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Abstract 

This study explores the comparative usability of multimodal feedback, 

specifically exploring the relative efficiency, effectiveness, and satisfaction usability 

advantages and disadvantages of audio, screencast, and written feedback or 

instructor response for students, and it explores the level of satisfaction 

experienced by instructors when giving feedback in each mode. To conduct this 

investigation, this study tested four hypotheses based on preceding research. (H1) 

SUS (System Usability Scale) and product reaction survey results will show that 

students prefer screencast feedback above audio feedback and audio feedback 

above written feedback; (H2) screencast feedback will show the highest levels of 

effectiveness for students and both screencast and audio feedback will show higher 

levels of effectiveness than written feedback; (H3) screencast feedback will show the 

higher levels of efficiency for students than audio feedback but written feedback will 

show the highest levels of efficiency; and (H4) instructors will express higher 

satisfaction in giving written feedback than they do for audio and screencast 

feedback.  

To test these hypotheses, 20 students were recruited to use one of the three 

modes of feedback and be observed, surveyed, and retrospectively interviewed 

about their experiences. In addition, four instructors were also observed, surveyed, 

and retrospectively interviewed about their experiences giving feedback in one of 

the three modes. Test results supported H1a, which says that students show a 

preference for screencast feedback above audio feedback, but H1b was not 

supported, which says that students did express higher satisfaction for written 

feedback, at least according to SUS results. H2 showed inconclusive results 

regarding whether screencast and audio feedback offers users a more effective 

experience than written feedback, though there were indicators of unique 

advantages offered by each mode. H3a was supported, indicating efficiency 
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advantages in connection with student use of screencast feedback over audio 

feedback, but it remains inconclusive whether screencast offers definitive efficiency 

advantages over written feedback. H4 was well-supported, showing that instructors, 

despite experiencing some satisfaction and other usability advantages when using 

screencast or audio feedback, still prefer written feedback.  

This study also discovered that both students and instructors initiate or 

appear to cause user errors, often as a result of being unwilling to or unaware of 

how to apply feedback received, and sometimes this results from lack of detail or 

context provided by the instructor. It also asserts that audio feedback does not 

appear to offer any distinct advantages or affordances over screencast feedback, 

though a combination of screencast and written feedback is likely to offer students 

a more ideal usability experience in light of the advantages of both modes. In 

addition, this study found that cross-purposes between instructors and students are 

at play in the user scenario, specifically instructor resistance to adopting multimodal 

feedback methods even though students would prefer that instructors do so. 

The primary implications for this study are as follows: (1) Given the apparent 

usability and learning advantages of using screencast or other multimodal forms of 

feedback for students and instructors, more needs to be done to investigate how to 

ameliorate instructor resistance to adoption. (2) Instructors need to take steps to 

both train their own students how to effectively use and apply feedback but also 

ensure the feedback they give is contextualized and actionable. (3) Instructors need 

to take advantage of the affordances of screencast feedback and written feedback 

to ensure their students receive both more abundant and contextualized feedback 

as well as sentence-level feedback.   
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Chapter 1: 

Introduction 

My research explores the usability of multimodal forms of feedback given for 

the purpose of helping students revise their work. In particular, I compare the 

usability of audio, screencast, and digitally written feedback to show factors and 

situations that may make one mode of feedback more usable, preferable, or 

effectual than the other for technical communication students.  

To ensure clarity on what this study seeks to explore, the following is a brief 

description of what I mean by written, audio, and screencast feedback: (1) “Written 

feedback” refers to digitally or manually annotated instructor responses added to a 

student document that are later provided to the student; (2) “audio feedback” refers 

to instructor responses to a student document that are recorded and given to the 

student so they can listen to the instructor response, typically without the provision 

of additional written feedback; and (3) “screencast feedback” refers to instructor 

response that involves using a screen capture tool to record one’s computer screen 

and voice as you review the student document and then giving that recording to the 

student to review, typically without the additional provision of written feedback 

(other than what the student sees written down on his or her document during the 

video).   

In this study, I test a set of hypotheses that are based on both supported 

claims in the literature regarding multimodal feedback, personal experience using 

these forms of feedback, and anecdotal reports from colleagues and students. I test 

these hypotheses by observing students using three types of feedback modes: 

written, audio, and screen capture/screencast video.  

The primary purpose or usefulness of this study lies in the provision of 

potentially helpful heuristics that future researchers can use to help measure the 
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usability of instructor feedback, insights on possible advantages and disadvantages 

of each mode of feedback, and recommended approaches instructors might take to 

augment their feedback strategy. This study also provides a detailed methodology 

for how to apply an ecosystem- and data-triangulation-focused approach when 

conducting comparative usability research in a complex system, such as a face-to-

face or online classroom. In addition, this study gives the reader an opportunity to 

explore the complexity and competing goals involved in this particular ecosystem of 

use.  

The following sections describe my rationale for exploring this topic of 

research and the precedent for it. They also review my research questions and the 

hypotheses that I investigate.  

1.1 Pedagogical Responsibilities 

During a previous research project completed in 2007, I explored what 

motivates technical students to do well or apply themselves in learning conventional 

rhetorical strategy, or the basic goal of producing communication that the audience 

will value and use. While the project left many questions unanswered, one pattern 

seemed to emerge from the literature—that students seem to be more motivated 

when they see what they learn and do in the course as usable and helpful for 

solving real-world problems they are currently motivated to address (Ahl, 2006; 

Crone & MacKay, 2007; Myers, 2008; van Grinsven & Tillema, 2006). Additionally, in 

the course of conducting another study (Howard, 2009), I reviewed arguments and 

evidence that suggested online students (and instructors) desired more context or 

media-rich interactions in online courses (Blair and Hoy, 2006; Sapp and Simon, 

2005). At the time, I hadn’t connected these studies to the role that multimodal 

instructor feedback might play in facilitating motivation and a preferred user 

experience, but the connection seems obvious now. 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

3 
 

In the course of another research project I conducted in 2010, it also became 

clear to me that instructors often struggle to help students learn how to “know” or 

better perceive the needs of their audience. Some of Karen Schriver’s work 

discussed in Dynamics of Document Design (1997) took a critical step in exploring this 

problem. Her experimentally validated method, called “protocol-aided audience 

modeling (PAM),” showed how feedback-driven analysis “sensitizes writers and 

designers to the typical problem that people may experience with poorly written or 

badly visualized documents” and “could go far in closing the gap between designers' 

intuitions and readers' needs” (474).  

Robert Johnson also validated this concept in his seminal book User-centered 

Technology (1998) where he reminded us of Aristotle’s common-sense claim that the 

person who lives in the house or the pilot who steers the ship with the rudder is the 

better judge of a quality of the house or ship than the builder or carpenter. 

Essentially, Johnson claimed the best source for learning how to communicate 

better is to observe users interacting with technologies in authentic contexts of use. 

Together, the claims of Schriver and Johnson work together to imply what might 

seem like an obvious maxim: Typically, the most effective way communicators (or those 

who create communication-based products) can learn how to better adapt their 

message/product for audiences or users is to gain more experience in both observing the 

effect of their communication on audiences/users and by collaborating with their users to 

create better designed communication.  

The implication with this maxim, in short, is that we can come to “know” our 

audience. Nevertheless, while communicators probably can’t “know” their audience 

perfectly, we use this expression of “knowing your audience” to imply that 

communicators can at least go through a discovery process that sensitizes them to 

audience needs and preferences. Any field where instructors give students feedback 

for the purpose of helping them improve their efforts implicitly adopts, to some 
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extent, this social constructivist/process pedagogy, or the idea that instructor/expert 

feedback, however well or poorly articulated, is a key site for this process of 

sensitizing authors to the needs of their users and the demands of contextualized 

tasks. Essentially, from the social constructivist point of view, communicators who 

want to improve their communication need to access alternative perspectives on 

the product of communication and its context of use and then assess and adapt to 

user feedback.  

As much as writing instructors often act like their writing is meant for the 

class or some public audience, the fact is that one of the few, if not the only, primary 

user of student writings is the instructor. So it stands to reason that instructor 

feedback can often represent a primary, or at least critical, method in the process of 

affecting students’ development of rhetorical awareness. Assuming that we feel it is 

a writing instructor’s key responsibility to help students develop rhetorical sensitivity 

and involve the audience in their revision process through feedback (whether or not 

it is the ideal method for doing so), investigating the usability of instructor feedback 

on student assignments just makes sense.  

It also makes sense and is increasingly important because instructors often 

dedicate an inordinate amount of their time providing feedback to their students 

without really knowing…  

• if the feedback is used,  

• how it is used, and  

• the extent of its usefulness (Still & Koerber, 2010; Haswell, 2009; Cho et 

al., 2006; Fife & O’Neill, 2001).  

If instructors are to wean themselves from an overreliance on the “vast 

armory of lore” Richard Haswell (2006) said we typically tend to use to guide our 

efforts as instructors (4), we need more empirical evidence that elucidates how 

students use our feedback. We need to observe patterns in how they tend to use it 
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and how we can adapt to better facilitate the needs of our primary audience as 

instructors: the students. 

Granted, it may be currently impossible for us to…  

• gauge the full extent of the effect of instructor feedback (given in 

whatever multimodal form) on a particular student’s rhetorical awareness 

or savvy and their ability to revise effectively, and  

• gauge the amount of learning that has occurred in the student as a result 

of that feedback.  

However, we can gauge the relative usability of the feedback by observing 

the user use it in context and for authentic purposes. We can also triangulate what 

we see with their self-reported feedback and, ideally, their success in the course or 

on a given assignment (Still & Koerber, 2010). 

1.2 The Exigency for Conducting a Usability Evaluation of Multimodal 

Instructor Feedback 

The field of technical communication has called for more empirical research, 

the kind that informs, supports, contradicts, questions, or clarifies our rationales for 

doing things the way we do them (Charney, 1996; Rude, 2009), particularly in 

relation to what should be research-driven pedagogical practices (Sullivan, 1989; 

Kinchin & Hay, 2007; Still & Koerber, 2010). Still and Koerber’s (2010) article 

reinforces the exigency that both the fields of composition and technical 

communication need to offer more empirical research studies that support our 

methods in giving students feedback—an activity that often dominates much of our 

time, continues to be a stressful experience for many instructors, and may 

dramatically affect students’ learning experience and attitude towards 

communication for the rest of their lives.  

While the field of technical communication has offered relatively little 

published discussion regarding instructor feedback strategies, research and 
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publications in the field of composition offers us a significant background dialogue. 

Nevertheless, as Still and Koerber (2010) argued, past studies on instructor feedback 

in composition, while voluminous, have primarily offered instructors theoretically 

and anecdotally informed perspectives and speculations on the effectiveness and 

implications represented in instructor feedback and rarely cite observed or even 

survey responses from actual students after receiving instructor feedback.  

To begin filling this gap, multiple related fields, including L2 and EFL 

pedagogy and even STEM, have published studies and survey results in the last 

several years that explore the effectiveness of different modes of feedback by 

gathering and evaluating self-reported responses from instructors, tutors, and 

students (see Chapman & Busch, 2009; Cho et al., 2006; Edwards et al., 2012; Harper 

et al., 2012; King et al., 2008; Lunt & Curran, 2010; Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Ni 

Cheng et al., 2012; Sipple, 2006; Turnitin, 2013). However, no scholars, except Still 

and Koerber (2010) and, to a minimal extent Hyland (1998), appear to have 

published studies where researchers actually observed students using instructor 

feedback in addition to triangulating those findings with self-reported data. So while 

multiple studies on instructor feedback thus far have given us potentially helpful 

insights regarding what instructors or students perceive is more useful or preferable, 

empirically triangulated support is in short supply. 

This means that there is not only a need for replications of Still and Koerber’s 

(2010) study, there also remains a vast, field-wide need to apply similar 

methodologies in analyzing how students interact with and use the user- and task-

based systems and products that we call curriculums, pedagogies, and educational 

materials, a call which Kate Crane (2015) joined in answering in her study on the 

usability of syllabi. Doing so could not only help us to develop better empirically-

supported heuristics and best practices in giving feedback, but also help us discover 

or confirm other best practices connected with writing curricula as a whole.  
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In light of this apparent gap in research on written feedback, there is plenty 

of room to speculate about why the field of technical communication has largely 

resisted applying empirical methodologies (particularly those associated with 

usability research) to pedagogical practices or, specifically, instructor feedback. 

Since Paulo Freire initiated the philosophy behind Pedagogy of the Oppressed, 

hundreds of scholars have continued to strive to evolve towards more student-

centered writing pedagogies. Resistance to this evolution could be explained by a 

complex set of value hierarchies, as Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969) might 

have argued, or simply by the inertia of previous experience and lore, or “old dogs” 

resisting new tricks. Most researchers in the writing fields could also justifiably claim 

a lack of time, money, and convenience as a reason for neglecting this gap. 

Whatever the case, the fact is that conducting empirical research and usability 

research in particular requires expertise and a vast investment of time and 

resources.  

We also have a well-rooted point of reference guiding this continued 

direction. As much as rhetorical theory has been debated or adapted since Aristotle 

codified it, Aristotle’s original definition for rhetoric should still be the most 

influential and applicable to contemporary problems we face in the field of technical 

communication. The next question we need to ask, then, is, are we acting on his 

definition by “observing in any given case the available means of persuasion” 

(1.1.1355b25-6), particularly regarding multimodal instructor feedback? In the least, 

we could better implement Wayne C. Booth’s call for “listening rhetoric,” which 

encourages us to create a dialogue with our students and other instructors about 

the reality of their experiences in an effort to reduce misunderstanding. 

As Wood and Cox (1993) stated, “we are not excused from scrutinizing the 

implications of privileging the abstract, conceptual, and theoretical over the 

concrete, material, and embodied” (151). And what is more embodied than the live 
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experience of our students and ourselves as their instructors? Whatever our 

persuasions as a field, we need to be careful to avoid dysfunctional patterns of 

discourse that reinforce what McKerrow (1989) called “rituals” of power often 

accepted in the community that can restrict challenges to prevailing perceptions.  

In answer to all of these voices, we are obligated to consider the merits of 

participatory and user-centered design (Johnson et al., 2007; Spinuzzi, 2005), or the 

assumption that agents and stakeholders within a classroom system should 

contribute to the design of the systems that are supposed to be designed for their 

benefit. Essentially, while rhetorical theory allows us to form educated hypotheses 

about the audience and situation, participatory and UX design as well as usability 

research methods allow us to empirically explore the merit of these hypotheses 

(Johnson et al., 2007). Until this is practiced, the effectiveness of any curricular 

component may simply represent an educated guess supported by limited 

anecdotal evidence or untested hypotheses.   

In addition to the exigencies already apparent, we continue to have more 

opportunities for using multimodal approaches and technologies to augment our 

rhetorical approach as instructors (Palmeri, 2012; Selfe, 2004) and even as 

business/industry practitioners. As evidence of multimodalities popularity, audio 

feedback has been explored as a viable option for giving feedback for decades 

(Killoran, 2013; Hunt, 1989; Kates, 1998; Sommers, 1989; Still, 2006). MyCompLab 

and TurnItIn.com already offer audio feedback features to thousands of instructors. 

In addition, researchers within related fields have started to explore the possible 

merits or drawbacks of providing students with screencast feedback (Ali, 2016; 

Cuéllar Sánchez, 2016; Edwards et al., 2012; Harper et al., 2012).  

Thus far, other than Ali’s quasi-experimental project in 2016, these studies 

offer limited empirical triangulation for their findings, and a survey published in 

2013 by Turnitin.com reinforces this need for exploring the usability of multimodal 
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feedback for both instructors and students. Out of 1,000 respondents, only 1.6% of 

students reported receiving audio feedback, and of those that did respond, 45% 

rated audio comments as “helpful.” In addition, 23% of the respondents indicated 

“that they would like to receive—but currently do not [receive]—voice or audio 

comment feedback on their written work” (7). In addition, only 1% reported 

receiving “video” feedback, and only 18% of these respondents found that feedback 

helpful (9).  

These responses imply that, first, many instructors are resisting the use of 

multimodal feedback, and while it isn’t unlikely that some of this resistance is 

related to the limitations of available technologies or a lack of access to costly 

technologies, I posit that this could be for reasons linked to usability issues and/or 

instructors’ lack of awareness in employing these modes of feedback effectively. 

Second, the responses also imply that students feel the usability of audio and video 

feedback could benefit from significant improvement, especially when compared to 

the students’ satisfaction rates of 75% for written marginal comments and 81% for 

end comments (9). 

In regards to instructor use of and student reactions to multimodal feedback, 

I’ve found both competing and consistent patterns in the multitude of survey- or 

interview-based studies in the field, which have been thoroughly explored by 

Killoran (2013). His review of the literature implies that the majority of students 

prefer audio feedback over written, and these studies offer indications of what 

audio affords that written feedback typically cannot. While there are relatively few 

studies available that have explored the comparative advantages of screencast 

feedback to written or verbal, their findings imply that the Jing screencasting 

program also offers potential usability advantages and disadvantages similar to 

audio feedback, in addition to being mostly preferable to students (Ali, 2016; Cuéllar 

Sánchez, 2016; Edwards et al., 2012; Harper et al., 2012; Thompson and Lee, 2012).  
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Despite the potential advantages of multimodal feedback for both 

instructors and students, Killoran’s (2013) literature review and Turnitin.com’s (2013) 

survey both implied that the vast majority of writing instructors in the field primarily 

use written feedback. This field-wide resistance to using other modes of feedback 

strongly implies that there may be a number of ecological, technological, usability, 

and emotional issues contributing to that lack of acceptance. 

In connection with this problem, Johnson (1998) pointed out how we often 

“want technology to help us get where we want to go, but we feel uncomfortable if 

we are unable to control the direction and speed of the journey" (20). This 

statement implies that we need to be more aware of the issues that are making 

instructors and students feel “uncomfortable” and “unable to control” or use these 

modes of feedback according to their goals. Bolter and Grusin’s (2000) claim that 

new modes or mediums won’t be adopted by users until “the new medium 

improves on the experience of older ones” also comes into play (68).  

In addition, what values or goals afforded by one mode of communication 

are superseding or supplanting the apparent goals and values accommodated by 

other modes of feedback? We have indications of why, as represented in some self-

reports from instructors, including inconvenience, problems with files sizes, and 

others (Killoran, 2013), but we have very little if any observational data drawn out of 

the user’s ecology to help us elucidate the conflicts at play and how we might 

accommodate or ameliorate such conflicts.  

What is interesting is that the fields of technical communication, rhetoric, and 

composition, especially in regards to teaching, still show a strong tendency to 

primarily focus on written communication. This is understandable because writing is 

definitely a dominant mode of communication in society, and it has been our field’s 

“bread and butter” to train students how to do it. And while many in our field are 

definitely aware of the multimodal nature of communication and squads of 
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researchers in our field have started to specialize in these areas, instructors of 

technical communication and composition often tend to essentially focus on 

teaching a limited set of available means of communication—mostly writing, 

sometimes visual design, and occasionally audiovisual presentation (Palmeri, 2012). 

In addition to Palmeri (2012), Selfe (2004) addressed this concern when she said that 

“if our profession continues to focus solely on teaching only alphabetic 

composition—either online or in print—we run the risk of making composition 

studies increasingly irrelevant to students engaging in contemporary practices of 

communication" (721).  

This warning applies to technical communication instructors and our use of 

multimodal feedback as well, for it is less likely that instructors can effectively teach 

the potential rhetorical advantages and disadvantages associated with various 

modes of composition if the instructors do not themselves practice thoughtfully 

adapting communication to one of their primary audiences (students) using 

ubiquitous, alternative media modes of delivery.  

1.3 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The concerns brought up in the previous section, along with the findings 

offered by those who have already explored modes of feedback, prompted me to 

begin an exploration of the following questions that the field has yet to sufficiently 

address: 

1. To what extent does the usability of different modes of feedback inhibit 

its usefulness or desirability for students (and instructors)?  

2. What modes or combinations of modes of feedback might be more 

usable than others, in what situations, and why? 

3. How might a comparison between instructors’ and students’ experience 

with multiple modes of feedback highlight the cross-purposes that both 
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Huot (2002) and Still and Koerber (2010) claim exist between these two 

parties, and how might we adapt to these cross-purposes? 

4. What factors in the ecosystem of use seem to be affecting the usability 

and user preferences in connection with these modes of feedback? 

In order to address these questions, I explored user motivations and 

backgrounds in the pre-user testing phase of my study, then I tested the following 

hypotheses, which are informed by previous survey data available in the literature, 

pilot tests I conducted on two students and one instructor, and my own experience 

giving feedback in each of these modes and anecdotal feedback I’ve received from 

my students and other instructors who use these modes to give feedback:  

 H1: System Usability Scale (SUS, an industry standard satisfaction survey) 

scores and desirability reaction survey results will show that students…  

o (H1a) prefer screencast feedback above audio feedback, and  

o (H1b) prefer audio feedback above written feedback (Killoran, 2013; 

Edwards et al., 2012).  

 H2: In terms of effectiveness experienced by students, 

o (H2a) screencast feedback will show higher levels than audio feedback 

for students, and 

o (H2b) screencast and audio feedback will show higher levels than 

written feedback for students (Ali, 2016; Edwards et al., 2012). 

 H3: According to measurements of efficiency,  

o (H3a) screencast feedback will show higher levels for students than 

audio feedback, and 

o (H3b) written feedback will show higher levels for students than both 

screencast and audio feedback (Edwards et al., 2012; Still, 2006; 

Neuwirth et al., 1994).   
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 H4: Instructors will express higher satisfaction and desirability in giving 

written feedback when compared to audio or screencast feedback 

(Killoran, 2013). 

1.4 Summary of Research Process, Results, and Analysis 

User Discovery and Analysis. To start the discovery process involved in 

addressing the research questions and hypotheses I’ve listed in the last section, I 

employed user discovery and recruitment strategies that included defining my user 

groups; identifying the goals, preferences, and factors affecting behavior in the 

users’ environment; and recruiting representative technical communication 

instructors and students to participate in both pre-study surveys and usability 

observations. After distributing a pre-study survey among approximately 100 

technical communication students and a number of instructors (see Appendices B 

and C), I was able to determine the characteristics of the mainstream student user 

and identify and recruit four instructors and 20 students to participate in usability 

observations and follow-up surveys and interviews.  

A total of four instructors agreed to be observed as they provided feedback 

and to give feedback in one of the three modes. Two instructors volunteered to use 

screencast feedback, one instructor volunteered to use audio feedback, and one 

instructor provided her students with written feedback. As for student participants, 

eight volunteered to be observed using screencast feedback, seven volunteered to 

be observed using audio feedback, and five volunteered to be observed using 

written feedback. Having five or more users in each user group enabled me to 

gather sufficient enough data to compare the usability experiences of each group. 

As for the characteristics of the participant population, the average age was 

20.5, 70% were female, and 30% were male. On average, users had taken two 

college writing courses prior to their current course, and their self-rated writing 

ability was 6.9 (1 being poor, 10 being excellent). All participants expressed 
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willingness to use instructor feedback, and the majority implied they were very 

willing. All participants also perceived instructor feedback as important to their 

success, and 90% of them also expressed that they had been satisfied with previous 

instructor feedback. In addition, 60% of participants expressed that they typically 

desire more instructor feedback, while 40% indicated that they preferred neither 

more nor less.  

The participant group users also indicated that their top priorities in receiving 

feedback were to improve their writing as well as to get a better grade. Students 

also expressed that the most influential factors on whether they chose to use 

instructor feedback depended on their ability to read and understand the feedback, 

the thoroughness of the instructor’s critique, and time constraints. 

Hypothesis testing results and analysis. I gave participating instructors the 

task of reviewing two student assignments using a given mode. Recording these 

sessions and gathering follow-up survey data allowed me to determine how 

efficiently each instructor was able to complete the task and how satisfied they were 

with their experience. My observations of student participants involved observing 

them “complete” the task of revising their assignments based on their own 

instructor’s feedback, and each unit of feedback was considered a subtask. Errors 

and the severity of those errors were measured by identifying whether units of 

feedback had been applied and to what extent. Student observations were also 

followed by a satisfaction survey, a product reaction survey, and a retrospective 

interview. All of these sources of data were used to triangulate how each mode of 

feedback compared in terms of the efficiency, effectiveness, and satisfaction of 

participating students’ experiences.   

By triangulating satisfaction survey scores with product reaction survey 

results and interview feedback, I was able to determine that screencast and written 

feedback seemed to induce the highest levels of satisfaction, but also that it is 
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difficult to determine whether screencast feedback and written feedback appeared 

to trigger higher levels of satisfaction with these user groups, especially in light of 

the level of difficulty typical to the comments provided by instructors in each mode. 

To determine the comparative effectiveness of each mode of feedback for 

users, I triangulated the average number of error scores experience by users with 

the severity level of these errors, the presumed difficulty level of the comments 

students received, and the average grade or score increase that students received 

after turning in their revisions. In this case, however, it was difficult to determine 

which mode appeared to provide more advantages in terms of overall effectiveness, 

due to the fact that both screencast and audio feedback users produced very similar 

averages in each point of comparison and because written feedback users received 

much less feedback and appeared to receive much less difficult (less time/effort-

intensive) feedback in comparison to the other two modes.   

To determine comparative efficiency for each mode, I triangulated the 

average time users spent applying each comment with the overall average amount 

of time it took users to revise their assignments as well as just the resume portion of 

the assignments. While these results were also complicated somewhat by 

comparability issues instigated by the lower amount of feedback and easier tasks 

received by written feedback users, I determined that screencast feedback users 

appeared to have an efficiency advantage in comparison to users of the other two 

modes.  

After all was said and done, however, I also wanted to determine, to an 

extent, whether the instructors who used screencast and audio feedback would 

continue to use these new modes to provide feedback to their students, and I 

supposed that their choice to continue using that feedback would be associated 

with their apparent levels of feedback with either mode. Follow-up surveys and 

retrospective interviews showed that all three instructors chose not to use audio or 
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screencast to give feedback again, and that, in the end, they did not feel satisfied 

with their experience with these modes. This finding was interesting, especially in 

light of the fact that follow-up surveys sent to participants indicated that almost all 

participants wanted to continue receiving audio or screencast feedback as opposed 

to or in addition to written feedback, and that they felt these modes helped them 

improve their work more than they otherwise would have if they’d received written 

feedback. 

Global research question results and analysis. One additional goal of this 

study was to determine whether there were apparent themes or pattern conditions 

that seemed to initiate errors experienced by participating students. Using an 

affinity diagram, I determined that most errors initiated by students occurred as a 

result of an apparent unwillingness or lack of awareness of how to apply pieces of 

feedback they received. I also determined that instructors can commonly initiate 

errors when they provide students with vague, abstract, or otherwise ambiguous 

feedback.  

Another question I endeavored to address was which modes of feedback 

might provide specific usability advantages over others, in addition to whatever level 

of satisfaction, efficiency, or sense of effectiveness users appeared to experience.  

One potential disadvantage of both audio and screencast feedback is that 

instructors using either of these modes tended to give relatively little instructor or 

feedback on sentence-level errors or mechanics. Most of the feedback users of 

written feedback received consisted of the sentence-level type. On the flip side of 

that, a potential advantage of both audio and screencast feedback is that instructors 

tended to provide more abundant, more detailed, and more strategically focused 

feedback.  

One additional disadvantage of audio feedback was that the medium doesn’t 

enable instructors to help students quickly find units of feedback they need to apply 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

17 
 

and where in their assignment they need to apply that feedback. In contrast, 

screencast feedback enabled users to quickly identify and locate sites of concern 

identified by their instructor. Written feedback also provides a similar advantage, in 

that students can quickly locate instructor feedback and what that feedback 

pertains to.  

As for a comparison of instructor and student experiences and where cross-

purposes appear to exist, the data showed less dissonance than expected. Both 

instructors and students had a primary purpose for the students to improve their 

work, which by implication leads to getting a better grade, which students also 

prioritized. The most apparent mismatch between desires appeared as a result of 

gathering follow-up survey data two months after the initial observations. In that 

survey, it was clear that almost all participants who used screencast or audio 

feedback wanted to receive more of this feedback, even though all three instructors 

who’d used one of these alternative modes had chosen to stop using it. According to 

participating instructors, use of audio or screencast feedback tools appeared to 

cause each of them stress or discomfort. Whatever the actual reason and how 

legitimate, it was apparent that instructors were resistant to using feedback modes 

besides written feedback, despite some of the usability advantages that became 

apparent through analysis of the student participants’ experience.  

1.5 Chapter Overviews 

Chapter 2 provides a more literature-supported, robust basis for why this 

empirical usability study is critical for the progress of the field of writing instruction 

and why it is particularly relevant to the field of technical communication. It 

establishes patterns in the literature on how instructor feedback has been studied 

both generally and specifically in connection with multimodal feedback and issues 

related to adoption. It then reviews how certain empirical studies have established 

further precedent for conducting usability research on instructor feedback.    



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

18 
 

Chapter 3 outlines the methodological backdrop for this study, specifically 

the importance behind approaching this study site as a complex user ecosystem. It 

also identifies how I determined user representativeness and my rationales for 

using multiple usability heuristics in order to triangulate the data or results 

produced by the study. It then reviews the various methods I employed to gather 

observed and self-reported sources of data and why these methods are appropriate 

for this user context.  

Chapter 4 articulates the results of conducting a comparative usability 

observation of 20 students and 4 instructors receiving or giving audio, screencast, 

and written feedback. It identifies effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction data 

gathered during this study. The chapter outlines the respective numbers of errors 

and error severity experienced by users of each mode, difficulty of each task, scores 

students received before and after revision, time on task and subtask, and SUS and 

product reaction survey results. In addition, it also summarizes interview results and 

post-study survey responses in connection with each mode.     

Chapter 5 reviews the results articulated in Chapter 4 and further 

contextualizes and analyzes those results. The analysis triangulates evidence within 

the data and other studies to establish indications of the level of support for H1a, 

H1a, H2a, H2b, H3a, H3b, and H4 in this study. More specifically, it asserts that both 

screencast and written feedback show the best indicators for satisfaction, reviews 

the complexity involved in determining which mode is comparatively most effective, 

and argues that screencast feedback likely offers the most efficiency advantages for 

users. In addition, the chapter reviews the research questions identified in Chapter 

1, specifically articulating the apparent patterns in usability experienced by users of 

each mode of feedback, which modes appear to offer the most usability advantages, 

the potential cross-purposes affecting the user ecosystem and user behavior, and 

other elements of the user ecosystem that may influence user behavior in this case.  
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Chapter 6 summarizes the overall assertions this study makes and the data 

and literature supported rationales for those assertions. It also summarizes the 

support for or against each of the four hypotheses posited in this study as well as 

answers to the four core research questions guiding this study. It then 

contextualizes the findings and analysis in this study in the literature, identifying 

how specific findings within this study fit within the academic conversation around 

multimodal instructor feedback. This chapter also summarizes the core implications 

of this study, the limitations of the study and methodology behind it, and future 

research needs or opportunities that will help experts in the field better understand 

the advantages and disadvantages of using multimodal forms feedback.  
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Chapter 2:  

Literature Review 

This chapter will work to establish multiple patterns in the aforementioned 

literature that have informed my hypotheses and research questions, as well as 

explore the gaps in current research that have created an exigence for my usability 

study focused on multimodal instructor feedback. More specifically, I will review 

studies relevant to how students use instructor feedback and the strategies 

employed by instructors to give that feedback, drawing from the fields of technical 

communication and composition and other academic disciplines that have 

investigated this topic. The review will cover both general strategies involved in the 

feedback and evaluation of student writing as well as the purported advantages and 

disadvantages of providing that feedback using various modes, including written, 

audio, and screencast. I will then review the few studies that have employed some 

level of usability methodology to address questions or gaps in the literature 

regarding how we give feedback, its usability, and what we can do to avoid user 

errors. 

In addition, I will discuss arguments that support the use of empirical 

research in the fields of technical communication, composition, and pedagogy as a 

way of gaining communal rationality, exploring complex ecosystems of use, and 

legitimizing or complicating pedagogical practices employed by various fields. I will 

also explore research supporting the role that user research methodologies should 

play in writing studies, pedagogy, and curriculum design and why the ideals of 

rhetoric and technical communication ask for and validate the need for this role.  

2.1 Research in Technical Communication and Composition on Instructor 

Feedback  

In 2006, researcher Nancy Sommers discussed how studies focused on 

instructor feedback have continued to be a prevalent interest in the literature, citing 
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a recent Google Scholar search that produced 230,000 results on the topic. Since 

that time, another 6,000 results have been added to the list, reinforcing her 

reflection that interests in this topic remain “deeply professional and personal” (248) 

for academics around the globe. This is hardly surprising given the amount of time, 

attention, and effort instructors in various fields are required to dedicate to this task 

in comparison to the balance of other responsibilities. Questions on the topic 

persist, however. Whatever research has gone before, researchers across several 

disciplines continue to feel there is more to learn about how instructors give and 

should give feedback and how students perceive and use that feedback. 

Appropriately, Sommers’ reflection on the preceding 30 years of research also 

produced a sentiment that there is still an “absence of any ‘real’ students who” 

appear to have a voice in how instructors perceive and respond to their own 

experience as the users of that feedback (248).  

In 1982, in her most circulated article, “Responding to Student Writing,” 

Sommers made significant strides in helping the experts in the field of composition 

become aware of several needed changes in perception about how feedback should 

be given to students and what might encourage more effective or even cursory use 

of that feedback. Most significantly, she showed that feedback appears to lack 

usefulness and worth if there is no opportunity to revise, both for the sake of 

enabling a student to experience application-based learning as well as an 

opportunity for an improved score.  

A more recent study conducted by McGrath (2016) confirmed Sommers’ 

(1982) initial assertion that students need to have hope of recovering from less than 

ideal scores. In addition, Ackerman et al. (2017) found in an experimental study that 

giving students the opportunity to revise has the dual effect of making students feel 

less satisfied with their original scores and aroused increased receptivity to critical 
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feedback. Whatever the case, if feedback is simply used to rationalize scores, 

Sommers (1982) argued, students are otherwise doomed to repeat their mistakes.   

Sommers’ 2006 study, however, highlighted that, field-wide, writing 

instructors may also be guilty of repeating their own mistakes, and that this may be 

due to research that has neglected to seek insight into how students perceive and 

use feedback in their day-to-day lives and over time. So if instructors lack data on 

how their students are perceiving or using their feedback, it stands to reason that 

instructors are less likely to adapt their strategies as a result of this lack of 

awareness. Sommers (2006) tried to counter this trend to avoid focusing on student 

interpretations by following 400 students over four years. Perhaps not surprisingly, 

she found that the majority of instructor feedback went “unread or unused” (250), 

which is consistent with findings reported in other studies (Gibbs and Simpson, 

2004; Bardine et al., 2000). Sommers’ (2006) findings were most poignantly 

reinforced by a study conducted by Bardine et al. in 2000 in which nine out of ten 

students admitted they weren’t “really reading or thinking about the comments” 

they’d received (98).  

