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Abstract
Feedback given by teachers to students is o @proving the
performance of learners, including the 1 Boe (ESL).

However, there has been a continuipgid
Even though the written form gé
by teachers, studies haved#hd that it has sev

reported ad§ip i @ompared to those
who Pt ack. i i c@@htions towards video

fe e to written feedback. The
samp Vlanagement degree program at
the U est group was provided with video
feedbacR ten feedback. In addition to a comparative
analysis oM gFa'questionnaire was given to the test group at the
end of the stj dy to study their percepi on video feedback. The quantitative and qualitative
data collected PSS statistics and thematic analysis, respectively. The

written by those W@ eived video feedback from teachers. The study verified that video
feedback is a metho@®preferred by and convenient for learners. It helped them to interact easily
with teachers and to revise the paragraphs they were writing. The findings showed that video
feedback could be used as an alternative to written form of feedback.

Keywords: ESL learners, Writing skills, Teacher feedback, Written feedback, Video feedback

Article info ISSN (E-Copy): ISSN 3051-5262

Article history: ISSN (Hard copy): ISSN 3051-5602

Received 26™ January 2023 Doi:

Received in revised form 04* March 2023 ORCID iD: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4215-7690

Accepted 34 April 2023

. . *Corresponding author:
Available online 30t June 2023

E-mail address: tmbnt201@kln.ac.lk (B.N. Thennakoon)
© 2023 JMTR, CC BY-NC-SA



https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/
https://journals.kln.ac.lk/jmtr/

Journal of Multidisciplinary and Translational Research (JMTR), Volume 8, Issue | B.N. Thennakoon

Introduction

Writing skill is assumed to be of great significance to academic success since it is the stereotyped
assessment measure for academics to evaluate the learners (Tan, 2011). Besides, writing skill has
a distinctive position in language learning since the acquisition of it implicates the practice and
the knowledge of the other three skills: speaking, reading, and listening (Klimova, 2013).
Nevertheless, there is little consensus among the researchers to give a clear explanation for
writing. However, this lack of conformity reflects the complexity of the writing process (Darabad
& Bahrebar, 2013). Thus, English Language Teaching (ELT) practitioners suggest that teaching to
write is mostly shaped by three approaches; namely, product approach, process approach and
genre approach (Hasan & Akhand, 2010).

Moreover, Coe (1988) signified that the learners spend more time on writing in the process
approach. One of the most significant perspectives of this approach is riting and revision,
P eds to be practiced

debate among @ esearchers. (Ozkul, 2014). Williams’s (2003) study noted that
teachers tend to PERY Vague and unclear comments, which leads to confusion and passive
action. Lee (2003) &plored that teacher-written feedback might not always be helpful due to
misinterpretation of correction symbols and because of learners’ low proficiency levels. Those
findings showed the need to introduce a systemized and consistent form of feedback as an

alternative to a written form of feedback.

Technology is continuously evolving, enabling the incorporation of interactive learning
environments in language classrooms to meet the diverse needs of the learners (Deter et al,,
2010). Computer technology has a method of feedback in improving writing skills.

More recently, Artificial Intelligence (Al) technology has been utilized to give feedback on student

writing. However, while Al feedback offers immediate and data-driven responses, it often lacks
the personalized touch and nuanced understanding that the human teachers provide. Al systems,
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although efficient, may not fully grasp the individual learner's context or specific instructional
needs (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019).

In contrast, video feedback allows the teachers to convey tone, emphasize key points, and offer
tailored advice which considers the unique strengths and weaknesses of each student (Harper et
al, 2012). Therefore, despite the advancements in the Al method of feedback, video-based
feedback has the potential to act as a better alternative to teacher-written feedback. It combines
the technological benefits of visual and auditory elements with the personalized insights of
human instruction, making it a potent tool for enhancing ESL learners’ writing skills.

