the second language users learn to express themselves
in writing, and writing-to-learn. The former focuses on developing good writing
and writer development while the latter has two focuses: writing-to-learn con-
tent which does not only develop learners’ writing skills, but content knowledge;
and writing-to-learn language which is to support language development. Impor-
tantly, Ortega (2011) concludes that these three perspectives are closely related
in second language writing. From whichever dimension second language writing
is viewed, feedback plays an important role in the language learning process.

In second language acquisition, written corrective feedback WCF is also known
as ‘grammar correction’ or ‘error correction’ and is ‘a conventional tool second
language teachers use to help their students improve accuracy in writing’ (Mao &
Lee, 2020, p. 1). There have been many discussions on the effectiveness of WCF
in the improvement of second language writing accuracy. However, this is beyond
the scope of this paper. Other discussions are on strategies in delivering WCF:
indirect vs direct (whether there is provision of correct forms of marked errors)
and explicit vs implicit (whether errors are marked with codes or metalinguistic
explanation or unlabeled). There is no universal strategy to ensure the efficacy
of WFC as it can be influenced by individual and contextual factors. Furthermore,
other research focuses on the scope of WFC. To organize various confusing cate-
gories used in WCF research, Mao and Lee (2020) used the terms comprehensive
WCF and focused WCF, with the former referring to feedback on all errors and
the latter, on a limited range of error types. Lee (2019) argued that less written
corrective feedback is better, based on analyses of the problems of comprehensive
WCF and the benefits of focused WCF. However, the scope of WCF remains an
unresolved issue in second language learning (Mao & Lee, 2020).

When marking student writing using video feedback, some studies (Orlando 2016;
Ice, et al,, 2010; Vincelette & Bostic2013) showed that teachers tended to dis-
cuss less micro-level, or low-level writing issues in video, instead substantive or
global feedback were delivered. Micro-level issues refer to word choice/phrasing;
missing words and pieces; grammar/punctuation; spelling/typos, etc. (Stern &
Solomon, 2006). It is worth noting that these studies were not in the field of
language learning. In an EFL study (Alvira 2016) the feedback was focused on
content over form, so students can focus on the communicative purpose of writ-
ing (McGarrell & Verbeen, 2007 in Alvira 2016). Unexpectedly, the study finding
shows that the majority of student improvement is in the grammatical aspect.
Harper et. al (2012) report that when providing screencast feedback to distance
language learners, tutors prioritised their individualised feedback based on the
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student’s needs but considered addressing grammatical accuracy as the main need
for using such technology.

Aim of the study

In the context of YA Mandarin students, it is challenging to provide comprehensi-
ble feedback on language assignments, as not all of them were in Mandarin speak-
ing countries and/or taking formal Mandarin classes, and thus lacked resources to
clarify unclear language issues if they did not proactively contact teachers. On the
other hand, teachers were frustrated as it was hard to know whether students
were engaged with the feedback they provided. The overall aims of this project
were to investigate whether personalized screencast feedback which focused on
micro-level writing issues on assignment writing could better meet YA Mandarin
learners’ needs. If this is the case, then what is the possibility for language teach-
ers to adapt such a method, not only for this group of students but potentially in
a wider context?

Specially, the study tried to understand:

1. Whether the screencast video, in comparison with written feedback only, helps
to engage YA students.

2. Whether students value the video contents which is focused on micro-level
issues.

3. Language teachers’ perceptions of screencast feedback, in comparison with the
traditional written feedback, either in YA student setting or not.