While the data gathered in these cases is self-reported and not correlated 

with empirical evidence, it appears that there’s reason to suspect what instructors 

often believe—that their efforts to provide feedback often appear to be in vain. 

While Sommers (2006) asserted that the responsibility for students’ successful use 

of instructor feedback remains on their shoulders as they become willing “to hear 

and accept honest assessment of their work” (252), she also indicated that 

instructors remain obligated to explore how feedback is typically provided to, in 

turn, discover steps that might increase the likelihood that students will find that 

feedback more valuable and useful. 

According to Bardine et al.’s (2000) review of preceding studies on feedback, 

at least one possible source of the problem is mistaken assumptions espoused by 
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instructors, along with other strategies employed among instructors, that may be 

leading to this lack of actual or perceived usefulness of instructor feedback. For 

example, while it might seem obvious that students “need to be shown not only 

what needs to be improved…, but also how to do it” (100), his review found that 

students regularly expressed that their feedback often lacked specificity and 

explanations of why certain changes needed to be made. He also identified that 

instructors too often mistakenly assume that students understand “the symbols” 

(100), jargon, or expressions we use to communicate with them about their work—

symbols that, from the students’ point of view, are abstract and un-actionable 

unless accompanied by relatable examples. In addition, other researchers have 

found that it is often difficult for students to translate the meaning of comments 

rapidly written into the margins of their papers, leading to the inevitable lack of 

application of that feedback (Clements, 2006; Nurmukhamedov and Kim, 2010; Still 

and Koerber, 2010). 

It's important to note, however, that Goldstein (2004) and Haswell’s (2006) 

review of the literature tells us that, despite students’ struggles, they want feedback 

and perceive it as helpful and needed. Both researchers also identified multiple 

studies claiming that students are “avid for commentary (though they may first look 

at the grade)” (7). On the other hand, more recent experiments conducted by 

Ackerman et al. (2017) found that students tend to experience a negative response 

when they are provided with more versus less critical feedback, indicating that 

quantity of feedback may be less of a concern than the theme or tone of that 

feedback.   

As Haswell (2006) stated, students also regularly “misinterpret a shocking 

portion of” the feedback they receive (7). Multiple studies offer similar reports of 

students regularly misunderstanding or misinterpreting their feedback (Goldstein, 

2004; Bailey, 2009; Chanock, 2000, Gibbs and Simpson, 2004; Weaver, 2006). And 
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what students do appreciate and apply tends to fall into the category of directive, or 

superficial comments, as opposed to in-depth suggestions about the content 

strategy (Goldstein, 2004; Haswell, 2006; Still, 2010). In contrast, when Knoblauch 

and Brannon (1981) compared several types of feedback given in different modes or 

using a variety of strategies (praise, directive, abstract, audio, written, critical, 

detailed, etc.), they found these elements appeared to have little effect on students’ 

efforts, a finding validated by other researchers (Leki, 1990; Hillocks, 1986). 

Interestingly, an often overlooked factor in the ecosystem of use appears to 

be the emotional state of the students preceding and while using feedback. For 

example, while there are some conflicting reports on whether students appreciate 

praise or positive feedback as much as they do detailed or directive feedback, 

studies have shown positive feedback can affect students’ attitude about the 

feedback, and this attitude in turn affects how effectively they perceive and use that 

feedback (Haswell, 2006; Cho et al., 2006; Atwater et al., 2000; Dragga, 1988). These 

reports indicate that instructors may often be placed in situations where they need 

to “disarm” students who have developed negative attitudes about the feedback. 

Even if feedback is functional or technically useful, if the student hasn’t been moved 

to a positive emotional state (Norman, 2004), he or she may be less likely to 

perceive the feedback as useful. 

It’s also safe to assume that most writing instructors know their feedback 

may be insufficient or lacking in some way. Cargile Cook’s article in 2003 confirms 

that technical communication instructors, at least, are often dissatisfied with their 

assessment efforts. However, they often believe the lack of quality is a factor 

fomented by large class sizes, burdensome course loads, and departmental 

programs or expectations. In addition, Fuller (1987) claimed that at least one other 

core reason instructors struggle to provide effective feedback is that they are placed 

in scenarios where they have to not only appease “a variety of purposes and from a 
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variety of perspectives” (312), but also all at once. The assumptions in these reports 

appear, at least, to be that if instructors are given enough time and support, the 

quality of their feedback or assessment efforts would improve. However, given the 

constraints instructors are persistently expected to operate in, as Haswell (2006) 

recounted, the task of the instructor to provide expertly designed feedback is, at 

worst, “impossible” and, at best, unsustainable, leading “to teacher discouragement 

and burnout” (14).  

It also appears that instructors may not always have a fully accurate 

perception of their own feedback strategies. Montgomery and Baker (2007) found, 

for example, that instructors’ reports on the types (global vs. sentence-level) and 

amount of feedback they gave didn’t match with reality. In addition, they asserted 

that “often teacher feedback is not text-specific, can be incorrect, or may not 

address the issues that it intends to” (82). Perhaps it is also unsurprising that Chapin 

and Terdal (1990) found that after teachers focused the majority of their comments 

on sentence-level issues, student efforts followed suit and focused primarily on 

these same types of issues as well. This finding prompted Montgomery and Baker 

(2007) to make the following assumption that instructors are teaching students 

“consciously or subconsciously, what is or should be the most helpful feedback” and 

that this type of feedback is “easy to implement and… leads to a better grade with 

the least amount of effort” (85). They also asserted that “[w]hether the feedback 

actually helps them become more aware or more self-sufficient learners is often not 

important to them, and thus, less usable” (85). 

Instructors may also be conflicted by trying to appease the call to avoid 

coopting students’ power or responsibility for their own writing and its 

improvement (Brannon and Knoblauch, 1982). For example, Straub (1997) claimed 

that, based on her findings, students “did not like comments that sought to control 

their writing” and that they “preferred comments that provided advice, employed 
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open questions, and included explanations that guided revision” (91). However, this 

contradicts other reports that students more often tend to appreciate directive 

feedback that essentially tells them exactly what they need to do (Haswell, 2006). 

Overall, conflicting goals and perceptions within the user ecosystem appear 

to not only be present but a likely source of persistent problems both instructors 

and students experience in regards to feedback (Myers, 2008; Neiderhiser, 2015). 

Narrowing down the specific strategies that might be definitively more effective 

than others, however, is difficult. As Straub (1997) stated, we struggle “to pin down 

differences in teacher comments…, determine how one element of commentary, 

and not another, has affected students,” and ultimately “distinguish the effects of 

comments alone from the effects of the classroom context and the larger 

institutional setting” (96).  

In the end, students may want to learn, but they need a better grade 

(Bardine et al., 2000). And while instructors want to provide detailed, abundant, and 

articulate feedback, they need more time and coordinated support at a 

programmatic level (Cargile Cook, 2003). On top of this, Neiderhiser (2015) found 

that instructors, more than students, struggle to reconcile the beliefs and goals with 

“those frequently recommended by composition scholars” (xi), even if they were 

successfully able to articulate those goals. This again implies that, while instructors 

may have good intentions to apply reliably effective pedagogical principles, 

conflicting values and goals persist and prevent this from happening to the extent 

that instructors would prefer. Myers (2008) specifically called out this problem and 

argued that "[a] successful student-centered curriculum requires a basic 

understanding of student values and the extent to which faculty and students share 

similar goals and perceptions” (54).  

Nevertheless, as Broad (2003) pointed out, while the field of writing 

assessment continues to “[increase] demands for truthfulness, usefulness, and 
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meaningfulness,” it simultaneously requires “efficiency and standardization” (4), 

which may work against one another in certain contexts. As Broad (2003) also 

stated, efforts to implement program-wide and vetted descriptions of assignment 

expectations or rubrics often end up “at odds with our ethical” and 

“pedagogical…commitments” (2). In addition, he pointed out what could be called a 

pattern of either arrogance or ignorance regarding the idea that it is possible for 

instructors to articulate all of their expectations and how they judge the quality and 

needed revisions within a piece of writing, and articulate these in a way that is easy 

for developing writers to understand and apply.  

As a historical backdrop for this not uncommon belief, it’s important to recall 

a research experiment conducted by Diederich, et al. (1961). It found that, when a 

group of instructors was asked to provide grades on student writing without being 

given specific guidelines on how to evaluate a piece of writing, “94% of the papers 

received either seven, eight, or nine of the nine possible grades,” and “no paper 

received less than five different grades” (Abstract).  

While we hope, of course, that such horror stories of vast inconsistencies in 

perceptions of writing quality no longer exist in writing classes today, the point is 

that, in addition to students not knowing if they’ve understood their instructors’ 

feedback, they may also have no guarantee that their efforts to revise will pay off. 

This situation can lead to results as noted by Thompson and Lee (2012) where some 

students tend to apply feedback based only on their calculations of how much 

reward they’ll receive (improved grade) in relation to the effort required. Now 

combine this condition with instructors’ awareness that, even if they spend their 

entire weekend providing feedback, much of it may be unused. Thus, we see why 

Haswell (2006) was prompted to wonder if “instructional response” can “actually 

lead to its purposeful end, improvement in the student’s writing” (7).  
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As a source of encouragement at least, more recent research conducted by 

Zimbardi et al. (2017) found through a quantitative analysis of how much time 

students spent accessing instructor feedback that between 85-92% of students at 

least accessed the feedback and 58% did so for more than an hour, implying that 

there are ecosystems of students that value and are using the feedback they 

receive. Various reports coming from instructors and student surveys support the 

idea that at least a fair number of students believe the feedback is useful and want 

it (Haswell, 2006). In addition, Zimbardi et al. (2017) found evidence to suggest that 

“the amount of time students spent interacting with feedback is significantly related 

to the rate of improvement in subsequent assessment tasks” (625).  

Suffice it to say, there is enough hope for instructor feedback to merit our 

continued pursuit of answers about what is and isn’t contributing to its actual or 

perceived usefulness among students. But there are also enough reports in the 

literature to prompt us to develop more realistic expectations of what both 

instructors and students can manage to accomplish in the instructor-student 

feedback ecosystem that may contribute to the usability of that feedback. This is 

especially important because of conflicting goals and values and where these lie in a 

hierarchy, for both groups. In addition, we need to remember that these 

expectations, goals, and value exist within the backdrop of beliefs, programs, 

politics, and technologies that influence the available choices within that same 

ecosystem.  

2.2 Research on Audio and Screencast Feedback, Inside and Outside Technical 

Communication and Composition Pedagogy 

Precedent in Technical Communication and Composition Research. One 

factor that multiple researchers in recent decades have argued affects whether and 

how effectively students use instructor feedback is the media mode in which it is 

given. Besides the trailblazing efforts of researchers such as Hunt (1975), Logan et 
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al. (1976), and Sommers (1989), precedent for exploring the merit of incorporating 

multimodal communication in composition and technical communication pedagogy 

may have been first set by Walter Ong (1982) with his book Orality and Literacy. Ong 

claimed that “[w]riting can never dispense with orality” (8), advocating that aural 

language is the most natural form of communication, both from a physiological 

standpoint as well as the cultural view.  He also pressed for a “Socratean Kairos,” 

where the communication is always designed with the “best interests of the 

audience” in mind, which in his estimation, should have the values and advantages 

of orality embedded within it (84). 

As multimodal forms of communication technologies became more readily 

available, along with the affordances, nuances, and conveniences they offered, 

technical communication scholars such as Dombrowski (2000) began to assert more 

urgently that our field has “a responsibility to be familiar with and use the latest 

technologies of communication” and “to understand the broad influence of 

technology and science throughout society” (3). From this more general perspective, 

over time, “technological literacy” or “digital literacy” became well-circulated 

buzzwords in the technical communication community and a concept that 

researchers such as Cook (2002) and Spilka (2009) advocated and began to 

articulate, especially in terms of what an emphasis in digital literacy looks like in the 

technical communication curriculum.  

As Spilka (2009) recognized, “just about every aspect of our work” as technical 

communicators “has changed” (Location 348) as a result of emerging technologies, 

and our field has been "slow to adapt to the massive changes in the new digital 

environments” (Location 357). In addition, Selfe (2007) reinforced what many 

instructors in the field were already beginning to recognize—that text and text-

based composition is often inadequate for the communicative tasks at hand and 

that if composition instruction limits itself to only text-based channels of 
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communication, our curricula run the risk of becoming out of sync with the needs of 

both students and the audiences they would serve.  

Interestingly, other than Pearce and Ackley (1995) and Still (2006), the 

literature within technical and business communication journals shows minimal 

evidence that instructors in the field have been advocating for or making a similar-

level of concerted effort to apply the same principles of digital literacy to how they 

communicate with their own students through instructor feedback.  

It’s worthy of concern to acknowledge how rarely technical communication 

scholars have engaged the topic of instructor feedback and multimodal approaches 

to communicating with students, when they might have led the discussion. 

Nevertheless, dozens of scholars in the fields of composition, EL2, and several 

others have continued to produce multiple explorative studies over the past several 

decades regarding the perceived effectiveness and advantages of employing 

multimodal technologies to give students feedback on their assignments (Chang et 

al., 2012; Edwards et al., 2012; Killoran, 2013).      

Handwritten vs. typed. Among the least explored topics in multimodal 

forms of instructor feedback are comparisons between handwritten and 

electronically typed feedback, including how the use of Microsoft Track Changes 

affects the student experience. Perhaps this is because the majority of researchers 

and instructors consider it a moot point, given a foregone assumption that typed 

feedback is the new norm because of its obvious technological affordances (which 

are typically requirements of the digital classroom and web-based culture of 

communication). Nevertheless, there are a number of consistent claims offered by 

these researchers that help us recognize pattern principles and preferences in 

connection with instructor feedback. 

For example, in 2012, Chang et al. found “nearly 70% of the participants” in 

their study “preferred e-feedback for its accessibility, timeliness, and legibility” 
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(Abstract). Students in McGrath’s (2016) study predominantly expressed similar 

sentiments, adding that they appreciated how digital feedback appeared to be more 

organized and to enable an increase in the amount of feedback they received from 

their instructor. McGrath (2016) also reaffirmed the importance behind instructors’ 

efforts to clarify expectations and provide explanations for why a student needs to 

make a change, or in the case of tracked changes, why the instructor made the 

change. He also pointed out that when instructors made changes for the student, 

this seemed to oversimplify the steps involved in revision and gave the impression 

that students simply needed to accept tracked changes and then turn in their 

revision.  

Still and Koerber (2010) discovered several apparent disadvantages 

associated with handwritten feedback that also tie in to the need for providing 

sufficient detail and clarity, which are already recurrent themes in feedback 

literature. For example, participants in their study struggled to know what the 

instructor meant by writing “Awk” or “tone” in the margins of their papers and how 

to apply this response. There were also words, circles, and lines on their papers that 

students claimed were “illegible” or “difficult to interpret” (216-217). Their findings 

also indicated that a large portion of problems students experienced while using 

their instructor’s feedback stemmed from ambiguity or vagueness.  

Several possible factors could play into the weaknesses of handwritten 

feedback, but margin space and the time required to write that feedback in a legible 

way appear to be significant limiters in the experience. On the other hand, Chang et 

al. (2012) found that one advantage of handwritten feedback is that students 

believed it felt “more personal” in contrast to typed responses (Abstract). This is 

particularly interesting in light of some of the claims about the advantages of audio 

and screencast feedback, which are discussed in the following sections.  
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Audio Feedback. Perhaps because of its longevity as an accessible 

communication technology, over several decades a multitude of studies have 

discussed the perceived or apparent advantages and disadvantages of audio 

feedback. While the vast majority of these studies offer results borne of self-

reported accounts from both instructors and students, several key patterns have 

emerged among the perceptions of both students and instructors. These studies 

have also explored how the mode itself seems to alter how instructors give 

feedback, specifically their focus, the tone they employ, and the amount of feedback 

they provide (Still, 2006; Killoran, 2013).  

Perceptions of the quality, effectiveness, and the usefulness of audio 

feedback. Multiple scholars within the field of composition have argued that audio 

feedback provides more advantages to instructors and students over written 

feedback (Anson, 1997; Kates, 1998; Medlicott, 1980; Mellen and Sommers, 2003; 

Olsen, 1982; Sommers, 1989; Ice et al., 2007; Lunt and Curran, 2010). Killoran’s 

(2013) review of the preceding decades of literature on audio feedback also showed 

that the vast majority of those who’ve studied the effects of audio feedback on 

students claim it is a more effective teaching tool than written feedback by itself.  

While a couple of studies claimed that audio feedback did not appear to 

improve student success and quality in their revisions (Kirschner et al., 1991; Yarbro 

and Angevine, 1982), a greater number of studies claimed that audio feedback 

enabled students to produce more effective revisions (Logan et al., 1976; Pearce and 

Ackley, 1995; Sipple, 2006). Pearce and Ackley’s (1995) study specifically claimed that 

audio feedback enabled more provision of context, better performance, and 

increased motivation among students, though they were unable to fully determine 

whether audio feedback improved the efficiency of the revision process.  

Whether or not audio feedback can generally be proven to actually lead to 

improved revisions and learning, the vast majority of studies on this topic imply that 
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students prefer it or experience higher rates of satisfaction with it in comparison to 

written feedback alone (Killoran, 2013; Neuwirth et al, 1994; Still, 2006; Morra, 2009; 

Lunt and Curran, 2010; Nemec and Dintzner, 2016; Parkes and Fletcher, 2017). As 

for nuances among those preferences, Still (2006) also found that nearly all of the 

participating students in his study claimed that a combination of audio and written 

feedback was the most desired.  

However, probably one of the most compelling findings in the literature 

regarding the perceived usefulness of audio feedback comes from Lunt and 

Curran’s (2010) study, which found students were “at least 10 times more likely to 

open audio files compared to collecting written feedback” (759). This and the 

aforementioned literature strongly suggests audio feedback would appeal to the 

mainstream student/user if introduced more widely in the classroom in place of, or 

in combination with, written feedback. 

How the mode of audio or written feedback appear to effect the 

substance of feedback. The affordances associated with audio or written feedback 

also appear to significantly affect the content of the feedback or the way instructors 

deliver that content. Among the most commonly reported differences are that audio 

feedback appears to enable or encourage instructors to provide an increased 

amount of feedback (Neuwirth et al., 1994; King et al., 2008; Merry and Orsmond, 

2008; Anson, 1997; Bauer, 2011; Olsen, 1982; Sommers, 1989; Straub and Lunsford, 

1995; Ice et al., 2007; Nemec and Dintzner, 2016). Ice et al. (2007) specifically found 

that audio feedback enabled the quantity of feedback to increase by 255% in 

comparison to typed feedback. Interestingly, Neuwirth et al. (1994) also noted that 

instructors in his study who used either audio or written feedback on average 

produced “one annotation every two minutes” (53), regardless of the mode, implying 

that instructors in their study were willing to take more time to provide audio 

feedback. 
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Some researchers have also claimed that audio improves the quality of the 

feedback content as well (King et al., 2008; Still, 2006; Lunt and Curran, 2010). Still 

(2006) noted, for example, that audio feedback “coaches rather than corrects” and 

“contextualizes feedback” (460). He also stated that it enables a “nurturing attitude” 

and “constructive conversation that is more of a conversation than an attack” and 

minimizes the number of “nitpicky comments” (460-461). Merry and Orsmond (2008) 

and Killoran (2013) also affirmed the common sentiment among instructors and 

students that audio feedback is easier to comprehend, more detailed, less directive, 

more personable, and, as Killoran (2013) specifically stated, it encourages the 

emphasis of “the role of the reader”(1) and generally demonstrates “principles of 

good communication and good composition pedagogy” (5). Eighty percent of the 

participants in Lunt and Curran’s (2010) study also stated that audio feedback 

enabled them to better identify mistakes and improve their subsequent revisions or 

assignments.  

Neuwirth et al. (1994) also asserted that modality may also influence 

“expressivity” and the types of problems instructors tend to address in their 

feedback (51). They stated that, in particular, when instructors gave audio feedback, 

they tended to provide “global annotations” in comparison to written feedback, 

which tended to arouse more commentary on sentence mechanics or “low-level 

annotations” (54). It is intriguing to note that they also found students in their study 

preferred to receive high-level comments (audience, tone, overall strategy) in audio 

format and would rather receive sentence-level feedback (grammar, mechanics, and 

typos) in written form, which implies the beginnings of potential best practices when 

employing either mode to provide feedback. 

As referenced earlier, students and instructors in multiple studies often 

expressed that audio feedback carries with it a more personal style of delivery, 

includes more encouraging responses (Hyland, 1990; Sipple, 2006; Stratton, 1979), 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

35 
 

and offers a more polite tone (Neuwirth et al., 1994). A linguistic analysis conducted 

by Nemec and Dintzner (2016) affirmed these claims, stating that audio feedback 

showed lower levels of negative feedback overall when compared to written 

feedback. As for why this is the case, Neuwirth et al. (1994) stated that audio 

response tends to include increased levels of “equivocation and mitigation,” while 

written feedback tends to be “more succinct and unmitigated,” contributing to how 

the audience perceives it as being less polite (54). 

It is interesting at this point to reflect on the previously noted claim that 

handwritten feedback felt more personal to students (Chang et al.’s, 2012), and that 

perhaps audio (or screencast) feedback appears more than equipped to 

compensate for the loss of a personal tone apparently provided by that mode of 

delivery. In addition, it’s important to consider the online curriculum contexts in 

which an ever-increasing number of instructors (or facilitators) are interacting with 

their students and the importance of finding ways to compensate for perceived or 

actual loss of a sense of community within the online classroom (Duvall et al., 2007; 

Howard, 2009). Audio feedback appears to offer the potential to foster personal 

connection and encouragement when similar opportunities to gain those 

connections have been lost as a result of moving a curriculum to a virtual space.  

How audio or written mode affects how students use feedback. Audio 

and written feedback, both as modes and tools or user interfaces used to deliver 

that feedback, also offer unique affordances in relation to how students interact 

with feedback during the revision process. Depending on the task, each mode 

seems to offer unique advantages. For example, Neuwirth et al. (1994) found that 

users of written feedback were able to “rapidly skim written comments to remind 

themselves of the contents,” while users of audio feedback “had to replay voice 

comments” in order to accomplish the same type of goal (56). However, while audio 

feedback tends to be more extensive and in-depth, users often take advantage of 
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the option of re-listening to the feedback and gaining additional understanding the 

second or third time through. Harper et al., 2012) also pointed out that, in contrast 

to face-to-face feedback, audio feedback enables students to field the commentary 

and critique in a private setting, allowing them the opportunity to avoid losing face 

in front of their instructor.  

Another contrasting affordance between the two modes is that, while users 

of written feedback have all of their instructors’ annotations visibly at hand and 

located near the text that prompted the response, users of audio feedback often 

chose to take the extra step of taking notes on their instructors’ feedback as they 

listened to it one or more times. In addition, students who received written 

feedback were placed in a “read-revise” scenario, where they typically read a 

comment and then acted on that comment. However, audio feedback users were 

given the choice to take a similar approach, to pause the recording and revise one 

step at a time or to listen to the entire recording one or more times and then revise 

their work. In some cases, students took advantage of the mobile format of audio as 

well and listened to it multiple times while they were en route to work or in the 

midst of another task (Merry and Orsmond, 2008; Neuwirth et al., 1994).   

With all of these affordances in mind, Neuwirth et al. (1994) also recognized 

the potential need for providing recommendations to students on how to take 

advantages of the strengths of each mode and its delivery system. 

How audio feedback affects instructors. One critical—and perhaps the 

most influential—factor to consider when exploring the measures of success related 

to audio versus written feedback is how it appears to affect the instructor’s 

experience. One of the catalysts that initially prompted several researchers, 

including myself, to try giving audio feedback to their students stemmed from 

yearning to achieve the greater level of detail and appropriate tone without the 

process becoming overly time-consuming. Our experience was that the written 
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mode restricted our ability to achieve these goals efficiently (Killoran, 2013; Still, 

2006).  

Many scholars indeed report that audio feedback is a more efficient use of 

instructors’ time (Cryer and Kaikumba, 1987; Hunt, 1989; Hyland, 1990; Ice et al., 

2007; Olsen, 1982; Sommers, 1989; Sommers, 2002; Still, 2006; Lunt and Curran 

(2010). In the case of Ice et al.’s (2007) study, the instructors participating in their 

study spent 75% less time than they typically spent providing feedback, and Lunt 

and Curran (2010) also found that their participants could provide their desired level 

of feedback within an average of five minutes, while participants providing written 

feedback averaged a 30-minute process. However, other studies failed to provide 

evidence that audio feedback increases instructor efficiency in comparison to 

written feedback, or the general extent to which the overall process might save 

instructors time (King et al., 2008; Bauer, 2011; Boswood and Dwyer, 1995/1996; 

Harris, 1979; Kirschner et al., 1991; Carson and McTasney, 1973; FitzPatrick, 1968; 

Hunt, 1975; Klammer, 1973; Yarbro and Angevine, 1982), which implies that certain 

conditions in the ecosystem of use, such as the assignment type or instructor 

training, may make a significant difference in the time required to complete related 

tasks.  

Multiple studies also identified potential steps, interruptions, or conditions 

that may dissuade the mainstream writing instructor from using this mode (Still, 

2006; Killoran, 2013; Neuwirth et al., 1994). As an example, Still (2006) found that 

using audio feedback was initially time-intensive, though he stated that with 

experience he was able to lessen the amount of time required to respond to each 

assignment over time. Other researchers also claim that any time one might appear 

to lose in the process of giving audio feedback is recovered in the long term because 

instructors will avoid spending as much time in subsequent conversations or 

meetings with their students, which come about as a result of unclear expectations 
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or revision tasks (Carson & McTasney, 1973; Cryer & Kaikumba, 1987; Harris, 1979; 

Klammer, 1973; Rahme, 1976; Sipple, 2006). 

However, although Still (2006) claimed that “the effort expended learning 

how to record and embed voice comments” was “well worth it” (466), he highlighted 

a feedback scenario that, at least on the surface, appears to require additional effort 

and steps beyond what an instructor would have to take in contrast to, say, putting 

a pencil to the paper. Killoran (2013) also suggested that the "time commitment can 

be reduced after overcoming the initial learning curve and developing an efficient 

routine” (9). The implication, then, is that training may be required to help 

instructors effectively implement audio feedback into their routines or processes. 

However, it is possible that mainstream instructors who may already be in a 

stressful, harried state may be less likely to take initial steps toward taking an 

unfamiliar approach to giving students feedback.  

Technological constraints, or “the digital divide,” also emerged as another 

struggle identified by researchers. For example, Merry and Orsmond (2008) 

identified that audio files often ended up being as large as 11 MB in file size and 

“were incompatible with some e-mail systems” (1). Killoran (2013) also identified 

other factors that can affect adoption rates, such as the cost of audio recording 

software and related equipment and needing to be trained on how to use it. While 

some of these issues may already be moot in light of recent technological advances, 

embedded recording features in popular learning management systems, and the 

wide availability of user-friendly, cloud-based recording software, these reports at 

least imply that, unless systems and interfaces are already set in place to 

accommodate a smooth transition for instructors, the process may be onerous 

enough to dissuade additional would-be users of this mode.  

Another commonly reported concern expressed by instructors was that 

recording their feedback as audio created an uncomfortable, awkward, or otherwise 
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stressful experience for them (Killoran, 2013; Berner et al, 1996; Boswood and 

Boswood and Dwyer, 1995/1996; Carson and McTasney, 1973; Harris, 197; Klammer, 

1973; Medlicott, 1980; Stratton, 1979; Vogler, 1971). Essentially, when recording 

audio, instructors are placed in situations in which they need to articulate their 

thoughts on the fly. Instructors also expose themselves to the embarrassment of 

not being able to clearly articulate their thoughts or rationales. Whereas instructors 

in a face-to-face meeting with students may be able to read and gauge student 

responses to their feedback through physical cues and follow-up questions, 

instructors in this case are left to communicate with the audience with little 

affordance for fully controlling the flow and professionalism of that message.  

Neuwirth et al. (1994) also identified the possibility that, whether instructors 

express it or not, they may be concerned about how students will perceive them in a 

spontaneous, less-controlled aural context versus a controlled written context. 

Indeed, there are studies that have identified how certain speech patterns can 

diminish the hearer’s estimation of the speaker’s competency or amiability (O’Keefe, 

1997; Sproull and Kiesler, 1991).  

Ironically, Neuwirth et al. (1994) found that students who used audio 

feedback were more likely to perceive the authors of the feedback exuding more 

likability and integrity in comparison to the authors of their written feedback. In 

addition, Killoran’s (2013) review found no reports of “student complaints about 

their less-than-articulate performances” (9). However, knowing this didn’t stop him 

from regularly taking the extra time to edit portions of his own recordings for 

students that he felt were less than articulate. Thus, however irrational the fear 

might be, it appears to exist and may serve as another, or even the primary, 

motivator in avoiding the use of audio feedback.  

Adoption resistance. Whatever the case, as Killoran (2013) stated, the 

increasingly accessible option to provide students with audio feedback “still appears 
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not to have caught on as widely as such encouraging reports suggest it should have” 

(1). He provides several possible reasons for “why audio-recording has remained a 

marginal method” (1), which include value incompatibilities, limited opportunities to 

experiment, how apparent the advantages supersede the apparent losses of a 

conversion, and how complex or usable the system appears to be. In the case of 

employing audio to provide students with feedback, as Killoran (2013) stated, "it is 

not an innovation’s objective attributes but our subjective perception of those 

attributes that influences the pace at which we adopt the innovation” (3). 

This argument is strongly reinforced by the findings of Davis (1998), who, 

after testing 112 participants, learned that “perceived usefulness was 50% more 

influential than ease of use in determining usage” (475), which indicates how critical 

instructor attitudes and perceptions about emerging feedback technologies can 

affect rates of adoption, whether or not such tools are proven to be more “usable,” 

either for students or instructors. As Michael Levine once stated, “people don’t resist 

change, they resist the unknown” (Levine Communications, 1998). 

One common characteristic of the experiences identified in the preceding 

literature that seems to weave through both student and instructor perceptions 

about feedback, and whether they are drawn or dissuaded from it, is whether the 

experience offers immediacy. For example, Ferris and Hedgcock (1998) identified 

that the key advantage of written comments is their immediacy, or the fact that 

these responses are right there next to the text that needs to be revised. In addition, 

most of the concerns or perceived barriers to the adoption of audio feedback 

among instructors, identified by Killoran (2013), dealt with either new or additional 

steps involved in the process of giving feedback beyond what instructors experience 

when giving written feedback.  

For example, moving from one media mode of feedback to another, in many 

cases, requires  



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

41 
 

1. finding time to explore or try out the new method, 

2. finding an affordable tool to record the feedback,  

3. finding or securing a system that allows you to share large recordings in a 

timely, intuitive way,  

4. training yourself on the tool and/or system,  

5. training your students on how to use the feedback, and  

6. developing comfort with the new process and efficiency in completing 

that process (perhaps the most intimidating step of all). 

Even if audio feedback offers the capacity to reduce the time and effort 

involved in certain steps in the process in comparison to written feedback (e.g. the 

amount of time it takes to write out feedback versus say it), and even if the 

experience ends up enabling more effective revisions among students, instructors 

considering or encouraged to use audio feedback may simply perceive the list of 

steps involved and abandon the option given the perceived “hassle” it would take to 

convert to the new mode or method. 

In Bolter and Grusin’s (1996) book discussing forces affecting or driving the 

use of media modes within society, they pressed that there exists an “insatiable 

desire for immediacy” (5) and that this is a core desire or need that is driving how 

we favor and develop emerging communication patterns and technologies. In effect, 

they argue that the media mode that offers a “more immediate or authentic 

experience” (19) wins the day, and that emerging modes of communication are left 

to prove their place in the future by sufficiently “replacing or supplementing what is 

already available,” while simultaneously “convincing consumers that the new 

medium improves on the experience of older ones” (68).  

Schriver (1997) also pointed out the conventional assumption that “people 

read as much as they think they have to and no more” (164) and also stated that 

“most people choose to read and to keep reading only when they believe there will 
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be some benefit in doing so and only when they cannot get the same information in 

easier ways (for example, by asking someone else)” (166). The design industry 

identified this tendency in user behavior decades ago and arbiters of UX principles 

work constantly to accommodate it. As Steve Krug (2000), author of Don’t Make Me 

Think, stated, users “don't make optimal choices” (24).  Rather, “[w]e satisfice,” which 

means “we don't choose the best option—we choose the first reasonable option" 

(24).  

Stating all of this serves the purpose, in this case, of conveying the significant 

barriers new options have to overcome before adoption is likely to take place 

among the mainstream instructor. Whatever the option is (audio or screencast), and 

whatever usability advantages it may offer, an education-focused curriculum, 

department, or program will likely need to build bridges over any perceived or 

actual barriers to adoption before adoption is likely to occur.  

On the subject of employing the principle of immediacy in using media to 

attract student users, Lanham’s (2006) Economics of Attention identified that what 

draws and keeps attention, and how it gets it, determines the success of the artifact. 

He argued that because attention is the new currency, the goal is to find the most 

effective means of bringing attention to the information or ideas that you want to 

share. In the case of instructor feedback then, perhaps at least one more factor that 

enables the success of one media mode above another is its ability to keep and 

maintain the attention of the user.  

Perhaps the biggest hurdle to adoption, however, may lie in the jaded 

experiences of instructors. As Killoran (2013) stated, many instructors may have 

become “conditioned to students’ indifferent response to written feedback,” which 

may in turn lead those who’ve been reticent to try new modes of feedback to 

remain “skeptical about whether students would indeed listen” to or otherwise use 

that feedback (9). If adoption requires overcoming attitudes such as this, in addition 
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to the other barriers previously discussed, adoption appears to become increasingly 

difficult the more we explore the option.  

Screencast Feedback. Multiple researchers have begun exploring the merits 

of screencast feedback in comparison to more traditional forms, as accessible 

technologies for giving screencast feedback have become more accessible to 

instructors in the past several years (Edwards et al., 2012; Thompson and Lee, 2012; 

Harper et al., 2012; Ali, 2016; Lancaster, 2016; Grigoryan, 2017; Vincelette and 

Bostic, 2017). As for what motivates this exploration, as Thompson and Lee (2012) 

noted, “[d]espite the fact that (written) feedback is intended to communicate 

important information to students, the end result is often quite the opposite; 

students feel frustrated, disempowered, and unable to take the necessary steps to 

apply the comments” (Para. 49).  

However, similar to preceding studies on instructor feedback, these studies 

have primarily relied on self-reported feedback strategies from both instructors and 

students as their source of data. Nevertheless, these studies have already posited 

valuable insights and patterns in relation to screencast feedback, and many of the 

findings thus far bolster arguments made by preceding studies focused on 

instructor feedback in general as well as audio feedback.  

