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Article Info Abstract
. QR Codes have been flourishing the education for many long with the variety of
Keywords: . . . . . .
activities in use it provides, and have been preferred especially for being simple and
Video Feedback quick in education. Feedback is another significant element for learners since it guides
Online learning the learners for qualified essays. The aim of this qualitative study is to find out the
Preservice English teachers experiences of preservice English teachers on video feedback via QR codes. 50
Academic writing preservice teachers were asked to write two essays. At the end of the term, data were

collected via an open-ended questionnaire and semi-structured interviews. 23 of the
candidates completed the open-ended questionnaire and 8 of them accepted to be
interviewed. Data were analyzed through thematic coding. It was expected that the
participants would develop positive attitudes towards video feedback, yet the findings
showed they prefer written feedback on their word files and felt safer that way. This
study may contribute to the field in terms of how to develop ways to provide more
efficient feedback for preservice teachers and may show that affective factors have also

Research Article . . . .
key roles in the success of certain methods and approaches in teaching.

1. Introduction

Feedback has an important role in language learning, especially for online language courses (Atwater et
Al., 2017; Belt & Lowenthal, 2021; Borup et al., 2015). Via video feedback, learners can have the
opportunity to improve themselves (Donkin et al., 2019). Since the learners have limited opportunities to
meet their instructors face-to-face, instructors providing more frequent and detailed feedback becomes a
necessity because it can be seen as a way to prevent the feeling of isolation in online learning (Goldingay
& Land, 2014; Yuan & Kim, 2014). Moreover, the instructors can promote their learners’ satisfaction,
learning and motivation by providing feedback (Garrison, 2009; Li et al., 2020; Thoms, 2011). Hyland and
Hyland (2006) claim that feedback is regarded as a vital developmental tool in process-oriented and learner-
centered classrooms because it provides learners to move through multiple drafts to effective self-
expression. Therefore, according to the feedback students receive, they can be aware of what they have
learned and what they need for further improvement in language learning. Especially, in teaching writing
(Hyland & Hyland, 2019; Yu et. al, 2018), with the process-oriented approach, feedback has become more
important. Since students produce many drafts before the final product, they receive feedback on each draft,
so by revising the drafts using the feedback, they learn how to express their ideas through writing.

Feedback can focus on both global (content, organization, and so forth) and local issues (grammar,
mechanics, and so forth) (Sheen & Ellis, 2011). Although Truscott (2007) claims that grammar correction
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does not lead to an improvement in student writing development, many teachers prefer giving feedback on
grammar. As a result, the students only see grammar corrections on their papers. Bould and Molloy (2013)
claim that the aim of feedback should not only be the correction of grammar and weak points in the written
text but also create a positive impact on what learners can do. These views about feedback may lead us to
the belief that feedback is a “communicative act” in fact (Ajjawi & Boud, 2018, 3). While providing oral
(face-to-face) feedback to learners, they have the chance to interact. They can focus on both global and
local level problems in the text, the learners can ask further questions, and so on. However, this may not be
the case for online courses. Thus, video feedback provides learners the opportunity to interact with their
instructors and gives the instructors the chance to talk about more details about the learner text unlike
written and audio feedback (Mahoney et al., 2019). Researchers and educators have focused on written and
audio feedback quite in detail (Dowden et al., 2013; Gould & Day, 2013; Jolly & Boud, 2013; Vardi, 2013);
nevertheless, video feedback has received less attention especially with English Language Teaching
preservice teachers. Consequently, the aim of this study is to investigate ELT preservice teachers’
experiences on video feedback via QR codes they received on their essays.

2. Literature

Feedback has a significant role in the learning process no matter what the field is. For especially preservice
ELT teachers, it is of the most importance because they need to be good and effective writers and teachers
and provide feedback to their future learners. In other words, providing ELT preservice teachers with
effective feedback will also teach them how to give feedback to their future learners and calling this as
“butterfly effect” would not be wrong.

Feedback

Feedback on students’ papers is categorized into two groups: global and local feedback. Global feedback
focuses on content and organization development, and local feedback focuses more on form, such as
grammar and mechanics. When teaching writing, it is believed that paying attention to both global and local
levels is essential. The focus of this study is both. Since students are learning a new language, they
constantly need feedback to improve the language both in speaking and writing skills for both at the global
and local level (Ferris, 2004). Hsieh and Hill (2021) found in their study that instructors pay more attention
to academic writing style, comment on tone and word choices besides language-related errors (Waller &
Papi, 2017). According to them, instructor feedback in language learning and writing can be seen as an aid
for language learning and in developing writing skills (Ellis, 2006; Ferris & Roberts, 2001).