Methods

Research setting

In this study, the feedback recipients are a group of learners who were taking
Chinese as part of their degree study and were having their year abroad. The time
when they were YA, their Chinese proficiency level was equivalent to CEFR B1.
During their year abroad, not all of them chose to go to China to advance their
language skills. Those who went only stayed for up to 6 months maximum. For
those who did not go to China, they might or might not access formal Mandarin
classes. All of them had language writing assignments twice a year as required
academic work where they had to use handwriting in order to practice Chinese
characters. Students submitted the scanned work, normally as a PDF file or pic-
tures via the institutional online platform. Their writing was assessed with set
criteria which they were familiar with, though the marks did not count toward
their degree.
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To each student’s work, apart from providing an actual mark based on the mark-
ing criteria, summary comments focused on the macro-level, such as content,
ideas and the structure of the writing, and forward feeding on how to improve
their work was provided in writing. In addition, a feedback video was created for
each piece of writing, unless it was not necessary due to the high quality of work.
First, corrections on language errors or indications of errors were annotated on
students’ scripts. Then the free online screencast tool, Screencast-O-Matic (S-O-
M) (https://screencast-o-matic.com/home) was used to capture the marked script
on screen accompanied with the marker’s audio narration. In videos, student’s
writing was read out sentence-by-sentence. Depending on errors, sometimes the
marker asked questions to encourage students to self-correct before providing
explicit feedback, which was followed by a detailed explanation. In addition, praise
on language use was given verbally whenever possible.

Normally the videos were about 5-10 minutes long, depending on the length and
number of errors in each writing. To distribute feedback videos, video links were
pasted at the end of the summary comments and then uploaded to the online
submission platform alongside the marked scripts and the actual mark.

Data collection

This study invited nine out of eleven students (two years’ cohort) who were
studying Chinese as part of their degree and went abroad, either spending time
in China or not. Seven students responded and participated in this study. At the
time the study took place there was a very small number of such students each
year in the department, which limited the number of participants. All seven stu-
dents were interviewed either face to face, online via video conference or through
phone call, as some students were still abroad when the study was conducted. The
interview questions were focused on their experience of using video feedback and
how they value the contents in feedback videos. Students were also asked about
the advantages and disadvantages of receiving feedback in video format.

Four staff members were invited, among whom three were markers of YA aca-
demic work of other languages. One Mandarin teacher who was not a marker of
YA academic work, but had experience of giving video feedback, was also invited.
Two teachers had face-to-face interviews and two filled in online questionnaires
depending on their availabilities. Before taking the interview or online question-
naires, each staff were given one randomly selected feedback video to watch, so
they had an idea how feedback was delivered. Both the interview questions and
the questionnaire asked staff for their views on the scope of feedback language
teachers should provide to students and the potential advantages or disadvan-
tages of video feedback either based on their understanding of the sample feed-
back video or their own experience.
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The third part of the data was online records provided by the Screencast-O-Matic
website. It automatically records the number of views of each video created and
uploaded on its website.

Results
Student views
Uptake of video feedback

After receiving the feedback package, the general order that students read each
part were: the actual mark first, then the summary comment which was followed
by the marked script and the screencast feedback. Two students claimed that they
did not watch the screencast feedback straight away but waited till they had time
which could be a few days later. One did not watch the screencast feedback until
she started writing assignments in the following term which could be a couple of
months after receiving the feedback package.

All the students pointed out that the first thing they checked when receiving the
feedback packages was the actual mark.

“Mark is very important to know where you are in [university]... I think we look at the mark straight way
and (then) look at the feedback. I did that with all my essays and things, just for that kind of relief to be
OK, 1 did alright, then you get critic and feedback...” (S1).

“Obviously that is the first thing I looked at. The mark is a good indicator of course where I am, in compar-
ison with the second year.” (S7)

“The marks are important, as long as it is a decent mark, then I am happy... If it is the end of the year mark,
I will be obviously very concerned about the mark... I am naturally nervous about the mark. Mark is the
first thing you see on the website. Maybe the website creates the feeling that the mark is very important”.
(54)

However, all the students consider feedback on the language was the most impor-
tant, including corrections and explanations.