Perceptions about screencast feedback versus written feedback. Similar 

to audio feedback, at least two separate studies claim that the multimodal elements 

of screencast feedback aroused more positive responses from participating 

students in comparison to students who used written feedback (Edwards et al, 2012; 

Thompson and Lee, 2012; Ali, 2016; Grigoryan, 2017). Similar to reports from users 

of audio feedback, participants in Thompson and Lee’s (2012) study specifically 

indicated that screencast feedback also “simulates the student-teacher conference” 

Para. 49). 
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Edwards et al.’s (2012) research, however, showed that the preference for 

screencast feedback isn’t necessarily unanimous and that preference may be 

affected by how the mode is introduced to them. For example, out of 11 

participants, four still expressed a preference for written feedback. In addition, they 

found that, whether screencast or written feedback was used, students were more 

likely to prefer the mode of feedback they had received first. It is also intriguing that 

participants in Edwards et al.’s (2012) study indicated that they didn’t necessarily 

perceive screencast feedback as more useful. Rather, they found that users of 

screencast feedback simply preferred it to written feedback. Participants in Ali’s 

(2016) study indicated that the reasons it was preferable were because screencast 

feedback is more “clear, personal, specific, supportive, multimodal, constructive, and 

engaging” (106). 

If given a choice, however, most students may, as Grigoryan’s (2017) recent 

study found, “prefer a combination of audio-visual and text-based commentary to 

textual feedback alone,” apparently “because they consider it helpful and feel that it 

enhances their overall understanding of instructor feedback” (83). Their participants 

indicated that the combination offers more detail, is more personable in tone, and 

even “helped them spend more time and effort on revision” (83). This correlates 

with Still’s (2006) study where users of audio feedback expressed similarly that they 

felt a combination of both modes of feedback would provide the best experience.    

Some researchers also claim that when instructors use screencast feedback, 

it can assist in community building (Edwards et al., 2012; Thompson and Lee, 2012), 

which is a common goal or problem within online classrooms (Duval et al., 2003; 

Howard, 2009). Thompson and Lee (2012) specifically claimed that screencast 

feedback “creates rapport and a sense of support for the writer” when compared to 

“traditional written comments” (Abstract). As for how, they stated that this is 

because the feedback is “perceived as friendly because students can hear tone of 
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voice” and that this, in turn, helps students perceive the instructor as “encouraging 

them” instead of “criticizing them” (Para 42).  

Possible connections to performance among students and instructors. 

While several researchers have put forth claims about how screencast feedback can 

improve the performance of both students and instructors in unique ways, but 

some of these claims are supported by self-reported or anecdotal data. For 

example, Edwards et al. (2012) claimed that the “[s]imultaneous visual cues and 

explanations” supplied via screencast feedback “appear to help with understanding” 

(95), and Harper et al. (2012) also posited that “explanations were clearer[,] resulting 

in improved retention of information” (4). In addition, Vincelette and Bostic (2017) 

claimed it “promotes detailed and effective feedback” (Abstract). Thompson and Lee 

(2012) even went so far as to claim that "that video comments improved [students’] 

learning primarily because teachers provided deeper explanation” (Para. 53).  

However, none of these researchers offered information about what exactly 

constitutes improved understanding, retention of information, effective feedback, or 

learning, and what could specifically be used to measure levels of any of these 

categories associated with student performance. Ali (2016), on the other hand, 

conducted a controlled experiment using a writing assessment to compare how 

different groups of students using screencast or written feedback performed when 

addressing specific “higher order concerns” and “lower order concerns,” and he 

found that screencast users scored higher overall, which offers some additional 

triangulation for the preceding claims. Neuwirth et al. (1994) made a similar claim, 

except in reference to audio feedback.  

As far as how screencast feedback may affect instructors, at least two studies 

indicate that screencasting enables instructors or tutors to complete the task of 

providing students with feedback more quickly than it would have taken them to 

provide written feedback (Harper et al., 2012; Thompson and Lee, 2012). However, 
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the findings of Vincelelette and Bostic’s (2017) study indicated that neither mode of 

feedback enabled a more efficient process than the other.  

Affordances akin to audio feedback. Screencast researchers have offered 

several claims about the advantages or affordances of this mode of feedback that 

overlap with those made by researchers who’ve studied audio feedback. As 

Thompson and Lee’s (2012) participants claimed, the aural aspect of screencast 

feedback was the most critical factor in their finding the feedback helpful. A more 

specific example of overlap shared by Thompson and Lee (2012) is that 

screencasting purportedly enables more thorough explanations and, according to 

Vincelette and Bostic (2017), alters the amount of detail and categories of feedback, 

leading to more commentary about global concerns than sentence-level issues.  

Thompson and Lee (2012) also claimed that the aural element of screencast 

feedback "allows students to hear tone” and “encourages students to think of 

feedback as a conversation" (Para. 56). Vincelette and Bostic (2017) suggested that 

one of the reasons literally hearing the instructor respond to feedback is more 

attractive is because such methods highlight how an instructor thinks through his or 

her responses as the evaluate student work, and this nurtures richer 

communication between students and instructors. 

One unique communicative advantages of screencast feedback noted by 

Thompson and Lee (2012) is that it “allows instructors to move the cursor over 

content on the screen and highlight key elements while providing audio 

commentary” (Para. 28). However, one unique communicative disadvantage noted 

by a limited number of participants in two separate studies was that written 

feedback more easily enables students to quickly scan that feedback to get an 

overview of what was stated and avoid the restrictions of a timeline of feedback, in 

that all the written feedback is relatively visible all at once (Thompson and Lee, 2012; 

Edwards et al., 2012). 
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Researchers also noted several potential limitations of screencast feedback 

that are more related to logistics and technology constraints (Thompson and Lee, 

2012; Ali, 2016; Harper et al., 2012). Regarding the student experience, Ali (2016) 

reported that some participants experienced delays in using the feedback to load 

and couldn’t download the screencasts. In addition, Harper et al. (2012) identified 

that two of the few disadvantages to using screencast feedback related to how it 

didn’t necessarily save students time to use it and “that one needed to be online to 

access the feedback later” (5). Thompson and Lee also identified that several of their 

participants experienced “uncertainty about how to use the tool” (Para. 58).  

Screencast feedback also presented some potential difficulties for 

instructors. Thompson and Lee (2012) noted that it may take more time for some 

instructors or tutors to provide feedback this way, especially if the tool being used 

to give that feedback (in this case, Jing) limits them to five-minute recordings that 

you can’t edit after the fact. In their study, several tutors ended up re-recording 

some of their feedback to students.  

Similar to what Still (2006) suggested for instructors considering the use of 

audio feedback, two studies indicated that some of the lack in efficiency may be due 

to a lack of experience and established process (Thompson and Lee, 2012; Harper et 

al., 2012) and that efficiency improves with practice (Harper et al., 2012). For 

example, instructors may need to establish a note-taking strategy as they review the 

student’s assignment that will allow them to remember what to say during the 

recording, and they may also need to establish a time and place that will minimize 

background noise or interruptions in the recording.  

It is interesting to note, however, that Thompson and Lee also reported that 

the five-minute recording constraint inherent in the use of Jing helped participants 

“to focus on the major issues in students’ writing rather than on minor” (Para. 27).  
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Implications for application. In spite of the purported advantages, as 

appears to be the case with both audio and screencast feedback, there are multiple 

logistical and perhaps cultural or personal challenges associated with applying these 

modes of feedback in the classroom (Palaigeorgiou and Despotakis, 2010; 

Thompson and Lee, 2012); Vincelette and Bostic, 2017). As Thompson and Lee 

(2012) noted, screencasting “is not a panacea” (Para. 58) and that researchers need 

to be willing to evaluate all of the possible drawbacks of employing this mode of 

feedback, even as they see or experience significant benefits in contrast to written 

feedback. Vincelette and Bostic (2017) also argued that research on screencasting 

up to this point merits more extensive studies aimed at discovering what is driving 

preferences for screencast feedback and whether it enables more effective practices 

among students. The same concerns brought up regarding instructor adoption of 

audio feedback technology also apply here, and future research needs to identify if 

screencasting may face the same level of resistance.  

2.3 Empirical approaches to evaluating instructor feedback 

The preceding studies cited in this review establish the potential merit of 

employing modes besides written feedback to respond to student work as well as 

the need to understand more about the factors contributing to the advantages of 

the available options. Most of these studies offer a significant amount of data 

sourced in self-reported responses via survey or interviews with instructors and 

students, and there are enough reports to formulate hypotheses about how 

students and teachers will respond to giving or receiving written, audio, or 

screencast feedback. For example, it appears that we can typically assume that most 

students prefer audio or screencast feedback to written feedback, and several 

studies also provided evidence that instructors or tutors can provide a higher 

quantity of feedback in less time using either audio or screencast feedback 

compared to written feedback.  
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Nevertheless, few of these studies triangulated their findings or assertions 

with empirical evidence, and this contributes to lingering questions about what 

exactly makes one mode more usable than another from the student perspective 

and the primary factors that may contribute to a lack of use or adoption of 

emerging multimodal feedback options among instructors or students. As for why 

empirical support is needed, Still and Koerber (2010) asserted that an empirically 

focused approach doesn’t “just tell us what [users] think,” but that a combination of 

“their reported thoughts, their performance, and our observation—when 

triangulated, provide valuable, in-depth insights” regarding how users interact with 

the product, which in this case is instructor feedback (210).  

As far as I am aware, two studies have conducted research on instructor 

feedback that also employed empirical methods and triangulated their findings with 

self-reported data, both of which show the value in doing so.  

In the first, Hyland (1998) gathered data from observing students and 

teachers in the classroom, instructor think-aloud protocols, and retrospective 

interviewing with students, in addition to fielding self-reported feedback methods 

such as surveys and interviews with students and teachers. For example, Hyland 

(1998) found through observation that, among the six participating students, each 

received a highly varied amount of feedback, indicating that student needs vary 

widely, making it more difficult to nail down exactly what students at various skill 

levels need in terms of feedback. She also found that it is somewhat difficult to 

define what exactly “usable” feedback is, in that some of it is meant to specifically 

prompt a revision and some of it is provided or used for support and 

encouragement. In contrast, she found that feedback that included “negative 

comments” caused at least one of her participants to “delay reading and responding 

to the feedback” (268). So while the encouraging feedback might not technically be 
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able to be “used” for revision purposes, it can be argued that it appears to carry 

emotional utility.  

Through observation, Hyland (1998) also discovered that feedback triggers 

revisions beyond the initial request, or that students will often go on to make other 

changes to their work that weren’t specifically requested. Her research also 

identified environmental factors affecting how students revised their assignments 

after receiving feedback, including how students find help during revision by 

accessing outside resources such as workshop groups and even spouses. 

The advantage of using the approaches that Hyland (1998) applied in this 

case is that it highlights factors in the feedback giver/user ecosystem that may have 

a more significant effect on whether and how users use feedback than previously or 

subsequently identified using self-reported feedback alone. She also increased the 

credibility of her findings by correlating what participating teachers said, with what 

students said, with observations about the environment of use, and with literature 

positing similar findings.  

Still and Koerber (2010), who conducted the first and only official usability 

study on instructor feedback, highlighted additional advantages of employing 

empirical methods, specifically that “[u]sability evaluation is ideally equipped for 

assessing how students use commentary and how instructors might adapt their 

comments to make them more usable” (206). In addition, usability testing methods 

are specifically designed to help researchers explore user behaviors in context as 

they go through the process of using a product (Neilsen, 1994). Fife and O’Neil 

(2001) have indicated that this type of research is needed if we are to gain a clearer 

sense of how instructors can produce more effective feedback.  

Because Still and Koerber (2010) applied usability methodology in their study, 

they were able to provide multiple unique insights about instructor feedback. As an 

initial example, they identified not only conditions that contributed to students not 
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using unique pieces of feedback, but also the extent to which students were able to 

use the feedback, categories of feedback that led to the most user errors, the 

amount of time users spent addressing units of feedback, and the apparent motives 

for the decisions participants made as they made them. 

For example, Still and Koerber (2010) found that instructor comments 

focused on sentence mechanics, awkwardness, or tone constituted the majority of 

feedback that was the most frustrating and difficult to use, and this was mostly due 

to the comments being perceived as vague and/or ambiguous. In most cases, it was 

the lack of detail or explanation of the apparent issue in their assignment that 

contributed to a comment’s level of ambiguity, which is consistent with previous 

reports in the literature. The difference in Still and Koerber’s study is that they 

directly correlated unique, observed events with what students stated they 

perceived was the impetus of the event. For example, they found that students 

struggled to understand what the instructor meant by “tone” or “awk” and what it 

meant when the instructor inserted progressively fewer comments towards the end 

of the assignment. In this instance, one student asked, “Does this mean he thinks 

everything is okay?” (218). 

Another instance of the nuanced perspective that a usability study provides 

is discrepancies between how students perceived the usefulness of the feedback 

and how much they used or struggled to use that feedback during observations. For 

example, even though the 12 participants in the study experienced 86 usability 

problems total, at least 30% of which were categorized as severe (i.e. unused 

feedback), all but one of the participants regarded the feedback they received as 

useful or very useful (Still and Koerber, 2010).  

Most of the participants also indicated that they were pleased with tone and 

the amount of feedback they received, even though observations and think-aloud 

protocol data indicated that students desired or needed more detail in order to 
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effectively understand and apply comments they received. In addition, 9 out of 12 

participants felt that the experience was time-intensive, which one would typically 

think would negatively contribute to student perceptions of the usability of the 

feedback. Thus, in addition to validating several assertions already put forth in the 

literature, their research also produced findings that contradict patterns in self-

reported feedback. In any case, all of these findings specifically highlight the 

importance of empirical data and how researchers should be reticent to rely solely 

on self-reported data as they make arguments about whether instructor feedback 

or what aspects of instructor feedback are more or less usable (Still and Koerber, 

2010). 

Still and Koerber’s (2010) study also identified some interesting attitudes and 

environmental conditions that contributed to how participants interacted with the 

feedback, the purpose of which was to identify catalysts for user behavior. For 

example, they found that their user population appeared to be more interested in 

improving their grade than improving their writing ability and that comments were 

valued according to their ability to help the students boost their grade on the 

assignment. In their investigations of the users’ environment, Still and Koerber 

(2010) also discovered that, even though the participating instructor appeared to go 

“out of his way to aid students more than some instructors do by providing detailed 

in-text comments, a grading rubric, and revision and regrading opportunities”; clear 

instructions on the assignment during classroom sessions; and “explanations, 

examples, and opportunities for students to submit work to him for feedback, 

students still perceived many of his comments as unclear, unhelpful, or unusable” 

(224). 

In their conclusion, Still and Koerber (2010) also posited several 

complications that future research on instructor feedback needs to take into 

account. First, they explained that, while their usability research focus might seem 
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like it encourages instructors to simply adapt their approach to make the feedback 

more “usable,” they advised avoiding the assumption “that instructors should cater 

to all the demands that students expressed in this study” and that doing so “would 

be overly simplistic” (226). Another usability research advocate, Johnson (1998), 

reinforced this perspective, stating that user experiences shouldn’t be “dumbed 

down” and to avoid thinking that “users must have everything provided to them in 

an easy-to-use format that ask[s] little of them in return” (44). 

Still and Koerber (2010) also suggested that the findings in their study may 

be “too idiosyncratic” as a result of the study design which involved only one 

participating instructor, one assignment, and one course topic. They essentially 

imply that the conditions contributing to student behavior in the feedback 

ecosystem are complicated and changeable depending a myriad of possible 

scenarios and that future research needs to take these complexities into account.   

Complexities aside, Hyland’s (1998) and Still and Koerber’s (2010) work 

makes the clear case for using empirical research methods to identify new critical 

insights into academic conversations about instructor feedback, and their work 

serves as the primary point of reference for future empirical studies on this topic, 

including my own. 

2.4 The need for more empirical research in technical communication and 

composition pedagogy 

Gaining “Communal Rationality”. The field of technical communication 

needs empirical research, and there appears to be little conflict between the ideals 

and purposes of rhetoric and empirical testing. For example, Miller (2004) and 

Johnson et al.’s (2007) claims highlighted how rhetorical theory should inform our 

approaches to research, and neither dismisses the importance of empirical findings 

in expanding our knowledge as a field. Rather, they simply caution against a 

positivistic approach to research, which is often associated with the staunch 
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empiricist’s claim that empirical testing can produce objectively determined facts, 

that certain scientific methods are unassailable, and that these methods are always 

the best option when exploring gaps in knowledge. If one considers empirical, 

scientific research as having the power to find or approach objective truth and as 

the only method of gaining knowledge, it is obvious why Miller (2004) and Johnson 

et al. (2007) would want to warn against an over-reliance on empiricism and the 

belief it is, by itself, sufficient for grappling with the questions asked in both the 

sciences and humanities.  

In any case, when Miller (2004) claimed “we can…ground our teaching and 

our discipline in a communal rationality” (6), it is not discounted that we gain this 

“communal rationality” with the aid of correlated, triangulated research focused on 

observing phenomena and patterns in human behavior. As staunch empiricists 

might argue, or those who accept sensed experience as the only reliable and 

primary epistemology, all of the theories of technical communication and rhetoric 

are arguably born of theorists’ observations or reflections upon observed events 

and interactions. Aristotle himself was primarily a scientist, and his writings on 

rhetoric were the product of his observations of patterns in human behavior 

especially in connection with communication and persuasion. It would be easy to 

argue that his Rhetoric is simply a detailed set of heuristics informed by his observed 

experience and the theoretically/rhetorically debated speculations or observations 

of his contemporaries.  

Miller (2004) justifiably called out Aristotle’s claim that science deals in the 

realm of “inartistic proofs” that he implied are outside of the realm of deliberation. 

For all we know, Aristotle could be right. But mortal humans do not exist in that 

realm of a wholly observable science. As far as fallible humans claim scientific 

“proofs,” she rightly expresses skepticism about their capacity to do so perfectly and 
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reminds us “[s]cience is, through and through, a rhetorical endeavor” (52), engaging 

in the use of available data to make arguments about truth.  

Aristotle himself claimed that rhetoric deals with unknowns or probabilities 

(Johnson et al., 2007). The argued or apparent social construction of knowledge and 

our awareness of the limitations of the human mind imply to contemporary 

theorists and researchers that not only do we as a society lack the capacity and 

tools to empirically perceive or measure all of the data connected with phenomena, 

but we are more than likely to interpret what we can perceive or measure through a 

collectively opaque and ill-equipped lens.  

This is why Miller (2004) argued for a post-positivistic approach to rhetoric 

(and science)—or moving forward with the goal of getting closer to a possible 

objective truth, but with no expectation that humans currently have the capacity, in 

and of themselves, to claim or prove perfect knowledge of all truth or discover all 

the data with the scientific or rhetorical epistemologies available. According to her 

and others in our field, science and rhetoric can only potentially bring human 

groups to a socially agreed-upon perception of reality. To add to this claim, 

according to Lund (2006), post-modernist concepts have basically highlighted “the 

failure of formal structures, processes, and institutions to recognize the complexity 

of life” (2). I would specifically add observable truth to that list as well. 

Johnson et al. (2007) agreed that it is in this situation that the strengths of 

usability and user-centered design theory shine and can benefit the field of 

technical communication. Leaping from the words of Aristotle again, he stated that 

usability can “use…scientific findings” without “displacing science or emplacing 

science in application,” and rhetoric plays a critical role “not in deciding general 

principles but in articulating the contingent and the particular” (327), or in other 

words, helping the field of technical communication and usability maintain a healthy 

habit of skepticism and reflection regarding the subjectivity of empirical findings.  
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To add to this list of advantages, Lund (2006) stated that by 

“rejecting…formalism,” usability “embrace[s] the experience of the individual” (2). 

This is why Johnson et al. (2007) claimed the field of technical communication 

should “embrace the contingency of the situated design rather than move toward a 

science of usability that would ignore context” (327). Doing so would take us out of 

“the realm of probability…[or] contingency,” which is where rhetoric resides (327). 

They also assert that usability researchers should try to maintain a “balance” 

between both epistemologies.  

Applying the Ecology Metaphor. All of these arguments validate recent 

perceptual shifts, at least among researchers, in the fields of usability, technical 

communication, and composition regarding complexity and complex systems and 

how to conduct research in these systems, whether empirical or rhetorical (Redish, 

2007; Still, 2011; Albers, 2004; Mirel, 2003; Haswell, 2006; Broad, 2003; Charney, 

2002; Goubil-Gambrell, 1992; Lowgren and Stolterman, 2004; Johnson, 1998; 

Fleckenstein et al., 2008). And one helpful way of conceptualizing how to approach 

and conduct research in a complex system that incorporates both empirical and 

rhetorical concepts is to employ the ecology metaphor (Still, 2011; Fleckenstein et 

al., 2008), which I discuss more extensively in Chapter 3. From this ecology 

metaphor viewpoint, Still (2011) implied that we can avoid the limitation associated 

with only using empirical methods focused on “finding a limited set of fixed 

problems” (92) as well as use rhetoric to form questions about probabilities in these 

systems.    

Essentially, an ecosystem metaphor accounts for the uniqueness of context 

surrounding human interaction with artifacts or information. It does not assume 

that the rules or methods applied or patterns apparent in one ecosystem will 

necessarily, completely, or even partially apply to another ecosystem or another 

part of that ecosystem. From this point of view, the researcher instead assumes 
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that, while certain principles of discovery or interpretation of data might apply in a 

different ecosystem, some of these rules, principles, or methods may not apply. In 

addition, the researcher is prompted to realize that the methods employed in in one 

corner of an ecosystem may need to be adapted to another (Still, 2011).  

The ecosystem metaphor also conveys that the system may be so complex 

that all the causes and effects happening within it may not be discoverable and that 

discovered causes and effects may change or adapt to new conditions within the 

ecosystem over time. The expectation for researchers engaging a particularly 

complex system like, say, a writing classroom is for them to “[extrapolate] greater 

understanding about the overall complexity of the entire system” (Still, 2011, 92), or 

to understand a particular system (or part of a system) better and, perhaps, garner 

empirical findings that can shed some light on how similar ecosystems might or 

tend to function or be manipulated to function “better.” These findings can also 

inform the development of hypotheses that can be tested within these systems. And 

researchers’ collective discoveries in various ecosystems can inform grander 

theories and understanding about larger systems that envelop multiple ecosystems 

and how these appear to interact with and affect each other (Still, 2011).  

In summary, the purpose of employing the ecological metaphor is to 

encourage a methodology that employs qualitative or quantitative empirical 

research that is informed by a rhetorically deliberated, empirically situated, and 

flexible theory or heuristics. Given the inevitable unknowns apparent in these 

studies, hypotheses are continuously tested and revised as the study proceeds. This 

approach to research leaves the theory and practice driving the research open to 

constant revision and creates “a climate in which [a paradigm shift] is more likely to 

occur" (Kuhn, 1970, 204). Approaching research from this point of view is also 

validated by Sullivan and Porter’s (1990) concept of praxis—or "informed or 

conscious practice" (225). They claimed that “’theory,’ ‘practice,’ and ‘methodology’ as 
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used in professional writing represent different types of socially constructed 

argumentative warrants,” and that these “should be seen as heuristic rather than 

foundational in nature” as well as “dynamic and negotiable” (220).  

Granted, the open-ended nature of the ecological research approach, Still 

(2011) says, “can make people squeamish” (100), which would definitely be the case 

for the traditional empiricist. For example, one of the goals of empiricism is to 

produce generalizable, replicable results, and the ecological approach offers little 

promise of determining generalizability and replicability unless the context of study 

is similar to the previous one. This perspective also seems to discredit the 

assumption that experiments that study phenomena or subjects outside of the 

complex influences of the ecosystem will produce reliable, representative results.   

The consolation is that controlled experimental studies can still isolate one 

part of the system and study it in order to add to the body of knowledge 

surrounding the complex system in which it operates. The point is that we also need 

to qualitatively observe phenomena in context as well and compare the findings 

between the two approaches. And rhetoric is applied to articulate the design of 

either study, the rationale behind its design, and the argument for or against the 

data’s usefulness and applicability elsewhere in light of other probabilities and 

assumptions of the field (Sullivan and Porter, 1990). In any case, as Colborne (2010) 

stated, “There’s an important benefit of shooting for a target you can’t hit: it keeps 

you facing in the right direction” (Part II, Extreme Usability, Para. 3), and it’s difficult 

to determine how close you are to your target without empirical testing. 

Most researchers in the field would argue that writing research in particular 

tends to face researchers with complex systems. And in such situations, rhetorical 

theory presents clear limits to the researcher “because the writer can never know 

precisely what the reader will bring to the communication setting,” and empirical 

research is also limited because it cannot provide a complete and comprehensive 
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account of the phenomena. This is why both rhetorical theory and the practice of 

empirical research are “inseparable” from each other (Sullivan and Porter, 1998, 

223-225). 

The good news is that a technical communicator or usability researcher’s 

awareness of this interdependency can help them avoid “jumping too quickly to 

theory before collecting, interpreting, or fully understanding data” and avoid 

designing methodologies that are “predetermined to fulfill theoretical models rather 

than being used to challenge or build onto such models” or to question or augment 

our theories (Blakeslee and Spilka, 2004, 2). This awareness also prompts the field to 

avoid limiting itself to top-down thinking or, in other words, approaching writing or 

communication from the current-traditional paradigm that has haunted our 

perceptions and practices ever since rhetorical education was coopted by a 

positivistic educational system that values genres, production, rules, and semi-

dogmatic heuristics more than what we learn by observing and iteratively adapting 

to the audience’s reaction to communication in context (Whitburn, 2000).  

Legitimizing Pedagogy Through User-centered Research. Aristotle 

recognized that there is no theory that can substitute for observation of the user 

experience when he claimed the occupant of a house was the better judge of its 

quality than the builder. The principles and theories of user-centered design, in 

practice, prompt the information designer to prioritize what the information user 

has to say (Johnson, 1998). Dubinsky (2004) added that because “[w]hat we make” or 

produce as instructors “isn’t tangible” and is, instead, an “environment rich with 

possibility and ideas that we hope will lead to an awakening, a change, or some 

growth in the students, …students may be the best judges” of that environment and 

growth “because they are the ones who…use what we have made” (5). This is one of 

the best arguments for why usability research is highly suited for conducting 
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research on pedagogy in our field, as well as any other field that involves the design 

and production of things people use. 

 According to Rude (2009), “the identity of any academic field is based in part 

on the research it conducts” (55), and based on a survey conducted by Blakeslee and 

Spilka (2004), many members of our field are concerned “about the legitimacy of 

[our] research on teaching” (3). Respondents from the field indicated that because 

“teaching is a complex process,” our practices should be “tested just like…other 

complex processes” (3), and many believe that we should know better what 

pedagogical practices “work” and why. Validating this concern, Haswell (2006) 

asserted that the criteria for good writing and instructor feedback in the classroom 

typically consist of “nothing less than a vast armory of lore” (4). 

Respondents to Blakeslee and Spilka’s (2004) survey implied that doctoral 

student’s faculty advisors may not be well trained in the use of empirical methods to 

explore the complexities of the classroom. And because many of the doctoral 

students in our field often migrate to technical communication from the fields of 

literature or composition, they may be less likely to show a strong background in 

empirical research and less inclined to attempt it (Charney, 1996). Thus, the field 

may continue to show a sluggish response to research questions that are likely to 

benefit from empirical methods and particularly UX methodologies, especially 

questions regarding student responses to education practices because the faculty 

that advise them may rarely model empirical, iterative usability research and design 

in their own classes.  

Encouragingly, Rude’s (2009) survey of the dominant research questions in 

the field of technical communication, composition, and rhetoric implied that many 

researchers, at least, are exploring questions about pedagogy, even though most of 

them are focused on issues of “disciplinarity,” “social change,” and “practice” (184). 

As she argued, the central question that seems to comprise most of the questions in 
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the field is “How do texts (print, digital, multimedia; visual, verbal) and related 

communication practices mediate knowledge, values, and action in a variety of 

social and professional contexts?” (184). The next question is this: How can one 

answer this question, and all that follow underneath it, without the use of 

empirically situated user research? 

Lack of Application of User-Centered Research in the Fields of Technical 

Communication and Composition. Interestingly, Rude (2009) didn’t explicitly laud 

the success of, or need for, user research in answering these questions, except 

when referring to the importance of Schriver’s (1997) empirical work with users and 

contributions to the theory of document design. In fact, her only reference to 

empirical work in the field of technical communication was Schriver’s. And she 

mentioned that both Shriver (1997) and Coe (1996) had to turn to other fields that 

prioritize empirical research, human factors in particular, to inform their concepts 

and studies. Rude’s (2009) review of the field implied that the field of technical 

communication is much more adept at asking questions than answering them, at 

least answers that draw on more than just theory, surveys, interviews, and personal 

experience. 

It would seem encouraging that a survey conducted by Blakeslee (2009) 

indicated that technical communication researchers are predominantly employing 

qualitative research methods, but it is still unclear how many of those qualitative 

studies offer what the fields of UX and usability would consider empirically 

triangulated results. Rude’s (2009) review and my own limited survey of technical 

communication research surrounding pedagogical practices imply that very few 

researchers have or are actively engaged in triangulating what is typically verbal, 

self-reported, or researcher-coded feedback with observed or recorded qualitative 

or quantitative data. Instead, much research seems to validate their approaches 

using theory or attempts to triangulate questionnaire, ethnographic, or interview 
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data with content analysis, which can tend to become a top-down interpretation of 

content. Even fewer researchers appear to be conducting or publishing ecologically 

framed empirical studies. 

As I referenced already, one of the few exceptions is Schriver’s (1997) 

empirically based studies that have dramatically improved our understanding of 

how users react to elements of document design. In addition, she was also able to 

determine more effective methods for facilitating greater rhetorical awareness 

among students and show that students struggling to understand instructions 

actually spend more time reading them, not less, as was previously assumed. And 

there are a smattering of other empirical, user-centered studies dealing with 

pedagogy, the most notable being Still and Koerber’s (2010) study on the usability of 

instructor feedback, Hyland’s (1998) study on instructor feedback, Crane’s (2015) 

dissertation study on multimodal syllabi, and Miller-Cochran and Rodrigo’s (2006) 

evaluation of online course design, among a few others.  

 What is apparent, in any case, is that research in the fields of technical 

communication and composition, especially regarding classroom pedagogy, implies 

a significant (if not overwhelming) lack of empirically informed research (Charney, 

1996; Haswell, 2006).  

To summarize, the need to incorporate empirical research in order to 

address both my research questions and the questions of the field would seem 

apparent for the following reasons: 

 Because instructors and students deserve to gain a more informed 

understanding of how feedback can be more or less helpful and why. 

 Because there is no better way to determine the usefulness of 

information than to observe users interacting with it in the context of use. 
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 Because self-reported feedback needs to be contextualized and 

compared to observed action in order to be considered rigorously 

derived data for driving decisions. 

 Because quasi-experimentation and experimentation has proven to offer 

new knowledge and critical insights into human behavior. 

 Because comparative and summative usability studies are proven 

methods for determining potential barriers to use and disparities 

between the perceptions and purposes of the designers of information in 

relation to the users of that information. 

 Because empirical studies, if sufficiently articulated, can be replicated and 

tested by other researchers in order to establish a better triangulated 

understanding of observed phenomena.   

2.5 The role of usability research in writing studies, pedagogy, and curriculum 

design and why the ideals of rhetoric and technical communication ask for 

and validate the need for this role 

Paradigms and the Industrial Model of Feedback. The expectations of 

what constitutes a usable product, interface, or information have, as they should, 

adapted to the new situations and purposes in which usability experience design 

and testing has been applied. Essentially, usability has struggled forward to make 

what Thomas Kuhn (1962) would call scientific revolutions or paradigm shifts, or 

what represents a field’s sense of subjectivity and scientific interpretation through 

its lens of values and accepted assumptions. And subtle shifts have come about as 

cycles of theory and practice made researchers and practitioners increasingly aware 

of more factors and complexities surrounding situations of human use and 

behavior regarding their acceptance of tools and reactions to interfaces, 

environments, and information within various contexts (Redish, 2007; Albers, 2004; 

Still, 2011; Sullivan and Porter, 1998).   
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In light of the “industrial model” paradigm prevailing in 1943, the U.S. Army 

struggled to see past the problem of “human error” until they recognized that such 

errors could be reduced by watching users use tools and redesigning or adapting 

these tools or environments to human limitations and capacities (Sauro, 2013; Still, 

2013). At this stage of usability research, however, the product still came first, and 

consideration of the user’s needs was usually considered after production and even 

mass distribution. Many have argued that the public education systems adopted 

this industrial model as well (Robinson, 2010) and that these “system-centered” 

modes of education (Johnson, 1998) tend to remain the dominant model for 

education today. One could argue that in education, in general as well as in regards 

to instructor feedback, the product still tends to come first. The literature shows no 

evidence of studies that involve having instructors ask how their students would 

prefer to received feedback on their writing, let alone apply UX methodology to 

designing that feedback for optimal use. It’s important for instructors to admit we 

also tend to assume that it is the student’s fault if he or she isn’t able to use our 

feedback to accomplish the tasks as well as we believe they should. 

Complex Systems of Use. Use scenarios in general, as Redish (2007), 

Howard (2008), Albers (2004), and Still (2011) seem to argue, also tend to be 

oversimplified or tested as if these tasks were being performed in more simple 

rather than complex scenarios. Products and information we use today prove that 

the producers of artifacts meant for human users continue to struggle to let go of 

the remnants of this over-simplified model, or Johnson’s (1998) system-centered 

rather than user-centered paradigm. Technical communication and composition 

courses are among these complex systems that have yet to fully move into the user-

centered paradigm. 

Ironically, the field of usability hasn’t necessarily thrown off all the remnants 

of system-centered thinking either. Starting in the 90s and continuing on through 
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the 00s, the impulse of researchers in the field of usability, such as Nielsen and 

Mack (1994), Rubin and Chisnell (2008), Norman (2004), Krug (2000), and others, has 

been to continually publish and update “best practices” and heuristics for usability 

methodology, or in other words, to provide theories that can guide researchers and 

practitioners that tell us what to look for, what questions to ask, how to gather data, 

how to interpret data, how users tend to react to stimuli, and what they tend to 

prefer. These guides have helped many members of the field to see usability testing 

as less of a “damage control” tool (e.g. the waterfall approach) and more as a 

designing tool (e.g. discount usability, iterative design, 360 degrees of usability, or 

agile design), which is a positive sign. And while this progression in practices and 

theories has been valuable and informed by user experience research and the 

apparently successful use of these models, theories, or principles for measuring 

usability (e.g. memorability, effectiveness, efficiency, learnability, and satisfaction), 

these sources still enable some of the tendencies of the old system-oriented 

approach to usability.  