Therefore, in lieu of the above-mentioned methods of feedback with their drawbacks and
limitations, the video-based feedback method offers new ways of addressing the drawbacks and
limitations. There have been only a few studies carried out to explore the pedagogical and
practical appropriateness of video feedback in ESL learners’ paragraph skills. The present

research question was focusg@#®¥n the learners' perce
Pwriting. The third

in a laboratory or I§ etting. The unique strength of true experimental research is its internal
validity due to its ability to link cause and effect through treatment manipulation. The internal
validity of the research depends on how well the treatment was manipulated. The external
validity manifests how generalizable the findings are. In line with the above-mentioned basic

concepts of a true experimental design, the present study was conducted in an authentic setting.
The subjects for the study were randomly selected from a population, and the sample was split
into the treatment group and the control group based on a random assignment. Thereby, the
study manipulated feedback as the dependent variable and teacher written feedback and video
feedback as independent variables. Furthermore, the current study was a combination of both
quantitative and qualitative research components since the mixed method approach expanded
and strengthened the conclusions. This integrated closed-ended and open-ended data within a
single investigation.
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Setting and Sample of the Study

The research was conducted at the University of Kelaniya. The primary reason for selecting this
university was its accessibility to the researcher, an academician at the institution, who had easy
access to the study population. The sample was selected using random sampling to ensure
representativeness.

Since most courses offered at the university are taught in English, undergraduates at the
University of Kelaniya are expected to attend English language courses conducted by the
Department of English Language Teaching (DELT). Thus, the Department of English Language
Teaching offers a range of English courses for students which are beneficial for them in their
future careers. Classes are scheduled after taking into consideration the level of English language
proficiency.

To examine the impact of video feedback as a method of teache - elb on ESL learners’
paragraph writing skills, a cohort of first-year undergraduate he interN@diate proficiency
level was selected. The undergraduates with intermediate p@#Ciency levels wel@selected for the
study because it focused on learners benchmarked gid PAnd B2 levels of the Co fmon European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR)g§#€se proficiency levelsiwere det§@nined using
a standardized placement test conducteg the beginning of ic yearN@hich was
designed to align with CEFR standarggé#Ccording to the CE : e learnen savho can
write clear, detailed texts on oty of subjects relate@to of interest, synt{@sizing
and evaluating informatigns@## arguments from iplee (Cotincil of Europe, 200@). B2
: nétted texts on familig Plects
crete elements into a L@ sequence
termediate proficiengg#and CEFR B1 and

within their fieldss terestbylinkin a
(Council gfdgirope, 2001). This e

B2 lcudl ed) Piccardo, 2016). The
Int€ . ¥ these CEFR descriptors,
ensug ng that studértgia e ley s and competencies. Finally, a
group W jde u dustrial Management of the Faculty
of Scien&g ®d, taking into account their g vely good attendance which made them
a readily @i ble for the study. Pk

The study wa istin@Psegment within the allocated teaching hours. The sample
of 20 undergrad 1y selected from those who study Industrial Management, and
they were separ e experimental group and the control group based on a random

assignment. The tes oup consisted of 10 students which included 5 females and 5 males, while
the control group consisted of 10 students which included 8 females and 2 males. All the students
were between the ages of 21 and 23 and happened to be Sinhalese.

Research Instruments
Data Collection Instruments

The empirical data for the study was gathered from two sources: the participants’ multiple drafts
of writing paragraphs over a five-week period and a questionnaire provided to the test group at
the end of the study.
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The foremost data collection instrument was the participants’ multiple drafts of writing
paragraphs. The students were asked to develop a descriptive paragraph and a narrative
paragraph in two consecutive weeks to recognize whether the students who received video
feedback reported higher levels of correctness in their written work when compared with the
students who received written feedback. The first writing was a descriptive paragraph. Students
were asked to select one topic from the given topics, including “A place of my childhood”, “The
view from my window”, “My ideal room or apartment”, and “A scene from a dream” with a 100 to
150-word limit that was to be completed within 20 minutes (Oshima & Hogue, 2006, p.73). The
second writing was a narrative paragraph, and the students were instructed to write a paragraph
on one of the given topics, including “An unpleasant personal experience”, “The best achievement
you have ever accomplished”, “A person you are afraid to lose the most” and “If you had a time
machine” with a 100 to 150 - word limit that was to be completed within 20 minutes (Good

narrative essay writing topics, n.d.).

revisions were made to improve the effectivengg the questionnai;jg‘,nd to'@nsure that it
accurately collected the required informagig@l® 'he questionnaire isted of
distributed across 07 distinct sections,@ ed-e

28E0 feedback in teach
technology emifoyed in the studyggvo

through SPSS statisWl#®, The open-ended questions in the questionnaire were examined through
data-driven coding. In data-driven coding, a researcher can look for concepts in the text without

a preceding conceptualization and let the text speak for itself (“Qualitative coding”, n.d.). The
study employed data drive coding based on the facts that the concepts were recognized without
any prior conception, and all the codes arose directly from the participants’ responses.