“When I received the feedback, what I am most interested is what to improve next time, so clear correction is
very important. Then I can use that as the template. [ can improve next time. From my previous experience
of learning languages, the most important thing is practicing. It’s almost like performance when you speak
a language, 1 think, which comes from memorizing phrases, structures... So if I have a clear corrections
telling me what I have to say next time, I can remember that and then use it again.” (S4)

“Knowing when you made mistakes and how you’ve been corrected is more important, because you can
apply more directly, ...For me learning YA, there is no face to face interact in class, so it is important. It will
be more important for my independent learning.” (S7)

“Clear explanation and clear explanations are the most important. With indication of what type of mis-
takes, I am still not 100% sure about the correction, so still prefer clear correction... Simple mistakes [I]
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can self-correct, but more complicated, still need to ask the teacher questions. Indication is good for simple
mistakes, such as missing radical in characters, I can look it up... for complex sentences I probably will ask
you again.” (S5)

Not all the students tried self-correcting following the error indications, although
they agreed it was good practice to “remember things more”. In general, students
were not confident enough with their own corrections. They might figure out the
solution to grammatical issues if it had been taught but struggled with lexical
errors and unlearnt grammar. Those who did self-correct also counted on the
feedback video’s backing for confirmation. With detailed explanations they could
know “why this should be the correction, why needs such a change” (S2).

Most of the students felt it was necessary to know all the errors so they could
avoid making the same mistakes again, thus they wanted the feedback on lan-
guage to be as detailed as possible. They were aware of their Chinese proficiency
level and accepted the fact that there might be many errors. Regarding examin-
ing through the whole passage sentence by sentence in feedback video, students
thought:

“Even it is not a serious mistake, it is a very honest opinion from a Chinese speaker, it is important to know,
especially for Chinese. I know with Chinese, I will make lots of mistakes, so | won’t think it too hard, just
accept my mistakes. I need to improve. I need to motivate me. I need to be very honest to myself about my
level. So sentence by sentence doesn’t bother me necessarily.” (S4)

“Ideally, [1] like sentence by sentence. If there are lots of mistakes, might be off-putting if teacher marks all
the mistakes, at first glance. However, it is useful to go back to have a thorough correction. Otherwise, I not
necessarily pick it up.” (S2)

“Go through sentence by sentence for language corrections if possible. You also point out good sentences,
so you give fair feedback... don’t find it demotivating.” (S7)

“[1] rather have each mistake to be pointed out, so won’t make the mistake again. But it will be a lot for
teacher to do. In this case, maybe big errors are more important... | am perfectionist, so would like to have
all the mistakes picked up, as detailed as possible.” (S1)

There was one student who was concerned that too much error correction might
be overwhelming but did not state if it was her feeling.

None of the participants mentioned any problem when accessing videos. They all
took control when watching videos, using the pause, rewind and reply buttons.
Only one student mentioned that she played forward to skip some parts. Some
students took notes on their original work whilst watching the videos, for exam-
ple, making all the corrections following the video explanations. Some did not,
because they thought they could access the videos anytime when needed, so it
was not necessary to note down everything.
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Advantages and disadvantages of video feedback

In comparison with written feedback, students reported that in videos, explana-
tions were more thorough and detailed.

“For me, having someone guide me through it (the feedback) is better. I feel that sometimes people do not
put all the details in the written feedback, because you can write pages. Sometimes, they like to hold back
a little bit.” (S7)

“Work in the past can be confusing with lots of abbreviations and categories of [language] mistakes.” (S4)

“They (markers of a different language) correct it with pen on a piece of paper, but you can’t really know
the explanation, you would have more doubts.” (S5)

Students found it especially convenient to have video feedback when the explana-
tion could not be given right next to the mistakes in their scripts and understood
that “it will be too much to use written feedback for all the corrections” (S7). They
thought the combination of the corrected script and the video worked very well.
Some students found it easier to watch a video than reading a long-written feed-
back as it waseasier to understand what the problem was. Students who had no
problem reading long written feedback also felt it was better to see the feedback
visually, especially if there were a lot to improve, because “when you read it, you
might not take everything in, but when you see it, it would be better” (S5).