Providing feedback for learners can encourage them to learn more and trigger their enthusiasm for it. It is
significant to remember that without short-term gains long-term gains cannot be achieved (Ferris, 2002),
and Ferris adds that students expect error correction on their papers and providing what they expect can
motivate them in writing. When learners receive feedback, they feel important and struggle more to develop
their language and writing skills (Kormos, 2012; Ruegg, 2018; Wright et al., 2019). While learners require
feedback for their work and feel enthusiastic for it, for the teachers, providing feedback to language learners
needs time and a lot of effort. Hyland and Hyland (2006) state that although teachers are reluctant to give
feedback, they think that they should provide feedback according to the students’ needs. Besides, as the
study of Chen (2019) suggests language learners become more interactive when the teacher is involved in
their learning process. Providing feedback and discussing it is one way to support this interactive learning
process.

The importance of providing feedback cannot be denied according to the literature; however, what matters
now, in the current era, is the means the feedback is delivered. Surely, what the learners benefit most is oral
feedback, the feedback they receive face-to-face, but the developing technology and the changing profile
of learners-namely, digital learners-encourage teachers to find more effective and motivating ways to
provide feedback for their digital learners, especially during the pandemic which COVID-19 has caused.
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Alternatives for face-to-face feedback should be found to support the learners, such as, written feedback,
audio feedback or video feedback.

Written Feedback

Written feedback usually means corrective feedback. The teacher provides feedback on the margins of the
text, underlines the parts which need revision, and so on. Feedback focuses mainly on the language use,
content development, and/or the organization of the ideas. The literature at issue puts forward that written
feedback has a highly positive effect on the text quality (Bitchner & Knoch, 2009; Bonilla Lépez et al.,
2018; Van Beuningen et al., 2012). This type of feedback can be considered the basis for audio and video
feedback. In other words, audio and video feedback are based on written feedback. During the
pandemic/lockdown, the teachers and learners had to decide how the feedback should be delivered: sending
the written feedback via word file or similar, or in audio form or video form.

Audio Feedback

Audio feedback is the recorded feedback that the instructor provides for the learner. This type of feedback
comprises the comments of the teacher and can be an opportunity to cover the points that written feedback
may lack (Kostka & Maliborska, 2016) since the teacher will have more room to explain their point of
view. Moreover, there are some studies which show that learners may pay more attention to audio feedback
(Cavanaugh & Song, 2014; Ice et al., 2007). Wood et. al. (2014) echo this statement by emphasizing that
since audio feedback is a way to construct interaction with the learners, learners may feel important, cared,
and eventually, they get more motivated. Also, Ahern-Dodson and Reisinger (2017) found that foreign
language learners in their study favored feedback which was presented in written and audio form because
it was more “thought-provoking” (p.138). Audio feedback can be delivered in form of MP3 files, software
programs, such as Turnitin, and so on.

Video Feedback

Video feedback can also be referred to as screencast feedback by some experts such as Mathisen (2012),
Thompson and Lee (2012), and Turner and West (2013). Screencast feedback can be explained as the
recording that the teacher makes from his/her computer screen and shows the mouse movements, scrolling
and typing, and provides audio feedback (Henderson & Phillips, 2014).

Although written feedback is the basis for video feedback, video feedback gives the learners the chance to
receive more detailed feedback (Mayhew, 2017; Vincelette & Bostic, 2013). The study of Moore and Filling
(2012) supports this view with the findings of their study. They found that while providing video feedback,
teachers were giving more detailed suggestions, tried to make comments on language use and elaborated
the important points and details. Moreover, in other studies, it was found that video feedback encouraged
the teachers to focus more on positive aspects of the learner texts (Lamey, 2015; Thomas et. al., 2017).
Henderson and Phillips (2015) claim that video feedback may lead teachers to focus less on surface-level
mechanics of writing and more on global aspects of the texts (Lamey, 2015; Orlando, 2016). Thus, video
feedback encourages teachers to provide more feedback on content development, organizational problems,
unity, and coherence. The aforementioned studies also found that students work on global issues of their
texts more when they receive video feedback.

Furthermore, video feedback can be a means for constructing interaction with the learners. Since the teacher
greets the students at the beginning of the video and says ‘bye’ at the end, and perhaps addresses the students
by name during the video, the learners perceive the video feedback as more conversational (Anson et. al.,
2016; Grigoryan, 2017). Anson et. al. (2016) found in their studies that video feedback could be a means
for face-to-face interaction and may improve the relationship between the teacher and the learner. The study
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of Mese and Sevilen (2020) revealed that L2 learners had negative attitudes towards online learning because
of lack of social interaction. Video feedback can be a means to support social interaction with the learners.

