Teaching English with Technology, 15(2), 54-66 http://www.tewtjournal.org 54

ESP LEARNER SELF-GENERATED FEEDBACK
AS ATECHNOLOGY-ENHANCED TASK

by Anna Franca Plastina
University of Calabria, Rende, Italy

annafranca.plastina @ unical.it

Abstract

In Higher Education, feedback is still largely ireplented as an external teacher-centred
practice, which has been found to be irrelevaninmiproving students’ language learning.
This paper advocates that internal, or self-geedrédedback, has a potential role to play in
learners’ formative processes under the conditlmat it is implemented as a task-based
activity enhanced by suitable technological todfsan experimental study, learners were
engaged in the task of creating screencasts, galdigdio-visual recordings, of oral medical
reports for authentic professional purposes. Thelystsurveyed the kind of knowledge
restructuring processes learners activated asuét mdsself-generated feedback enhanced by
screencast technology. It also sought to undersisanthers’ perceptions of the experience.
Results show that learners used different digdelst for knowledge restructuring leading to
readjustment of their initial performances. Screste were thus effective in heightened
learners’ awareness of the gap between their duwweaknesses and their expected goals and
in taking necessary action to narrow this gap. heaperceptions further recorded a positive
impact of self-generated feedback enhanced by iscases, suggesting major motivation and
interest in learning.

Keywords: Technology-enhanced feedback, screencasting, TBelf-generated feedback,
ESP

1. Introduction

Feedback is crucial in helping language learnegmawe their current performance to meet
desired goals. Good feedback practice should ainloging this gap (Nicol & Macfarlane-
Dick, 2006) by involving learners in both refleaiand active processes which strengthen
self-assessment. Task-based activities provideopipertunity to generateternal feedback

as they engage learners in cognitive processesoaoitoning their tasks (Butler & Winne,
1995). Research studies have, however, attributedt@y importance texternal corrective
feedback mostly provided by teachers (Lyster & Batd®97; Sheen, 2004). This is mainly
due to the fact that feedback “is still generalbnceptualised as a transmission process”
(Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006: 200), which lies ithe hands of teachers. Corrective
feedback has been found to have inhibiting andodisging effects on learning (Ellis 2009)
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and a negative impact on learners’ affective respsnPlastina, 2012). In advocating the
value of internal feedback, Sadler (1989: 121)tead, underlines how “students have to be
able to judge the quality of what they are prodgcamd be able to regulate what they are
doing during the doing of it”. In challenging extat feedback, Sadler (1998: 78) argues that
“it cannot simply be assumed that when studentsgaren feedback’ they will know what to
do with it". External feedback is, thus, often pEved by learners as a source of
dissatisfaction. As hardly any effective teachedsnt engagement takes place to close
learners’ current-desired performance gap, learoies find it difficult to interpret external
feedback on their own.

In addition, students should be allowed to sei fherformance against self-generated
criteria (Butler & Winne, 1995) so that their ongetlback becomes a learning task in its own
right to boost learner autonomy. Enhancing selfegeted feedback in support of increased
autonomy has not been fully investigated in theanirliterature (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick,
2006), nor has adequate focus been placed on thefudigital modes of feedback delivery
(Henderson & Phillips, 2014).

The current paper attempts to address these suwessthus making a contribution to
filling this void by investigating how technologydeanced self-generated feedback is
perceived by HE ESP learners in authentic taskebésarning. In an experimental study,
learners of English for Medical Purposes (EMP) wengted to produce screencasts, or
digital video recordings and voiceover narratioofstheir own oral medical reports, a task
which is authentically required for professionafgmses.