Students used the word ‘quite spontaneous’, ‘more instantaneous’ and ‘very hon-
est’ to describe verbal feedback. When listening to the verbal feedback, they felt
like “having someone sit next to you” (S6), and “chatting with someone” (S2), thus felt
“very personal, interactive” (S3). Therefore, they “feel a bit more connected during YA
with video feedback” (S1). “Some other work you even don’t know the marker. Make
it feel that you are not cared about” (S2). One student also pointed out that “if
students conscious about the mark, video feedback will make them feel a bit closer to the
marker” (S4). In addition, students valued marker’s reading in the target language.
They pointed out that Chinese was a very challenging language because it was
a tonal language, and the written form did not indicate the pronunciation. The
combination of hearing it and seeing it made it easier to remember it. In addition,
it “helps with intonation, more exposure to the target language” (S7). When being
asked whether they would like to see the marker appearing in the video, all the
students responded not necessarily, because it will not add any “attractions” but
could be “a little distraction”, as they would like to concentrate on the feedback
itself.

While most of the students praised the advantages of screencast feedback, one
pointed out that screencast feedback might not be the student’s personal prefer-
ence, although the person did not say explicitly whether it was her case or not.
Two other students mentioned that when the video was long, about 10 minutes,
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they could lose attention. There is also a possibility that students may not be
able to catch all the verbal corrections in the target language if they were not
in written form and then get lost in translation.

Teacher review

It is worth noting that three teachers had experience of using screencast either for
creating teaching materials or providing feedback on students’ homework writing
in a face-to-face teaching setting. None of them has provided screencast feedback
to YA students on their assessed work. One common frustration was that teachers
did not know whether YA students read the written feedback they provided or
not. They noticed that some students did not even download feedback files from
the submission website. When students downloaded them, there was no way to
verify whether they read them or not, as they did not email back to ask questions.
One teacher proposed that a follow-up email to students could help but admitted
that she had not done so. The teacher who had used various screencast tools
to give students feedback, checked verbally with students in class whether they
watched it or not, but did not monitor students’ views. After recording feedback
on screen, this teacher downloaded it as a MP4 file which was then sent to stu-
dents via email. For long videos which could not be sent via email, for example
longer than 10 minutes, the teacher put them on the personal Google drive and
then shared the links with students or cut a long video into shorter parts then
sent them via email. Therefore, it was impossible to find out how many times
students viewed the videos. Since the feedback was sent via email, most students
tended to reply saying thanks which might or might not suggest that they had
watched the videos.

All teachers agreed that screencast feedback was more engaging, personalised and
convincing. Feedback videos “would make students curious to hear what was going to
be said” and “with the tutor’s familiar voice, even if a lot of comments are negative com-
ments (i.e., correcting mistakes), it sounds still encouraging” (T3). From the teacher’s
point of view, explaining language orally is a more efficient way, as markers can
“explain in an easy way, in a faster way and possibly even in a more detailed way”
(T4). Because teachers can illustrate, “in terms of explanation, it works well” and
potentially, it is “easier to explain what they (student) should do to improve and add
specific resources” in videos (T4). Screencast feedback “might be helpful in avoiding
lengthy emails or documents to explain the point. The visual aspect may work very well
with the majority of students” (T1).

When giving feedback in written form, teachers comment on both the macro-level
and micro-level and ‘do as much as they can’.
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“I believe feedback should include all the necessary aspects. A summary of these should be provided and
explained to students so they have a pattern of errors that they can be made aware of.” (T1)

“As much as possible... I gave them quite detailed feedback, I think at this level, you should give feedback
in terms of structure, macro structure, details, ... explaining what you have been doing better, worse etc...
so, I do give quite specific feedback, ... vocabulary, syntax, general structure etc. everything. I correct the
mistakes and comment on the one that seem to be the most striking, then [ write general comments, then
add per category each, say how many mistakes you made each... [ counted, so students understand which
area they need to work more on... It is not to discourage them. I try to make the text encouraging, but I try
to be very specific... I try to categorize [errors] and add comments for each category’. (T4)

The teacher who has been using screencast for feedback, “picked up each mis-
take”, only “gave corrections in script” and then “explain everything in videos”. For
advanced level students, in addition to language errors, structures and ideas were
commented heavily on in videos.