Ecosystems of Use. In particular, these consumer products of usability 

research may unintentionally support the somewhat positivistic assumption that 

certain principles of usability and best practices are generalizable to or suitable for 

other “ecosystems of use” and users—that methods for discovery which work in one 

situation should work in any other (Still, 2011). And though usability experts might 

recommend that practitioners and researchers adapt their methodologies to the 

situation, the tendency of many in the field has been to apply usability testing 

methods without necessarily considering whether those practices or methods were 

appropriate tools for discovery and testing in light of the purpose of the study and 

the unique factors affecting the user and how they use artifacts in certain contexts 

(Johnson, 1998; Redish, 2007; Albers, 2004). But if we accept the ecology metaphor 

as an ideal way to explain use scenarios, the reality is that each new ecosystem of 
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use may require adapted heuristics and methods, and the more complex the 

situation of use is, the more the methodology needs to be informed by observation 

of the potentially unique ecosystem and the unique and potentially disparate 

purposes or motives of stakeholders (Redish, 2007; Still, 2011). And the classroom 

and the exchanges between instructors and students very likely represent one of 

these complex ecologies.   

So, an ideally designed usability research or testing project goes beyond the 

goal of discovering “the extent to which a product can be used by specified users to 

achieve specific goals in a specified context of use” (ISO9241-11). It must also 

consider the goals of the user and their ecology of use long before the product is 

even imagined or conceived (Still, 2013; Pratt and Nunes, 2012). Thus, heuristics and 

principles of usability testing should be adaptable to the context in which the test 

will take place. In summary, methodology should always be subordinate to (or 

primarily informed by) the purpose/goals of the researcher, the goals/purposes of 

the users, and the situational conditions or constraints that affect their perceptions 

and ability or motives to use an artifact. 

So, in the case of applying usability methodologies and heuristics such as 

effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction to analyzing instructor feedback, using 

these testing principles is only appropriate to the extent that the researcher adapts 

them to help rigorously explore questions about the use goals of students, 

instructors, and other stakeholders; how their goals shift in response to stimuli; and 

how well stakeholders can or can’t achieve their purposes together.  

2.6 Chapter Summary 

This chapter articulates the core patterns existing literature has asserted 

regarding what seems to constitute effective, appreciated, or otherwise useful 

feedback, and specifically how multimodal forms of feedback may or may not 

augment students’ and instructors’ experience. It also reviews studies that not only 
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support the exigency of conducting usability research on instructor feedback, but 

how important such work is to furthering the legitimacy and credibility of the fields 

of technical communication and writing pedagogy. This review firmly establishes 

multiple existing gaps in the literature and the opportunities this study represents in 

terms of addressing many of these gaps and, in particular, offering empirically 

supported arguments to the existing literature.  

The following chapter will provide a rationale for a methodology based 

around observing the ecosystem of use, establish the importance of studying a 

representative user population and how this study accomplishes that, and articulate 

the methods employed in the study and how each of these work together to create 

a more holistic view of conditions and behaviors within this user ecosystem.   
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Chapter 3:  

Methodology  

This first part of this chapter outlines why viewing the user scenario in my 

study through the lens of an ecosystem is not only appropriate, but advantageous 

because of the research values it embodies, specifically the idea of approaching a 

topic in an open-ended, exploratory mindset. In addition, seeing this use case within 

the methodology context of the ecosystem creates realistic expectations of what 

one can and can’t explain or prove when conducting empirical research in a 

complex system and use case. I also explain several of the aspects of this use case 

that demonstrate its complexity, which includes potentially competing goals of the 

instructor vs. the student, the ambiguity typically involved in measuring learning, 

and how the usability of “products” being used in this case can possibly change over 

time.  

I discuss the need for seeking to articulate users’ goal hierarchies as a way to 

inform heuristics, surveys, and test design, and the emphasis that should be placed 

on attempting to measure the emotional response of users to the product and use 

scenario. I also outline my rationale for employing EES heuristics as a guide for my 

research as well as the associated methods I use to triangulate my findings 

according to this heuristic.  

My methods discussion establishes the following:  

1. How my study builds upon previous work as well as known and reliable 

usability methods 

2. How I established the characteristics of a representative user group, use 

environment, the context of use, and the tasks they should perform 

3. How I adapted heuristics employed by Still and Koerber (2010) to 

accommodate my research questions and unique use case and 

ecosystem  
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4. Unique methods of measurement I employed to better triangulate 

patterns in the data and posit stories about the meaning of that data  

5. A detailed description of the methods I used for data collection and 

analysis, along with rationales for each method in relation to the needs 

and constraints involved in my study and hypotheses  

3.1 A Complex System 

Conducting research with students and instructors involves exploring 

complex use scenarios that often tend to be oversimplified (Haswell, 2006; Redish, 

2007; Howard, 2008; Albers, 2004; Still, 2011). In the case of researching the usability 

of instructor feedback, we have students with (1) unique subsets of motivations to 

use feedback and (2) unique constraints (such as time and experience) that affect 

their capacity to “effectively” apply feedback. We also have instructors with (3) 

unique backgrounds, experience, beliefs, and levels of training; (4) unique 

commitments to or beliefs about the principles of pedagogy and what constitutes a 

more or less successful learning experience; (5) unique constraints on the learning 

environment instructors can or are willing to provide; (6) unique constraints when it 

comes to time and tools available for providing feedback; and (7) unique levels of 

pressure coming from supervisors or management to improve or adapt their 

approach to teaching and providing students with feedback (Figure 3.1).  
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Figure 3.1. Complex user ecosystem surrounding the instructor feedback scenario  
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The combination of this creates an incredibly complex system of use that is 

nearly impossible to explore or understand to the extent that scientific, replicable 

studies typically prefer, particularly if the researcher has limited time and resources 

to do so. 

Usability research methodologies and methods can also unintentionally 

support the somewhat positivistic assumption that certain principles of usability and 

best practices are generalizable or suitable for other “ecosystems of use” and users 

(Still, 2011). One helpful way of conceptualizing how to approach and conduct 

research in a complex system that incorporates both empirical and rhetorical 

concepts is to employ the ecology metaphor (Still, 2011; Fleckenstein et al., 2008). As 

for a rationale, Still (2011) implied that we can avoid the limitation associated with 

only using empirical methods focused on “finding a limited set of fixed problems” 

(92) and use rhetoric to form questions about probabilities within these systems. 

Essentially, an ecosystem metaphor accounts for the uniqueness of context 

surrounding human interaction with artifacts or information as well as with other 

humans. While ecosystems tend to follow some similar patterns in terms of 

structure and reaction to stimuli, the ecosystem metaphor does not assume that all 

the applicable rules, methods, patterns, limitations, or affordances apparent in one 

ecosystem will necessarily apply to another ecosystem or another part of that 

ecosystem. From this point of view, the researcher instead assumes that, while 

certain principles of discovery or interpretation of data might apply in a different 

ecosystem, some of these rules, principles, or methods may not apply. In addition, 

the researcher is prompted to realize that the methods employed in one corner of 

an ecosystem may need to be adapted for another (Still, 2011).  

The ecosystem metaphor also conveys the idea that the system may be so 

complex that all causes and effects may not be discoverable. In addition, even 

discovered causes and effects may change or adapt to new conditions within the 
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ecosystem over time. The expectation for researchers engaging in a particularly 

complex system like a writing classroom are to “[extrapolate] greater understanding 

about the overall complexity of the entire system” (Still, 2011, 92), or to understand 

a particular system (or part of a system) better and, perhaps, garner empirical 

findings that can shed some light on how similar ecosystems might or tend to 

function or be managed or manipulated to function better—at least according to 

assumptions about what is “better.”  

Findings in previous studies can also inform the development of hypotheses 

that can be tested within these systems. And researchers’ collective discoveries in 

various ecosystems can inform more macro-level theories and understanding about 

larger systems that envelop multiple ecosystems and how these appear to interact 

with and affect the other (Still, 2011).  

In summary, the purpose of employing the ecological metaphor is to 

encourage a methodology that engages qualitative or quantitative empirical 

research that is informed by a rhetorically deliberated, empirically situated, and 

flexible theory or heuristics. Given the inevitable unknowns apparent in these types 

of studies, hypotheses are continuously tested and revised. This approach to 

research leaves a research field’s theory and practice open to constant revision and 

creates “a climate in which [a paradigm shift] is more likely to occur" (Kuhn, 1970, 

204). 

Approaching research from this point of view is also validated by Sullivan and 

Porter’s (1998) concept of praxis—"informed or conscious practice" (225). They 

claimed that “’theory,’ ‘practice,’ and ‘methodology’ as used in professional writing 

represent different types of socially constructed argumentative warrants,” and that 

these “should be seen as heuristic rather than foundational in nature” as well as 

“dynamic and negotiable” (220).  
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Nevertheless, the open-ended nature of the ecological research approach, as 

Still (2011) says, “can make people squeamish” (100), which would definitely be the 

case for the traditional empiricist. After all, one of the goals of empiricism is to 

produce generalizable, replicable results. And the ecological approach offers little 

promise of determining generalizability and replicability unless the context of one 

study is identical to the other. This perspective also seems to discredit the 

assumption that a study of phenomena or subjects outside of the complex 

influences of the ecosystem will produce reliable, representative results.   

The assumed consolation is that controlled experimental studies can still 

isolate one part of the system and study it in order to add to the body of knowledge 

surrounding the complex system in which it operates. The point is that we also need 

to qualitatively observe phenomena in context as well and compare the findings 

between the two approaches. It is also important to remember that rhetoric is 

applied to articulate the design of either study, the rationale behind its design, and 

the argument for or against the data’s usefulness and applicability elsewhere in light 

of other probabilities and assumptions of the field (Sullivan and Porter, 1998).  

In any case, as Colborne (2010) stated, “There’s an important benefit of 

shooting for a target you can’t hit: it keeps you facing in the right direction” (Part II, 

Extreme Usability, para. 3). 

In light of the preceding assumptions, my practices or methods are 

appropriate tools for discovery and testing given the purpose of this study and the 

unique factors affecting the user and how they use or give feedback in these 

contexts (Johnson, 1998; Redish, 2007; Albers, 2004). Because I accept the ecology 

metaphor as an appropriate way to explain use scenarios and because the use 

scenarios involved showed a variety of stakeholder motives and purposes and 

unique user behavior, I have adapted heuristics and methods to the constraints or 

boundaries of this study (Redish, 2007; Huot, 2002; Still, 2011).  
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If I am applying the ecology metaphor as I should, the fact that I have 

adapted my approach and heuristics based on my experience and findings during 

the study is a positive sign rather than a weakness.  

Effectiveness, Efficiency, Satisfaction and Accommodating Goals. In this 

study, I evaluate the usability of the instructor feedback or the process of giving that 

feedback using ISO Standard 92141 - 11.2, which involves the measurement of the 

effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction (EES) experienced by a user using a 

product or products.  

While heuristics and discussions presented later in this chapter more fully 

explain how effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction are measured in this study, it 

is helpful to first provide what the ISO Standard 92141 considers these terms to 

mean. First, measuring effectiveness means evaluating the users’ level of success in 

achieving their goals—in this case, for example, the students’ ability to use and 

understand the feedback in a way that enables them to improve the quality of their 

assignments, improve their scores, or complete the revision tasks and subtasks 

assigned to them by their instructors. Measuring efficiency is simply defined as 

evaluating how well users were able to avoid wasted time. For example, in this 

study, if a student struggles to find a comment that he or she needed to apply, this 

costs time that he or she, presumably, might have been able to recover had the 

feedback been designed differently. Satisfaction refers to measuring users’ 

impressions of their experience using an artifact and their level of inclination to 

continue using a product or system. For example, if a user experienced high levels 

of satisfaction after using audio or screencast feedback, he or she would express a 

high level of willingness to receive more multimodal feedback from his or her 

instructor.   

With that understanding established, it’s important to note that I considered 

using Nielson’s (2004) additional usability heuristics, which involve testing for 
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memorability and learnability as well. However, these two types of metrics are best 

measured in longitudinal studies and proved to be impractical to measure in my 

particular study.  

In any case, my project goes beyond the goal of discovering “the extent to 

which a product can be used by specified users to achieve specific goals in a 

specified context of use” (ISO9241-11.2). It also considers the goals of the user and 

the ecological factors leading up to and following the use event, at least to a 

valuable extent (Still, 2013; Pratt and Nunes, 2012) and to the extent that my 

gathered data is applicable. So, my application of EES is primarily informed by my 

goals, the goals/purposes of my user groups, and the situational conditions or 

constraints that affect their perceptions and ability or motives to use particular 

modes of feedback. 

In addition to incorporating Still and Koerber’s (2010) definitions of EES and 

what the literature has already implicated as being more or less helpful forms of 

feedback, I explore how use goals might change between the user groups and how 

they prioritize those goals.  

There are further complications as well. For example, in usability, errors act 

as an unnecessary barriers for the user in reaching their individual goals (Kuniavsky, 

2003; Nielsen, 2003; Still, 2013). And while our goals and research strategy should 

be informed by users (Spinuzzi, 2005; Johnson, 1998), users may not have a clear 

idea of, or the immediate capacity to articulate, what their goals are. And in the case 

of instructor feedback, as Still and Koerber (2010) found, what one instructor or 

student considers an error may not be considered an error by the other, simply 

because they may have different goals for use.  

In addition, as Frokjaer et al. (2000) found, effectiveness, efficiency, and 

satisfaction may not necessarily show correlation with one another, especially when 

it comes to complex tasks. Thus, in the context of this study, and because user goals 
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and how they prioritize meeting each goal are unique, I made it a goal to develop 

heuristic descriptions informed by user research for each component of EES. These 

descriptions attempt to accommodate what appear to be the mainstream user 

goals and barriers to reaching those goals in this context (Unger and Chandler, 

2012; Pratt and Nunes, 2012; Colborne, 2010; Still, 2013).  

I accommodated the potential complication associated with non-correlative 

EES metrics and the need for informed heuristics by attempting to establish some 

contextualized goal hierarchies for my user groups. This is one way, for example, 

that I could discover if a user group’s goals imply that they prioritize efficiency over 

issues connected to satisfaction. For example, satisfaction may be the primary 

measure users rely on to gauge their overall experience, regardless of how 

effectively or efficiently they apply or recall instructor comments, which research 

implies is often the case (Barnum and Palmer, 2011; Phillips and Chaparro, 2009; 

Norman, 2004). As another example, in determining overall usability, it may not 

matter that the comments they received on their assignment are less effective, 

given users’ preoccupation with efficiency in finishing their revision/editing 

processes as quickly as possible. In addition, in light of the goals of certain 

stakeholders, what users consider to be usability successes in terms of errors may 

actually be considered usability problems by instructors, or vice versa (Still and 

Koerber, 2010).  

In addition, we have the problem of trying to decide what metrics like 

“efficiency” look like in writing. Research on writing behavior implies that there is a 

wide variety of ways that writers go about the task of writing or revising (Flower and 

Hayes, 1981). What is an efficient process for revision is, in many ways, highly 

subjective. For example, one writer might find it more efficient to review all 

instructor comments first and then go back and revise, while another student might 

start revising chronologically and immediately in response to each successive 
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instructor comment. Perhaps both methods work well for each user but each shows 

significant difference in pauses and total time required, and either approach may 

lead to a more or less effective revision. In other cases, what may have seemed like 

a barrier to the user in the eyes of the observer/researcher at first might have 

ended up facilitating a better revision.  

In the case of my study at least, the story that the efficiency data can tell is 

limited to the facts—the task took more or less time, and the average time required 

to complete tasks or revisions took more or less time when students used a 

particular mode of feedback. Efficiency numbers, then, may not be able to be 

correlated with better revisions. Since judgments about the efficiency of the 

experience are relative in this case and lie within the mind of the user, the only way 

to get a sense of whether efficiency became a concern for the user and affected 

their overall user experience and success is if their feedback explicitly states that 

their experience was either positively or negatively affected by the amount of time it 

took to perform tasks and achieve their end goals.  

Discovering Satisfaction or Emotional Appeal. Another increasingly 

problematized metric according to several researchers is rating user satisfaction, 

which is commonly associated with desirability and emotional appeal (Barnum and 

Palmer, 2011; de Lera and Garetta-Domingo, 2007; Phillips and Chaparro, 2009; 

Rohrer, 2009). Usability researchers have typically used the SUS (System Usability 

Scale) and other self-reported surveys to determine users’ satisfaction levels 

regarding user experiences. However, many researchers argue that such surveys 

are significantly limited in what they can convey about users’ emotional responses 

to artifacts (Barnum and Palmer, 2011; de Lera and Garetta-Domingo, 2007; Phillips 

and Chaparro, 2009; Rohrer, 2009; Travis, 2008). Travis’ (2008) research also 

indicates that such surveys also tend to promote “acquiescence bias.” In addition, 
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such surveys limit measurements of satisfaction data to self-reported feedback, 

which often isn’t triangulated with observed indicators of user satisfaction.  

In an effort to fill this gap, de Lera and Garetta-Domingo (2007) conducted a 

preliminary study where they advocated for the use of their 10 emotion heuristics 

based on user body language. However, after attempting to use this method in my 

study, I found relatively few instances of discernable body language among the 

subjects, and the few instance of body language that I did note weren’t verified 

through member checking. In addition, certain users showed few if any of the body 

language markers identified by de Lera and Garetta-Domingo in sessions as long as 

one or more hours, despite the fact that these students were working on various 

problem-solving tasks throughout that time and experiencing multiple errors. In the 

end, there isn’t enough data using their heuristics to make any determinations 

about how users felt about their experience as a whole or from moment to moment 

in my particular study. In addition, de Lera and Garetta-Domingo (2007) admitted 

that these heuristics may not be as applicable if the users are not in “a neutral and 

relaxed” state while interacting with the product, and it isn’t hard to assume that 

students working on revising their papers are in neither a neutral or relaxed state.  

As another alternative for gauging users’ emotional responses to scenarios, 

Barnum and Palmer (2011) and Travis (2008), among others, advocated for the use 

of Benedek and Miner’s (2002) product reaction cards or surveys (also known as 

Microsoft’s desirability took kit, developed by and © 2002 Microsoft Corporation; all 

rights reserved), which prompts users to spontaneously choose expressions and/or 

adjectives that represent how they feel about an artifact.  

I employed this method in my study, which enabled me to avoid relying 

solely on SUS results and better triangulate data relevant to testing Hypothesis #1 

and Hypothesis #4. More specifically, employing product reaction cards, in addition 
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to using the SUS survey, augmented my ability to more accurately determine the 

levels of satisfaction or desirability experienced by users (see Appendices J and K).   

Such augmented analysis of user satisfaction is especially warranted in light 

of Norman’s (2004) push for adopting the idea that we should view all products 

primarily through the lens of emotional design, which draws support from findings 

in cognitive science (Ashby and Isen, 1999; Coulson et al., 1998; Damasio, 1999; 

Fredrickson, 2000; Fredrickson, 2002; Kahn & Isen, 1993; Kitayama, 2002). He 

claimed that a user’s tendencies to accept or not accept an artifact in the first place 

or to use artifacts in a particular way may be primarily influenced by unconscious, 

emotion-laden values, aesthetic appeal, cognitive constructs, or cultural conditions, 

rather than solely the ability of the user to use the artifact to accomplish a 

prescribed task. For instance, Norman (2004) claimed that perhaps a more accurate 

way of measuring usability is to analyze the design of any artifact or environment in 

terms of its visceral, behavioral, and reflective emotional appeal.  

For Norman (2004), usability is subsumed by emotional appeal. He claimed 

that most standard usability methodologies focus on determining behavioral 

appeal, or how well an artifact might be used to solve a problem, meet goals, or 

appear to give users more control over their environment. However, Norman (2004) 

and, more indirectly, Barnum and Palmer (2011) implied that an artifact’s behavioral 

appeal, while critical to users’ acceptance and use behavior, may not always or even 

often be the primary motivating factor behind a user’s choice to use or not use an 

artifact, especially in complex systems. In short, Norman (2004) claimed that you can 

have a perfectly usable tool that nobody will ever use because it doesn’t, for 

example, make it past the user’s visceral or reflective emotional screen. Other 

studies seem to validate his assertions to varying extents (Phillips and Chaparro, 

2009; Brady and Phillips, 2003; Lindgaard and Dudek, 2002; Tractinsky et al., 2000).  
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For example, in the case of the visceral appeal of instructor feedback, a user 

may have had previous experiences with critique that predisposed them to react to 

critique of their work with anxiety or fear, which might cause them to ignore 

instructor feedback altogether because their higher priority becomes the avoidance 

of emotional stress instead of revising their paper for a better grade. And if they did 

choose to try to use the feedback, their emotional state might prompt them to see 

the feedback as less useful or they might use it in a way that wasn’t intended. And 

Norman (2004) might argue that, because of their negative emotional state, a user 

experiencing anxiety can quite literally become more cognitively limited in his or her 

capacity to use that feedback for productive purposes in comparison to a user who 

approached the same feedback in a more positive, or less-threatened emotional 

state. 

Thus, the product reaction survey plays an especially important role in 

helping me determine the extent that emotional appeal is affecting students’ use of 

the feedback and in each given mode—written, audio, or screencast. In particular, 

the reaction survey allows users to indicate multiple possible and perhaps 

conflicting emotions or feelings they felt in association with the feedback and/or 

mode. For example, in specific instances where students chose not to use feedback, 

I employed interview questions to determine potential reasons behind this behavior 

that might trace back to issues of emotional appeal.   

Conflicting Purposes for Feedback. One additional complication is being 

able to determine what units or pieces of feedback are/aren’t meant to be used for 

revision (Hyland, 1990). For example, some feedback served different connected but 

relevant purposes, such as feedback designed to praise versus feedback designed 

to help the student rethink the design of one section of their resume. Based on 

what I found expressed in instructor feedback, it was difficult to distinguish between 

instructor feedback intended to be used for revision versus that used for emotional 
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appeal or maintenance of the desirability of the feedback situation, especially given 

that both types of feedback or both purposes for that feedback seemed to be 

accomplished literally within the same breath. In any case, it is easy to see how 

feedback designed to praise or emotionally appeal to students might serve the 

purpose of persuading them to use the feedback designed to help them revise. The 

feedback often serves multiple purposes, and many of these purposes appeared to 

be tacit.   

Short vs. Long-term Usability. Another complication with analyzing the 

usability of instructor feedback using EES metrics is that it is typically used for micro- 

or short-term usability testing instead of for macro-usability testing or longitudinal 

usability studies (Kuniavsky, 2003). Micro-usability testing essentially measures how 

users respond to products and tasks during the test but does not gather 

longitudinal data on users’ experience. A macro-usability test could compare initial 

versus persistent patterns in usability and satisfaction over time. For example, 

perhaps students might initially find a certain mode of feedback difficult to use 

according to their purposes, but over the course of the semester, they might find 

that their goals of use have changed and find that the instructor’s approach to 

feedback has become much more useful or preferable to them.  

The trick with macro-usability testing, however, is that it requires willing and 

sustained access to test participants over a period of weeks or, as in the case of my 

study, months. Complications often develop that persuade or prevent users from 

continued participation, and a lack of sustained incentive for participation also 

affects the willingness of respondents. In my study, for example, I offered gift cards 

as compensation for participating in a survey 2+ months after the participants’ 

original usability test, but only one-third of the 20 participants responded. And as 

participation diminishes, so does the representativeness of the macro-level data.  
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Immediate vs. Holistic Usability. It is also tricky to determine how one 

instructor comment or unit of feedback might be used by a student in various ways 

and places throughout the text. What specific piece of feedback (or some artifact or 

stimuli other than feedback) led to a revision in one location versus another? 

Perhaps in some cases the feedback was meant to be applied throughout and not in 

one location. Thus, we are left with the question of how to measure the relative 

usability of such comments in relation to more localized pieces of feedback.  

Yet another complication is what to do with revisions made by students that 

don’t appear to be motivated by any of the feedback given at the time. How much of 

their revisions are influenced by other sources of instruction, such as directions 

given in class or advice offered by friends, tutors, or parents? Another issue we need 

to be aware of is that one type of feedback may lead to changes that nullify the 

need for (or usability of) other pieces of feedback (Hyland 1998). For example, a 

student might end up rewriting a paragraph and end up not needing to revise some 

of the other directive feedback for that paragraph because he or she changed the 

content significantly already.  

Strengths of EES, Despite Complications. Despite these potential 

limitations and complications in connection with using EES metrics, I can create 

informed EES descriptions based on my preliminary research on instructor feedback 

that implies what students and instructors typically feel contributes to usable and 

preferable feedback and in which modes of media it is preferred. So in addition to 

using these studies to inform the hypotheses that I test during my study, I also use 

them to determine possible user errors and preferences for the user groups and 

how these fit in with the EES categories. 

The greatest advantage of employing the EES usability heuristic, based off of 

ISO9241-11.2, is that it has been used in countless other studies and is accepted as 

a proven method for leading researchers to find a range of usability barriers, and 
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the definitions of each category are both (1) flexible enough to be applied in a wide 

range of use scenarios and (2) redundant enough to triangulate prevalent sites of 

usability error or preference. In addition, both qualitative and quantitative measures 

can be employed to determine at least a few of the components of EES. And in 

particular, Still and Koerber’s (2010) study successfully showed that EES can be used 

to study the usability of written feedback and offered helpful data that I have used 

to inform my hypotheses and metric definitions.  

The advantages of a hypothesis-driven approach. In consideration of the 

complex nature of the user ecosystem and the advantages of experimental 

approaches to research, this study resembles and was implemented using methods 

associated with a quasi-experimental approach, bolstered by triangulation of data. 

As MacNealy (1992) asserted, precedent exists for taking a quasi-experimental 

approach because of the practical advantages of keeping an existing classroom 

intact, and in my case, the motive was to preserve a more realistic ecosystem of use. 

In addition, participants were not randomly chosen, but instead were asked to 

volunteer, which allowed me to test a set of users that typically values the use 

instructor feedback in the first place.  

The explicit variables in this quasi-experiment are limited to the mode of 

delivery: screencast, audio, and written feedback. However, each instructor also 

represents an unavoidable variable in this study, which showed significant effect on 

the participants that used written feedback (which I discuss further later on in this 

chapter). In this case, the group that used written feedback represented a control 

group to an extent, but the purpose of the study was to compare relative usability. 

Each group represented an independent variable or received a treatment of its own. 

The dependent or criterion variables in this experiment are represented by the 

apparent patterns represented in the user experience in relation to the EES 
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heuristics, more specifically, by whether students were more or less effective, 

efficient, or satisfied as a result of using feedback in one of the three modes.  

Consistent with most experimental studies, however, observations were 

conducted in a somewhat controlled environment within a usability laboratory. This 

was done to allow for testing of variables related to the task of using instructor 

feedback rather than introducing variables, such as distractions injected by peer 

interaction, that were not necessarily relevant to the goals of this study, at least at 

this stage of the research. That said, the rules placed on students were limited to 

having their phones on silent and a simple request that they use their instructors’ 

feedback to revise their work using the tools available in the lab. Thus, this study 

also adopts some characteristics of a field experiment as well.  

My approach also adopts a more factorial design, which MacNealy (1992) 

stated is appropriate when testing more complex scenarios. Breaking from typical 

standards of factorial studies, however, students were neither chosen at random, 

nor given treatments at random. This study depended on volunteers from a 

representative pool of users, the rationale for which I will discuss later in this 

chapter. In any case, the focus of this study was comparing the experiences of 

representative groups that are highly similar.  

As for the use of hypotheses in particular, MacNealy (1992) identified that 

hypotheses are appropriate when the study is drawing from related research that 

the “independent variable will have an important effect on the dependent variable” 

(83), which is the case here. In addition to Still and Koerber’s (2010) work, my 

hypotheses are driven by the findings of various other studies that implied the 

discovery of benefits and drawbacks associated with audio, screencast, and written 

feedback. Other researchers have also employed hypothesis testing to gain insights 

on the effects resulting from the introduction of alternative media modes when 

providing students with instruction (Reynold and Russell, 2008; Crane, 2015), and 
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hypothesis testing is the norm when conducting summative usability evaluations 

(Genov, 2005), which is essentially what this study is. 

As MacNealy (1992) stated, “[t]he biggest reward gained from experiments is 

the power to infer causal relationships” (83). While my analysis and discussion later 

are careful to definitively infer causal relationships, this study aims to at least 

triangulate what some of those relationships may be and how significantly behavior 

can be affected by particular stimuli introduced by the instruction, the mode of 

delivery, and the environment. Admittedly, this study lacks the precision commonly 

associated with true, controlled, laboratory experiments. Nevertheless, as explained 

in the preceding section describing the importance of approaching user systems 

from an ecological perspective, the advantages of injecting more of the ecosystem 

into this experiment outweigh the disadvantages.  

3.2 Summary of Research Phases  

My study consisted of several research phases (see Appendix A for more 

details on testing procedures): 

1. User discovery and recruitment. This stage involved defining representative 

user groups and discovering the goals, preferences, and contextual 

factors that likely affect their purposes and patterns of use. It also 

involved finding technical communication instructors and students who 

have characteristics consistent with the representative user group 

definitions. To better discover user characteristics and recruit participants 

at the same time, I designed and distributed recruitment surveys among 

approximately 100 technical communication students and several 

instructors. The surveys helped me to determine baseline expectations, 

attitudes, and patterns of use regarding instructor feedback and the 

media modes participants have used or prefer to use, and it helped me to 
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determine the characteristics of the mainstream user groups and recruit 

20 of these representative student users and 4 instructors.  

2. Training and Scheduling. At this stage, I provided participating instructors 

with brief training on how to provide students with audio or screencast 

feedback. I then worked out a schedule with instructors to determine 

when they would provide their students with feedback using their 

assigned mode, as well as scheduled times for me to observe them giving 

that feedback. In addition, I scheduled meetings with recruited students 

so I could observe and record them using each mode of feedback to 

revise their work.  

3. In-class Observations and Course Materials Research. To determine prior 

expectations that instructors may have reinforced among their students 

in relation to feedback and how they want them to use it, I visited 

participating instructors’ classrooms on days when they planned to 

discuss feedback on assignments prior to the creation and distribution of 

their feedback to students. I also reviewed the instructors’ assignment 

sheets and syllabi to see if they discussed feedback expectations therein 

that might affect their students’ decisions during revision.  

4. Conducting observations. I observed four instructors as they gave feedback 

to their students using one of the three modes, and I scored their 

experience according to EES measures. I also observed students using 

that feedback (given in a specific mode) and scored their experience 

according to EES measures. I also conducted follow-up interviews with 

users and had all of them complete a SUS and a product-reaction survey 

to determine their emotional response to the feedback. In addition, I 

interviewed all participants about the top five words they chose in their 
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product reaction survey, or specifically why they chose those words to 

describe their experience.  

5. Analyzing data—Using Techsmith Morae® software, I analyzed and scored 

EES metrics and developed graphs of patterns in user behavior or error in 

relation to each mode of feedback. More specifically, the Morae software 

allowed me to review recordings of each user test, tag and take notes on 

usability events as they occurred, indicate the severity of errors, calculate 

average SUS scores, determine how long and how often similar events 

occurred, and track other observed or verbalized data. I also tabulated 

the scores for product reaction cards and analyzed the patterns that 

appeared in the top word choices chosen by participants as well as the 

reasons they gave for choosing those words. In addition, I compared all of 

these scores as well as pre-study survey data to triangulate pattern 

behaviors or occurrences relevant to my hypotheses. 

6. Reporting results—I described patterns of user behavior and determined 

whether data implied, failed to imply, or was inconclusive regarding my 

hypotheses in regards to how users responded to using each mode of 

feedback. I also compared the patterns with environmental factors and 

users previously reported attitudes towards feedback. I then compared 

my findings with other published research and explored other 

implications that arose out of the data.  

7. User follow-up—Within a month or two of completing the tests, I 

contacted participants and asked them to fill out a survey to help me 

determine where their attitudes stood regarding the usability of giving or 

receiving feedback in the manner they did. This survey helped me get a 

better sense or at least some indications regarding the long-term 

usability and preference in connection with each mode of feedback.  
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3.3 Methods 

Expanding on Previous Work. In addition to working from Still & Koerber’s 

(2009) EES heuristics designed for analyzing student use of feedback, I also 

employed several of their methods in my study. However, I augmented their 

approach to (1) gain a better understanding of the user experience through 

contextual inquiry, (2) adapt the EES metrics and severity scales to the instructor 

and student population, (3) adapt heuristics to help me compare the usability of 

three feedback modes (screencast, audio, written), and (4) gain a better sense of the 

macro-usability of each mode of feedback using preliminary survey data and follow-

up surveys. I also applied a somewhat different strategy for gathering verbal 

feedback (see Appendices D, E, F, and N). 

Participant Selection. A Purposeful, Representative Sample. Participants of 

my study come from a non-randomized purposeful sample of four technical 

communication instructors and 20 technical communication students who attended 

the classes of participating instructors. Eight students participated in the screencast 

user group, seven participated in the audio user group, and five students 

participated in the written feedback user group.  

Because the results of my study are not intended to be externally 

generalizable, except perhaps to situations that match the user ecosystem that I 

observed, the purpose of my study is consistent with Giacomini and Cook’s (2000) 

descriptions of an appropriate context for purposeful sampling, which is to give the 

researcher a window-like view into a particular situation or scenario. In accordance 

with Koerber and McMichael’s (2008) description of a purposeful sample, my project 

requires participants who represent “maximum variation” among a group and “who 

possess certain traits and qualities” (464).  

Purposeful sampling is also consistent with the typical approach encouraged 

by usability researchers— to prioritize the recruitment of representative users. 
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While some researchers, like Steve Krug (2000), have argued that recruiting 

representative users isn’t as important or critical as many assume when it comes to 

user testing, members of the UX research community also recognize that specific, 

niche testing scenarios likely require more representative users (pers comm, UTEST 

Forum). In any case, while observing 10 – 20 users is much more ideal for identifying 

the majority of usability problems present within a system (Faulkner, 2003), 

research has also indicated that testing at least five users per representative user 

group can often, though not always, be sufficient for determining most of the 

usability problems present within the system (Caulton, 2001; Hwang and Salvendi, 

2010; Kujala and Kauppinen, 2004; Macefield, 2009; Nielsen, 2000; Virzi, 1992).  And 

because I compare how each user group interacts with a specific mode of feedback, 

I assigned at least one instructor and five or more students to use one of the three 

modes of feedback.  

Admittedly, a low number of participating instructors (four) could be 

perceived as a limiting factor. Nevertheless, my sampling and participant choices 

are in line with the criteria for acceptable usability research clarified by Still and 

Koerber (2010): “[W]hat makes [the test] a useful research tool…is to place 

representative users in representative scenarios and then observe them performing 

representative tasks” (211). 

Assumptions about User Groups. The following user group descriptions 

reflect the assumption that instructor feedback helps and should be used for 

helping students revise their assignments or projects, rather than feedback being 

limited to a mechanism for simply assessing product quality and rationalizing a 

grade (Haswell, 2006; Broad, 2003). In addition, I make the assumption that 

participants should include those who are willing to try out new modes of feedback, 

assuming that those who are not willing are also less likely to represent potential 

users of multimodal feedback in the first place.  
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I also chose to observe instructors and students involved in an introductory 

technical communication course because this is a user ecosystem where feedback is 

typically given, needed, and valued as a mechanism for assisting student 

improvement. It is also a place where instructors tend to be aware that rhetorically-

situated media modes of communication can alternatively affect how audiences 

interact with or use information. Without making these assumptions, the use 

scenario becomes potentially inaccessible, in that feedback might be created with a 

purpose that leads to a relatively unobservable type of use.  