Data Collection Procedure

After the Department of Industrial Management assigned a group of first-year undergraduates
from the Faculty of Science, the researcher arranged a meeting with the participants to present
them the research procedure. Along with that, the researcher provided a guideline for each
participant with further details about the study and instructions to follow during the study.
Additional time after the explanation was given for the participants to get doubts about their
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participation in the study clarified. Subsequently, each participant was asked for his/her consent
to use and publish the findings.

The e-mail addresses of the participants of the test group were collected so that the researcher
could add the participants to the LMS. Participants were asked to develop a descriptive paragraph
on one of the given topics.

The researcher provided written feedback to the control group and video feedback to the test
group. The writings of the participants were marked according to the rubrics developed by
adapting the CEFR: Learning, teaching, assessment and Descriptive Paragraph Scoring Rubric.
The researcher focused on both the content and the form of the writing. Accordingly, feedback
for writing was provided to students under three criteria: content and organization, grammar and
vocabulary and mechanics.

feedback. T it
the feedbac

The same procedu X
written feedback while the test group received video feedback on their third writing in the fourth
week and the participants were requested to submit their second drafts in the fifth week.

®tollowed in the feedback provision process. The control group received

Error analysis was utilized to assess the two drafts. This analysis recorded the quantity of
feedback items provided for the initial draft and measured the extent to which these feedback
items were addressed and corrected in the subsequent drafts produced by each participant. The
new errors that occurred in the second drafts were recorded.

The fourth drafts were collected by the fifth week and a questionnaire was given to the test group
to address their experience and perception towards the use of video feedback for their writing.
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Since the control group received only written feedback, the questionnaire was provided solely to
the test group.

Ethical consideration

Given the importance of ethics in conducting research and the challenges around conducting the
research, researchers go to great lengths to protect the dignity and safety of research participants
(Silverman, 2009). Initially, the purpose of the study was explained to the participants verbally.
The participants were then given the guideline, which further explained the purpose of the study.
To comply with ethical considerations in conducting the current research, written consent of all
participants were collected the beginning of the study.

Results and Discussion

Impact of video feedback on ESL learners’ written work

Whether the students received video feedback reported levels

participants’ multiple drafts. The validity was exargs
Samples T-test via SPSS 16. &

cFotal amount of i

ng r
Total amount o ac
Th&®asis for employing t ul
q ias oF thtkes Wifs €
raft. ThoS@pértent

rovided in the first draf

ulate the overall perfg

toa ay occur due to the vg number of feedback provided in
the fir s were used as perforiggf® values in the overall analysis. Finally,
the data the differences between the two feedback

because the reQ@archer wished to giffrantee the confidentiality of all records and agreed that no
information thagwould the identity of the respondents  will be published. The
incorporation of fé@dh n proceeding drafts in two separate writings by the two groups were

addressed individua

Table 1: Overview of the data analyzed from Independent Samples T-test

Group Performance Levene’s Testfor  T-test Sig. (2- T-test Sig. (2- P-
Mean * SD Equality of tailed) (Equal tailed) (Equal value
Variances (Sig.) Variances Variances Not
Assumed) Assumed)

First Control: 62.00 Experimental: 0.257 0.001 0.002

Test +8.35 79.40 + 7.25

Second Control: 58.40 Experimental: 0.236 0.026 0.029

Test +6.85 74.70 £ 8.10
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Levene’s test was conducted to assess the equality of variances between the control and
experimental groups for each test. For both the first and second tests, the P-values obtained from
Levene’s test were greater than 0.05 (0.257 and 0.236, respectively), confirming that the
assumption of equal variances holds.