In regard to whether screencast feedback could help with building a relationship
between teachers and students, the teacher who never used video feedback be-
lieved it was “obvious” in a YA setting where there was lack of interactivity be-
tween the two parties. The teacher who was an experienced video feedback user
firmly agreed that by listening to the teacher’s voice, students felt more connected
with the teacher even in a classroom setting. In addition, teachers pointed out that
being able to read out students’” work in the target language might be useful for
students.

One common concern from teachers was the time required to produce screencast
feedback. Apart from creating videos, students’ work has to be corrected before
producing such videos, and it would be difficult to edit once the video is recorded.
Three teachers who had used screencast either for feedback provision or other
purpose, believed that producing feedback video required more time than simply
giving feedback in written form. The other teacher was uncertain whether extra
scanning and uploading files would take more time or giving feedback verbally
would save time. Based on this concern, two teachers suggested screencast would
be better used for group feedback. The other two would like to try it in a small
group, but one felt it quite “daunting” to use such technology. Another concern
mentioned by two teachers was that weaker students might not be able to un-
derstand verbal corrections in the target language when corrections were not
provided in the script.

Website record of number of views

As mentioned earlier, the free S-O-M website provides basic analytical figures: the
record of video view numbers. Although such data cannot indicate how students
watched the videos, for example whether they watched the whole video or not
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and which parts of the video they have watched, at least it shows how many times
they have played the video.

For the two years’ cohort, 11 YA students received 48 feedback videos in total, but
the online figure shows only 54% of videos were played.

Among four students who did not participate in this study, only one watched all
the videos that were created for her and the rest watched none. Four of the seven
students who joined in this study, did not play all their own videos. However, two
of them played some of their videos 2-3 times. On average, each video was played
1.7 times. Below is the table of student view numbers on each video.

Tab. 1: Student view numbers on each video

Term 1 assignment Term 2 assignment
Student | Videol | Video2 | Video3 | Video4 | Videol | Video2 | Video3 | Video4
A. — — — — 1 1 3 —
B. — — — — 3 4 — —
C. — — — — 1 0 0 —
D. — — — — 2 2 3 3
E. — — — — 0 — — —
F. 1 1 0 — 1 1 1 —
G. 2 2 3 — 1 1 0 —
H. 1 1 1 — 0 0 0 —
I 2 1 1 — 0 0 — —
J. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 —
K. — — — — 0 0 0 —

Note: One year’s cohort, students A to E only received screencast feedback on
their term two assignment when the marker started using this delivery mode. The
rest, apart from student K, all received screencast feedback twice for both terms’
assignments. Student K’s term one writings were unexpectedly good; thus, video
feedback was not needed.

Discussions

Students prefer Screencast feedback

Based on interview data, screencast feedback is easier to receive. First, the nature
of the video, illustrating student’s work together with the teacher’s visual mark-
up and verbal explanations, makes it more convenient for students to follow the
flow. Because of its spontaneity, video feedback is believed to be honest, which in-
dicates a level of student trust. In this study, students felt the video feedback was
encouraging, even when there were many corrections, and it could be the fact that
in videos the marker could give more praise verbally without worrying about the
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mark-up being overloaded as in the written form. Even when the audio feedback
is practically a one-way communication, students feel the sense of communication.
Unlike written feedback, the video provides teachers with an opportunity to apply
different types of corrective feedback that are normally used in the classroom, for
instance providing the correct form immediately after indicating errors, or giving
a metalinguistic clue with a pause to allow students’ self-corrections before giving
the answer or explanation. Depending on how students watch it, when they pause
the video and take the opportunity to reflect and take notes, there is an element
of interaction and student involvement.