In addition, my instructor participants were required to have two or more 

years of experience teaching writing or some related field. This choice relates to my 

intention to test a representative, mainstream (or perpetual intermediate) 

instructor, as Colborne (2010) and Cooper (1999) might suggest, who has significant 

experience giving students feedback on their work. Beginning instructors may not 

have defined or developed their own practices in giving feedback, and I wanted to 

minimize issues related to lack of instructional experience affecting the findings in 

my study. 

User Group Descriptions. In light of these assumptions and the findings in 

my pre-study survey of potential participants, the key characteristics that defined 

my student user group are as follows: 

 Undergraduate students taking an introductory course in technical 

communication  

 Students who, to whatever extent, will use instructor feedback to revise 

their projects for the sake of improving their work, skills, and/or to get a 

better score  

 Students who are willing and able to participate in the study and 

potentially receive written, audio, or screencast feedback on their 

assignment.  
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The primary characteristics that define my instructor user group, also 

informed by a pre-study survey, are as follows: 

 Technical communication instructors who currently teach or will soon 

teach an introductory course in technical communication and have taught 

writing courses for at least two years. 

 Instructors who give their students feedback and require, encourage, or 

allow students to use this feedback to revise their work either between 

drafts or in order to improve their score.  

 Instructors who are willing to give their students written, audio, or 

screencast feedback. 

 Instructors who are willing to allow me to recruit student participants 

from their class. 

 Instructors who are giving their students the same type of assignment 

(e.g. resume, job application letter, memo). (Note: Due to the difficulty 

involved in finding instructors willing to volunteer that meet the 

preceding criteria, one of the instructors I recruited for this study only 

required her students to produce a resume, whereas the other three 

instructors required their students to produce the resume, job 

application letter, and memo/analysis.) 

Human Subjects Approval and Maintaining FERPA Requirements. My study 

received IRB human subjects approval from Texas Tech University (see Appendix A), 

and all participant identifying information has been removed from the contents of 

this document. In accordance with FERPA requirements, my procedures ensured 

that only the instructors of their own students and each respective student would 

view their assignment grades and see those grades attached to a specific name. 

Because my study involved my direct observation of instructors’ feedback to 

their students, I ensured all participating instructors did not include or show the 
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students’ scores on their assignments in the feedback document, audio file, or 

screencast recording that students used to revise during the observation. Instead, I 

asked instructors to email their first draft scores separately in a private email to 

each of their participating students.  

The following goes into more detail on how I accomplished these steps while 

also still using data on how students’ grades changed between the initial and 

revised drafts of their assignments: 

1. After recruiting each user and before beginning user observations, I gave 

each participant a label (e.g. Audio User 1, Screencast User 6, Written 

User 2) and created a document that matched each label to the user 

name, which acted as key. 

2. As I recorded data in both my hardcopy and Techsmith’s Morae software 

error-tracking and note-taking tools, I made sure to avoid writing down 

users’ names in association with any of the data. In cases where the 

student name was initially linked to particular data, I transferred that data 

to a document that did not include the student’s name. After that point, 

whenever I needed to review that data, I only used the scrubbed version 

of that document. Thus, as I reviewed data in the recordings, notes, and 

surveys, I was not exposed to the students’ names, only their labels. And 

all of the documents that I created after that point to record findings, 

patterns, etc., attached data to user labels only.  

3. When it came time for me to gather data about students’ grades (pre- and 

post-observation and revision), without looking at them beforehand, I 

sent the user name/label keys to the instructors and gave them 

instructions to send me a document back that only included the user 

labels and their pre- and post-observation grades and to also mix up the 

order of the user labels in the list, which each of them did. Thus, as I 
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reviewed, reported on, and analyzed all documents containing relevant 

data from my study, I was not associating student names with data 

connected to that student, and at that point, I did not remember which 

user labels matched with which specific students.  

Pre-Study Survey and User Solicitation Strategy. I used pre-study screening 

surveys to recruit representative users, which is widely accepted as an appropriate 

way to find users for usability tests (Barnum, 2002; Rubin, 1994). Before I used these 

surveys to recruit students, however, I recruited four instructors willing to both 

participate and allow their students to participate. In order to recruit representative 

instructors for my study, I distributed a pre-study survey among 15-30 technical 

communication instructors, ten of whom completed the survey (see Appendices B 

and C).  

Strategy for Instructor Pre-Study Survey. This survey had two purposes: (1) to 

find representative instructors and (2) to gather data about the instructors’ habits, 

preferences, perceptions, and values in reference to giving students feedback.  

The data produced by this survey helped give me sense of factors in the 

ecosystem of use that affected how or why representative instructors approach 

feedback the way they do. In particular, it provided me with a way to record 

contextual factors in the user experience that are present prior to the use event, 

which I use to aid my analysis and discussion of the data later on.  

This survey specifically solicited information about (1) instructor preferences 

in giving feedback (holistic/summative, line-by-line/formative, abundant, minimal, 

higher vs. lower-order issues vs. both, directive, praising, asking questions, use of 

rubrics, time spent/committed, etc.), (2) their revision policies and rationales for 

these policies, (3) their primary purposes for giving feedback, (4) their attitudes 

towards and experiences (if any) with giving audio or screencast feedback, (5) if/how 

they train students on how to use their feedback, and (6) other contextual factors 
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that affect the way they give feedback (personal philosophy, time, convenience, 

constraints in the physical environment, discomfort with new technology, etc.). 

As part of this survey, I also discovered the types of assignments taught by 

each instructor and the order in which they assign these assignments to their 

students. This information allowed me to determine which student assignment 

would be most appropriate to observe instructors responding to using one of the 

three modes. 

I distributed this survey via email and face-to-face personal invitations, 

interdepartmental listservs, and Tech Announce. I also invited survey respondents 

to share a link to the survey with others who might be qualified and willing to do so. 

As for offering incentives, some research has determined that nominal gifts can be 

effective in soliciting a higher rate of participation (Singh et al., 2009). Thus, I 

informed each instructor that I would provide them with a gift card for personal 

participation.  

Strategy for Student Pre-Study Survey. To solicit and find representative student 

candidates, I asked participating instructors if they would distribute a separate pre-

study survey among the students attending their ENGL 2300 courses. The survey 

was an adaptation of a survey used by Still & Koerber (2010). In addition to soliciting 

information about how students perceive instructor feedback and how they self-

assess their skill in technical communication/writing, my survey solicited 

information about their goals in creating and revising assignments and using 

feedback, their attitudes towards and, if any, experiences with using audio and 

screencast feedback, and the physical environment in which they typically review 

feedback and revise their work. In addition to the purposes already described, I 

used the results of these surveys to create assumed goal hierarchies among the 

survey participants and refine user profiles, which I then used to make final 

decisions on who to recruit for the study.  
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Prior to distributing these surveys, all participating instructors allowed me to 

visit their classes and explain my goals of the pre-study survey as well as explain 

that they could indicate in the survey whether they wanted to participate in the user 

observations. I also explained the incentives for participation in observations, which 

included snacks and drinks. Distributing surveys among their students gave me 

access to a pool of 100+ potential respondents, 96 of whom responded to the 

survey. 

Before contacting potential participants, I analyzed the pre-study survey 

findings and determined the students’ average age, gender, number of college-level 

writing courses taken, and self-assessed rating of their own writing skill. Next, I 

identified the students that had indicated in the survey that they were willing to 

participate and then created a list of volunteers that also matched closely with these 

averages to ensure solicited participants were representative of the population. 

(Note: See the following section for details on how I ensured the representativeness 

of the participant users.) 

I then emailed all of the students on this list stating that they had qualified to 

participate in the study and ask them to confirm their interest in participation, which 

twenty students did.  

Coordinating with participating instructors, I identified when each instructor 

planned to provide students with feedback on their job application assignments to 

promptly schedule observations with participants following that date. Also, to 

ensure students didn’t start using their feedback until they arrived at their 

respective user testing session, I asked instructors to allow me to give that feedback 

to their students for the first time at the beginning of their observation, which the 

instructors agreed to do. 

 After this point, I scheduled all of the participants for observations over a 

period of two to three weeks and sent reminders the night before the observation 
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as well as one hour before their observation, which helped me minimize the risk of 

having no-shows. 

Strategy for Recruiting Representative Users. Pre-study/Recruiting 

Survey. The pre-study survey for students supported three purposes:  

• To find representative student users  

• To gather data about the student’s habits, preferences, perceptions, and 

values in reference to receiving and using instructor feedback 

• To have a large sample of user data to use for determining how 

representative test participants were in comparison to the metrics 

gathered from surveys of the 90+ user population 

Still and Koerber (2010) applied similar methods in their screening survey, 

specifically when they sought a large sample of representative students users to 

self-rate their skill/score level in writing courses on a scale from 1-10 to compare 

test participants to that norm among their user population.  

In my pre-study survey, I also gathered data on the students’ self-rated skill 

level, which I used to determine what skill level represented the mainstream users 

among my potential pool of participants. Still and Koerber’s (2010) survey found that 

6.6 represented the average skill level for their population. As expected, my survey 

population produced a similar average—6.9. Like Still and Koerber (2010), I recruited 

users who scored near this average. Participants were considered representative if 

their score was within two points of the average score derived from all survey 

respondents.  

This survey also helped me determine the average age and gender ratio for 

student participants and helped me recruit a nearly identical ratio from among 

volunteers. 

I gathered the following data on the greater pool of possible and actual 

participant students using preliminary surveys distributed to approximately 100 
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2000-level technical communication students. More than 90% of available survey 

participants responded to the survey, with a total of 96. In concert with the idea of 

finding representative users and understanding their representative ecology of use, 

the following data was used to characterize the user population in relation to their 

demographics, previous experience and opinions regarding instructor feedback, 

goal hierarchies in relation to instructor feedback, and eligibility for participation in 

the usability study. I also used the survey to inform the EES heuristic definitions. 

Twenty of the 96 respondents agreed to participate in usability observations, 

and Table 3.1 shows how closely certain characteristics between the two groups 

match and indicate the representativeness of my student user population in 

comparison to the greater student population of students taking these courses.  

 

Table 3.1. Comparison of characteristics between the surveyed population and usability test 

participants. 

Criteria Survey Responses (pool 
of 96 prospective users) 

Test Participant 
Responses (20 
participants) 

Age 20.5 20.5 
Gender 62.5% Female  

37.5% Male 
70% Female  
30% Male 

Level of experience (# of 
college-level writing classes  
taken prior to this course) 

2.2 2.2 

Self-rated writing ability/skill 
(1=poor and 10=excellent) 

6.9 6.9 

Willingness to use instructor 
feedback 

61.5% Very Willing 
34% Somewhat Willing 
1% Less Willing 
3% Indifferent 

70% Very Willing 
30% Somewhat Willing 
0% Less Willing 
0 % Indifferent 

Perceived importance of 
instructor feedback to the 
success of writing 

44% Most Important 
51% Important 
5% Not Very Important 

50% Most Important 
50% Important 
0% Not Very Important 
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Criteria Survey Responses (pool 
of 96 prospective users) 

Test Participant 
Responses (20 
participants) 

Overall perceived 
satisfaction of experience 
with previous instructor 
feedback on assignments 

18% Very satisfactory 
59% Satisfactory 
21% Average 
2% Unsatisfactory 
0% Very Unsatisfactory 

40% Very satisfactory 
50% Satisfactory 
10% Average 
0% Unsatisfactory 
0% Very Unsatisfactory 

Desire for more/less 
instructor feedback 

66% More 
31% Neither more nor 
less  
3% Less 

60% More 
40% Neither more nor 
less  
0% Less 

 

Age and Gender. Regarding age of participants versus the survey population, 

the average age of participants vs. the surveyed population matched exactly (see 

Table 3.1). However, it turned out that 7.5% more women participated in the study 

than were represented in the overall population. Nevertheless, the tested 

population still represented the population well, especially given that the usability 

study consisted of only 20 students; replacing one female participant with one male 

participant would have brought compared percentages into much closer alignment.  

Level of Experience and Self-rated Ability. Test participants matched almost 

exactly with the greater pool of surveyed population on two additional points: the 

number of college-level writing classes taken previous to the survey and how they 

self-rated their writing ability or skill (see Table 3.1). Consistent with averages found 

by Still and Koerber (2010), the average self-rating for writing ability in my user 

group was 6.9 on a scale of 1-10, compared to Still and Koerber’s 6.6 average rating 

for their participants.  

Willingness to Use Instructor Feedback and the Perceived Value of that Feedback. 

When it came to the levels of willingness to use instructor feedback, unsurprisingly, 

the participant population showed an 8% higher amount of students who were 
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“very willing” to use instructor feedback to revise assignments for a better grade in 

comparison to the surveyed population (see Table 3.1). 

Participants showed a 6% higher likelihood of considering instructor 

feedback as most important when it comes to the success of their writing compared 

to the surveyed population. Also unsurprisingly, none of the test participants stated 

that they were indifferent, less willing, or not at all willing to use instructor feedback 

to revise their work, while the surveyed population show that a number of students 

were either less willing or felt indifferently about using it. In addition, none of the 

test participants rated instructor feedback as anything less than important, while 5% 

of the surveyed population indicated that they did not perceive instructor feedback 

as important (see Table 3.1). 

Disparities between the user and surveyed population in the preceding 

tables reinforce the idea that my participant population consists of representative 

users. Understandably, the averages for participants show a greater willingness to 

participate in a study that involved allowing them to receive instructor feedback and 

that they value said feedback. Students that do not perceive instructor feedback as 

important would be less likely to use that feedback and participate in the first place. 

Essentially, these findings imply the population is more representative of the 

students typical instructors want to reach with their comments than otherwise—

students who will actually consider using instructor feedback to revise in the first 

place.  

Previous Experiences with Instructor Feedback. One of the more striking 

differences between the surveyed population and test participants was that the 

latter were 22% more likely to report their previous experiences with instructor 

feedback as very satisfactory, and none of the test participants stated they had had 

unsatisfactory experiences with instructor feedback. That said, only 2% of the 

overall surveyed population said that they had had an unsatisfactory experience. In 
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addition, 21% of students in the total survey pool rated their previous experiences 

as average, which contrasted with the 10% who gave this same rating among the 

participant pool (see Table 3.1). 

Desire for More or Less Feedback. When it came to the amount of feedback 

students typically desired to receive on their writing, test participants were 6% less 

likely to report desiring more feedback and 9% more likely to desire neither more 

nor less feedback. None of the test participants desired less feedback, as opposed 

to the 3% of the survey pool who did (see Table 3.1).   

Goal Hierarchies. When comparing the goal hierarchies for each group, there 

was close consistency between the survey population and the test participants. 

Another interesting finding was that three of the five goals listed were generally 

rated as a high priority. Ultimately, test participants and survey respondents 

reported that, on average, their primary two reasons for using instructor feedback 

were to improve their writing and their grades. The lowest priority goal seemed to 

be getting done with revising as soon as possible and to avoid changing their work 

(see Table 3.2).  

 

Table 3.2. Comparison of how the survey and test participant pools prioritized their goals for 

using instructor feedback, given the option of rating each option 1 through 5, 1 being the 

highest priority.   

Criteria: Primary reasons for 
using instructor feedback in order 
of priority (1=most influential)  

Survey Responses 
(pool of 96 
prospective users) 

Test Participant 
Responses (20 
participants) 

To learn how to improve my 
writing 

2.2 2.1 

To get a better grade 2.2 2.2 
To please or get praise from the 
instructor or audience 

2.9 2.9 

To get done with revising as soon 
as possible 

3.2 3.2 
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Criteria: Primary reasons for 
using instructor feedback in order 
of priority (1=most influential)  

Survey Responses 
(pool of 96 
prospective users) 

Test Participant 
Responses (20 
participants) 

To understand my audience’s 
expectations and needs 

2.4 2.4 

To avoid changing my work as 
much as possible  

3.2 3.2 

 

Historical or Situational Influencers. When asked to identify which factors 

most positively or negatively affected whether they would use instructor feedback, 

both survey and test participant ratings were largely consistent with one another, 

especially regarding positive influences. Students indicated that their ability to read, 

understand, and use their feedback effectively or efficiently most positively 

influenced their desire to use instructor feedback. They also implied that the 

opposite was true if the feedback was difficult to read, understand, or use effectively 

or efficiently. Also, praise from the instructor seemed to be the least influential of 

the positive factors mentioned, while unsuccessful performance in previous courses 

was the least likely factor in influencing their use of feedback, given the options 

available. One additional item that students implied could have a significant 

negative influence on their use of feedback was time constraints (see Tables 3.3 and 

3.4).  

 

Table 3.3. Comparison of what survey and test participants believed most positively 

influenced whether they would use instructor feedback.  

Criteria: Most influential factors 
positively affecting whether student 
will use instructor feedback (1=most 
influential; 5=least influential)  

Survey Responses 
(pool of 96 
prospective users) 

Test Participant 
Responses (20 
participants) 

Having time set aside in the course 
for revision based on instructor 
and/or peer feedback 

2.5 2.5 
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Criteria: Most influential factors 
positively affecting whether student 
will use instructor feedback (1=most 
influential; 5=least influential)  

Survey Responses 
(pool of 96 
prospective users) 

Test Participant 
Responses (20 
participants) 

Successful performance in previous 
writing classes 

2.6 2.6 

Ability to read, understand, and use 
feedback in an effective and efficient 
way 

2 2 

Instructor's praise of your work 3.1 3.1 
The thoroughness of the instructor's 
critique of your work 

2.2 2.2 

 

Table 3.4. Comparison of what survey and test participants believe most negatively 

influenced whether they would use instructor feedback.  

Criteria: Most influential factors in 
negatively affecting whether student 
will use instructor feedback (1=most 
influential; 5=least influential)  

Survey Responses 
(pool of 96 
prospective users) 

Test Participant 
Responses (20 
participants) 

Time constraints 2.5 2.5 
A desire to avoid more work or 
emotional stress 

2.9 2.9 

Unsuccessful performance in 
previous writing classes 

3.2 3.3 

Inability to read, understand, and use 
feedback effectively or efficiently 

2.4 2.4 

Lack of instructor praise for your work 
or harsh critique 

3.1 3.3 

 

Determining Characteristics of a Representative Experience and Testing 

Conditions. Representative Testing Conditions. Though many in the field have 

argued for the importance of testing users in their natural use environment (Gothelf 

and Seiden, 2013), such as the participant’s dorm room or home office, usability labs 

can be configured to mimic many of the conditions of such environments while 

avoiding certain critical distractions that may severely disrupt the observation 
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process, disruptions that would affect how users use any artifact and not just 

instructor feedback. In addition, Kaikkonen et al.’s (2005) work implied that most of 

the same usability problems that are found in field-testing are also discovered in the 

lab. In any case, my purpose in this summative study is to analyze the usability of 

alternate modes of feedback and not to analyze how environmental distractions in 

the immediate vicinity affect how they use instructor feedback. That said, Chapter 6 

will discuss the potential limitations this approach may have introduced to my 

study, such as likely factors in such distracting environments that might be more or 

less likely to affect usability measures. 

Similar to Still and Koerber’s (2010) study, all sessions were recorded using 

Techsmith Morae®, which allowed me to physically facilitate the session, take quick 

observation notes during the sessions, prepare retrospective interview questions, 

and more thoroughly mark recordings after tests were completed. In addition, 

Sonderegger and Sauer’s (2009) research showed that facilitator presence and levels 

of interaction can affect user performance. Thus, I did not observe participants 

while physically sitting in the same room with them and limited verbal contact with 

them as much as possible until the observation was completed. 

Preferred Physical Environment and Equipment. One of the goals of this 

study was to create an environment for the usability tests that was at least 

somewhat representative of mainstream users’ experience. One of the ways I 

determined whether the usability lab environment would be suitable was to see 

where the student user population tended to work when revising their work and 

how public (potentially distracting) or private they preferred that experience to be. 

Both survey and test participants reported doing most of their work at home or in 

their apartment. Test participants were 13% more likely to revise their work at the 

library, less likely to revise during class, and less likely to revise in a public space, 

such as a coffee shop or cafeteria. More than 80% of both survey and test 
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participants also reported choosing or preferring a quiet or private setting to work 

on their revisions (see Table 3.5). The dominant preferences matched up well with 

the usability lab environment I set up for the tests. 

 

Table 3.5. Comparison of physical environments where survey and test participants tended 

to work on revising their work and equipment they typically used to perform this task. 

Criteria Survey Responses 
(pool of 96 
prospective users) 

Test Participant 
Responses (20 
participants) 

Physical location(s) where you 
typically revise your writing 
assignments 

86% 
Home/apartment 
27% In class 
47% Library 
19% Public space 

75% Home/apartment 
20% In class 
60% Library 
15% Public space 

Social characteristics of location 10% Social, open 
setting 
87% Quiet or 
private setting 
2% Both 

20% Social, open 
setting 
80% Quiet or private 
setting 
0% Both 

Device typically used when 
reviewing or using instructor 
feedback 

46% Mac 
59% PC 
5% Both 
1% iPad 

45% Mac 
65% PC 
0% Both 
0% iPad 

 

Because students were asked to use a PC (personal computer with a 

Microsoft Operating System) in the usability lab and because familiarity with an OS 

(operating system) can affect how effectively or efficiently users complete a task, the 

survey also sought to find out whether participants were likely to be familiar with 

PCs. The majority of both survey and test participants used PCs on a regular basis, 

though a high number of students were accustomed to using Macs as well. The 

indication, in any case, is that most of the participants, 65%, regularly used PCs, thus 
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implying that using a PC in the usability tests would create a representative scenario 

of use for mainstream users (see Table 3.5).  

Resources When Revising. Another element of this exploration that helped 

me determine whether students were coming to the observation from a similar 

experience was to ask which resources they tended to rely on or value the most in 

helping them to succeed in their writing assignments and to see if the metrics 

produced by the surveyed population matched closely with the participant 

population. The results were consistent between both those who took the survey 

and test participants. While none of the resources mentioned were rated as 

unimportant to success in revision, both survey and test participants indicated that 

assignment instructions and instructor feedback were the most critical resources to 

have available (see Table 3.6).  

 

Table 3.6. Comparison of which resources survey and test participants report relying on the 

most when revising their work. 

Criteria: Resources for revision 
ranked in order of their importance 
(1=most important, 5=least 
important)  

Survey Responses 
(pool of 96 
prospective users) 

Test Participant 
Responses (20 
participants) 

Assignment instructions 2.3 2.3 
Assigned readings 3 3 
Instructor feedback 2.3 2.3 
Student examples 2.8 2.8 
Instructor lecture in class, notes 2.9 2.9 

 

User Profile Results Summary. Results strongly indicate that test participants 

consisted of representative, mainstream users. Survey results showed high 

consistency across the board when compared to the results provided by the 

surveyed population when it came to demographics, self-assessment of ability, 
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experience, interest in using feedback, stated goals for using feedback, and 

identification of factors that affect the likelihood of their using that feedback. The 

surveyed population is also representative of the entire population of students 

taking entry-level technical communication courses at Texas Tech University, given 

the 90% response rate among several classes surveyed.  

Representative Task Selection. The tasks I assigned to each user group 

represented activities that each of them would perform normally in their role as a 

technical communication student. Each instructor was asked to give feedback to 3-5 

students in a given mode (written, screencast, audio), and all student participants 

were expected to use that feedback. The only particularly unique condition a 

number of instructors experienced while giving this feedback is that three 

instructors were asked to give feedback in an unfamiliar mode. One was asked to 

give students audio feedback, and two were asked to give screencast feedback. In 

addition, 15 of the 20 student participants were asked to use audio or screencast 

feedback for the first time, while five were expected to use written feedback. In any 

case, they were all asked to use the feedback they received in the amount of time 

that they would comfortably spend performing this type of activity typically, which 

Still and Koerber (2010) judged to be two hours or less.  

EES Heuristics. My EES heuristics were informed by the ecology of use, 

which involved identifying user goals and goal hierarchies, delineation of user 

groups, and contextual factors preceding the use event (Still, 2011; Pratt and Nunes, 

2012; Lowgren and Stolterman, 2004). These heuristics were also heavily informed 

by Still and Koerber’s (2010) EES description as well as literature on multimodal 

feedback that their study did not consider. My adapted metrics guided my 

observation notation strategy and later analysis of the data. More specifically, I used 

EES heuristics to measure two things for the student participants: (1) the usability of 
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the feedback itself and (2) the usability of the mode in relation to receiving and 

using that feedback.  

The following are the heuristics I used to evaluate the student participants’ 

usability experience with each mode of feedback; these heuristics were informed by 

preliminary surveys: 

 Efficiency. Are there too many comments to be useful? Can students 

quickly and effectively use the comments to revise their work without 

becoming frustrated? Does the written/audio/screencast mode of 

feedback seem to enhance or inhibit their ability to find, review, or apply 

specific comments? Does the mode of feedback appear to be associated 

with more or less time to complete tasks? 

 Effectiveness (Errors). Do students correctly interpret, understand, and 

apply the directions that instructors believe they are communicating? Do 

they use each comment, and, if so, to what extent? Did they get enough 

explanation or detail to help them make suggested revisions? 

 Satisfaction. Are the comments satisfying? Do the students feel that they 

have been given what they need to succeed at improving their work (or 

raising their grade)? What are their emotional responses or feelings 

regarding the feedback itself and the mode of feedback? Do they desire 

to use the feedback more or less, either in the future, or if using this 

particular mode of feedback? 

Preparing Participating Instructors. One of the potential problems 

involved in having instructors give feedback in modes which they’ve never used 

before, and then gathering data from students who use that feedback, is the 

possibility that their lack of familiarity with the recording interface and process of 

giving feedback using this method could potentially affect the representativeness of 

the user experience, thus, the integrity of the data. 
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To ameliorate this problem, I gave all instructors who used audio or 

screencast feedback a tutorial document that introduced them to the interface they 

were going to use as well as some basic best practices for recording using that 

mode. In addition, I asked instructors to first use that tool to give feedback on two of 

their students’ assignments before coming in for their observation. This ensured 

that these three instructors were less likely to introduce inherent errors and 

inefficiencies related to lack of experience.  

Data Collection. Observational Data. The most reliable way to recognize 

performance-related usability problems is through direct observation (Rubin, 1994; 

Barnum, 2011; Kuniavsky, 2003). Thus, I primarily measured efficiency and 

errors/effectiveness of participants’ use experience by tracking quantitative 

measures, such as how long it took students to apply the feedback they received 

and qualitative observation of events in each session that indicate disruptions or 

errors users experienced in the process of using feedback (see Appendices H and I).  

To an extent, I used this observation data to show indications connected to 

satisfaction as well.  However, observed physical cues of positive or negative 

feelings of satisfaction occurred rarely. Thus, any apparent satisfaction-related 

events were only deemed relevant if they could be triangulated with verbal data, 

SUS data, and product-reaction survey data (see Appendices J and K). 

To review my detailed procedures for these observations, see Appendix G. In 

addition, it is important to note that I conducted one pilot test with a student prior 

to my other observations to ensure the test procedures accommodated the needs 

of the participants and the requirements of the observation. Data gathered during 

the pilot test is not included in the results of this study.  

It is also important to note that during each observation, I began the data 

marking process, annotating significant observations and taking notes on events 

that I thought might be relevant to discuss later during the user interview. 
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Verbal Data Collection. Participants provided several types of qualitative, 

self-reported data that informed EES measurements and were used to confirm or 

contradict observed data. Still and Koerber (2010) used proven methods such as 

think-aloud protocol (TAP), retrospective recall, and post-test surveys to gather 

additional data relevant to EES measurements. My approach, however, showed 

some adaptations based on my review of practices suggested in the literature and 

my goals to better triangulate data relevant to exploring levels of error and user 

satisfaction. 

During each test, I initially employed a “limited” or optional TAP. Because I 

wanted to create a more representative use scenario, I decided to avoid introducing 

uncharacteristic conditions or stimuli into the use scenario by asking users to do 

anything atypical to their normal behavior while performing their tasks. As indicated 

in several studies, TAP methods can significantly affect user performance, negatively 

or positively, depending on the complexity or nature of the task (Krahmer and 

Ummelen, 2004; van den Haak et al., 2003; van den Haak, 2007; Wright and 

Converse, 1992). If users were comfortable talking aloud as they worked, as some 

people are predisposed to do, I asked them to share their thoughts if they wished as 

they proceeded through the test, but I made it clear this should not distract them 

from the task at hand or feel like an unnatural activity. Though this decision ended 

up forfeiting my chances of gathering any TAP feedback (only a few users ended up 

speaking just a few words aloud during the tests), I decided that making TAP 

optional was critical for ensuring that efficiency and effectiveness data were more 

representative of an authentic use scenario.  

Because TAP did not provide a key source of data collection, I gathered most 

of my verbal data during retrospective interviews, which Still and Koerber (2010) 

also used to effectively clarify why users had acted in particular ways or made 

certain decisions during the session. After each test, I asked users a consistent set of 
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five questions as well as a few tailored questions to spur thoughts about specific 

events or choices they made during their observations and asked what they were 

thinking during those events and why they made the choices they did. As for the 

reliability of retrospective interviewing, this method has been validated in previous 

studies and has been shown, in comparison to TAP, to produce comparably 

accurate and useful results (Russell and Oren, 2009; van den Haak et al., 2003; van 

den Haak and de Jong, 2003; van den Haak et al., 2007; Redish, 2007; Barnum, 2002) 

(see Appendices L and M).   

An additional caveat to keep in mind is that these interviews did not 

necessarily follow “true” retrospective methodology, which is to visually show users 

a moment in time to aid the recounting of their thinking during events of interest. I 

deliberately chose not to employ the full retrospective recall strategy because to do 

so would take much more of each student’s time, time which I had only 

compensated with drinks and snacks. And in several cases, tests extended up to an 

hour and a half. Scheduling even more time for these tests would have likely 

resulted in fewer volunteers as well. Despite the obvious advantages of a true 

retrospective protocol over interviews, the student feedback helped to reinforce or 

call into question some of the patterns in observed and other data gathered during 

this study and, thus, served as an effective tool for data triangulation. 

Survey Data. In addition to using the pre-study surveys and the prior two 

protocols, I distributed three additional surveys to users to…  

• gather data relevant to satisfaction measures, 

• gather additional qualitative verbal data to compare against error and 

efficiency findings,  

• determine other possible factors in the ecosystem of use that may have 

affected usability scores, and  
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• evaluate longer-term perceptions about each user’s experience using the 

feedback.  

SUS Survey. After participants finished giving or using the feedback, I asked 

them to fill out an SUS (System Usability Scale) survey, which is a proven method for 

getting a sense of a user’s satisfaction with an experience (Bangor et al., 2009). 

However, per Bangor et al.’s (2009) recommendations, I made a couple of word 

changes in the survey (“cumbersome” to “awkward” and “system” to “product”).  

Product Reaction Surveys. Following this, in accordance with 

recommendations in the literature, I gathered additional data regarding users’ 

emotional reactions to using feedback in one of the three possible modes. To do so, 

I created a survey that follows the basic tenants of the product reaction card 

method suggested by Barnum and Palmer (2011), Phillips and Chaparro (2009), and 

Rohrer (2009). Similar to Travis (2008), I gave participants a list of approximately 100 

descriptive adjectives that they could mark or check to describe their reactions to 

the feedback they received from their instructor. And similar to a study conducted 

by eBay (Barnum and Palmer, 2011), I listed adjectives in sets of paired opposites 

(e.g. forgettable vs. captivating, cluttered vs. clean) to help users more quickly 

compare choices that might best describe their experience, and I randomized the 

order in which these adjectives appeared on the survey.  

In accordance with previous studies using this method, after students 

completed the survey, I asked them to circle the top five words that they checked 

that represented their experience. Following this, I gathered additional verbal 

feedback about their experiences by asking students why they chose those five 

words. This data was used to show either correlation with or against SUS findings 

and other satisfaction data.  

Post-test Surveys. While my project did not focus on gathering long-term 

usability metrics, I determined it would be useful to send surveys to participating 
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instructors and students one to two months after initial testing. The first reason for 

this was to find out if they had decided to continue using the alternative mode of 

feedback they used during the study. I wanted to know the reasons for their 

decisions and the additional experiences they had after the test that played into 

their decisions regarding the use of alternative modes of feedback. The second 

reason I sent out this survey was because I wanted to see if the impressions 

students gave me at the end of their observations persisted or faded with time. 

While this approach did not offer the level of rigor and triangulation applied 

in Shneiderman and Plaisant’s (2006) “Multi-dimensional In-depth Long-term Case 

studies” (1), my surveys followed at least one of the primary purposes of long-term 

usability studies, which is to learn if users have continued to have success in 

reaching their goals for use (Shneiderman and Plaisant, 2006).  

Data Analysis. Hypotheses and Relative Usability. Because of the unique 

nature of the user ecosystem and use scenario and the fact that I had no 

benchmarks to work from when judging higher or lower rates of success among my 

users, I was left to evaluate the usability of each mode of feedback in relation to the 

other modes of feedback, which is reflected in my hypotheses outlined in Chapter 1.  

Task Comparability. One hurdle that I had to overcome when it came to the 

comparability of the data was that one participating instructor only required her 

students to produce a resume, whereas the other three participating instructors 

required their students to produce a memo/analysis, resume, and letter of 

application. Ideally, I would have preferred to have found another volunteer 

instructor whose assignment structure matched closely with the other instructors, 

but I was unable to find another such volunteer among our faculty.  

Nevertheless, to accommodate this complication, I categorized and counted 

metrics produced while users were working on their resumes as well as their entire 

assignments. This allowed me to maintain a higher level of apples-to-apples 
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comparison between each mode of feedback, at least when comparing 

effectiveness/error and efficiency metrics.  

Approaching my data tracking and analysis from this perspective enabled me 

to identify and compare pattern errors users produced while using feedback coming 

from each of the three modes.  

Data Marking Preparation. After user observations and prior to the full data 

and heuristic-based marking process, I went through the feedback given by each 

instructor and either copied or transcribed the feedback they gave to each student 

into individual documents labeled with the instructor number, the student number, 

and the mode of delivery. Then, within each document, I labeled each feedback 

“unit” with a number. In this case, a unit is an instructor comment that involved a 

specific purpose or type of request from the instructor. For example, if the 

instructor invited the student to add a comma and then in the same breath or 

sentence requested that they add examples of his/her experience, these would have 

been broken out into two separate feedback units/tasks.  

Essentially, all feedback units were considered to be “tasks” given by the 

instructor to the student to apply, and the success of marking and analysis of the 

data depended on having a clear idea of where each task started and ended. This 

enabled me to calculate how much time students spent applying individual units of 

feedback. In addition, categorizing or cataloguing each instructor’s feedback in this 

way enabled me to focus my attention on whether (or to what extent) each of these 

feedback units were addressed by users and allowed me to more easily categorize 

each task/feedback unit according to a prescribed level of difficulty, which process 

and rationale I discuss later on in this chapter.  