Since the advantages of video feedback overweigh the ones of audio feedback when the literature is
considered, in this study, video feedback was preferred as a means to provide feedback for preservice ELT
teachers. Also, studies on feedback have mainly focused on language learners rather than ELT teacher
candidates (Dowden et al., 2013; Ellis, 2006; Ferris & Roberts,2001; Gould & Day, 2013; Ene & Upton,
2018; Jolly & Boud, 2013; Ruegg, 2018; Vardi, 2013; Waller & Papi, 2017). Nonetheless, it is obvious that
every method applied with teacher candidates does not only develop their English writing skills but also
may contribute to their teaching skills. This is based on the belief that any experience with preservice
teachers contributes to their teaching skills and this may create a “butterfly effect”. Accordingly, this study
focuses on the opinions of ELT teacher candidates on video feedback in their writing skills course. Thus, it
is believed that this study can contribute to the literature and the field of ELT in terms of developing ELT
preservice teachers’ academic writing skills and teaching skills. Regarding this aim, the research question
of the study is:

1. What type of feedback do preservice English teachers prefer while having an online writing skills
course?

a. What are the reasons for their preferences?

3. Methodology
3.1. Research Model/Design

In this study, qualitative research, more specifically, phenomenological study design was used.
Phenomenological research is based on the experiences reported by the individuals which allow us the
opportunity to see the perspectives of the subjects (Creswell, 2005). Since the aim of the study was to find
out the experiences and opinions of the ELT preservice teachers on video feedback, the phenomenological
study design was found to be the most suitable design to be applied. In other words, this study is concerned
with describing the participants’ experiences rather than explaining them, and gaining insights in the
preservice teachers’ motivation and actions in receiving video feedback for their essays.

The study was conducted in a “writing skills II” course at the ELT department of an education faculty in
Turkey. The course focuses on academic writing and the syllabus comprises some basic types of essays.
Since the pandemic suddenly hit the education system in a sudden way, the syllabus was revised and two
types of essays were taught online to preservice teachers: cause-effect essay and argumentation essay.

The course applies process approach for homework where the preservice teachers receive feedback on their
essays and then, they are required to revise their essays according to the feedback they receive from their
instructors. For the cause-effect essay, the preservice teachers received feedback on the word file they
submitted to the LMS (Learning Management System) the university was using. For the argumentation
essay, they were provided with video feedback which they could reach via a QR (Quick Response) code
sent to their emails (Figure 1).
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Homework

Argumentation essay

(Written feedback +
Video Feedback)

Cause-effect essay
(Written feedback)

Fig. 1: Type of feedback according to the essay type

3.2. Study Group

The participants of the study were 50 ELT preservice teachers attending the ‘writing skills II” course in the
spring term of the academic year of 2019-2020 They were freshman students whose ages ranged from 18
t020. The feedback for two essay types was provided in written-only and video +written format for all 50
participants. Although 20 participants completed the survey, 3 participants were not able to complete the
survey due to health and technological problems. 8 of the participants agreed to be interviewed. The rest of
the participants did not complete the survey although they received feedback during the term. All preservice
teachers were provided with feedback during the term, but they participated in answering the survey and
the interview on a voluntary basis.

3.3. Data Collecting Tools

Video Feedback and QR code

The participants received feedback for the cause-effect essay in written format in the word file they
uploaded on the LMS. The word files were sent one by one to each participant’s mailbox. For their
argumentation essay, they received feedback both in written form and video format. At this point, since the
size of videos was big and could not be sent via email, QR codes were used by sending the participants the
codes they had to use to access their feedback. Another reason why QR codes were preferred was the
application called “Qwiqr” (https://uk.qwigr.education/). This application offers the easiness to record the
video on the application directly and creates QR codes for it; in other words, it also saves time. On the
recording, the participants could see their written feedback, and they could also listen to their instructor
explaining both the strong and weak sides of the essay by showing them on the screen with the mouse and
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by highlighting the necessary parts (see Picturel). Thus, the participants could read the comments of the
instructor, listen to the feedback, and see the relevant parts.

Pic.1: Qwiqr Screen

Pic.2: Student sample video feedback via QR code
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Open-ended Survey

An open-ended questionnaire was prepared online for the participants. The questions consist of three
parts: demographic information, 8 experience-related questions and consent for the use of their answers
for academic purposes. Before the questionnaire was applied to the participants, two field-related
experts examined the questionnaire and provided feedback both for the format of the questionnaire and
the wording of the questions so that they would be clear enough for the participants. 5 of the participants
who were excluded from the main study answered the survey beforehand in terms of checking the
difficulty of the questions, and the problematic ones were revised accordingly. Thus, based on the critics
of the experts and the five participants, revisions were made.