Independent samples T-tests were then performed to compare the performance means between
the control and experimental groups. For the first test, the T-test revealed a statistically
significant difference in performance between the groups (P = 0.001 under equal variances and
P = 0.002 under unequal variances). Similarly, the second test also indicated a significant
difference (P = 0.026 under equal variances and P = 0.029 under unequal variances).

These results indicate that participants in the experimental group outperformed those in the
control group in both tests, with the differences being statistically significant (P<0.05). This
finding suggests that the intervention applied to the experimental group was effective in
enhancing performance compared to the control group.

populations testeel
the p-value was snig nan 0.05, the results of the statistical analysis of the first writing showed
that there is a significant difference between written feedback and video feedback.

According to the output of the second writing, Levene’s test indicated that the p-value was 0.236,
so that the variance of the two samples was equal as the p-value was greater than 0.05
(0.236>0.05). The p-value from the t-test for Equality of Means was examined to assess whether
the assumption of equal variances is appropriate. Depending on this p-value, either the results of
the Independent Samples t-test assuming equal variances or the results from the test that does
not assume equal variances was applied. Most studies are performed on a 95% confidence
interval; thus, a p-value less than 0.05 (p<0.05) is to be taken as significant meaning that there is
a significant difference in the means of the two sample populations tested. Therefore, in
accordance with the output taken from the error analysis of the second writing, the p-value was
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0.026, a p-value smaller than 0.05 (0.026 <0.05). Hence, the results of the second writing revealed
that there was a significant difference between written feedback and video feedback.

Accordingly, the statistical analysis of the Independent Samples t-test justified that there was a
statistically significant difference between written feedback and video feedback.

In addition, as shown in Table 01, the mean values of the two independent variables expressed
that there was a gap between the incorporation of feedback items provided to the control group
and to the test group in their respective writings. According to the results, the first writing
showed that the test group had incorporated the points given by the feedback in their writings
with a mean of 79.40. In contrast the control group had incorporated the items provided by
feedback with a mean value of only 62.00. Further, according to the results of the second writing,
the experimental group incorporated the feedback given to their writings with a mean value of

ack do not report levels of@prrectness
of those receiving wriNg@en fee@lyack. This€onclusion
test §

a statistically 51gn1 Uifference between the test and the control group’s mean scores on the
writing posttest post-test? of the overall writing skill in favor of the test group. Regarding this
interpretation, the mean scores of the test group (Mean=13.45, Standard Deviation=1.641)
exceeded that of the control group (Mean=10.17, Standard Deviation=1.440) on the writing post-
test? (df=61, t=8.468, p. <0.01).

The findings of the present study were in line with the findings obtained from the previous studies
on using video feedback in ESL writing contexts. The statistical analyses convinced that there was
a possibility to possess a statistical difference between learners’ incorporation of these two
feedback methods in their written works.
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To conclude, the null hypothesis (HO), that students who receive video feedback do not report
higher levels of correction in their written work when compared with students who receive
written feedback, was rejected. Therefore, the alternative hypothesis (H1), which stated that the
students who receive video feedback report higher levels of correctness in their written work
when compared with the students who receive written feedback, validated that video feedback
positively affected ESL learners’ paragraph writing skills.

Learners’ perceptions towards video feedback

The research question (2) was used to explore learners’ perceptions towards video feedback. The
validity of video feedback was examined with a questionnaire given to the test group at the end
of the study.

Table 2: Overview of participants’ perceptions towards video feedback

Main

themes Sub themes

Strongly
disagree

Question 07
Engagement Question 08
Question 09
Question 11

Revision

10%

20% - -
Question 23 30% - - -
Preference Question 24 40% 10% - -
Number of 1 time 2 times 3 times 4 times More
times video than 4
was viewed 10% 20% 50% - 20%

The information derived from the open-ended questions
- Video feedback helps to integrate technology into the ESL lessons
- Video feedback is accessible
- Video feedback is user friendly
- Video feedback helps to build a sense of closeness easily
- Video feedback is a novel approach in ELT
- Arecommendation to integrate video feedback into ELT
Potential drawbacks
- Technical difficulties
- A costly process
- There are software which are difficult to access
- Initial anxiety
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Table 02 presents an overview of learners’ overall perceptions of video feedback. Previous
research underscored the importance of high-quality feedback in improving learners’
performance and learning outcomes (Evans, 2013; Ferguson, 2011; Hattie & Timperley, 2007).
By examining learners' perceptions, this study contributed to the understanding on how video
feedback can enhance feedback quality and support ESL writing development.