Apart from being able to stimulate students’ involvement, students stated that
verbal explanations also tended to be more personalized, as they were focused
on each individual piece and the affection conveyed by the tone of spoken lan-
guages give students a sense of rapport. Building relationships between teach-
ers and students plays an equally important role as the right feedback message
promotes proactive recipience of feedback (Winstone et al., 2017). Indeed, the
affective impact of screencast feedback is particularly beneficial to students who
are at distance (Harper’s et al.,, 2012). Thomas et al. (2017 in Carless & Winston,
2020) stated that the relationship building is partially because the video feedback
enables the marker’s social presence, although in this study the marker was not
physically present in the videos. In fact, some students considered the marker’s
physical presence as unnecessary or perhaps having a negative impact.

In this study, students recognize teachers’ reading in the target language is helpful
in both learning the language and practicing the pronunciation. Since there is
no correlation between the pronunciation and the written form in Chinese, the
input combining both the written forms and the sound make the learning easier,
especially when students have no opportunities to practice the language while at
YA. Such benefit might be more significant to learners of Chinese. All the positive
aspects above of video feedback contribute to solving the issue that students did
not feel cared about, both academically and emotionally.

Written corrective feedback is necessary

Since learning to write, writing-to-learn language and content are interweaved, in
this study the link to feedback videos was given at the end of the summary feed-
back, aiming to avoid students skipping macro-level feedback. Regarding video
content, it appears that students favour feedback on language, the micro-level
rather than that on the content and structure of the writing. Although in second
language acquisition, feedback on language has been an arguable topic when an-
swering the question whether it leads to language development, it has a crucial
role in scaffolding learners to notice the discrepancy between their work and the
target language form (Sauro, 2009). The attention students give to language in
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writing can be seen in Alvira’s study (2016), where the screencast feedback on
writing was primarily on content, while language feedback at micro-level was also
provided. However, the grammar aspect was the most mentioned by students in
their evaluation on screencast feedback and they had shown significant progress.
A study conducted by Chen et al. (2016) on written corrective feedback to EFL
learners also shows that extended comments on the grammar of their writing is
one of the students’ strong preferences. In the current study, as adult language
degree learners, understandably students emphasized more on language accu-
racy, especially when their proficiency level is not high enough to enable them
to produce highly accurate work and complex content. Their writings are mostly
narrative and descriptive. The need for language accuracy of those students also
aligns with the primary purpose of the given written assignments, writing-to-learn
language which can be reflected on the marking criteria used, in which language
aspects count for 70% whilst content, ideas and structure are 30%.

In this study, not every student was able to or willing to self-regulate errors,
and those who were confident and did so, still needed to seek for reassurance.
Putting aside their language competence, when students are adventurous and use
some unlearnt language, the errors are very often beyond self-treatment. When at
YA, students could not negotiate their own corrections with the marker as easily
as they could do in a face-to-face teaching setting. Together with the students’
need to understand the reason behind such corrections, both clear corrections (in
script) and explanations (in video) become extremely important, to avoid students
becoming ‘lost in translation’. Therefore, it is not surprising that students would
like the language feedback to be as detailed as possible, in other words compre-
hensive written corrective feedback. However, regardless of the student’s prefer-
ence, how effective the comprehensive WCF is in students’ language improvement
in this context is unknown.