In Higher Education, screencasts have been magdy to integrate academic lectures
and also as learning resources. More recentlyescests have been introduced to improve
the revision process by providing learners witheasideedback, which has shown to give
learners better explanations (McFarlane & Waken2&i,1; Seror, 2012). So far, research
has, thus, focused on teachers’ production andcapioin of screencasts and on how these are
perceived by students. As an example, Mathisen ARGbnducted a study on how
multimodal screencasting feedback can prove mofectafe for students compared to
traditional written feedback. In a similar vein, Me and Chikwa (2014) investigated the
effects of screencasts on undergraduates, highmlstrong student disengagement in using
these learning resources due to the lack of uratedstg of what screencasts are. These
studies suggest that screencasts are currentlyteatiégr transmission processes of external
feedback, which appear to heavily replicate thechercentred feedback practice

implemented in the traditional classroom. To thestbef knowledge, the potential of
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screencasting has still not been exploited to fosdsk-based language learning which
supports learner self-generated feedback.

2. Technology-enhanced feedback

Technology-enhanced feedback tools have been atlaptepedagogical practices often
without understanding their intended impact on Hess (LeFebvre, 2013). In HE ESP
contexts, their application should facilitate leargentredness, allowing feedback to “move
from the exclusive domain of assessors into thedfiaof learners™ (Boud, 2000: 151).
Despite the pedagogical potentials of technologyaened feedback, there is little research in
this area compared to the remarkable body of titeeadealing with traditional feedback
(Hepplestoneet al., 2011; Henderson & Phillips, 2014). Research heenbconducted on
computer-generated assessment through automatedasofas a delivery mode for peer
feedback (Thomas et al, 2013). A very small bodyesearch has investigated the use of
digital audio feedback (Jonsson, 2013), while sarasting is now gradually making its way
in the literature. Interest has, however, beentéithito the delivery mode of screencasting
technology, while learner self-generated feedbadksk-based learning has been overlooked.

It can be argued that task engagement can be sagdny many forms of electronic
feedback, including online simulations (Bull & McKa, 2004). These have, however, given
priority to summative rather than formative assessnmn the best of the classroom tradition.
Innovative good feedback practices in the shapedeohnology-enhanced self-generated
feedback tasks have still not gained status. Hetime is a much felt need to turn to
practices of formative assessment, which enabléests to take action in improving their
learning with the support of new technological todlfhese need, however, to be geared to
supporting learner engagement in user-friendly, @diate and more enjoyable self-generated
feedback for “informed judgment” (Boud & Falchiko2006). In general, technological
affordances acquire pedagogical value when theyitéde personalised learning processes,
increase learner control and enhance new literatlg §Plastina, 2014; 2015).

Screencasts digitally capture and record the nuraetivity on the user’'s computer
screen and are accompanied by audio recording. 4staise, they can be used to support
learners in the task of creating information-ricbliimedia presentations. This requires going
through a reflective step-by-step process of rangrdcreen content and explaining it.
Different media can be imported during the videatiegl process, audio scripts can be

practised and refined, and audio-video contentite@ for better quality.
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More importantly, screencasts stimulate learneesigagement in knowledge
restructuring processes “[...] which can be initiagdactivities carried out by the student
themselves - for example, when they engage inreeléw [...]” (Nicol, 2013: 47).
Knowledge restructuring springs from learner dis$§attion (Posner et al., 1982), leading
students to create improved representations of greeformances. Knowledge restructuring
first relies on self-observation and, in turn, etf-generated feedback. LeFebvre (2013: 290)
points out that “self-observation must be interpdethrough self-assessment and self-
judgment based on the standards of performancertergte feedback by the observer”. Thus,
screencasts can support learners in interpretieg gelf-observed speaking skills against
their self-generated criteria. Following these \atés, it is expected that learners activate
individual processes of knowledge restructuring,icwh prove helpful for language

improvement, besides aiding teachers in betternsteteding learner needs.