Data Marking. As stated earlier, I began the data marking process during the 

observations, and if time and attention allowed, I began rating the severity level of 
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user errors. After importing all 20 Morae recordings into Morae Manager, I reviewed 

each recording and identified the following: 

 Which errors or observations corresponded with each task/feedback unit  

 Additional errors 

 The severity level of all errors 

 Quantitative data relating to the amount of time it took for users to 

complete their tasks or individual revisions 

 Other interesting observations not already noted during the tests  

 Whether errors were relevant to particular effectiveness, efficiency, or 

satisfaction metrics  

Severity Ratings. To rate usability errors, I employed descriptions similar to 

Still and Koerber’s (2010) severity scale, which is based off of Dumas and Redish’s 

(1999) scale. However, the scale I used is adjusted to better match the purpose of 

my study, specifically in relation to the comparison of multimodal feedback. These 

heuristics were used to judge levels of error severity experienced by students 

applying or attempting to apply instructor feedback given in one of the following 

modes: screencast, audio, or written.  

It is important to note that user errors related only to tasks where users were 

expected to use feedback/comments given to them by their instructors for the 

express purpose of helping them revise their work for better quality and, 

potentially, a better grade. For example, if a user did not use a piece of critique or 

feedback to revise his or her work, this would be considered a severe error; if the 

user experienced some minor difficulty in using feedback to revise but still fully 

applied the piece of feedback, then this would be considered a negligible error.  

The detailed heuristics I used to categorize errors were as follows:  

 Severe:  

o User cannot comprehend, find, or access the comment  



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

115 
 

o User cannot or does not use feedback to apply directions, revisions, 

or advice meant to be used to revise  

o User attempts to use or considering use of the comment, but the 

action takes significant time and also ultimately results in a failure to 

use the comment 

o User repeatedly tries but cannot complete the task/apply the 

comment 

o Mode of delivery makes it so the user can’t access a comment or 

makes application of the comment severely time prohibitive 

 Somewhat severe:  

o User experiences significant delay or frustration when trying to use 

the instructor comment or experiences difficulty in finding or 

accessing the comment, in some cases as a result of the mode of 

delivery  

o User is able to use or implement the feedback to some extent, but 

may not be able to effectively or efficiently use the comment or fully 

apply it to the extent intended or, implicitly, indicated by the 

instructor 

o User has to repeatedly try to apply the feedback, but eventually 

completes the task 

 Moderate:  

o User has to put forth moderate effort to comprehend or access the 

comment, in some cases as a result of the mode of delivery  

o User experiences some difficulty in efficiently implementing the 

feedback but does so successfully  

o User has to try a few times to complete task, but completes it without 

too much difficulty 
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 Negligible:  

o User experiences minor or understandable challenge regarding the 

interpretation of the feedback because of the wording  

o User experiences slight awkwardness in using the feedback because 

of the mode of delivery, but the impact is slight  

o User is able to use the feedback and experiences only slight delay or 

frustration 

o User only has to try one extra time to accomplish task 

Heuristics for the Difficulty of Applying Instructor Feedback. After my initial 

analysis of the data produced during the observations, it became apparent to me 

that the difficulty involved in applying specific units of feedback varied significantly. 

For example, the level of effort required to provide an example in your resume that 

proves your skill level is significantly different from a task that requires you to add a 

comma to a specific location identified by the instructor.  

I surmised that it was likely that the difficulty level involved in applying the 

feedback affected how often or earnestly students chose to apply that feedback. 

However, since no other research like this had been done, I was left to create my 

own ad hoc heuristics for judging and categorizing the difficulty level involved in 

applying each unit of feedback received by each user.  

The reliability of the following ad hoc heuristics and the data these helped me 

to produce is obviously suspect to an extent, given that Dr. Brian Still, my 

dissertation chair, was the only other person to vet them and that no member 

checking occurred during marking and analysis of the data. Nevertheless, these 

heuristics were informed by 5+ years of experience as an instructor and the 

conventional assumption that the higher the level of critical thinking required, the 

higher the level of ambiguity in the comment, or the higher the volume of effort 

required, the more difficult the comment will be for students to apply in their 
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revisions. In any case, the invention of these heuristics may give future researchers 

the opportunity to try them out or adapt them to their own needs and presumably 

aid additions to the body of knowledge in our field on the topic of evaluating 

student behavior in relation to the application of feedback.  

The following represent the heuristics I used to evaluate the difficulty 

involved in applying instructor comments given to participating students. (Note: 

examples included in the heuristic below are inspired by actual comments 

instructors gave to their students in my study.) 

1. Easy to apply:  

o Can be applied quickly (e.g. adding a comma, correcting a typo, 

change double space to single space) 

o Instructor already corrected/changed artifacts or content in the 

assignment for student (e.g. all the student has to do is accept the 

instructors tracked changes) 

o Very brief, specific requests for content or design 

changes/additions/subtractions (e.g. “Cut the ‘I’ pronouns from each 

of your bullet list items here and start with the line with the verb 

instead,” or “I recommend deleting your ‘Objective’ section”) 

o Directive and specific punctuation, formatting, word use, grammar, 

suggestions (e.g. “Add period here”) 

o Context is obvious (e.g. “You’re emphasizing the place you worked but 

not job/role…may want to emphasize your job title before you 

emphasize (name of store)” 

o Suggestion applies to a very specific location in the document (e.g. 

“Consider adding your years of experience in the second sentence of 

the first paragraph in your letter”) 
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2. Somewhat difficult to apply: 

o Can presumably be applied without too much effort (e.g. “Focus on a 

skill set and place it after your Relevant Activities section”) 

o Feedback makes specific requests and provides clear examples of 

what the student can do to better meet a specific expectation but 

application requires significant time or work (e.g. “Add a skills section 

that talks about what you've learned; you could say ‘knowledge of 

communication disorders basics' or something like that”) 

o Student has to infer or determine to an extent on his or her own what 

needs to be changed and how to change it, but should be able to 

confidently know what he or she needs to do (e.g. “I’d like to have a 

statement to back this up, a concrete choice you made added here”) 

o Context is somewhat more ambiguous (e.g. “The 1st sentence in the 

2nd paragraph is awkward”) 

o Suggestions may apply to more than one specific area (e.g. 

“Emphasize your role more than the places you worked”) 

3. Difficult to apply: 

o Requires more extensive revision or much more time to complete 

(e.g. “Bring up relevant experience in your cover letter; don't let the 

resume speak for itself”) 

o Student has to infer or determine on his or her own what to 

specifically add/remove/change because feedback is general, global, 

abstract, or otherwise doesn’t explain exactly what the student should 

do to make an improvement and where exactly the improvement(s) 

are that need to be made (e.g. “Your reflection is not as concrete and 

concise as I would like”) 
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o Comment may include some ambiguous instruction or suggestions 

(e.g. “Your first paragraph is vague”) 

o Comment may not provide sufficient context or specific enough 

instruction to help user fully understand what is being requested of 

him or her. (e.g. “Don't over-rely on that emotional tie; hit more 

concrete details and what you can get out of it”) 

o Suggestion applies to multiple areas in the document (e.g. “You don't 

discuss examples from your resume/cover letter”) 

4. Impossible or near impossible to apply: 

o The comment cannot be applied because it is confused, cut off, 

abstract, unclear, hard to hear, hard to see, or requires knowledge or 

understanding of the student that they cannot or do not possess (e.g. 

“General thesis”) 

o Cannot be applied because student literally can’t provide content that 

the instructor requests without lying (e.g. instructor wants student to 

include info in resume that doesn’t reflect student’s actual experience 

or abilities) 

By categorizing feedback units according to these heuristics, I was able to 

analyze how comment difficulty appeared to affect error metrics. For example, I was 

able to identify how many comments marked as difficult were also left unapplied by 

the user. From that point, I was able to determine percentages associated with the 

number of comments applied for each level of difficulty and in each of the three 

modes. Developing these percentages enabled me to make more educated 

assumptions about how the types of comments received by users affected their 

experience and how their use experience may have been affected by the comment 

difficulty in contrast to the mode of feedback they received.  
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In addition, it allowed me to identify how comparable the experiences of 

users were in cases where, for example, one instructor gave his or her students 

more “easy to apply” feedback than the other instructors and how that might play 

into other metrics and EES patterns coming out of the data, such as user success 

and increase in scores assigned by their instructors between the 1st draft to the 2nd 

draft of their assignments. 

Verbal Feedback Analysis. Using the Morae recordings, I transcribed all of 

the participants’ verbal feedback provided by users after they completed the 

product reaction survey as well as the follow-up interview content.   

For the product reaction survey, I organized and collated the data by mode 

or user group. I then created a word cloud for each mode of feedback, one that 

shows only words chosen as the top five descriptors for their experiences and one 

that includes all of the words chosen by users in their given user groups. I did this to 

show which adjectives participants most often chose after their use experience, and 

I compared the frequency of the chosen words for each user group and mode 

group. 

SUS. Following these steps, I tabulated average SUS scores for each 

participant group and mode group and compared them to determine which modes 

was associated with the highest satisfactions scores.  

Triangulation of Data and Hypothesis Testing. Next, I triangulated patterns 

and metrics related to comparative effectiveness (errors), efficiency (time required 

to complete tasks), and levels of satisfaction apparent in observed data, verbal, and 

post-test survey data. I also compared the relative usability of each mode to the 

grades users received before/after their revision to see if there appeared to be a 

connection between success and mode of feedback. I illustrated this through tables 

or graphs that indicate overall patterns. 
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At that point, I compared findings to my hypotheses to see which ones were 

implied true, implied false, or inconclusive. One complication, however, is that there 

are no known benchmarks or specific measurements in place that define what is 

more or less efficient, effective and, to an extent, satisfactory in relation to giving or 

receiving instructor feedback. Thus, for a few of my hypotheses (particularly H2 and 

H3), I used collected and triangulated data from completed tests to assess and 

compare relative levels of usability experienced by the users. Essentially, comparing 

the overall experience of users to individual experience of users will help me to 

gauge what users considered frustrating and to what extent certain events were 

more or less frustrating.  

There are, however, benchmarks for satisfaction in connection with SUS 

scores. Products that receive a 70 or below are considered to have significant 

deficiencies in terms of overall usability and satisfaction, while products that receive 

scores in the 80s and 90s are considered to have relatively few usability problems 

and to be esteemed by users (Bangor et al., 2009). Thus, the data I produced using 

the product reaction survey was compared to SUS data to more confidently 

determine whether H1 and H4 are implied as true.  

Determining Patters in Errors Using Affinity Analysis. Similar to Still and 

Koerber (2010), I employed affinity diagramming in order to identify themes in the 

types of errors that users tended to experience while in the process of using 

instructor feedback to revise their assignments. Affinity diagramming is a common 

method employed in the field of usability to identify groupings of ideas or data and 

to analyze results of a usability study (usability.net, 2006; Hanington & Martin, 2012). 

This method enabled me to identify two major categories representing the bulk of 

errors identified during the observation and an additional five major subcategories 

underneath each major category.  
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After identifying these categories and subcategories, I numbered 

subcategories in order of their apparent prevalence. This approach to categorization 

and prioritization then made it easier for me to draw out specific recommendations 

to share with audience regarding which types of errors instructors might be able to 

take measures on to ameliorate or avoid when students use their feedback.  

3.4 Chapter Summary  

This chapter establishes the exigency for employing an ecosystem metaphor 

as guide for approaching complex user ecosystems, specifically because doing so 

enables the researcher to discover relationships between elements in that 

ecosystem that influence behavior and affect the usability of, in this case, 

multimodal instructor feedback. It also identifies and supports the methods 

employed in this study to both gather and analyze that data in a way that enables 

triangulation of that data and, thus, more robust support for the assertions formed 

as the result of analysis.  

The next chapter reviews the results of this study, specifically in connection 

with each of the four posited hypotheses. It shows evidence of the comparative 

effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction experienced by each user group. 
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Chapter 4:  

Results 

The following chapter summarizes the survey results that indicate the 

representativeness of the users in comparison to the surveyed population. In 

addition, the following sections summarize the effectiveness, efficiency, and 

satisfaction experienced by the 20 users who volunteered for this study. The results 

provide findings for each of the three user groups that used a unique mode of 

feedback, which include metrics and observations regarding  

• Time on task 

• Error count and severity level  

• Difficulty involved in each task 

• Assignment scores received before and after revisions 

• SUS survey results 

• Product reaction survey results  

• Retrospective interview results 

• Post-study survey results  

4.1 User Representativeness 

Overall, pre-study survey data confirms that test participants consisted of 

representatives of the overall population of users taking these technical 

communication courses. Demographics, self-assessment of ability, experience, 

interest in using feedback, stated goals for using feedback, and identification of 

factors that affect the likelihood of their using that feedback showed high 

consistency across the board when compared to the results provided by the survey 

population. The survey population was also representative of the overall population 

of students that take entry-level technical communication courses at Texas Tech 

University, given the 90% response rate among several classes surveyed. The only 

area where the participant population differed somewhat from the surveyed 
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population was on perceptions of the importance of instructor feedback and 

satisfaction with previous feedback they’d received, which was expected (see Table 

4.1).  

 

Table 4.1. Comparison of characteristics between the surveyed population and usability test 

participants. 

Criteria Survey Responses 
(pool of 96 
prospective users) 

Test Participant 
Responses (20 
participants) 

Age 20.5 20.5 
Gender 62.5% Female  

37.5% Male 
70% Female  
30% Male 

Level of experience (# of 
college-level writing classes  
taken prior to this course) 

2.2 2.2 

Self-rated writing ability/skill 
(1=poor and 10=excellent) 

6.9 6.9 

Willingness to use instructor 
feedback 

61.5% Very Willing 
34% Somewhat Willing 
1% Less Willing 
3% Indifferent 

70% Very Willing 
30% Somewhat Willing 
0% Less Willing 
0 % Indifferent 

Perceived importance of 
instructor feedback to the 
success of writing 

44% Most Important 
51% Important 
5% Not Very Important 

50% Most Important 
50% Important 
0% Not Very Important 

Overall perceived 
satisfaction of experience 
with previous instructor 
feedback on assignments 

18% Very Satisfactory 
59% Satisfactory 
21% Average 
2% Unsatisfactory 
0% Very Unsatisfactory 

40% Very Satisfactory 
50% Satisfactory 
10% Average 
0% Unsatisfactory 
0% Very Unsatisfactory 

Desire for more/less 
instructor feedback 

66% More 
31% Neither more nor 
less  
3% Less 

60% More 
40% Neither more nor 
less  
0% Less 
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4.2 Effectiveness (Errors) 

The Task. Success in this aspect of the usability test was measured by how 

well or to what extent students were able to apply individual comments given to 

them by their respective instructors. The overall task to be completed was for 

participant users to apply their instructors’ audio, screencast, or written feedback to 

their job application assignments.  

Definition of Effectiveness for this Task. Effectiveness or errors was/were 

marked or rated based on how well the user was able to interpret, understand, or 

apply directions given to them by their instructor and specifically whether or not or 

the extent to which they used the feedback they received. Errors for this metric 

could be caused by failures to act on the part of the student or failures of the 

instructor to provide sufficient or adequate information needed and in the way it 

was needed.  

Error Heuristics. The following heuristics were used to judge levels of error 

severity experienced by students applying or attempting to apply instructor 

feedback given in one of the following modes: screencast, audio, or written. It is 

important to note that user errors related only to tasks where users were expected 

to use feedback/comments given to them by their instructors for the express 

purpose of helping them revise their work for better quality and, potentially, a 

better grade. For example, if a user did not use a piece of critique or feedback to 

revise his or her work, this would be considered a severe error; if the user 

experienced some minor difficulty in using feedback to revise but still fully applied 

the piece of feedback, then this would be considered a negligible error. I did not 

specifically track errors related to other aspects of the users’ experiences, such as 

errors related to the interface or programs they were using to revise. For more 

detailed heuristics, see the following list:  
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 Severe:  

o User cannot comprehend, find, or access the comment  

o User cannot or does not use feedback to apply directions, revisions, 

or advice meant to be used to revise  

o User attempts to use or considering use of the comment, but the 

action takes significant time and also ultimately results in a failure to 

use the comment 

o User repeatedly tries but cannot complete the task/apply the 

comment 

o Mode of delivery makes it so the user can’t access a comment or 

makes application of the comment severely time prohibitive 

 Somewhat severe:  

o User experiences significant delay or frustration when trying to use 

the instructor comment or experience difficulty in finding or accessing 

the comment, in some cases as a result of the mode of delivery  

o User is able to use or implement the feedback to some extent, but 

may not be able to effectively or efficiently use the comment or fully 

apply it to the extent intended or, implicitly, indicated by the 

instructor 

o User has to repeatedly try to apply the feedback, but eventually 

completes the task 

 Moderate:  

o User has to put forth moderate effort to comprehend or access the 

comment, in some cases as a result of the mode of delivery  

o User experiences some difficulty in efficiently implementing the 

feedback but does so successfully  
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o User has to try a few times to complete task, but completes it without 

too much difficulty 

 Negligible:  

o User experiences minor or understandable challenge regarding the 

interpretation of the feedback because of the wording  

o User experiences slight awkwardness in using the feedback because 

of the mode of delivery, but the impact is slight  

o User is able to use the feedback and experiences only slight delay or 

frustration 

o User only has to try one extra time to accomplish task 

Relative Usability. Judging which mode of feedback is more usable than the 

others according to the effectiveness/error metric is based on the relative usability 

participants appear to experience and the presence and amount of usability errors 

they experience overall. Essentially, for this metric, we only judge effectiveness of 

the mode of instructor feedback in relation to other modes because we lack 

benchmarks for the usability of instructor feedback in this particular use scenario. In 

any case, the presence of errors indicates usability issues that could possibly be 

addressed and avoided when instructors design their feedback differently or take 

an alternative approach to their feedback. The assumption is that if instructors are 

aware of errors experienced by their students and the potential causes of those 

errors, instructors can avoid decisions or approaches that may induce more errors.  

A Caveat. One important issue to note that can dramatically affect the 

comparability of the user experiences described below for each individual mode is 

the characteristics of the assignment participants were asked to complete. In this 

test, both the audio and screencast participants were required to create a resume, 

cover letter/email, and audience analysis memo, and their three respective 

instructors gave the students similar rubrics or criteria for success. However, 
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participants who received written feedback from one instructor were only required 

to create a resume and appeared to have less-detailed and perhaps less-stringent 

requirements for success; this issue is discussed further later on in this chapter.  

Comparability and Points of Improved Comparability. Results regarding 

the level of effectiveness experienced by users are much more comparable between 

audio and screencast modes because of the similar amount and level of work 

required by students. Students who received written feedback basically had 

anywhere from one-third to two-thirds less content to create and revise than those 

students who received audio or screencast feedback from their instructors. This 

condition seemed to affect how many comments written feedback participants 

received and, apparently, the number of difficult revisions requested by their 

instructor. The data described later indicates, to an extent, that user experiences 

between the three modes were more comparable to the extent that we compared 

errors or efficiency metrics related only to resume feedback. To reinforce this claim, 

I found that audio feedback participants received an average of 18.7 comments 

each, screencast feedback participants received an average of 19.3 comments each, 

and written feedback participants only averaged receiving 8.4 comments each.  

Strong Indicators. Nevertheless, the following findings still give us a sense 

of which modes of feedback seemed to be associated with (1) the greatest/smallest 

number of errors and (2) the levels of severity within those errors. The following 

tables also give us at least a sense of whether my original hypotheses are more or 

less supported by these particular findings.  

Average Errors Experienced by Users in Each Mode. When comparing the 

average number of errors experienced by users in each mode, audio feedback and 

screencast feedback showed similar rates overall. As discussed, the significantly 

lower number of errors associated with written feedback can very likely be 
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explained by the difference in assignment requirements (see Figure 4.1 and 

Appendix I).  

 

 
Figure 4.1. Comparison of average number of errors experienced by participants who used 

audio, screencast, and written feedback to revise their job application assignments. 

*Students who used written feedback were only required to create a resume, while audio 

and screencast participants were required to create a resume and cover letter/email and 

write an audience analysis memo. 

 

Nevertheless, to aid later analysis and discussion as well as to draw a more 

representative comparison between the three modes of feedback, I counted the 

number of errors for each mode that were associated only with feedback on 

participants’ resumes. After doing this, it appears that each mode showed similar 

numbers of average errors experienced by users when using feedback to revise 

their resumes, though screencast users showed the lowest number of average 

errors when revising their resumes. In both comparisons, however, there doesn’t 
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seem to be a very significant difference between average number of errors 

experienced by users (see Figure 4.2). 

  

 
Figure 4.2. Comparison of average number of errors experienced by participants who used 

audio, screencast, and written feedback to revise their resumes. 

 

Average Error Scores. When comparing average score for errors 

experienced by each user (“4” indicating a severe error and “1” indicating a negligible 

error), each mode of feedback showed similar results and little significance in 

indicating one mode producing more severe errors than the other. In any case, 

students who received audio feedback showed the lowest average error score while 

screencast users showed the highest (see Figure 4.3 and Appendix I).  
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Figure 4.3. Comparison of average error scores received by participants who used audio, 

screencast, and written feedback to revise their job application assignments. *Students who 

used written feedback were only required to create a resume, while audio and screencast 

participants were required to create a resume and cover letter/email and write an audience 

analysis memo. 

Comparing the total distribution of error scores experienced by users shows 

more variability, however. Audio feedback users experienced the highest 

percentage of negligible errors (mostly related to finding and having to 

replay/rewind/review audio comments) when comparing both the total errors and 

errors related only to resume revision. Screencast users, however, showed the 

highest percentage of severe errors for the entire assignment and with errors 

related only to resume revision. Written feedback users clearly experienced 

significantly fewer errors than audio and screencast users, both overall and when 
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comparing resume-only revision errors experienced by users, and showed the 

lowest amount of severe errors overall (see Figure 4.4 and Figure 4.5).  

However, when comparing resume-related errors, written and audio 

feedback users showed the same percentage of severe errors and nearly the same 

percentage of negligible errors, screencast and audio users tied on somewhat 

severe errors experienced, and written feedback users showed the highest number 

and percentage of moderate errors (see Figure 4.4 and Figure 4.5).  

 

 
Figure 4.4. Comparison of the distribution of scores, in terms of severity, received by 

participants who used audio, screencast, and written feedback to revise their job application 

assignments. *Students who used written feedback were only required to create a resume, 
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while audio and screencast participants were required to create a resume and cover 

letter/email and write an audience analysis memo. 

 

 
Figure 4.5. Comparison of the distribution of scores, in terms of severity, received by 

participants who used audio, screencast, and written feedback to revise their resumes. 

 

Application of Feedback. To put some of the previous and following data in 

context and for later analysis of possible motives for applying or not applying 

feedback, I categorized instructor comments according to three levels of difficulty 

anticipated for the student: Easy, Somewhat Difficult, and Difficult. This 

categorization of each unit of instructor feedback is admittedly oversimplified and 

based on my personal assessment; however, no heuristics currently exist for this 

type of evaluation. In any case, ultimately, it is the perception of the user that largely 
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determines how difficult it is for him or her to apply a given comment, so difficulty 

cannot be thoroughly derived using an outsider’s perspective or the following 

heuristic. However, the heuristic that follows is based on the experience of 

observing 20 students for dozens of hours as they tried to or struggled to use 

instructor feedback to revise their work. This categorization creates an opportunity 

for discussion of potential patterns in user behavior based on actual observed 

behavior. 

It is important to note that the error severity heuristics don’t tell the whole 

story of why a student might commit an error while using instructor feedback, and 

the error shouldn’t be immediately ascribed to the mode of feedback as being the 

cause or catalyst for the error. For example, one particular mode of feedback might 

allow the instructor unique affordances, like the ability to efficiently provide deeper 

more detailed feedback. However, this affordance that allows instructors to more 

efficiently provide critical feedback also requires more effort and time for the 

student to apply. And this might in turn be a motivator against a student’s 

application of that feedback. I assume that it is a fair assumption to make that 

students are less likely to apply or fully apply feedback that requires higher levels of 

effort. The following heuristics help me analyze to what extent this might be the 

case: 

1. Easy to apply  

o Can be applied quickly (e.g. adding a comma, correcting a typo, 

changing double-space to single-space) 

o Instructor already corrected/changed artifacts or content in the 

assignment for student (e.g. all the student has to do is accept the 

instructor’s tracked changes) 

o Very brief, specific requests for content or design 

changes/additions/subtractions (e.g. “Cut the ‘I’ pronouns from each 
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of your bullet list items here and start with the line with the verb 

instead,” or “I recommend deleting your ‘Objective’ section”) 

o Directive and specific punctuation, formatting, word use, grammar, 

suggestions (e.g. “Add period here”) 

o Context is obvious (e.g. “You’re emphasizing the place you worked but 

not job/role…may want to emphasize your job title before you 

emphasize (name of store)” 

o Suggestion applies to a very specific location in the document (e.g. 

“Consider adding your years of experience in the second sentence of 

the first paragraph in your letter”) 

2. Somewhat difficult to apply: 

o Can presumably be applied without too much effort (e.g. “Focus on a 

skill set and place it after your Relevant Activities section”) 

o Feedback makes specific requests and provides clear examples of 

what they can do to better meet a specific expectation but application 

requires significant time or work (e.g. “Add a skills section that talks 

about what you've learned; you could say ‘knowledge of 

communication disorders basics' or something like that”) 

o Student has to infer or determine to an extent on his or her own what 

needs to be changed and how to change it, but should be able to 

confidently know what he or she needs to do (e.g. “I’d like to have a 

statement to back this up, a concrete choice you made added here”) 

o Context is somewhat more ambiguous (e.g. “The 1st sentence in the 

2nd paragraph is awkward”) 

o Suggestion may apply to more than one specific area (e.g. “Emphasize 

your role more than the places you worked”) 
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3. Difficult to apply: 

o Requires more extensive revision or much more time to complete 

(e.g. “Bring up relevant experience in your cover letter; don't let the 

resume speak for itself”) 

o Student has to infer or determine on their own what to specifically 

add/remove/change because feedback is general, global, abstract, or 

otherwise doesn’t explain exactly what the student should do to make 

an improvement and where exactly the improvement(s) are that need 

to be made (e.g. “Your reflection is not as concrete and concise as I 

would like”) 

o Comment may include some ambiguous instruction or suggestions 

(e.g. “Your first paragraph is vague”) 

o Comment may not provide sufficient context or specific enough 

instruction to help user fully understand what is being requested of 

them (e.g. “Don't over-rely on that emotional tie; hit more concrete 

details and what you can get out of it”) 

o Suggestion applies to multiple areas in the document (e.g. “You don't 

discuss examples from your resume/cover letter”) 

4. Impossible or near impossible to apply: 

o The comment cannot be applied because it is confused, cut off, 

abstract, too unclear, hard to hear, hard to see, or requires knowledge 

or understanding of the student that they cannot or do not possess 

(e.g. “General thesis”) 

o Cannot be applied because student literally can’t provide content that 

the instructor requests without lying (e.g. instructor wants student to 

include info in resume that doesn’t reflect student’s actual experience 

or abilities) 
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Categorization of Error by Difficulty, Number of Comments Applied, and 

Mode of Feedback. Using this heuristic, I further categorized and correlated 

comments by (1) difficulty, (2) percent applied, somewhat applied, or not applied, 

and (3) mode of feedback. For the record, I was unable to categorize 3% of the 

comments due to their ambiguous purpose.  

One innocuous pattern became apparent in comparing these numbers—

users tended to apply “easy” feedback more often than somewhat difficult or 

difficult feedback. Users also tended to attempt to apply only about half of the 

difficult and somewhat difficult comments. These findings shouldn’t seem at all 

surprising, but it is worthwhile to correlate such patterns with rates of errors 

experienced by users applying feedback in each of the three modes (see Figure 4.6).  

Before moving forward with this discussion, however, it is also important to 

note that 88% of the written feedback received by students was categorized as 

“easy” in my heuristic. In stark contrast, nearly half of the audio and screencast 

feedback was classified as difficult to apply and only 30-38% of the feedback was 

designated as easy to apply. Maiden voyage heuristics notwithstanding, it seemed 

apparent that students who received audio or screencast feedback had much more 

time intensive and challenging tasks in applying feedback than those experienced by 

students who received written feedback (see Figure 4.6).  

In any case, it appears that students who received both written and 

screencast feedback showed a similar likelihood of applying that feedback fully, 

somewhat, or not at all in all three categories of difficulty. Audio feedback recipients, 

on the other hand, were less likely to apply easy feedback, more likely to fully apply 

somewhat difficult feedback, and slightly more likely to fully apply difficult feedback 

when compared to screencast recipients (see Figures 4.7).  
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However, screencast recipients were most likely to apply easy feedback, most 

likely to somewhat apply somewhat difficult feedback, and slightly less likely to not 

apply difficult feedback. Overall, the data in the following table seems to imply that 

written feedback showed the greatest rate of success in application feedback no 

matter the difficulty. But the data for written feedback does not compare well in 

terms of difficulty of comments. It is also apparent that both audio and screencast 

feedback recipients showed little difference in willingness to apply feedback, to 

whatever extent (see Figures 4.7).  

 

 
Figure 4.6. Comparison of the ease of feedback application to how often that feedback was 

applied, somewhat applied, or not applied, divided out by mode of feedback. 
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Figure 4.7. Comparison of the ease of feedback application to how often that feedback was 

applied, somewhat applied, or not applied, divided out into screencast and audio feedback.  

 

Qualitative Observations Regarding Errors Associated with Each Mode. 

In order to put errors in further context, I will review choices that users made that 

may imply motives or causes of errors via just-in-time notes of observation. It also 

helps to review which types of errors seem to occur more prevalently and which of 

these errors can be reasonably associated with the mode of delivery vs. difficulties 

related to applying feedback in general. In my analysis chapter, I will also identify 

possible correlations between the previous quantitative data and the following 

observations (see Appendix I). 

Patterns in Severe Errors in Audio Feedback. Among the severe errors more 

commonly associated with audio feedback, several key errors stood out. On one 

occasion, the instructor accidentally misspoke and said the opposite of what he 

meant to say, and the user followed the unintended bad advice. On other occasions, 
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students failed to or chose not to apply feedback because an instructor’s comment 

lacked specificity or didn’t include examples to illustrate the point he or she was 

trying to make. On another occasion, an instructor asked a student to move job 

positions into a different order on the page, but the student misinterpreted this 

comment to mean that he should switch the location of where he worked with what 

position he held. On another occasion, a student seemed to misinterpret her 

instructor’s meaning when the instructor told her to let content dealing with 

extracurricular achievements “drop off” if preceding content pushed the resume 

onto a second page. Because she misunderstood this direction, she didn’t delete her 

extracurricular content, and her resume became 1.5 pages, which was contrary to 

the expectations for the assignment.  

Another common problem students experienced was an inability to fix 

problems with their formatting. Many students seemed to lack the knowledge of 

tools available that would help them apply specific instructor feedback. They 

seemed to know what they wanted to do, and they would often troubleshoot until 

they figured out a way to apply the piece of feedback. But several times, students 

had to abandon the comment because of this lack of formatting skills knowledge. 

Usually, however, students seemed to ignore feedback that required them to make 

extensive revisions, do additional research, or spend significant amount of time 

revising, which is reinforced by data provided previously in this chapter.  

Patterns in Severe Errors in Screencast Feedback. Among severe screencast 

errors, several stood out. Students sometimes didn’t understand or have enough 

context for fully applying instructor comments. On one occasion, an instructor 

asked a student to incorporate specific examples to prove to the reader what she’d 

accomplished instead of just listing off jobs she’d had, but even after the student 

reviewed that piece of feedback multiple times, she still seemed unable to apply the 
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feedback, due to a lack of understanding of what the instructor meant by “specific 

example.”  

In some cases, students also seemed to avoid applying instructor feedback 

because they disagreed with the comment or didn’t feel like it was possible to apply 

it. For example, a student didn’t apply feedback to include the location of a 

university clinic she had attended, but this was because the location of the 

university was in the title itself and seemed obvious.  

Errors also seemed to come as a result of instructors’ lack of emphasis on a 

point of feedback. For example, a student didn’t seem to understand or feel the 

need to apply feedback directing him to put his “skills” section after his “relevant 

activities section.”  

Another common issue, which is unique to audio and screencast feedback, is 

the lack of application of feedback on grammar or punctuation issues. Instructors 

providing feedback in both modes often told students to fix some issues with 

commas, etc., but the instances were not visually or specifically identified in the text 

in a way that users could easily identify them.  

Another issue involved errors that were definitely caused by 

miscommunication or a lack of clarity in the feedback itself. For example, one 

instructor had been gesturing to specific sections of highlighted text while 

recommending that the student add bold formatting to that text. The problem was 

that the instructor highlighted other pieces of text in the student’s work for various 

other reasons. Thus, when the student reviewed the video looking for phrases she 

thought she needed to bold, she started bolding any phrases that the instructor had 

highlighted, even when the instructor had done so to communicate other needed 

revisions.   

As another example, one student chose not to apply feedback because it 

wasn’t necessarily clear whether the instructor was talking about applying that 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

142 
 

feedback to the student’s memo or his letter. Yet another student did not apply 

feedback that stated she had a “'skewed idea of audience,” which could be 

considered an abstract request. On another occasion, a student didn’t seem to 

understand what the instructor meant by improving his “hierarchy.” Later in 

interviews, he confirmed that he didn’t understand at all what the instructor meant 

by this. Another student didn't apply feedback telling him to be more concise and 

concrete in his memo because he didn’t know what the instructor meant by 

“concise” and “concrete.” This same student also didn’t address feedback on not 

having “a well-argued resume.”  

In another example, a student did not apply feedback on addressing the 

request for one year of experience in the job ad, but the student did not do so 

because (as later confirmed in interview) she didn't have one year of experience. 

Similarly, another student didn’t apply feedback asking him to “show don't tell” in 

the last paragraph of his cover letter even though he clearly listened and re-listened 

to the feedback and thought about it, but chose not to do anything with it after he 

looked over the paragraph in question.  

Another reason feedback wasn’t addressed happened because one of the 

instructors that gave screencast feedback wrote comments or highlighted issues in 

the students’ assignments that she did not end up having or taking the time to 

discuss during the screencast. Technically, the students could see the highlighted 

text or inserted comments and could have dragged and paused the video player 

cursor to the point where they could read that feedback and attempt to use it. 

However, in most cases it seemed that if the instructor didn’t discuss the highlighted 

or annotated issue in the course of the feedback, the student didn’t address or 

attempt to apply it.  

Patterns in Severe Errors in Written Feedback. When it came to severe 

errors experienced by students who received written feedback, both similar and 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

143 
 

unique patterns emerged. Similar to the other modes, some students struggled to 

apply vague feedback like “tell how great you are” and “sell yourself in your resume.” 