However, as shown in Table 02, the present study identified that video feedback can be
recommended as an alternative to teacher-written feedback overcoming the drawbacks of the
latter. The results revealed that 90% of the total respondents strongly agreed that video feedback
helped them to pay more attention to the instructor’s comments, while the remaining 10% stated
that they agreed with this perception, although not strongly like others. Further, the findings
discovered that 80% of the respondents strongly agreed that video feedback assisted them in
understanding how to revise their writing while the remaining 10% agreed with this conception,
although not strongly like others. Similarly, 60% of the participants ingj d that they strongly

them to gain a bettg Oerstanding of the issues with the written content while the remaining
30% agreed with this notion, although not strongly like others. The results also showed that 70%
strongly agreed that video feedback helped them to understand the issues with grammar and
vocabulary. The rest of the 30% agreed with this conception, albeit not agreeing strongly. Finally,

50% mentioned that they strongly believed that video feedback helped them to understand issues
with spelling, punctuation and capitalization while the other 50% indicated that they agreed with
it, though not strongly. Accordingly, the results of the present research clearly showed that all the
students had positive perceptions of video feedback, though in different degrees.

Besides, according to Bakla (2017), there should be a significant amount of communication

between the instructor and the learners, which is hard to establish through written feedback,
even if it involves some degree of dialogue and discussion. As opposed to this perception, as
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shown in Table 02, the present study found that 80% of the total respondents strongly agreed
that video feedback imposes a more conversational and interactive sense when working with the
particular method of feedback. The remaining 20% too stated that they agreed with it. Some
researchers noted that students may not follow the instructions given in the form of written
feedback (Norton & Norton, 2001), while some others reported that written comments are often
"undecipherable"” to students (LaFontana, 1996, p.71). It seems that students have an "uncanny
persistence” in misunderstanding written responses on their compositions (Sperling &
Freedman, 1987, p. 344). On the contrary, as shown in Table 02, the outcomes of the present study
proclaimed that 90% of the respondents strongly agreed that video feedback is constructive while
the remaining 10% too stated that they agreed with this conception. In addition, 70% of the
respondents strongly admitted that video feedback helped them to understand better the
feedback comments and improve their writing and while the remaining 30% acknowledged that
they agreed with it. Further, 60% mentioned that video feedback offered them a clear impression
of what was being commented and assessed. The other 30% also 3g@l with this concept.
According to the results of the present findings, written feedba€k”C:
feedback thereby eliminating the drawbacks of written feeg

According to Vengadasamy (2002), a corrected dg#vith red ink all ov&g’he pa
an effective way of providing feedback asgg@#flight have a negati act on

r may not be
g students’
ayalive in a

Q ' putable
the yo population is relatj arge and consequently,

institutions often

process and initi% ety. Using software presented significant challenges in terms of
accessibility. Nevertheless, the results showed that video feedback still can be used as an
alternative to other feedback methods which have more drawbacks. The results of the present
study justified that video feedback could eliminate the weaknesses of the existing feedback
method of teacher-written feedback.

Accordingly, the outcomes obtained from the descriptive analysis and data-driven coding

rejected the null hypothesis (HO) and the alternative hypothesis (H1) was validated through
learners’ positive perceptions towards video feedback.
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Conclusion

The study's findings indicated that video feedback has a significantly positive impact on ESL
learners' writing when compared with traditional teacher-written feedback. Learners who
received video feedback demonstrated higher levels of correctness/ accuracy in their subsequent
writings and expressed more positive attitudes towards the feedback process. The descriptive
analysis highlighted that the students found video feedback to be more engaging, comprehensive,
and useful for their revisions.

Furthermore, thematic analysis revealed that video feedback effectively integrated technology
into ESL lessons. is The method was accessible and user-friendly and represented a novel
approach in English Language Teaching (ELT). Learners in the test group showed a clear
preference for video feedback and recommended its incorporation into ELT practices.

in language teaching.
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