Screencast feedback doesn’t necessarily lead to feedback engagement

Several studies found that with screencast feedback, students tended to view
feedback multiple times (Mahoney, et al.,, 2019), but it is unclear how students
watched them, either repeating the whole video or stopping at certain points and
restarting it next time, which is an unanswered question in the current study as
well. Orlando (2016, p. 160) notes “instructors found that students were genuinely
excited to receive the feedback in screencasting form”. However, in this study, none of
the students expressed ‘excitement’ when evaluating screencast feedback. Despite
student’s positive perceptions on video feedback, this study discovered that the
existence of video feedback did not necessarily lead to learners actively engaging
with such feedback.
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First, not all the learners watched their feedback videos, and some did not watch
any of them. Inevitably, individual differences in skills, such as self-regulation,
confidence and academic self-concept may have influenced learners’ proactive
recipience of feedback (Winstone et al, 2017) in addition to personal learning
method preference. In general, those who were more actively engaged in the class-
room teaching in the previous year tended to watch most of their feedback videos
and/or watch multiple times (The marker was their module teacher in the year
before YA). It seems that when students are self-motived autonomous learners,
they are more likely to take feedback. At the same time, one issue that cannot
be ruled out is the HE culture in which marks are very often used to indicate a
student’s performance or progression, which was cited by students in this study,
even when the purpose of writing assignments was to provide an opportunity
to practice the language rather than earning academic credit. In this study, this
misconception was then exacerbated by the design of the online submission sys-
tem, in which actual marks were the first thing that students saw when collecting
the feedback. Although it is not clear whether those students read their marked
scripts instead of watching video feedback, their ignorance of screencast feed-
back has, to some extent, implied their lack of feedback literacy and their lack
of appreciation of feedback. There were no detailed explanations on their marked
scripts, and sometimes it was deliberately left out with error indication only, so
only reading marked scripts will not help them to fully understand correct forms.

Second, it is surprising to discover that in contradiction to their positive evalu-
ation on screencast feedback, some students did not watch all their own feed-
back videos. This could be because of cognitive overload when watching two or
three videos in one go and/or the amount of information covered in each video
was overwhelming, as mentioned by a couple of students in this study. In this
case, in addition to making students aware of their cognitive capacity, such as
not watching all videos together and using the pause button, the scope of WCF
might need to be reconsidered. Online records of video view numbers showed
there was a slight tendency for students to watch more feedback videos on the
term one assignment than those in term two. Two students who watched all their
feedback videos in term one did not watch any given on their term two assign-
ment. Reasons for this remain unknown, but one assumption is that they watched
feedback on the term one assignment to make improvements on the term two
assignment. After completing the term two assignment, they had less need to take
feedback anymore. Zimbardi et al. (2017, cited in Carless & Winstone 2020, p. 4)
pointed out that “when assessment tasks are designed to build on earlier ones, and the
links in a sequence are made explicit, students are more likely to use feedback’” While
such an assumption needs further proof, an intervention is needed, for example
improving assignment design to create more opportunities for knowledge seeking
and application by students, hence increasing feedback engagement, even when
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the feedback is in video format. In other words, learners must have an active role
in feedback.

Teachers’ concern

The study shows the learners’ inclination towards screencast feedback and their
desire to have detailed written corrective feedback. However, the major concern
from teachers is that the process could be/is technically time-consuming, despite
recognizing the pedagogical value of this practice, one that is appreciated by stu-
dents. On the one hand, they believe video feedback is potentially more efficient
than written feedback, as more information could be given which could reduce
further clarification time. On the other hand, they worry too much time will be
involved in the whole process, namely printing out the students’ script which is in
PDF file, correcting or indicating errors on the script, scanning it into a digital file,
uploading on computer and then creating the video. The conventional feedback on
paper seems to be more straightforward, even when as much detailed feedback as
possible is given. More time might be needed to re-record or edit the video if the
teacher was dissatisfied with the quality. Furthermore, inevitably, more detailed
oral feedback requires more time input. Due to the fear of the process being time-
consuming, teachers were very cautious about how screencast feedback is used:
not to apply to a big cohort individually, but to provide group feedback instead.
However, several studies (Mahoney et al., 2019) suggest that markers find that the
time required to produce video feedback is no more than that required for written
feedback, or even less in some cases and, in other studies, video is considered to
be a time-efficient way to provide feedback (Ice et al., 2007; Séror, 2012).