3. The experimental study

3.1. Aims
The broad pedagogical aim was to allow learnersnigage in a new technology-enhanced
transformative practice tailored to develop thewfessional needs within the frame of 21st-
century skills. These encompass “[...] abilities @fmununication, learning and problem
solving, as well as languages and competences formation and communication
technologies” (European Commission, 2012: 8). Tleenspecific aim of the study was to
investigate self-generated feedback enhanced lBerscast technology from the learner’s
perspective. Research was centred on two mainsssgarding learners’ engagement in
knowledge restructuring processes and their peoreptof technology-enhanced self-
generated feedback. Two research questions weig, dddressed in the study:

1) RQ1: What kind of knowledge restructuring processe&MP learners activate as a

result of self-generated feedback enhanced by mscasetechnology?
2) RQ2: How is the technology-enhanced task of generatatigfeedback perceived by

learners?

3.2. Setting and participants
The experimental study was conducted within theteodnof the current Italian Higher
Education system, and, specifically, within thecatled specialisation school§c(iole di

Soecializzazione), which provide students with specialised knowkedgnd training for
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specific professional activities over a variableige ranging from two to five years. These
schools link postgraduate education with the woflémployment, and are, thus, expected to
equip learners with an innovative skillset for indiae workforce readiness.

The participants in the study were 20 postgraded® learners (8 males, 12 females,
average ageM= 28 years) at the University of Calabria in Iltal students were enrolled in
their second year on the five-year course offergdhe specialisation school in Clinical
Pathology at the same university. During the fasmester of the academic year 2014-2015,
all students agreed to participate in the currexgeement as an integral part of the

curriculum module on English for Medical Purposes.

3.3. Method and procedure
The mixed research design was based on the thage-task-based learning model (Willis,
1996), which appeared suitable as the frameworkHhercurrent study. Designing, creating
and evaluating their screencast performances werethiree main tasks participants were
required to carry out. These respectively matclwedpre-, while and post-task stages of the
referenced model.

In a preparatory stage, participants were insdédicn how to use a simple and freely

downloadable screencast softwahéti{://www.screencast-o-matic.corfor task completion.

They were also told to annotate any knowledge uetires they made in relation to their

speaking skills following self-observation and sgdiherated feedback. These data were
collected through a short multiple-choice questaren(see Figures 1-5 below) immediately

after the while-task stage in order to addresditberesearch question.

A second survey was carried out immediately affter post-task stage to capture
participants’ perception of the impact of techngi@nhanced self-generated feedback, thus
addressing the second research question. A semeiugted questionnaire was administered to
participants, who were asked to rate a total ofthlements (see Table 1 below) on a 5-point
Likert agreement scal€l.(strongly disagree, 2. disagree, 3. neither agree or disagree, 4.
agree, 5. strongly agree). Data was coded and analysed and the resultdiszessed in the

following section.

4. Results and discussion
Most participants N=18) were found to self-assess their initial screengasformance

negatively as shown in Figure 1. This suggestsdtiahger learners tended to underestimate
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their performance (Heilenman, 1990), aligning themtf-judgement to that of their weaker
peers.

How did you assess your initial screencast performance?

20 15
15
10
- -

Very Poor Poor Fair Good

(e ]

Figure 1: Learners’ self-assessment of initial snoast performance.

Ongoing self-observation and self-generated feddlvagealed, however, that participants
gradually acquired more informed judgement of tleakest features of their speaking skills.
Figure 2 shows how learners became more aware ef limited performance due to
weaknesses in grammar and vocabul®dy) and in pronunciationN=8), while stronger

learners were more concerned with their fluerdy7?).

Which was the weakest feature of your speaking skill?

{ B ¢
| )
0 'I// T T T I/

Grammar Vocabulary ~ Pronunciation Fluency

Figure 2: Self-observation and self-generated faekib

All participants adopted knowledge restructuringatglgies to improve their screencast
performances. Figure 3 shows how there was onlyightsdifference in the strategies

employed across the group. Other digital tools weeenly used to engage in knowledge
restructuring processes, while external feedbamk fthe teacher and peers was limited. This
suggests that resorting to traditional externatlifeek was not the strategy preferred by most

learners.
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What did you mostly do to improve your performance?