Semi-structured Interview

Two questions related to the experiences of the participants were prepared. During the interview, when
the necessity for further questions arose, follow-up questions were asked to the participants too. The
interviews were conducted with eight volunteer participants. The two questions were as:

1. Which feedback type do you prefer? Written or video feedback? Why?
2. Why wouldn’t you prefer the other one?

The interviews were carried out on Zoom and they were recorded with the permission of the
participants. The interviews were transcribed verbatim for detailed content analysis. Figure 2 shows the
data collections tools used for the study.

Tools
1
T 1
Survey Interview
8 Qs on — 8 participants
experience
Open-ended [~ Two Qs

*{ Zoom

Fig. 2: Data Collection Tools

3.4. Application Process

The aim of the study was to explore the experiences of ELT preservice teachers on video feedback during
the online writing course during the lockdown. The preservice teachers were expected to write two essays
as homework in the spring term. The homework was assigned to the participants after they were taught
each essay type. Hence, the first essay type was the cause-effect essay and the second was argumentation
essay (as presented in Figure 1).

The participants received written feedback only for their first homework on a word document. The feedback
was provided within the text by correcting mechanical errors and with margin notes which would help them
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to improve their texts in terms of content, organization, unity, and coherence. The documents with the
feedback were uploaded to the LMS.

After the argumentation essay was taught, the second homework was assigned. This time, the participants
were provided with written feedback and video feedback. Mechanical errors were mentioned in written
feedback. If they were very frequent and of a specific type, then they were explained in the video. Margin
notes were used again for content and organization development, but this time video feedback supported
those notes. In the video feedback, the problematic part was shown exactly to the participant and necessary
information was provided on how to solve the problem and develop their text. The video feedback was
recorded via the web tool Qwiqr” (https://uk.qwigr.education/). QR codes were preferred because sending
the video recording would be difficult in terms of size, so this application assisted in sharing the feedback
with the participants in a practical way. The files with written feedback and QR codes for the video feedback
were planned to be uploaded on the LMS; however, there was a technical problem and the upload failed,
so the instructor had to send the files to each student via email.

Homework

Cause-effect essay Argumentation essay

Written Feedback
on €ssays

Writte Feedback

on €ssays

n T ment
on word document on word docume

in-text feedback (mechanical) in-text feedback (mechanical)

. margin notes:
margin notes: g

content, organization, unity,

content, organization, unity, coherence

coherence

Video Feedback
QR code

mostly detailed feedback on:
content, organization, unity and
coherence problems

Less on mechanical problems

Figure 3. Application Process

At the end of the term, after the final exams, the participants were asked to complete the open-ended survey
for the study and to consent for their participation in the data collection process. After the survey, volunteer
participants were interviewed on their experiences of receiving feedback and how this improved their
essays.
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3.5. Data Analysis

Qualitative data analysis was used for both the survey data and interview data sets. More specifically,
content analysis was carried out. The interviews were transcribed verbatim. For both data sets, theme coding
was applied on NVivol2. Two experts applied theme coding to the data sets, and a third expert was
consulted for the parts where consensus was needed.

3.6. Validity and Reliability

For coding reliability, two coders identified the themes in the data. At the first stage, after 30% of the data
were coded by the coders, for the themes which could not be agreed on, a third expert was consulted. The
whole data were analyzed by two experts; then, the reliability Kappa coefficient was found on NVivol2 as
0.83, which can be considered as highly reliable. Figure 4 shows the procedure for data analysis and
reliability.

) o Two coders
Coding Reliability 30% of data 3rd expert

K Coeficient
appao ;: cien ‘ All data coded

Fig. 4: Data Analysis Procedure

3.7. Findings and Discussions

The aim of the study is related to the preferences and opinions of the pre-service teachers. They were asked
which feedback type they preferred: written-only feedback or video feedback +written feedback. While
60% of the participants preferred video feedback and written feedback, 40% of the participants preferred
written-only feedback.

When the reason for their preferences was asked, the participants stated that receiving video feedback
during the pandemic made them feel cared and important because they thought it was a sign that the
instructor cared about them. Also, they added that more detail was provided via video feedback. On the
other hand, the participants who preferred written feedback stated the reason for their choices as they were
not good at using technological devices and found it time-consuming to download a QR scanning
application and then to watch the video. They preferred written feedback because it was more
straightforward for them.
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Table 1.