In this study, teachers commonly believe that feedback should be given as much as
possible and they had paid more attention to the micro-level issues in feedback.
Lee (2019) argues that when given written feedback, focused written corrective
feedback is more beneficial to both the teachers and students than comprehensive
written corrective feedback; that teachers could save time and students would
have more room to take risks and build confidence. In the context where there
are numerous errors, it could be challenging for teachers to make decisions on
what to focus on and what to ignore, at least momentarily (Alvira, 2016). One
possible solution is to establish early communication before teachers mark stu-
dents’ work to enable teachers to understand students, balance students’ expec-
tations and the workload and carefully plan feedback with pedagogical practice. It
is worth mentioning Bond and Molloy’s review (2013a, cited in Carless and Win-
stone, 2020, p. 7) that “it is impossible to justify the time spent crafting feedback
messages if it does not have a positive impact on what students can do, so making
feedback satisfying for teachers is as important as making it worthwhile for stu-
dents.” Although this early contact might again, from the teacher’s point of view,
require more time input, it will further help with personalizing the feedback and
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encourage student engagement. “Feedback information needs to be thoughtfully
directed at the appropriate level if it is to be expected that it will be acted upon”
(Bond and Molly, 2013b, p. 204). Moreover, teachers should have “the attitudes
and will-power to overcome challenges and strive to develop productive feedback
processes for students” (Carless and Winstone 2020, p. 4).

Conclusion

The study has investigated a group of Mandarin students’ perceptions of screen-
cast feedback on their academic work while on year abroad, as well as language
teachers’ views on such feedback. It concludes that the affordance offered by
screencast feedback make screencast technology a good vehicle to deliver feed-
back to YA students, in that it is easy to receive, gives in-depth explanation
and provides emotional support. In addition, the reading out loud by the native
marker in videos particularly benefits Mandarin learners. The content of the video
that focuses on comprehensive written corrective feedback was valued by those
students, due to their low language proficiency level. However, the existence of
such screencast feedback does not necessarily lead to student proactive feedback
engagement. The study shows teachers understand the pedagogical benefits of
screencast feedback but are concerned that the technical process is time consum-
ing in relation to keeping the scope of feedback in their established practice. The
implication of the current study is that although screencast can enhance students
feedback experience, the role pedagogy plays cannot be underestimated in stu-
dents feedback engagement. In this context, two aspects should be reconsidered:
assignment design which should create an environment for students to act upon
and implement feedback, and the scope of feedback, in particular written correc-
tive feedback in foreign language writing which should be negotiated between
teachers and students. It is necessary for both students and teachers to further
develop feedback literacy to make the feedback process more efficient and effec-
tive, as teachers and students have a shared responsibility in this process (Carless
and Winstone, 2020).

Limitation

One major limitation of this study is that the interviewer is the marker of the
students’ work. It is difficult to tell, to what extent students interview data is ob-
jective and neutral. This could possibly shed some light on the question why they
gave positive evaluation on video feedback but did not watch all the personalized
video feedback, in addition to other individual factors. Another limitation is the
scale of this study due to the small number of research targets, thus the findings
might not be generalized.
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Recommendations for future research

Some questions emerged from this study which are worth further investigation.
First, what was the perception on feedback of those students who did not use
screencast feedback? To understand their individual variables will help teachers to
determine how best to mitigate their issues and personalize feedback in order to
engage them. Second, how do students watch screencast videos, such as where do
they pause the video, which sections do they watch more times etc.? With detailed
analytical data, together with students’ self-report, teachers will have a better un-
derstanding of students receiving written corrective feedback, which will further
help teachers to manage the scope of written corrective feedback. Moreover, how
do teachers effectively use screencast technology to enhance student feedback
experience with the institution’s support, on both technology deployment and fur-
ther pedagogical understanding? Convincing findings will assist teachers to adjust
their current practice to better support student learning.
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