In addition, two students in particular experienced problems keeping their resume 

to one page, due to lack of formatting knowledge. This type of error recurred often 

with several other students across all modes of feedback. For example, one student 

struggled to delete a horizontal line for several minutes before finally giving it up 

and saying “I’ll have to fix that later.”  

In a related vein, two other students failed to accept changes and delete 

comments the instructor had left in their documents before saving them or 

prepping them for resubmission. One additional student misinterpreted some of 

the instructor’s tracked changes because he didn’t seem to know how to control the 

view in MS Word in a way that would allow her to understand what the instructor’s 

additions were in contrast to his original content. These last three errors were 

unique to written feedback, however, as audio and screencast feedback participants 

did not receive documents from their instructors that included tracked changes, etc.  

Patterns in Somewhat Severe Errors in Audio Feedback. Among the 

moderate patterns of errors experienced by students who received audio feedback, 

several users continued to show a lack of formatting knowledge necessary to fully 

apply feedback. Another consistent error was users’ lack of understanding, desire, 

or ability to fully apply feedback. This was generally due to unfamiliar vocabulary, 

arguably abstract principles or concepts, or the feedback lacking association with 

specific, identified chunks of content. Some users’ errors constituted a combination 

of both of these categories. For example, one piece of feedback stated that the 

student’s resume had “a lot of space and not a lot of content,” and the student 

struggled not only to figure out how to cut down on white space between lines and 

sections, but also didn’t seem to know what specific content the instructor 

recommended to add. Another ambiguity issue arose when an instructor told a 
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student to avoid clichés throughout the assignment while referring to a specific 

example in the student’s text. The student revised some wording but didn’t look for 

clichés elsewhere in his work, presumably because he didn’t know how to recognize 

one by himself.  

Users also experienced some errors that were unique to audio feedback and 

the audio feedback tool used for this study. In the first case, one user seemed to be 

going back through the recording to re-listen to a particular point of feedback, but 

she experienced significant difficulty and delay in locating that feedback within all 

the recorded content, which forced her to listen to a fair amount of content that she 

didn’t intend or need to listen to again before she found what she was looking for. 

In the next case, the audio player had a bug that prevented the user from moving to 

different locations on the timeline of the recording. While the error was the result of 

a bug in the audio player application itself and not the fault of the instructor or 

student, it caused cascading errors and significantly affected the efficiency of the 

student’s revision efforts. Ultimately, the student had to start the recording from the 

beginning and listen to several minutes of content before getting to the specific 

point that he had originally intended to review.  

Patterns in Somewhat Severe Errors in Screencast Feedback. Similar to 

previously discussed patterns of error, many moderate screencast user errors 

consisted of problems with application due to lack of formatting knowledge and 

cost users a lot of time as they attempted to apply formatting-related feedback. 

Similar to somewhat severe audio user errors, lack of understanding, desire, or 

ability seemed to prevent several students from fully applying feedback. In a couple 

of cases, the student didn’t apply the feedback because he literally couldn’t without 

lying or guessing at what the instructor requested. In one case, the teacher asked 

her to include more awards or distinctions, but the student confirmed later in an 

interview that she didn’t have additional awards to mention. In the other case, part 
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of the instructor’s comment was only partially visible in the screencast, and the 

instructor didn’t discuss that particular comment vocally.  

When users encountered seemingly ambiguous, abstract, or global and 

work-intensive revision requests, they often applied feedback to an extent, but 

seemed to lack the understanding or drive necessary to be thorough, even after re-

watching/listening to certain points of feedback several times. This occurred often 

with students using screencast and audio feedback. Certain students had a much 

higher tolerance for or apparent need to review feedback over and over again 

before either applying the feedback (to whatever extent) or deciding not to apply it 

at all. What was unique to several screencast errors in this category was how many 

times some of the students were willing to review feedback before moving on and 

how many times they came back to specific points of feedback after having finished 

reviewing the video. It was apparent that students were not just re-listening to 

instructor feedback in hopes of gaining new insight or information on what to do, 

but they were clearly utilizing the ability to freeze a frame in order to view the 

instructor’s edits, marks, or comments on their work, which is an affordance 

unavailable to audio-only users but available to users of written and screencast 

feedback.  

Patterns in Somewhat Severe Errors in Written Feedback. Given that there 

were only two errors that fell into this category for written feedback, I cannot claim 

patterns here, except that both appeared to be the result of a lack of MS Word 

formatting or Review feature knowledge. One student couldn’t figure how to move 

his name higher, and another student had trouble figuring out how to delete or 

accept the instructor’s tracked changes.  

Patterns in Moderate Errors is Audio, Screencast, and Written Feedback. 

Among the three audio feedback errors in this category, one involved a student not 

applying instructor commentary to the extent requested and another was caused by 
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lack of formatting knowledge. The third was caused by versioning problems in the 

MS Word program. The only screencast error in this category occurred due to lack of 

formatting knowledge. As for written feedback, students experienced six errors in 

this category, and nearly all of them were caused by a lack of formatting knowledge 

and familiarity with the MS track changes feature. One error of note occurred, as 

confirmed later in later interview, as a result of the student’s confusion on how to 

apply the instructor’s feedback on changing the title of one of his positions. He 

reread the comments several times before completing the revision, and mentioned 

that the title wasn’t his choice; he was torn between a desire to be accurate and to 

appease the instructor’s request.  

Patterns in Minor Errors is Audio Feedback. Most of the audio errors in the 

category occurred when students had to go back and re-listen to pieces of feedback, 

an error not entirely unique to audio feedback, but definitely more common in 

comparison to the other modes. There were several errors that occurred as the 

result of bugs forced on the user by the UI and a couple other errors resulting from 

instructor error. For example, the audio cut out for a period of time for a few users, 

and while two of the users went back to listen to the feedback again after the bug 

had worked itself out, one of them did not and seemed to assume there was no 

audio in that section to which she needed to listen. Two other errors happened as a 

result of instructor error. In one case, the instructor temporarily forgot that he was 

still recording as he was reading and thinking about what to say next. The student 

checked the browser to see if the tool was still functioning, but then realized the 

instructor was still recording. In the other case, the instructor didn’t keep his mouth 

close enough to the microphone, and the student started to struggle to hear all of 

his feedback clearly.  

A few other errors were added because students introduced grammar, 

punctuation, or spelling errors in the course of revising their work. One last error 
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worth mentioning is when a student became distracted from other revisions as he 

tried for at least a minute to bring the page length of her resume back to one page. 

This same pattern occurred with multiple users across all three modes. One other 

pattern error unique to audio (and screencast feedback) is that some students felt 

the need to write down feedback they were listening to. One more interesting 

satisfaction error occurred when a student expressed impatience as he was 

listening to the instructor as he tried to track down an example in their work where 

the bullets were parallel, saying “Tsh…tsh…tsh… Tell me.”  

Patterns in Minor Errors is Screencast Feedback. Among the screencast 

errors in this category, several of them were either caused by bugs in the Jing video 

player or by the affordances of the modality. Three students had to start the video 

from the beginning and allow it to re-buffer before being able to go to specific 

points that they wanted to review again, which obviously affected their efficiency in 

applying feedback. Two students also experienced difficulty in finding the specific 

location of feedback in the video that they wanted to review. Also, a few students 

ended up introducing typos to their work when applying feedback.  

Patterns in Minor Errors is Written Feedback. All four of the errors in this 

category were a result of a lack of formatting knowledge.  

Other Observations. Many of the following events or behaviors that occurred 

during my observations can’t necessarily be considered authentic user errors but 

are still worthy of note. For instance, if audio users stopped to take notes on the 

feedback, this isn’t necessarily a behavior unique to audio feedback and didn’t 

disrupt their use of the instructor’s feedback but, rather, could have arguably 

augmented it, which I’ll discuss further in the following chapter.  

One of the most notable comparisons between the three modes is how 

many times students stopped to take notes on their work (see Figure 4.8). 
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Figure 4.8. Number of times users stopped to take notes when reviewing each of the modes 

of feedback.  

 

Another notable user behavior was how many times students went back to 

review or re-listen to specific comments, clips, or sections of the recording (see 

Figure 4.9).  
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Figure 4.9. Number of times students went back to review or re-listen to specific instructions 

in each of the three modes. 

 

Interestingly, screencast users went back to review or re-listen to points of 

feedback more than audio feedback users. In addition, one behavior unique to 

screencast users was that there were 19 cases where they dragged the timeline 

cursor to a specific spot in the video so they could see comments or highlights that 

the instructor had marked on their paper. Many students also re-listened to their 

feedback even though it tended to take much longer to find specific points of 

feedback than it did for users of the other two mediums. Screencasts were typically 

only five minutes long, though sometimes they went as long as ten minutes.  

Possible Indicators of Performance Improvement in Relation to Mode of 

Feedback. To identify whether the mode of feedback could be associated with how 

much improvement students received in their assignment scores after using that 

feedback, I gathered data on all the participants’ scores on their papers prior to 

receiving feedback as well as after they turned in their revisions for a chance at a 

better grade. It is important to note that students who received written feedback 
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already averaged fairly high initial scores, and their instructors didn’t really have a 

lot of room to work with in terms of increasing their scores much higher than what 

they’d already received (see Figure 4.10). In any case, the average increase in score 

for students using feedback in each of the three modes does not appear to be 

significant (see Figure 4.11). 

 

 
Figure 4.10.  Student scores received before and after revision, including average increase in 

score.  
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Figure 4.11. Average increase in grade users received after turning in their revisions to their 

instructors.   

 

Another factor I wanted to consider in later analysis is whether patterns in 

grade increase could also be connected with patterns in feedback difficulty for each 

mode. In the case of the following figure, it is clear that, on average, students who 

used written feedback not only received fewer comments from their instructors, but 

the instructors’ requests were also much less work-intensive than those requested 

of students who received audio and screencast feedback. The chart also shows that 

difficulty and comment count metrics were fairly similar between audio and 

screencast feedback (see Figure 4.12). Also, the average grade increase for these 

two modes was identical (see Figure 4.11). 
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Figure 4.12. Sum of comments received for each mode and the range of difficulties 

experienced by users of each mode.  

 

4.3 Efficiency 

When comparing the three modes of feedback student’s received, the data 

suggests that certain modes have an efficiency advantage over others (see Appendix 

H). When I compared the average time it took for students to address individual 

points of feedback, students who received written feedback spent about half as 

much time as those who used screencast feedback and nearly two-thirds less time 

than students who used audio feedback. Of course, as has been previously noted, 

students who received written feedback, on average, received much less difficult 

tasks than those who received audio and screencast feedback. Thus, the efficiency 
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metrics for written feedback aren’t necessarily comparable with the other two 

modes. However, when comparing audio and screencast feedback, screencast 

comes out as a clear winner of efficiency (see Figure 4.13). It is also important to 

note that both user groups had to complete tasks that were at nearly the same level 

of difficulty and quantity (see Figure 4.12).  

 

 

Figure 4.13. Average amount of time users spent on each revision, categorized into mode of 

feedback.  

 

It is also worthwhile to mention, that when instructors gave audio feedback, 

they didn’t necessarily have time limits or specific constraints on how long they 

could take to vocalize their feedback for each student. Instructors who gave 

screencast feedback, however, had a five-minute limit per each screencast. For 

example, Instructor 2, who gave screencast feedback, chose to record two and 

sometimes three screencasts for students of approximately 5 minutes each, but 
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Instructor 3, who also gave screencast feedback, limited his time commitment to 5 

minutes or less (see Figure 4.14).  

 

 

Figure 4.14. The amount of time each participating instructor spent providing 

feedback on two assignments.  

 

When comparing the overall amount of time students averaged spending on 

revising their assignments, again, written feedback appears to have been the most 

efficient mode to use. Students who used written feedback spent half as much time 

as screencast users and two-thirds less time than audio users (see Figure 4.15).  
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Figure 4.15. Average amount of time users spent revising their assignments.  

 

However, as has been discussed previously, not only did written feedback 

users receive fewer tasks in general and much less difficult tasks when compared to 

the other modes, they also only had to revise a resume instead of having to revise a 

letter of application and a memo like the screencast and audio users. A more 

representative comparison of efficiency between the three modes lies in measuring 

how much time student users of each mode spent, on average, revising their 

resumes only.  

The results of this investigation seem to indicate that screencast feedback is 

significantly more efficient to use than audio and written feedback. This comparison 

also indicates that audio and written feedback are comparable in terms of efficiency 

(see Figure 4.16).   
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Figure 4.16. Average amount of time user spent revising their resumes. 

 

4.4 Satisfaction 

SUS Scores. I used two methods to triangulate or get a sense of how much 

users were satisfied with their feedback in each given mode. The first and most 

obvious way of measuring satisfaction was through an SUS survey. Overall, written 

feedback received the highest satisfaction scores and audio feedback received the 

lowest scores among users. Nevertheless, given that scores above 68 imply a better 

than average rating in satisfaction, it appears that all three modes of feedback 

scored well. In addition, the verbal feedback implied that students who used the 

other modes of feedback were, in general, very satisfied with the feedback they had 

received, especially when they contrasted it with feedback they had received 

previously (see Figure 4.17 and Appendix H).  
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Figure 4.17. SUS Survey results after user groups used feedback in each of the three modes. 

 

Product Reaction Survey. In addition to the SUS, I gave users a chance to 

describe how they felt about their experience using their instructor’s feedback, 

particularly as given in each particular mode they had received. Following their 

revision session, they were asked to complete a commonly used version of a 

product reaction survey, which invited users to put a checkmark next to any words 

from a list of 50 adjectives (both positive and negative) that they might use to 

describe their experience. After they finished circling as many words as they wished, 

they were asked to circle the top five terms that best described their experience (see 

Appendix K).  
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Audio Feedback: Top Chosen Words. What becomes clear right away is that 

students typically felt positively about the audio feedback they had received. When 

students were asked to identify the top five words to describe their experience 

among the many that they had chosen, the most common terms were as follows: 

“helpful,” “easy-to-use,” “time-saving,” “comprehensive,” “effective,” and “engaging.” 

That being said, users identified some negative terms such as “overwhelming,” 

“time-consuming,” and “inefficient” (see Figure 4.18). 

 
Figure. 4.18. Word cloud showing the most prevalent words users marked as the top five 

terms to describe their experience using audio feedback to revise their assignments.  

 

In a word cloud that includes all of the words students said represented their 

audio feedback experience in some way, the list still comes back overwhelmingly 

positive, with words like “helpful,” “simple,” “usable,” and “learnable” standing out as 

the most prevalent. Among the negative terms, though few students marked them, 
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there were several identified: “overwhelming,” “awkward,” “poor quality,” 

“ambiguous,” “complex,” “intimidating,” “simplistic,” “inefficient,” and “annoying” (see 

Figure 4.19).  

 

 
Figure 4.19. Word cloud showing all words marked by users that describe their experiences 

using audio feedback. 

 

Audio Feedback: Word Choice Follow-up. After students had marked the top 

five terms that they felt best described their experience, I asked them to explain 

why they had circled each of the five words to get a possible glimpse at pattern 

motives that might be reflected in their choices. Because many words in the list 

carried similar meanings for students, I grouped terms together by how the types of 

reasons students gave for circling these terms overlapped (see Table 4.2). 

 

Table 4.2. Pattern groups of adjectives chosen by users of audio feedback and a summary of 

their rationales for circling these words.  
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Adjective(s) Reason for circling this word 
Easy-to-Use When it came to this term, all students who circled it 

claimed that it was very easy to just click play and listen to 
the feedback, and they appreciated being able to re-listen to 
the feedback, pause, etc., as many times as they needed to. 

Helpful / effective / 
comprehensive / 
clear 

Several students claimed that audio feedback was easier to 
understand than previous types of feedback they’d 
received. They also felt that the instructors was able to give 
them a lot more feedback than they would have received 
otherwise. One student that circled effective had this to say: 
“I felt like [if] I hadn’t [listened to the] audio file and had just 
gone by [written] comments, I probably would have … not 
gotten the full understanding of what he wanted me to fix. 
There were some times in the recording where he would 
stop a little bit, almost like he was wanting me to think 
about what I just said, or see if I [understood] before I 
moved onto the next thing to correct in the assignments.” 

Engaging / 
motivating / 
stimulating 

Several students claimed that audio feedback was engaging 
or motivating because it felt like feedback was more 
personal and encouraging because they could hear the 
instructor speaking it to them. One student said, “He’s 
talking to me and I feel like I’m more into what we’re doing. 
I’m more engaged in what’s going on instead of, [in 
reference to written feedback] like, ‘Here it is.  Fix it.’ ” 

Time-saving / 
convenient / 
accessible 

Students claimed that the reason they circled these words is 
because listening to the feedback would save them a trip to 
their instructor’s office. One student in particular mentioned 
that the audio feedback was a lot like one-to-one session 
except that he was able to listen to his points of feedback as 
many times as he wanted without having to remember 
everything that was said during the session. Not only that, 
but this mode allowed him to work on his assignment while 
listening to the feedback. 

Overwhelming / 
time-consuming / 
inefficient 

A few students expressed that it took them more time than 
usual to use the feedback to revise. They expressed the 
desire to be able to go directly to each piece of feedback 
and see it connected to the area of the paper that they 
needed to address. They didn’t like that they had to hunt for 
specific points of feedback in one large recording. 
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Screencast Feedback: Top Chosen Words. Similar to audio feedback, when 

screencast feedback users identified the top five words that described their 

experience, these were positive. Most notable however, and in contrast to audio 

feedback, is the absence of any negative adjectives among the top terms chosen. As 

far as user impressions are concerned, it appears that screencast users at least 

didn’t have any complaints about the efficiency of their experience in contrast to 

audio users (see Figure 4.20).  

Among the top terms chosen as representing students’ experience, “useful” 

came out the clear winner, with “easy-to-use,” “convenient,” and “learnable” being 

the runners-up (see Figure 4.20).  

 

 
Figure 4.20. Word cloud showing the most prevalent words users marked as the top five 

terms to describe their experiences using screencast feedback to revise their assignments.  

 

When we review the word cloud showing all words marked by all the 

screencast users, we also see a total lack of negative descriptions of the experience. 
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The most prevalent words chosen include all positive descriptors: easy-to-use, 

efficient, organized, learnable, convenient, effective, clear, helpful, and engaging 

(see Figure 4.21).  

 

 
Figure 4.21. Word cloud showing all words marked by users that describe their experiences 

using screencast feedback. 

 

Screencast Feedback: Word Choice Follow-up. The following is a summary of 

verbal feedback from screencast users on why they chose the words they did in the 

product reaction survey (see Table 4.3).  

 

Table 4.3. Pattern groups of adjectives chosen by users of screencast feedback and a 

summary of their rationales for circling these words. 

Adjective(s) Reason for circling this word 
Useful /easy-to-use 
/ effective 

Several students liked that all you had to do was click and 
play and also drag the timeline marker to the spot of the 
video they wanted to review. Students expressed their 
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Adjective(s) Reason for circling this word 
appreciation for being able to hear detailed, personal 
responses and also see visual reminders of places in the text 
that they needed to fix, whether highlights or written 
comments. One particular student identified how the tone of 
the feedback contrasted with what she’d received in the 
past: “You could just kind of tell that she wants to help you 
learn instead of just telling you what you screwed up on.” 
 
Interestingly, in the process of describing why the feedback 
was easy-to-use, one student admitted that they got tired of 
having to re-listen to the feedback and would have, after 
listening through, like to have just had access to the written 
comments and be able to scroll through them, like they 
usually can with written feedback. 

Efficient / 
convenient / simple 

Several students mentioned how straightforward and easy it 
was to listen to, view, and then apply the feedback. One 
student mentioned that while also being more convenient 
for them, he suspected it would be more convenient for his 
professor as well. 

Learnable One student expressed that it wasn’t just easier to 
understand what the instructor wanted her to do but also 
the video interface was easy to navigate and use. Other 
students mentioned that the combination of audio, video, 
and written feedback that they could access in the video 
made it much easier for them to remember what to do as 
they revised. 

 

Written Feedback: Top Chosen Words. When students had a chance to mark 

the top five words to describe their experience using written feedback, they also 

indicated that their experience was positive, including words like useful, organized, 

efficient, helpful, and responsive. The only potentially negative descriptor chosen 

was “simplistic,” and it is possible that several students mistook this term for 

“simple” (see Figure 4.22).  
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Figure 4.22. Word cloud showing the most prevalent words users marked as the top five 

terms to describe their experiences using written feedback to revise their assignments.  

 

When reviewing the whole list of words marked by users, the response 

continued to be consistently positive, with the most prevalent terms being 

“straightforward,” “easy-to-use,” “professional,” “approachable,” “efficient,” and 

“effective.” The only three potentially negative terms that made the list were 

“simplistic,” “busy,” and “cluttered,” and very few users marked these terms. 

Nevertheless, while written feedback received the highest SUS scores, it seems to 

have come in second place in terms of positive words used to describe the 

experience (see Figure 4.23).  
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Figure 4.23. Word cloud showing all words marked by users that described their 

experiences using written feedback. 

 

Written Feedback: Word Choice Follow-up. In this set of data, there was a 

lack of variety in student responses. When they described why they circled these 

particular words, they often ended up articulating similar rationales for choosing 

each word, hence the groups that follow. On more than one occasion, it was 

apparent that the student misunderstood the meaning of the word he or she had 

circled. In addition, some students had never even received digital feedback on their 

papers before, and thus even digitally written, rather than hardcopy, feedback 

seemed to be a significant improvement compared to their previous experiences 

with receiving feedback on their writing (see Table 4.4).  

 

Table 4.4. Pattern groups of adjectives chosen by users of written feedback and a summary 

of their rationales for circling these words. 

Adjective(s) Reason for circling this word 
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Helpful / Useful / 
Responsive / 
effective / efficient / 
straightforward 

Most of the students who received written feedback simply 
stated that the feedback helped them quickly identify what 
was supposedly wrong and what they needed to fix. They 
mentioned that the instructor’s comments or 
suggested/tracked changes were clear and easy to identify 
and apply. A couple expressed confidence that if they did 
what was asked, they would receive a better grade, and they 
implied that they appreciated how straightforward this was 
for them. 

Organized Similar to the other motives for circling words discussed in 
the last paragraph, students appreciated having the ability 
to go directly to the problem areas, work on them or accept 
the changes, and then move on to the next problem. 

  

4.5 Follow-up Interview Data 

Following each user test and after asking students to fill out the Product 

Reaction Survey and explain their choices, I interviewed all the students about their 

experiences using their instructors’ feedback. I did this to further explore whether 

students’ self-reported data about their experiences correlated with observations I 

made during each test. Each interview consisted of several questions. However, in 

most cases, five of the questions I asked each student were essentially identical: 

1. What feedback was the clearest or easiest to understand? 

2. What feedback was the most difficult to understand? 

3. Was there any feedback that you felt you couldn’t apply, and what was it? 

4. How would you compare your experience using this feedback to previous 

experiences with instructor feedback? 

5. Would you want to use this mode of feedback again? 

Any additional interview questions I asked related to specific behaviors that 

specific students exhibited or choices they made during the observation. Many of 

their answers to these questions correlated with observations made during the test 
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while many other answers were too vague or my questions were ill-timed or not 

articulated well (see Appendix L).  

Patterns and Items of Interest. In this section, I’ve narrowed down 

recurring themes or interesting claims expressed by the participants for each of the 

five questions that I asked nearly all of the students. As for why 100% of the 

participants didn’t get asked all of the same questions, human error is the simple 

answer. While interviewing one student who received written feedback, I simply 

forgot to ask one of the interview questions, and with another student who received 

written feedback, I forgot to ask three of the interview questions. Soon after I 

recognized my error, I emailed both students and asked them to write a response to 

the questions that I forgot to ask them during their interview, but they did not 

choose to respond to the email. Nevertheless, other questions I asked each of these 

two students gave me overlapping insight into how they perceived their feedback, 

and both participants’ interview data produced some interesting patterns and 

results that shouldn’t be discounted.  

In the following sections, I will review patterns or relevant points of interview 

data categorized by each of the three modes of feedback according to answers to 

individual questions I asked students during their interviews.  

Interview data from students who received audio feedback. One of the 

most important patterns to note is how positively students felt about the feedback 

in general. All but one user enthusiastically expressed that they would want to use 

this type of feedback again, and the one that was less enthusiastic said he/she 

would like to use audio feedback if it were supplemented with written feedback as 

well. Similarly, when asked how their experiences using the feedback compared to 

previous experiences (both in reference to the feedback itself and the mode of 

delivery), all participants gave positive responses, most of whom expressed that it 

was much better. Students also expressed that they got significantly more feedback 
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than usual, that the feedback felt much more personal, that it aided understanding, 

that it was more memorable, and that it was like going to the instructor’s office 

during office hours, except more convenient. The one negative comment in this 

question category was that it was inconvenient to have to listen to the feedback 

again and again.  

When asked if there was feedback that they didn’t feel they could apply, no 

student in this category identified more than one issue that they couldn’t address 

confidently, and two students said they felt they could apply all feedback. Several of 

the comments that they felt they couldn’t apply seemed to correlate well with errors 

that occurred during their observations, such as lack of formatting knowledge, a 

student disagreeing with an instructor’s suggestion, and a severe error occurring 

because a student didn’t know he needed to write an analysis memo. As for 

feedback that they felt was difficult, two students claimed none of the feedback was 

difficult to apply. One student claimed that the feedback was difficult to apply 

because she was preparing a grad school application instead of a job application, 

yet the instructor kept referring her to a job ad. 

Among the feedback that students felt was most clear, several identified 

comments that were prescriptive or directive in nature and hard to misinterpret, 

such as suggestions to move content from point A to point B or to format a heading 

a particular way. However, two students identified helpful, clear comments that 

likely required more thought and strategy in revision, such as how to rework their 

argument strategy in the letter or application or providing an overall view of what 

the student’s application documents were accomplishing.  

One other interview question prompted an additional comment that is 

worthy of note. When one student was asked why he didn’t address a particular 

comment about cutting their Objective section, he admitted that he didn’t cut it 
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because the instructor said that doing so wouldn’t affect their grade either way, 

even though he expressed that the student should probably remove it.  

Interview data from students who received screencast feedback. Similar 

to students who received audio feedback, screencast feedback recipients 

predominantly expressed almost all positive comments about the feedback they 

received. When asked if they would want to use this mode of feedback again, all of 

them said yes. When they were asked how their experience with this feedback 

compared to previous feedback they received, all of them implied or explicitly stated 

that it was much better. In addition, they said that the feedback was more personal, 

felt less negative, was more detailed and clear, and that both seeing and hearing the 

feedback aided their learning. One student specifically stated that there was “much 

less guessing” about what the instructor expected. Another student stated that the 

experience was as good as a one-on-one meeting with an instructor.  

When asked if there was feedback that they didn’t feel they could apply, no 

student in this category identified more than one issue that they couldn’t address 

confidently, and four of the eight students who received screencast feedback said 

they felt they could apply all feedback. Nevertheless, a few of their answers about 

what they felt they couldn’t apply seemed to correlate well with errors that occurred 

during their observations, such as one case where  student couldn’t supply content 

that the instructor requested and another where a student didn’t understand the 

term “hierarchy.” When asked to identify the most difficult feedback to apply, 

besides the problems just identified, most said that there were few pieces of unclear 

feedback.  

Other answers users provided on this question were relatively vague, two 

mentioning that they had a problem with the feedback on the skills section of their 

resumes. However, one user mentioned that one piece of feedback was confusing 

because what the instructor was or wasn’t gesturing to on the screen didn’t match 
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up with what he was talking about at the moment, and another student mentioned 

that he received instruction that he wasn’t sure how to address, which correlates 

with observed errors.  

Interview data from students who received written feedback. Similar to 

students who received audio and screencast feedback, written feedback recipients 

expressed almost all positive comments about the feedback they received. All users 

in this category implied that they would want to use Instructor 4’s feedback again 

and found it valuable. These students felt the directive feedback was easy to apply, 

but a few mentioned that they struggled on how to apply feedback on their 

formatting. In addition, and important to note, two students mentioned that they 

felt like they needed to go to the instructor to have them clarify some of the 

feedback they had received. It is also worth noting that this type of response did not 

occur at all among audio or screencast feedback recipients. Nevertheless, students 

felt, at least, that they could apply most of the feedback despite the formatting 

struggles.  

4.6 Follow-Up Surveys 

To get a sense of the long-term impressions of the feedback audio and 

screencast participants received, or to access some sense of the macro-usability of 

the feedback, I sent a follow-up survey to students approximately two months after 

they had participated in the lab observations. I didn’t send the survey to written 

feedback recipients because the survey questions were aimed at discovering a 

sense of the contrasting experience students had in the past with using written 

feedback versus the audio/screencast feedback they received during this study. 

Seven of the 15 participants who used audio or screencast feedback responded to 

the survey, so the results are justifiably questionable. Nevertheless, some 

interesting patterns emerged after they answered the questions: 
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1. Only one of the seven respondents reported that his instructor had 

chosen to give him audio or screencast feedback since he had 

participated in the observations. 

2. The one student who received screencast feedback again said the 

following: “I was able to make revisions to my assignments and know 

what exactly my instructor was talking about when she said something 

needed improvement. The only downside was that it wasn't as easy and 

quick to review as written feedback.” 

3. All but one of the students more or less reported that they would want to 

continue receiving the type or mode of feedback they had received 

during the study, and most were enthusiastic about the prospect of 

receiving more of this type of feedback. A couple of students provided 

conditions for wanting to receive this type of feedback, however, such as 

wanting to have the feedback supplemented with access to the written 

feedback as well, and two students felt the mode of feedback was better 

suited for particular types or sizes of assignments. The one student who 

didn’t want to receive audio feedback in the future implied that she felt 

she was more of a “visual” person and, thus, would rather receive written 

feedback.  

4. When asked if they felt receiving audio or screencast feedback had 

helped them improve their work or grades better than written feedback 

would, again all but two reported that they agreed that it had. The one 

who said “no” specifically complained that audio feedback required too 

much time to apply. Another student who received screencast feedback 

felt that it hadn’t made much of a difference to her work or grade.  

Instructor Follow-up Survey Results. Approximately three months after all 

of the participating instructors had used audio recording or screencasting to give 
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their students feedback, all three reported that they had ceased to use this mode of 

feedback and had returned to giving only written feedback to their students, which 

correlates with what students reported as well. Each instructor expressed 

discomfort with the new method of giving feedback and feelings of self-

consciousness in relation to recording their voice. All instructors implied that they 

felt more comfortable writing down feedback, though they didn’t necessarily claim 

that written feedback was more convenient in terms of efficiency or more effective 

as a vehicle for delivering feedback (see Appendix N).  

4.7 Chapter Summary 

User Representativeness. The selection of participant users matched 

closely with the surveyed population of the representative user pool.  

Effectiveness. By the numbers, written feedback appeared to show the most 

effectiveness in terms of the number of errors and severity of errors incurred by 

users. However, the disparity between the difficulty of the requirements imposed by 

the instructor who gave written feedback calls into question whether the 

effectiveness scores related to this mode of feedback are fully comparable to the 

scores produced by audio and screencast feedback users.  

Efficiency. Overall, written feedback users appeared to experience much 

better efficiency scores than the other two modes. However, when the efficiency 

data was compared between the user experiences with revising their resumes, 

screencast feedback appeared to offer the most efficient experience for users.  

Satisfaction. Written feedback users gave higher SUS scores for their 

feedback than both screencast and audio feedback recipients. However, all three 

modes received high SUS scores, and product reaction survey and retrospective 

interview results imply that screencast and audio feedback recipients were at least 

as satisfied if not more satisfied with their instructor’s feedback on their work when 

compared to written feedback recipients.   
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Chapter 5:  

Analysis 

In this chapter, I contextualize the findings presented in the previous chapter 

and analyze that data according to some of the overarching questions I posited in 

Chapter 1 regarding the relative usability of each mode of feedback evaluated. I also 

analyze the tested hypotheses and evaluate to what extent these seemed to be 

validated, null, or inconclusive.  

Before moving forward, it is important to reiterate that it is unrealistic to 

expect that the findings of this study will help us determine the full spectrum of 

influence that instructor feedback may have had on these users and their ability to 

develop their rhetorical awareness and how much these users “learned” by using 

the instructor feedback, in whatever mode. However, the results presented in the 

previous chapter provide enough data to identify indicators of relative usability or 

possible usability advantages of each mode over the other by how successfully 

users applied instructor feedback, according to the previously established heuristics 

and after being triangulated.  

 One key advantage of this study is that it adds to the conversation and 

questions initiated by Still and Koerber (2010) and other studies connected with 

multi-modal feedback methods. In general, this analysis will review the most basic 

questions we have as instructors regarding feedback, regardless of mode of 

delivery:  

 Is the feedback used? 

 How useful does the feedback appear to be? 

 How useful do students perceive it to be? 

To start off, however, I’ll review the hypothesis test results and then work 

from there to answer the research questions posited in Chapter 1.  
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5.2 Analysis of Hypotheses Results 

As the results started to come together, it became clear that it would be 

difficult to produce definitive answers as to whether each of my hypotheses 

appeared to be well supported or thoroughly disproven among this user 

population. In fact, the results further reinforced the previously assumed complexity 

of this user ecosystem and my and other researchers’ hesitation to offer absolute 

statements about which mode of feedback offers the best user experience for these 

students or instructors (Thompson and Lee, 2012; Vincelette and Bostic, 2017).  

In addition, as I discussed in my methods chapter, the hypotheses tested in 

this study are designed to judge implications of validity or support via comparative, 

triangulated evidence produced during observations of the experiences of students 

and instructors who used each of the three modes of feedback: audio, screencast, 

and written. Comparative evaluations of user interfaces and experiences are 

regularly employed in the field of usability (Molich et al., 2004; Molich and Dumas, 

2008; Karole et al., 2010; Avouris et al., 2001), which was particularly applicable to 

this study given its exploratory goals and the lack of benchmarks from which to 

start.  

Measuring Satisfaction. When measuring satisfaction, for example, SUS 

survey scores were compared to determine which mode produced higher scores 

than the other. These SUS scores for each mode were then compared to or 

triangulated with the results of the product/desirability reaction survey. The product 

reaction survey results were compared based on whether there were more or less 

abundant negative or positive adjectives or expressions chosen by users of each 

mode. Follow-up survey questions were also used to triangulate these results 

further, which enabled users to clarify why they chose specific words to describe 

their experience. All of these steps helped confirm whether the patterns found in 
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these surveys were more or less legitimate. In addition, using SUS surveys to 

measure customer satisfaction has long been an industry standard (usability.gov, 

2017) and was also successfully employed by Still and Koerber (2010) to measure 

student satisfaction after using written feedback to revise. 

Measuring Effectiveness. In the case of measuring and judging the relative 

effectiveness of each mode, I employed heuristics similar to those used by Still and 

Koerber (2010), where user errors were (1) identified based on the occurrence of 

specified events informed by previous literature and surveys, (2) counted, and (3) 

rated according to severity, again, based on the observation of event thresholds, 

such as whether the user was unable to apply versus fully apply a unit of feedback. 