Preference of Feedback Type

Type of Feedback Percentage Reasons
Written-only feedback 40% Straight forward
Practical
Traditional
Video Feedback+Written 60% More detailed
feedback Felt more cared

Visual and audio feedback

Considering this finding, the study went through a more detailed analysis of their preferences and
experiences about video feedback+written feedback and written-only feedback. The participants were
asked which type of feedback they found effective (Table 2). When they were asked about their opinions
on the effectiveness of video feedback+written feedback and only written feedback, 48% of the participants
found video feedback more effective whereas 52% found written feedback only more effective. This finding
may seem contradictory because while most of the participants preferred video feedback+ written feedback,
they found the one with video feedback less effective (Table 2).

Table 2.

Type of feedback preference and its effectiveness

Preference Effectiveness
(Percentage) (Percentage)

Written-only feedback 40% 52%

Video Feedback+Written feedback 60% 48%

Reasons for Preferring Written-only Feedback type

The participants uploaded their cause-effect essays on a word file on the LMS of the university. On the file,
the instructor corrected the language use, suggested more complex vocabulary and grammar structures, and
wrote suggestions on the margins as comments about the content and organization of the essays. The files
were sent via email to the participants.

When participants stated their preference as written-only feedback, the reasons for their choices were found

out. Figure 4 presents the reasons why written-only feedback was preferred over video feedback+written
feedback.
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Fig.4: Reasons for Preferring written-only feedback

There are mainly two advantages stated by the preservice teachers. First, they found written-only feedback
time-saving because they might get in contact with the instructor only when disagreements about the
feedback occurred. Thus, instead of watching the whole video, they could focus only on the points which
were not understood. This finding is also in line with the study of Borup et al. (2015) and Orlando (2016)
where the students also preferred written feedback to video feedback because written feedback was easier
to access and faster to skim through the comments.

The participants stated that they could get in touch with their instructors in case the feedback had some
confusing points; however, they missed the point that during the pandemic, they were not able to meet their
instructors face-to-face. Stating such a reason may show that the participants were used to the traditional
procedure for receiving feedback and they felt safer that way during the pandemic too. This may imply that
the participants could not adapt to the new methods in receiving feedback and might feel safer with the
traditional procedure. During the interview, participant 8 stated:

[...] I would prefer written feedback. I feel safe that way...I do not like using technology that
much...codes....videos. Learning should be simple.

Another advantage they stated was the benefit of a more detailed explanation they could receive with the
written feedback. The feedback provided to the participants was more detailed in video feedback because
the instructor explained the margin notes, commented on the video and suggested ways to improve the text.
It may seem surprising that the written-only feedback was found more detailed. There may be two reasons
for this finding. First, perhaps the participants did not watch the video feedback, and second, perhaps it was
difficult to comprehend the feedback as stated in the second part of Figure 4. Thus, the margin notes and
comments may seem more detailed to them. The learners may be visual learners and maybe they felt more
comfortable with written-only feedback.
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While coding the themes, it was found that the participants who prefer written-only feedback over video-
feedback+written feedback, made their choices because of the disadvantaged experiences they had with the
video feedback+written feedback. As seen in Figure 4, the participants had difficulty in hearing the video
feedback and seeing the written parts (meaning the notes, corrections and comments). Also, they
experienced problems with the QR codes. For example, they had difficulty in opening the video with the
code, they needed an application for scanning the code and perhaps their mobile did not have the size for
that. Participant 13 supported his opinion during the interview with these lines:

[...Juhmm well, I liked to watch the video. I could also follow the feedback from the Word
file....but it takes long time to receive the feedback. Uhmm .... I mean ... just the Word file is
enough. For the video, I need the QR code application, a bigger screen...and finding these takes
time.

Participant 19:

[...]The Internet connection was weak on my phone...I could not download the video so it was
difficult to watch... Written feedback was easier to access.

Because of these difficulties they experienced, the participants also made suggestions. They suggested
screen video usage and video files to be sent via email. However, the problem with sending the video files
via email was the size of the files causing difficulty in sending them.

As stated by the participants, they preferred written-only feedback mostly because of the technical
difficulties they experienced with the procedure rather than the effectiveness of the written-only feedback
type. Since they were away and in their hometowns during the pandemic, some of the participants did not
have a computer or strong internet connections, so they usually used their mobile phones for working on
the feedback they received. This may have been also a challenge for the participants.

Reasons for Preferring Video feedback+Written feedback

The participants were provided with video feedback and written feedback for their argumentation essays.
They could reach their video feedback via a QR code. After scanning the code, they could watch their
feedback on their screens. When the participants were asked about the reasons for preferring video+written
feedback, they stated that they found video feedback more detailed and effective (Figure 5). They stated
that video feedback was more detailed because the instructor had to explain the comments and suggestions
made on the written feedback file in more detail. In other words, the instructor elaborated the written
feedback. Also, they added that seeing their paper during the video made the confusing points clearer.
Seeing-listening-reading helped them to comprehend the points to be improved in their essays more easily.
Since they did not have the opportunity to have oral feedback sessions, video feedback was the closest to it
to be used. This finding supports the literature about video feedback since it has put forward that video
feedback provides the opportunity to receive more feedback and more detailed (Borup et. al., 2015; Crook
et al., 2012; Elola & Oskoz, 2016; Henderson & Phillips, 2015; Lamey, 2015). Instead of focusing on
corrective feedback like in written feedback, during video feedback, the instructor provided more feedback
on global level of the essay. Thus, s/he explained the current situation in more detail.