e
20 12
15 S
10 5 3 3
: - ® ©

digital tools teacher peers print
resources

Figure 3: Learners’ knowledge restructuring strieg

As patrticipants were also invited to specify whdigital tools they had used for knowledge
restructuring, choices were found to reflect figdirfrom self-observation and self-feedback
(Figure 2). The ten tools mostly employed (Appentijxrelate to the language features of
pronunciation, spelling, EMP vocabulary and fluenky particular, this suggests that spell
and grammar checkers were used for restructuringescast visual content, while text-to-
speech and online recordings tools were adoptedfli@ncy practice and audio script
rehearsal. Digital tools, thus, represented anlabai alternative which participants took
advantage of to make significant readjustment$édr performances, as shown in Figure 4.
This implies that screencast-based self-generatedbfick was effective in stimulating

learners’ re-interpretation of their representagion

Did you readjust your screencast after using these tools/sources?

20

15

E . . °
g - -

Totally Almostall Partially veryhttle not at all

Figure 4: Learners’ knowledge readjustment.

Through ongoing processes of self-observation alfigenerated feedback, participants
developed the task of searching for strategiesestructure and readjust their screencast
performances. Learners freely chose online toolsetbregulate these processes, ultimately
showing that their final screencast performancetimgt expectations or was even better than

expected (Figure 5).
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How would you rate your final screencast performance?

15
15
7
10 A
- - -
0 T T T T 1
Poor Unremarkable meets better than outstanding
expectations expected

Figure 5: Learners’ final assessment.

As for learners’ perceptions, questionnaire rasgjenerally showed that all 20
participants positively perceived the task of gglfierated feedback enhanced by screencast
technology. However, a high agreement rate (adte&0; strongly agre®=6) indicated that
learners initially perceived self-generated fee#tbas a challenging task due to the lack of
previous similar experiences. This result is cdasiswith the findings on participants’ initial
self-assessment (Figure 1). The remaining fouresite] who disagreed that the task was
difficult at first, were probably those equippedthwbetter study skills and were likely more
proficient in English.

On the other hand, the whole group agreed onntipeitant value of the task in terms
of self-reflection and responsibility (agréks 7; strongly agredN=13). All participants also
strongly agreed they had designed their own caiteriassess their screencast performances.
This confirms the importance of allowing learnees set their performance against self-
generated criteria (Butler & Winne, 1995). It fiethsuggests that all participants had
autonomously valued the need to measure their oypeated outcomes against standards.
There was also a positive agreement rate (agreld; strongly agre®=>5) related to the use
of self-generated criteria for more “informed judgmi’ (Boud & Falchikov, 2006). In
addition, all participants agreed strongly on thgartance of self-generated feedback for
language improvement, thus suggesting the intrivisiige of internal feedback, which enables
learners to monitor their engagement with learrtisgks. These results are summarised in
Table 1 (items 1-5).
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Table 1. Learners’ perceptions of screencast-ermdtbself-generated feedback.

SD | D N A SA *
Respondents (N=20)

1) | first found self-generated feedback challengiad was not used to it. 4 10 6
2) | found this task required a lot of reflection aedponsibility. 7 13
3) | developed my own criteria to assess my performanc 20
4) | always used these criteria to judge my perforreanc 15 5
5) | believe self-generated feedback is importantnbprove my language 20
skills.
6) | first found screencasting challenging as | did kaow about this 3 13 4
software.
7) | found screencasting very useful to observe mykwesses. 1 19
8) | found screencasting helped me engage in moreatithtasks. 9 |11
9) | think screencasting integrates all language skill 20
10) 10.1 would like to have more learning experiendes this. 2 |18

* 1. Srongly Disagree (SD); 2. Disagree (D); 3 . Neither Agree or Disagree (N); 4. Agree (A); 5.Srrongly Agree
(A).