Additionally, the way video feedback was used by the instructor was found effective. Both the video
feedback and the way it was delivered to the participants, namely the QR codes, were satisfying for the
participants. One of the participants even stated that the QR codes became a tool for her to increase her
curiosity about the feedback and the learning process.
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Participantl:

[...]...I liked the video. I could get more detail actually...it was fun to receive feedback with QR
code... it created curiosity...

Thus, the participants found video feedback so effective that they suggested receiving more video
feedback during the term not only for one essay.

Fig.5: Reasons for preferring video feedback

In contrast to the reasons the participants stated for their written-only feedback, the participants who prefer
video feedback+written feedback stated more details about their choice (Figure 6). First of all, the
participants found video feedback beneficial for their final exam where they were also asked to write an
essay. They could see their mistakes and understand how to correct them. This may be the reason why the
participants found video feedback more detailed. They claimed that video feedback helped them improve
their essay writing skills. However, they would like to receive more feedback on mechanical issues in the
video feedback in addition to the feedback on the content and organization of their essays. The instructor
focused more on global issues rather than mechanics and language use. This finding is also in line with
previous studies (Anson et al., 2016; Borup et al., 2014; Elola & Oskoz, 2016; Henderson & Phillips, 2015).

The participants were also satisfied with video feedback because they received feedback on what they did
better and were motivated to learn more. In addition, video feedback supported a way for building
interaction with the learners during the pandemic and as Chen (2019) suggests interaction with the
instructor may motivate the learner. This is also a finding in line with the study of Lamey (2015). Perhaps,
the reason why instructors focus more on the positive aspects of the product of the learner can be the feeling
of having an interaction with the learner via the recording. Psychologically, the instructors feel the need to
greet the learner, address with their names and focus on positive aspects too so that it seems like a real
interaction (Anson et al, 2016). A possible explanation can be that video feedback may reduce the perceived
distance between the learner and the instructor (Thomas et al., 2017).
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Fig.6: Opinions of participants on video feedback

Another point to be mentioned can be the feeling of being cared by the instructor. Participant 4 made the
point that being cared during the pandemic made her feel safe and comfortable. Since they had no chance
to meet the instructor face-to-face for receiving feedback, video feedback opened a new way to interact
with the instructor about their essay.

Participant 4:

[...] Because of the pandemic, we couldn’t receive live feedback...the video feedback was a little
bit like live and like feeling safe and kind of cared by the teacher...”

Since the learner can hear the voice of the instructor, and the instructor focuses on positive achievements
and encourages the learner, the learner may feel safer and more cared with video feedback (Anson et al.,
2016; Harper et al., 2012). This may explain the feeling of participant 4.

To sum up, most of the preservice ELT teachers preferred video feedback+written feedback rather than
written-only feedback for their essays. Despite this choice, they might have thought that written feedback
was more effective than video feedback. The technological requirements for video feedback via QR codes
and technical problems, such as poor Internet connection and the use of mobile phones for receiving the
feedback made written-only feedback more preferable. Similarly, Agormedah et al. (2020) found in their
study on online learning during the pandemic that learners feel satisfied using technology but have negative
attitudes because of poor internet connection and not being trained for online learning. All the technical
requirements for video feedback might have seemed like a waste of time for the participants. One reason
for this situation may be the concerns the pandemic caused in terms of education. Moving to online
education was a novel situation for both teachers and students. Also, the poor level of readiness of
technology use for educational purposes can be another underlying reason for the findings of the study.
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4. Discussions

The study aims at finding out the experiences of ELT preservice teachers on video feedback which they
received via QR codes for their essays. The participants were required to write two essays during the term
for their Writing Skills course. Different from the aforementioned studies, this phenomenological study
focused on the views of ELT pre-service teachers and the reported results revealed that most of the
participants prefer written feedback+video feedback for their essays. Consequently, the contribution of
using video feedback and written feedback with teacher candidates was two-fold; (1) the ELT preservice
teachers could develop their academic writing skills, and (2) they had the opportunity to learn how to
provide feedback for their future learners.

The ELT preservice teachers were found more encouraged for writing when they received written and video
feedback from their instructors. The reasons for this phenomenon can be inferred as the inborn need for
being cared. These findings echo what Borup et al. (2014; p.249) stated on video feedback. According to
the researchers, video feedback can be regarded as a beneficial means for establishing “social presence”
because social presence is less achieved in blended courses where learning is face-to-face, so it cannot be
wrong to state that for online courses social presence is a significant issue too. In other words, Belt and
Lowenthal (2021) state that video feedback can be considered as a tool in terms of the social constructivist
theory because video feedback can be seen as a prospect for establishing social presence and a form of
affective relationships between the learners and instructors (see also Draus et al., 2014). The participants
of the study in question stated that video feedback was a sign for them that their instructor cared about
them, especially during the sudden lockdown. Unanticipatedly, they had to switch from face-to-face to
online education where they felt especially frustrated for their academic lives. They were aware that their
instructor spent effort on the individualized feedback which may have helped them feel less frustrated.

Video feedback presents advantages for the learners as it provides the learners with more detailed feedback
(Mayhew, 2017; Vincelette & Bostic, 2013; Moore & Filling, 2012), the instructor’s voice, and intonation.
It can be seen as a tool for establishing social presence for both face-to-face and online courses since the
instructor starts the video by greeting the learner by name, praises (Lamey, 2015; Thomas et. al., 2017) the
achieved tasks first and connects to the learners socially (Anson et al., 2016; Grigoryan, 2017). The findings
of the current study are in line with the literature. Most of the participants preferred written+video feedback
for their essays because they thought they received more detailed feedback especially on the global level
of their work. During the video feedback, since the participants heard the instructor talking, it was like a
conversation so they did not feel isolated. Thus, the subjects reported that they found video feedback the
closest to oral feedback they had been receiving before the lockdown. The participants found video
feedback so effective that they stated they wished that they had received more video feedback for their
previous work, too. However, they highlighted that they would like to have been provided with more
feedback on mechanical issues during the video feedback sessions, this finding is also in line with the
literature (Anson et al.,2016; Borup et al.,2014; Elola & Oskoaz, 2016; Henderson & Phillips,2015).

Motivation was reported as another reason for choosing video feedback. The underlying reason may be the
positive language that the instructor used during the video. The instructor greeted the learners, addressed
them with their names, and started giving feedback by focusing on the positive sides of their work (Anson
et al., 2016). Social interaction has a key role in motivation and the study of Mese and Sevilen (2020)
supports this (also see Chen, 2019). As a result, video feedback may reduce the perceived distance between
the learner and the instructor (Thomas et al., 2017), and in return, the motivation to develop better texts can
come to an existence (Garrison, 2009; Li et al., 2020; Thoms, 2011).

Despite the advantages video feedback+written feedback presents for the learners in the study at issue, the
participants found written-only feedback more effective for the development of their writing skills. In other
words, this finding can be considered to be contradictory because, as stated before, while most of the
participants preferred written+video feedback, they found written-only feedback more effective (Borup et
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al., 2015; Li et al., 2020). The reason for this alleged contradiction may be the efficient nature of the text
(Li et al., 2020) since written feedback can be an opportunity for the learners “to read, process, relate and
link the feedback to their performance at their own pace” (p.502). While reading the feedback, the learner
has the opportunity to skim for keywords, but for video feedback, they should take notes about the key
points (Borup et al., 2015; Orlando, 2016). This process may make video feedback disadvantageous because
learners need to spend more time figuring out the feedback provided. In addition, written feedback is easier
to access compared to video feedback (Orlando, 2016). Another possible reason for this finding can be that
mentally the students could not switch to online learning from traditional learning. They felt safer with
written feedback because this was what they were used to (see the extract from participant 8). In addition,
students’ inefficient use of the technology was another aspect considered to have a key role on this
contradiction about the ineffectiveness of video feedback. Although most of the participants found video
feedback beneficial, some of them reported that they had experienced problems with the technology which
led them to choose written-only feedback unavoidably. They explained this by stating that they were not
good at using technological devices, watching the video feedback from mobiles was troublesome, and it
was time-consuming for them to download a QR scanning application and watch the video. Written-only
feedback was regarded to be more straightforward by them. The participants in the current study found
video feedback beneficial but had concerns related to technology since they could not make the QR
application work, even if they had, they experienced trouble in playing the video; therefore, they could not
receive proper feedback for their work. In other words, it can be stated that learners prefer to use technology
but because of the negative factors affecting it, so they would rather be taught without technology. This
finding is also supported by the literature (Agormedah et al., 2020; Li et al., 2020). These might have led
the learners to experience bigger and more psychological drawbacks of using technology which can be
stated as frustration and distraction. These feelings and video feedback’s being time-consuming may have
caused the learners to create negative feelings towards writing and the course. However, these are problems
that can be solved. To illustrate, the learners will download a QR scanning application just once, or the
feedback can be shared on drive/cloud systems. When the fact that these participants are the teachers of the
future is considered, providing them with video feedback should be regarded as a valuable tool since it will
also prepare them for the classrooms of the digital generation.