Results for screencast technology (items 6-10yvsthat learners’ perceptions of the
initial challenge faced in using this tool were ganto those regarding the task of self-
generated feedback. The high agreement rate (adrd8; strongly agre@&=4) suggests that
learners are not always as tech-savvy as couldhdseght. This finding is in line with an
extensive study conducted by Kennedy et al. (20Q8-118), who claim that “clearly we
cannot assume that being a member of the ‘Net @&art is synonymous with knowing
how to employ technology based tools strategicatlyoptimise learning experiences in
university settings”.

Nevertheless, learners perceived the benefitsrekacast technology in helping them
see/hear their major weaknesses (agrdé-1; strongly agreeN=19), consistently with
findings in Figure 2. Thus, the support providedtiug technology helps students adjust their
learning methods for major efficiency, as well asaldes teachers to address those
weaknesses brought to the fore. Participants agegee N=9; strongly agreéN=11) that
screencast technology supports engagement in digthgnofessional learning tasks. This
indicates that learners valued their screencastsralf medical reports as key to building

authentic physician-physician communication andlimcal care (Haber & Lingard, 2001).
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All learners also strongly acknowledged (stronglgree N=20) that screencast
affordances can support an integrated practicdl ddbwa language skills. Ultimately, the aid
of screencasting was positively perceived by attippants, who agreed they would like to
engage in further similar technology-enhanced e®pgal learning (agreeN=2; strongly
agreeN=18). In other words, screencast technology appeatsat@ a positive impact on

participants’ motivation and interest in learning.

5. Concluding remarks

The current study has highlighted the importane rplayed by technology-enhanced self-
generated feedback in EMP processes of learningséscessful language learning depends
crucially on the activity and initiative of the leer” (van Lier, 2008: 163), students need to
engage in good feedback practice which strengtisetfsregulated performance (Nicol &
Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). The study has shown hoveesacasting technology supports self-
observation and self-generated feedback, leadimgpées to an increased awareness of their
weaknesses and to choosing knowledge restructstiatggies in order to readjust their initial
performances. It has also found that learners perdechnology-enhanced self-generated
feedback as a positive experience of task-bas#éidiati®n. Screencast technology, thus, helps
place major attention on the importance of intefaatiback which is still often overlooked in
current pedagogical practices. According to Blao# Wiliam (1998: 141),

when anyone is trying to learn, feedback aboueffat has three elements: recognition of the
desired goal, evidence aboypresent position, and some understanding afvay to close the
gap between the two. All three must be understood to some degree hgrambefore he or she

can take action to improve learning (original engitia

The practical task of creating screencasts réeseaers’ awareness of the professional
purposes of medical communication and initial ssbessment paved the way to more
informed judgement of the desired goal. Languagakwesses were brought to light through
ongoing self-generated feedback supported by scasemeviewing, thus providing learners
with evidence of their present position. Engagemenknowledge restructuring processes,
also as a result of other digital tools, led leasn® realise how they were closing the gap
between their initial performance and their expibs.

The major limitations of the study can be ideatifin its small-scale, which does not
allow to draw general conclusions based on cunresilts. It has also limitedly considered
technology-enhanced self-generated feedback wélstipport of just one technological tool,

namely, screencasts. While more research is neexdtie issue, the study has, however,
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contributed to highlighting the importance of imar feedback for improved learning. It has
also revealed that learners are willing to engagechnology-enhanced tasks in which they
construct meaning from their own feedback, provitleat tasks are designed to reduce the

gap between learners’ present position and th@eeed goals.
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Appendix 1 — Digital Tools used as Knowledge Resteturing Strategies

Pronunciation
http://www.howjsay.com/

http://www.merriam-webster.com/

Spelling and Grammar

https://www.jspell.com/public-spell-checker.html

http://www.reverso.net/spell-checker/english-spelgrammar/

EMP Vocabulary
http://medical-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/

http://www.nlm.nih.gov/medlineplus/mplusdictiondryml|

Fluency

http://www.naturalreaders.com/

http://www.readspeaker.com/voice-demo/

http://vocaroo.com/

http://online-voice-recorder.com/
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