5. Implications of the study

This qualitative study focused on written+video feedback and written-only feedback for ELT preservice
teachers. Thus, the two-sided implications of the study both had been expected by the researcher and were
considered as valuable resources for clarifying the phenomenon at issue.

In terms of the learning perspective, written+video feedback can be regarded as advantageous for the
language learner since it provides detailed feedback on both local and global issues, establishes social
presence, and supports affective factors (such as being cared etc.) in learning. Although the study, like the
other studies which had been done so far in the relevant literature, may not support that one way of feedback
is superior to the other one, this study reveals that what matters is the learner and his/her preferences. The
learners may be asked to make a preference about the medium of feedback before the instructor gives
feedback. Besides their preference, the instructor may choose to switch from one type of feedback to
another for different reasons. S/he may favor using video feedback at the beginning of the course to show
the learner how to interpret the given feedback, show affection, and construct a relationship with the learner;
then, s’he may continue with written feedback depending on the needs and expectations of the learners (Li
et al., 2020; Palloff & Pratt 2007). In addition, video feedback can be used to boost the motivation of the
learners in their process of developing their writing skills. In other words, the feeling of being cared and
given importance can trigger the motivation of the learners (Garrison, 2009; Li et al., 2020; Thoms, 2011).
Another implication of the study is training students on using technology before starting using it for
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teaching and learning. Thus, learners’ readiness can be supported via teacher instructions (Agormedah et
al., 2020). This can be solution for the complaints on using the QR codes, perhaps.

From the teaching perspective, written+video feedback shows ELT preservice teachers that written
feedback is not their only choice but they have other and much more up-to-date alternatives, such as the
video format. While interpreting the feedback they receive, the students also learn how to provide feedback
for their future learners and the tools/ways which help them facilitate the process. This makes a reference
to Putnam and Borko (2000) who state that teacher candidates need feedback from their instructors to get
one step further in the teaching profession. Consequently, by providing feedback to learners via text, audio
and video tools, the instructor gets the opportunity to show the teacher candidates that providing feedback
is significant and they may develop technological skills regarding teaching with technology (Nillas 2008).

6. Limitations

Although this study presented insightful findings for educators, it was limited to the study context. First,
the findings were related to ELT preservice teachers and a writing course. Using QR codes for video cannot
be mentioned as a limitation but it is worth mentioning that there are other ways to deliver the video
feedback to learners, such as uploading the files to drive/cloud systems. This could prevent the complaints
about downloading QR scanning applications mentioned by the participants. Some participants complained
about their weak Internet connection. This can be regarded as one of the limitations of the study.

7. Conclusion and Suggestions

The aim of this study is to find out the opinions and experiences of preservice ELT teachers on video
feedback for their writing skills course. Based on this aim, during the spring term, the participants were
provided two types of feedback for their essays: written-only and video feedback+written feedback. At the
end of the term, the participants were asked to complete a survey about their experiences, and eight of the
participants were interviewed for further information. Considering the design of the study,
phenomenological study design was applied to shed light on the use of video feedback in writing skills
courses with preservice ELT teachers.

The study revealed that while the preservice teachers prefer video feedback for their essays, they found
written-only feedback more effective. The preference for video feedback was the result of more detailed
comments, more elaboration, and seeing-listening-reading opportunities. Additionally, video feedback
made them feel more cared and motivated for improving their writing, this was found precious because of
the difficult conditions experienced during the first lockdown of the pandemic. On the other hand, they
were more written-only effective because it was time-saving, no application was required (referring to the
QR code scanning application), less technology was demanded for written-only feedback.

Considering, the findings of the study, video feedback can be recommended for teaching academic writing
in English because it was found more detailed and made the preservice teachers more motivated for the
course. However, video feedback can be demanding for the instructor so further studies could be conducted
to find out the experiences of the instructors providing video feedback. Technological readiness was another
issue that was found in the study. The participants did not feel ready for using QR codes, videos and etc. at
the beginning of the pandemic. Another study can compare their readiness level for technology use and the
effect of video feedback on essay development of ELT preservice teachers. Since the participants had
difficulty in scanning the QR codes, cloud or drive applications may be used to share the video files.
Another enlightening suggested study may focus on the effect of written-only and video feedback on essay
development preservice teachers by comparing the revised versions of their essays based on an evaluation
criterion.
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