To enable this type of marking, each comment given by a participating instructor 

was numbered, and student errors were counted and rated according to how each 

of them responded to each numbered comment. For example, I could identify 

whether a student had partially applied comment #3 (moderately severe error), fully 

applied a comment (no error recorded), or ignored comment #6 altogether (severe 

error).  

By tabulating the number of errors experienced and the severity of those 

errors and comparing these results for each mode, I was able to determine relative 

levels of effectiveness experienced by users of each mode. In an attempt to confirm 

the validity of these findings, I used retrospective interview feedback to triangulate 

my observations during testing with what students also claimed about their own 

experience. I also compared the average percent increase between pre-revision 

versus final scores students received on their revised projects as another way to 

attempt triangulation with results regarding effectiveness.  

Additionally, I created ad hoc heuristics that enabled me to explore possible 

correlations between the difficulty level of units of feedback in relation to whether 

the user was more or less likely to apply that feedback, to whatever extent, and then 

https://www.usability.gov/how-to-and-tools/methods/system-usability-scale.html
https://www.usability.gov/how-to-and-tools/methods/system-usability-scale.html
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divided these out according to mode of delivery in order to help triangulate whether 

the mode of delivery may have contributed to the level of difficulty attached to 

instructors’ comments to students (see Appendix F).  

Measuring Efficiency. As for efficiency, I simply compared the average 

amount of time it took users to complete individual revision tasks on averages as 

well as how long it took them, on average, to finish revising their entire assignments 

and specifically their resumes as well, categorized according to each mode. A similar 

approach to measuring efficiency was also employed by Still and Koerber (2010).  

H1a: System Usability Scale (SUS) scores and product reaction survey 

results will show that students prefer screencast feedback above audio 

feedback. With H1a, I posited that the System Usability Scale (SUS) scores and 

desirability reaction survey results would show that students prefer screencast 

feedback above audio feedback. The results from SUS and product reaction surveys, 

along with follow-up interview feedback were triangulated to show that this 

hypothesis appears to be supported. However, there are several factors to consider 

before we make assumptions about how much more satisfying of an experience 

using screencast feedback may have been (see Appendices J and K).  

Screencast users averaged a SUS score of 87 and audio users averaged 81, 

approximately 6 points apart (see Table 5.1). Given that an SUS score above 68 is 

considered to be better than average (Sauro, 2011), it appears that users felt 

satisfied about their experience in both cases, though screencast users averaged a 

higher satisfaction score.  

One important caveat to remember is that SUS surveys are typically applied 

to more conventional product and consumer ecosystems than we are dealing with 

here. In addition, this is the first usability test comparing SUS scores between 

different modes of feedback, and there are no baselines to compare to that would 

help us to determine how typical these SUS findings appear to be for this unique 

https://measuringu.com/sus/
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type of user experience. That said, these surveys are a widely accepted standard for 

determining whether users experienced a general sense of satisfaction.   

In addition, the product reaction surveys for both modes appeared to 

triangulate with the SUS survey findings. Users predominantly chose 

adjectives/expressions that implied they enjoyed and appreciated each mode of 

feedback. Nevertheless, a number of audio feedback users selected adjectives in 

their surveys that implied they experienced some level of negativity, more 

specifically, relating to a lack of efficiency in the experience. Screencast feedback 

users, on the other hand, only identified positive adjectives to describe their 

experience. From a comparative point of view, screencast feedback clearly produced 

a greater sense of satisfaction and positive response among users than audio 

feedback (see Table 5.1).  

One additional caveat worth noting, however, is that it is possible the lack of 

efficiency expressed and experienced by audio feedback users may have been a 

result of the mode of feedback or a result of their instructors’ approach to feedback. 

It is possible, for example, that a different instructor could have expressed feedback 

more succinctly and precisely, enabling students to complete their tasks in less time. 

Nevertheless, efficiency and effectiveness results as well as verbal feedback 

provided by users after the fact strongly indicate that certain characteristics of audio 

feedback negatively contributed to their satisfaction with the experience.  

 

Table 5.1. Comparison of SUS and product reaction survey results to triangulate general 

levels of satisfaction experienced by screencast and audio feedback users. 

Feedback 
Type 

SUS Score Product Reaction Survey Results (Top 
adjectives/expressions chosen by users to 
describe their experience) 

Screencast 87/100 Useful, Easy-to-use, Effective, Efficient, Convenient, 
Simple, Learnable  
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Audio 81/100 Easy-to-use, Helpful, Effective, Comprehensive, Clear, 
Engaging, Motivating, Stimulating, Time-saving, 
Convenient, Accessible, Overwhelming, Time-
consuming, Inefficient 

 

H1b: System Usability Scale (SUS) scores and product reaction survey 

results will show that students prefer audio feedback above written feedback. 

As for H1b, I posited that audio feedback users would experience higher satisfaction 

than those who used written feedback. SUS surveys, however, indicated that users 

of written feedback experienced greater satisfaction than users of audio feedback. 

Scores averaged from written feedback users were 91, ten points higher than the 

average score of 81 provided by audio feedback users. In addition, the product 

reaction surveys showed users using all positive descriptors in relation to their 

experience with written feedback, while three of the top 14 words chosen by audio 

feedback users implied negativity in their experience (see Table 5.2). Thus, H1b is not 

supported by the data and appears to go against the findings of other studies 

(Killoran, 2013; Neuwirth et al, 1994; Still, 2006; Morra, 2009; Lunt and Curran, 2010; 

Nemec and Dintzner, 2016; Parkes and Fletcher, 2017) (see Appendices J and K). 

 

Table 5.2. Comparison of SUS and product reaction survey results to triangulate general 

levels of satisfaction experienced by audio and written feedback users. 

Feedback 
Type 

SUS Score Product Reaction Survey Results (Top 
adjectives/expressions chosen by users to 
describe their experience) 

Written 91/100 Helpful, Useful, Responsive, Effective, Efficient, 
Straightforward, Organized 

Audio 81/100 Easy-to-use, Helpful, Effective, Comprehensive, 
Clear, Engaging, Motivating, Stimulating, Time-
saving, Convenient, Accessible, Overwhelming, 
Time-consuming, Inefficient 
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It is important to note, however, that users of audio feedback seemed to be 

better able to articulate the reasons behind their choice of descriptors following the 

product reaction survey, while users of written feedback tended to offer more 

mundane reasons to support their choices. For example, audio feedback users 

specifically mentioned how the audio enabled them to get more feedback than they 

would have otherwise received, that it augmented their ability to understand the 

feedback, and that it felt like the experience was more personalized, similar to a 

face-to-face meeting. In addition, audio feedback users simply had a lot more to say. 

Most of the rationales offered by written feedback users, in contrast, were mostly 

focused on how the feedback was easy to understand, find, and apply, and two 

users expressed confidence that if they did exactly what was asked or marked, 

they’d get a better score on their assignment.  

On the surface, the response from users of feedback appears to be positive, 

but my analysis of the difficulty involved in students applying instructor comments 

in each mode implies that the feedback users of written feedback received was less 

abundant, challenging, and demanding than feedback given in the other two modes 

(see Figure 5.1). In addition, the comparability of the data is somewhat suspect 

because of the differences in approach instructors applied to both the assignments 

and their feedback strategy. Audio and screencast feedback showed more global, 

critical feedback, while written feedback showed minimal, directive feedback, along 

with changes that the instructor personally applied to student drafts.  
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Figure 5.1. Number of difficult points of feedback in relation to mode of feedback and total 

number of comments received per mode. 

 

In addition, while it is clear the overall SUS test results show that written 

feedback users technically expressed the highest levels of satisfaction among all 

three modes, product reaction survey feedback implies that screencast users 

experienced at least as much satisfaction in their experience in comparison to 

written feedback users (see Table 5.3). 

 

Table 5.3. Comparison of SUS and product reaction survey results to triangulate general 

levels of satisfaction experienced by screencast and written feedback users. 
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Feedback 

Type 

SUS Score Product Reaction Survey Results (Top 

adjectives/expressions chosen by users to 

describe their experience) 

Written 91/100 Helpful, Useful, Responsive, Effective, Efficient, 

Straightforward, Organized 

Screencast 87/100 Useful, Easy-to-use, Effective, Efficient, Convenient, 

Simple, Learnable  

 

Verbal feedback provided by students about their experiences showed a 

significant contrast in tone and topic that may provide additional insight into which 

mode seemed to induce a greater sense of satisfaction among users. As previously 

noted, users of written feedback expressed that they appreciated how helpful, 

efficient, and straightforward the feedback was but didn’t go into detail as to why, 

other than implying that it essentially helped them get the job done. As for 

screencast users, who also appreciated the ease of use and how efficient and 

straightforward their feedback was, multiple students also qualified their 

experiences by expressing how they enjoyed the personal nature of the feedback. 

One specific student even mentioned that “You could just kind of tell that she wants 

to help you learn instead of just telling you what you screwed up on.”  

In the end, perhaps both modes have the potential to produce similar levels 

of satisfaction, depending on the circumstances and the approach of the instructor, 

and it’s worth acknowledging that the advantages inherent in either mode or 

instructor approach may produce relatively the same SUS scores but for different 

reasons. For example, one mode might offer clear, quick, and defined instructions 

on what to change and how, while the other may offer richer and more extensive 

feedback that is more personal but also requires more effort to apply.  
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Whatever the case, these findings somewhat align with some of the existing 

research on screencast feedback that implies students aren’t unanimously in favor 

of one mode versus the other and that both modes offer perceived advantages that 

respectively boost users’ satisfaction with either mode (Grigoryan, 2017; Edwards et 

al., 2012). 

H2a: Screencast feedback will show higher effectiveness than audio 

feedback for students. With H2a, I posited that screencast feedback users would 

experience higher effectiveness (fewer errors and less severe errors) than users of 

audio feedback, a supposition prompted by previous studies (Edwards et al., 2012; 

Vincelette and Bostic, 2017; Thompson and Lee, 2012; Harper et al., 2012; Ali, 2016) 

and personal experience. As for measured effectiveness, however, the results are 

inconclusive as to whether screencast feedback enabled a more effective user 

experience than audio feedback (see Appendix I).  

To explain why, first, there were only 1.3 more errors experienced on 

average by users of audio feedback compared to screencast users when they 

revised their entire assignments (see Figure 5.2), and there was less than one point 

of difference between the average number of errors experienced by users of both 

audio and screencast feedback when tabulated for errors experienced while 

revising only the resume (see Figure 5.3).  
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Figure 5.2. Average number of errors experienced by each student who used audio or 

screencast feedback while revising the entire assignment. 

 

 
Figure 5.3. Average number of errors experienced by each student who used audio or 

screencast feedback while revising only the resume. 
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Similarly, the average error scores between each mode were less than one 

numeral apart in difference (see Figure 5.4). 

 

 
Figure 5.4. Average error severity score experienced by users of each mode while revising 

only their resumes. 

  

In addition, the number of errors accrued by users in each of the two modes 

was identical at 73 (see Figure 5.5). The greatest difference found between the two 

modes was in the distribution of error severity scores. Screencast users accrued 

more severe and somewhat severe errors than audio users, but in both cases, the 

distribution put both modes less than 7 errors apart (see Figure 5.5 and Figure 5.6). 

This difference may seem significant, but if one puts the number of errors in the 

context of a task that took anywhere from 30 minutes to 2 hours, the weight of 

these errors becomes watered down. 
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Figure 5.5. Distribution of error severity scores experienced by screencast and audio 

feedback users for their entire assignments. 

 

 
Figure 5.6. Distribution of error severity scores experienced by screencast and audio 

feedback users while revising only their resumes. 
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As for the comparability of each mode, the instructor who gave audio 

feedback and the two instructors who gave screencast feedback provided fairly 

comparable experiences for their students, in terms of the expectations of the 

assignments and the level of difficulty involved in applying their feedback. Whether 

students applied, somewhat applied, or didn’t apply their instructors’ feedback, 

comparisons between both modes were relatively the same (see Figure 5.7).  

 

 
Figure 5.7. Comparison of the ease of feedback application to how often that feedback was 

applied, somewhat applied, or not applied, divided out into screencast and audio feedback.  

 

In addition, when I compared the average percent increase in assignment 

scores between screencast and audio users, the results were exactly the same as 

well (see Figure 5.8). 
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Figure 5.8. Scores audio and screencast users received from their instructors on their 

assignments prior to revision versus post-revision and the average percent score increase 

for users of each mode. 

 

Overall, it would be difficult to definitively prove that screencast feedback 

provided a more effective experience for users than audio feedback. While 

screencast users experienced slightly fewer errors on average, they also 

experienced slightly more severe errors than audio users.   

H2b: Screencast and audio feedback will show higher effectiveness than 

written feedback for students. As for H2b, I posited that audio and/or screencast 

feedback would provide a more effective experience for users than written 

feedback. This assumption was based off of multiple studies (Edwards et al., 2012; 

Harper et al., 2012; Vincelette and Bostic, 2017; Ali, 2016; Grigoryan, 2017; 

Thompson and Lee, 2012; Still, 2006; Neuwirth et al., 1994; Merry and Orsmond, 

2008; Killoran, 2013; King et al., 2008; Lunt and Curran, 2010), personal experience, 

and the conventional wisdom that more detailed and more contextualized feedback 
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should provide students with an advantage when completing revision tasks. 

However, the results came back inconclusive on this point as well, especially due to 

some issues with comparability between the experiences of students who received 

written feedback and the experiences of students who used the other two modes 

(see Appendix I). 

As was discussed in the previous chapters, the instructor who gave written 

feedback only required that students provide a resume, whereas the other three 

participating instructors all required that students turn in a resume, application 

letter/email, and memo/analysis as part of the job application assignment. To 

establish more comparability between the effectiveness of data coming from each 

of the three modes, I compared data produced by users in each group while they 

were working only on their resumes.  

Once I did that, the results implied that, at least according to certain key 

measures, users of written feedback had a comparably effective experience. Again, 

the average number of errors experienced by users of written feedback was less 

than a point away from the other two modes (see Figure 5.9).  
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Figure 5.9. Average number of errors experienced by students who used one of the three 

modes of feedback while revising only their resumes. 

 

Users of written feedback also produced nearly identical average error 

scores compared to users of audio feedback (see Figure 5.10).  

 

 
Figure 5.10. Average error severity score experienced by users of each mode while revising 

only their resumes. 

 

According to certain measurements, however, written feedback appears to 

provide a more effective experience than audio and screencast feedback. Again, 

when comparing resume-related data only, out of 77 errors incurred by all users, 

users of written feedback incurred 20, while screencast users incurred 27 and audio 

users incurred 30 (see Figure 5.11). In addition, users of written feedback 

experienced less severe and somewhat severe errors than both audio and 

screencast users and less negligible errors than audio users (see Figure 5.11).  
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Figure 5.11. Distribution of error severity scores experienced by screencast and audio 

feedback users while revising only their resumes. 

 

However, these results are complicated by the assumption that the difficulty 

level involved in applying feedback affects if and how effectively students are able to 

apply that feedback. When comparing the number of comments that were applied, 

somewhat applied, or not applied by users, as well as the difficulty levels of these 

comments, it was apparent that users of written feedback received feedback that 

was generally easier to apply than the feedback received by users of the other two 

modes (see Figure 5.12). This likely explains why users of written feedback 

experienced fewer severe and somewhat severe errors than users in the other two 

groups.  
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Figure 5.12. Comparison of the ease of feedback application to how often that feedback was 

applied, somewhat applied, or not applied, divided out by mode of feedback. 

 

This discrepancy in difficulty or the level of rigor required by the participating 

instructor is also reinforced by comparisons between the average scores students 

received on their assignments before and after revision. The average score of users 

of written feedback prior to coming in to be observed was 91%, whereas the 

average draft scores given to the screencast and audio user groups prior to being 

observed were, respectively, 78% and 77% (see Figure 5.13). Not only is it tempting 

to assume that receiving a 91% score might significantly affect a student’s 

motivation to invest significant time and effort into revising their work for a better 

score, the 91% score also had the effect of minimizing the amount of room the 

instructor had to work with when it came to raising students’ grades based on their 

revisions.  
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Figure 5.13. Scores users of each mode received from their instructors on their assignments 

prior to revision versus post-revision and the average percent score increase for users of 

each mode. 

 

Both users of screencast and audio feedback showed an average score 

increase of 12%, while the average score increase for users of written feedback was 

only 7%, their average score post-revision being 98 percent.  

All of this shows that the comparability of the effectiveness data between 

different modes of feedback can be dramatically diminished if any of the 

participating instructors take a significantly different approach to providing 

feedback than the others. At least in this study, the effectiveness metrics themselves 

do not prove that users of written feedback had a more or less effective experience 

than users of audio and screencast feedback.  

In addition, these findings serve to complicate the idea of what “effective” 

feedback is and how it should be defined. In terms of how the field of usability 

typically defines an effective experience and the findings in this study, written 
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feedback appears to be the most effective. However, in terms of pedagogy, effective 

feedback in writing is generally considered to be comprehensive advice that 

requires a fair amount of effort and critical thinking to apply, as opposed to 

predominantly prescriptive or directive feedback that simply requests that students 

fix their typos and formatting choices (Haswell, 2006).  

Another natural implication of these findings is that “effectiveness” heuristics 

may not provide the optimal method for discovering what is needed or effective in 

this use case. As Redish (2007) noted, complex systems may be best explored using 

heuristics and methods associated with exploring the contextualized use of a 

system. Exploring learnability rather than effectiveness metrics, for example, tends 

to be more context-focused, open-ended, and longitudinal in comparison to the 

one-time testing methods typically employed in usability evaluations.   

H3a: Screencast feedback will show higher measures of efficiency for 

students than audio feedback. With H3a, I posited that users of screencast 

feedback would experience higher levels of efficiency than users of audio feedback, 

which was prompted by a few preceding studies (Edwards et al., 2012; Harper et al., 

2012; Thompson and Lee, 2012) and personal experience. The data in this study 

strongly indicates that my assertion is well supported for this study group, though 

there are a few caveats to consider (see Appendix H).  

When we compare the average amount of time users spent addressing 

individual units of feedback, users of screencast feedback averaged 79 seconds 

each, while users of audio feedback averaged 96 seconds, a difference of 17 

seconds per feedback subtask (see Figure 5.14). And when we compare the amount 

of time users spent revising their entire assignments, users of screencast feedback 

averaged 64 minutes, again showing higher efficiency than users of audio feedback, 

who averaged 79 minutes (see Figure 5.15).  
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Figure 5.14. Average amount of time screencast and audio users spent working on each 

revision task for their entire assignments. 

 

 
Figure 5.15. Average amount of time screencast and audio users spent revising their entire 

assignments. 
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This finding was reinforced when comparing the average amount of time it 

took users to revise only their resumes (see Figure 5.16). For example, users of 

screencast feedback completed this portion of the overall task 14 minutes sooner 

than users of audio feedback.  

 

 

Figure 5.16. Average amount of time screencast and audio users spent revising their 

resumes. 

 

Comparing all relevant measures puts the efficiency of screencast feedback 

well ahead of audio feedback. Product reaction survey data also validate that a lack 

of efficiency was one of the few negative aspects of the experience brought up by 

users of audio feedback.  

One caveat worth mentioning is that the limitations and glitches related to 

the audio feedback tool used in this study (Vocaroo) could have influenced efficiency 

metrics to some extent. However, some users experienced glitches when using the 
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screencast viewer as well. In either case, these outlying events in both modes may 

cancel each other out to some extent.  

Another possibly more significant caveat to consider in these findings is that 

the participating instructor who gave audio feedback presumably could have, with 

more experience, been able to provide students with more succinct feedback and 

enabled them to complete their tasks more quickly. After all, even though the 

instructors had already given feedback in this mode at least two times prior to the 

user observation, Instructor 1 was still relatively inexperienced in giving this type of 

feedback. In addition, when comparing how long it took the four participating 

instructors to provide two students with feedback, Instructor 1 (audio) took 96 

minutes, which puts his average at 48 minutes per assignment—not exactly a 

sustainable or tenable pattern if an instructor needs to review hundreds of student 

assignments per semester (see Figure 5.17).  

That said, the comparability between the data provided by audio and 

screencast feedback users wasn’t necessarily affected that much by instructor 

efficiency as much as other factors, especially given that Instructor 2, who gave 

screencast feedback, took even more time to provide feedback (106 minutes) than 

Instructor 1, who provided audio feedback (96 minutes) (see Figure 5.17). Both 

instructors also responded to the same number of assignments and had the same 

amount of practice ahead of their observations. 
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Figure 5.17. Amount of time each participating instructor took to respond to two student 

assignments in their respective modes.  

 

Based on my observations, it appeared to be much easier for users of 

screencast feedback to more quickly identify the parts of their assignments that the 

instructors were referring to in their comments. In the audio feedback, instructors 

had to spend time verbally identifying the paragraphs or sentences they were 

referring to (e.g. “In paragraph 5, 3 lines down, when you mention…”). Screencast 

users, however, could usually see exactly what the instructors were referring to 

because they were gesturing to it with their mouse cursors, an advantage that was 

also posited by Thompson and Lee (2012).  

In addition, users of audio feedback had no tags, marks, or visual references 

in the audio feedback timeline that could help them quickly skip to parts of the 

feedback they wanted to review. Several users of audio feedback spent an ample 

amount of time just hunting through the audio recording to find the information 

that they wanted. A few gave up on finding the piece of feedback they were looking 

for, presumably because they didn’t want to have to listen again to the entire 
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recording to find it. In some cases, they even started the recording over from the 

beginning, listening to the entire recording from the beginning to find the specific 

piece of feedback they were interested in.  

In contrast, users of screencast feedback had visual context embedded in the 

video timeline itself. This allowed them to drag their cursors to the points they were 

interested in, such as the Skills section of their resumes, and the screenshots along 

the timeline oriented users along the way. Several students used this additional 

affordance of screencast video feedback to drag the timeline cursors to certain 

points in the timeline and pause on screenshots where the instructors had posted 

written comments on their work. Users appeared to use this affordance to remind 

themselves what their instructors has said during the video, and retrospective 

interviews confirmed that this was the motive for this behavior. In several cases, the 

screencast feedback video essentially gave users access to audio, visual, and written 

feedback.  

All of this stacks up to strongly indicate that screencasting feedback can offer 

substantial efficiency advantages for students over audio feedback.  

H3b: Written feedback will show the higher measures of efficiency for 

students than either screencast or audio feedback. As for H3b, I posited that 

written feedback would show the highest measures of efficiency for users, which is 

reinforced by the findings of Edwards et al. (2012), Still (2006), and Neuwirth et al. 

(1994). My original position in this case was also based upon the assumption that 

instructors who give written feedback have or take less time to give as detailed 

feedback as they would if they were using audio or screencast recordings. 

Therefore, users of written feedback would presumably have substantially less 

feedback to consume and, thus, fewer tasks to complete (or comments and content 

to review and apply) in comparison to users of audio and screencast feedback. 
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Therefore, they would presumably take less time to revise their assignments 

according to that feedback (see Appendix H).  

This last assumption seems to be validated by the data. Users of written 

feedback received a total of 42 units of feedback, while users of screencast and 

audio feedback received 135 and 131 units of feedback, respectively (see Figure 

5.18). Even when taking into account that users of written feedback only received 

feedback on resumes while the other two groups also received feedback on 

application letters/emails and memos/analyses, Instructor 4, who used written 

feedback, gave students fewer revision tasks.  

 

 
Figure 5.18. Number of comments received by students from their instructors in each 

respective mode.  

 

In conjunction with this finding, users of written feedback also received much 

less difficult tasks from their instructors. In fact, data on the difficulty level involved 

in applying comments showed the starkest contrast between written feedback and 

the other two modes. For example, users of written feedback received only three 
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total tasks marked as difficult among all five users, while users of screencast and 

audio feedback respectively received 75 and 60 difficult tasks to complete (see 

Figure 5.19). Even when considering the number of participants in each user group 

(which consisted of five written, seven audio, and eight screencast feedback users), 

there appears to yet be a wide chasm between each group’s experiences.  

 

 

Figure 5.19. Count of comments given to students broken out by difficulty level. 

 

These findings would, understandably, lead one to assume that the revision 

experience of users of written feedback would be significantly more efficient than 

the other two modes, at least given the approach of this instructor in providing 

feedback. However, while two of the metrics produced in connection with 

measuring time spent on activities related to the entire assignment validate this 

assumption, metrics measuring resume efficiency actually imply users of screencast 

feedback experienced higher levels of efficiency than users of written feedback.  

When comparing the average amount of time users spent addressing a 

revision task, users of written feedback spent an average of 43 seconds on each 
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task, while users of screencast and audio feedback spent 79 and 96 seconds on 

each task, respectively (see Figure 5.20). This trend of efficiency seems to be 

reinforced by the average amount of time users spent revising their assignments, 

with users of written feedback ending the revisions session in 31 minutes and users 

of screencast and audio feedback spending 64 and 75 minutes revising their 

assignments, respectively (see Figure 5.21). However, as discussed previously, users 

of written feedback had only resumes to revise while users of audio and screencast 

feedback had to revise two additional documents as part of their assignment.  

 

 

Figure 5.20. Average amount of time users of each mode spent working on each revision 

task. 
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Figure 5.21. Average amount of time users of each mode spent revising their entire 

assignments. 

 

What is interesting is that when comparing how long it took users of each 

mode to revise only their resumes, it appears that users of screencast feedback 

finished addressing resume-related tasks an average of 12 minutes faster than 

users of written feedback and 14 minutes faster than users of audio feedback 

(Figure 5.22).  
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Figure 5.22. Average amount of time users of each mode spent revising their resumes. 

 

At this point, it is most important to emphasize that even though users of 

written feedback received fewer tasks and fielded less difficult tasks, they spent 12 

more minutes (on average) revising their resumes when compared to users of 

screencast feedback (see Figure 5.22).  

Given the circumstances and metrics outlined thus far, it appears that 

written feedback and screencast feedback can both provide seemingly comparable 

experiences for users in terms of efficiency, depending on the style of instruction 

and breadth of the assignments. However, if the instructor feedback involves 

comparably more difficult tasks, the findings in this study imply that screencast 

feedback offers a more efficient experience for users.  

H4: Instructors will express higher satisfaction and desirability in giving 

written feedback when compared to audio or screencast feedback. Regarding 

instructors’ experience with giving feedback in either the form of audio or 

screencast, I posited that instructors would show greater satisfaction with written 
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feedback, the mode they were accustomed to using leading up to this study. This 

hypothesis was based on reports included in multiple studies (Killoran, 2013; Still, 

2006; Neuwirth et al., 1994; Berner et al, 1996; Boswood and Dwyer, 1995/1996; 

Carson and McTasney, 1973; Harris, 197; Klammer, 1973; Medlicott, 1980; Stratton, 

1979; Vogler, 1971; Harper et al., 2012; Thompson and Lee, 2012) that indicated 

instructors often feel uncomfortable using significantly different methods and 

technology to perform already stressful tasks. I assumed that participating 

instructors would tend to stick with methods and tools that are familiar, reliable, 

and practiced when providing feedback. Aversion to new technology is not an 

uncommon problem among English departments. I also felt my own resistance to 

using these new modes when I first started using them as an online instructor, and I 

worked with several colleagues who expressed their initial discomfort and anxiety 

with these new methods as well.  

Though I conducted retrospective interviews, product reaction surveys, and 

follow-up surveys with participating instructors, my previous Results chapter does 

not go into detail on all of those findings at this time. This is mostly because I was 

dealing with a sample size of one instructor for audio feedback and two instructors 

for screencast feedback—not an impressive sample size.  

Nevertheless, while the results showed mixed feedback from instructors that 

implied more or less satisfaction with using audio or screencasting tools to give 

their students feedback (see Appendices K, M, and N), the most critical fact emerged 

after reviewing the results of my follow-up survey with participating instructors and 

students: None of the instructors chose to continue using audio or screencasting to give 

feedback after that point.  

This evidence strongly indicates that, at least in my small sample group, H4 is 

a fair assumption. What is interesting to note, however, is that all but one of the 

student participant respondents wanted to receive audio or screencast feedback 
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again, stating that they preferred it to receiving only written feedback. In addition, 

the preceding analysis in this chapter implies that there are potential usability 

advantages for students who use audio or screencast feedback.  

This, of course, begs the question of why instructors chose to revert to their 

default approach to giving students feedback even when students preferred the 

alternative. Two instructors provided several reasons or motives for why they had 

stopped using screencast feedback, which I discuss in more detail later in this 

chapter, but the only consistent thread between their rationales was that they felt 

more comfortable using written feedback. While Instructor 1, who used audio, didn’t 

respond to this follow-up question, he had expressed similar sentiments about 

giving audio feedback during his retrospective interview.  

One possible reason is that instructors may have felt that they could save 

time by going with the familiar written feedback. The two instructors claimed that 

this was the case, though the data in this study and previous studies implied that 

this is less likely the case (Cryer and Kaikumba, 1987; Hunt, 1989; Hyland, 1990; Ice 

et al., 2007; Olsen, 1982; Sommers, 1989; Sommers, 2002; Still, 2006; Lunt and 

Curran, 2010). Interestingly enough, Instructor 4, who provided students with 

written feedback, appeared to spend more time (52 minutes) responding to two 

students’ resumes in comparison to the other three instructors, given that they took 

38, 96, and 106 minutes to give feedback on a much larger assignment consisting of 

resume, application letter/email, and memo/analysis. In addition, the written 

feedback included fewer comments and much less detail than the feedback 

provided by the other three instructors (see Figure 5.18).  

While research already exists that supports the assumption that instructors 

can be more effective and efficient in providing students with feedback if they use 

screencast or audio instead of written, more research would need to be conducted 

in various user scenarios to prove this for certain. In spite of other motives for 
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resisting use of these feedback modes, the results imply instructors should explore 

these modes and stick with them long enough to prove for themselves whether 

using screencast or audio feedback can augment or ease the pain points involved in 

giving students feedback, especially pain points related to efficiency. In addition, 

preceding analysis implies that screencast feedback is more desired by students 

after they’ve used it and possibly more effective in helping students apply difficult or 

time-consuming feedback.  

The next obvious problem, then, is to address the change management or 

resistance involved when instructors are invited to use what are possibly more 

effective and efficient methods of feedback delivery. How do we minimize that 

resistance or make it easier for instructors to adopt these methods into their 

workflows? What would persuade them to persist with a new method long enough 

to gain a more experience-driven sense of its potential value in relation to their 

needs and goals as instructors? Killoran’s (2013) study posits several possible 

reasons, but more empirical evidence is needed before we can make more 

definitive claims about their possible motives. 

5.3 Research Questions 

Now let’s circle back to the larger research questions I asked in the first 

chapter. The purpose in answering the following questions is either to validate or 

complicate several claims or assumptions stated by other researchers or my own 

assumptions that developed as a result of my experience using all three of these 

modes with my own students and interacting with other instructors who regularly 

used one or all of these methods.  

In addition, while pieces of the discussion below overlap with some of the 

preceding analysis, it seemed important to also analyze the results of this study 

through the lens of these specific questions in addition to the lens of the four 

hypotheses discussed previously. The following discussion essentially provides 
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greater context for understanding the implications of the results for instructors, 

including potential calls for reflection or action. The goal is to provide instructors 

with data that may enable them to consider how they might change their feedback 

strategy to augment both their own and their students’ experiences.   

What are the apparent themes in usability problems experienced by 

users of all three modes of feedback? One of the general goals of this study is to 

identify possible patterns of problems that students experience regularly when 

using instructor feedback, regardless of the feedback mode. The assumption is that 

if instructors are aware of the types of errors their students’ experience, perhaps 

they will be able to take steps to ameliorate these errors to some extent.  

Using affinity diagramming, a method often used in the field of usability to 

identify patterns in observation data (Hanington & Martin, 2012; usability.net, 2006), 

I was able to determine two major categories that errors tended to fall under: errors 

that appeared to be initiated by the student and errors that appeared to be initiated 

by the instructor. Underneath each of these two categories, six additional 

subcategories or themes formed (see Figure 5.23). In the following subsections, I will 

review examples of errors in each category, identify areas where these findings sync 

or are dissimilar with Still and Koerber’s (2010) study, and describe the possible 

steps instructors might take to ameliorate these errors.     
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Figure 5.23. Affinity diagram showing how user errors were placed into categories and 

subcategories that highlight instigators or conditions in feedback that seem to prompt or 

enable student errors. 

 

Errors that appear to be initiated by students. Among the several sub-

categories of errors, the most prevalent appeared to occur as a result of either 

students’ unwillingness to apply or fully apply pieces of feedback they received, or 

students’ unawareness of how or inability to understand how to fully apply that 

feedback. In the majority of the cases placed in this category, the feedback 

instructors gave appeared to be clear and was often accompanied by specific 

examples or suggestions of what students might do to address the identified 

problem. Incidentally, while “easy” feedback tended to be fully applied more often, 

there also seemed to be nearly as many easy requests as “difficult” requests that 

students either chose not to fully apply or apply at all.  

For example, there were at least two cases where instructors told students to 

base their applications off of actual job ads, and each instructor emphasized to their 

students that doing so was critical for not only designing a realistic job application 

but for completing the memo or reflection portion of the assignment where they 
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were supposed to articulate the rationale behind their decisions in light of the job 

ad requirements and specific audience. In this case, the task would have been time-

consuming, but at least the instructors’ requests were promised to be impactful for 

their overall success on the assignments. Nevertheless, two students chose not to 

heed it.  

In another related example, an instructor specifically requested that a 

student go into more detail on the specific tasks they performed while assisting in 

the emergency room of a hospital and providing examples to prove they had some 

rudimentary medical knowledge. In another case, an instructor suggested that a 

student use wording like “I’m qualified for this job” instead of “I stick out for this job.” 

In both scenarios, the request was simple and could have been applied with 

relatively little effort. Regardless, when faced with feedback that gave them exact 

details on what was needed, these two students still chose to ignore it.   

During retrospective interviews, I asked students if there was feedback they 

felt they couldn’t apply and if they could identify the feedback they had failed to 

apply, and the majority of them claimed that they had applied almost all of the 

feedback they received, even though there was ample evidence to the contrary 

among most participants. This implies that, perhaps more often than not, students 

don’t apply feedback simply because they forgot about it or perceived the revisions 

they applied were sufficient. It’s also possible that they weren’t prepared to be 

honest about or lacked the ability or willingness to articulate the reasons why they 

ignored or didn’t fully apply certain feedback.  

The affinity analysis also showed that a number of students struggled 

because of a lack of formatting knowledge or training in sentence mechanics (see 

Figure 5.23). What is interesting to note as well is that, while many students were 

able to fully apply formatting-related requests, my notes during observations 

indicate that multiple students spent a fair amount of time struggling to figure out 
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how to apply formatting requests. It is also interesting to note that not one student 

took the time to pursue an online resource to learn how to perform a formatting 

action, even though they may have been able to find a quick answer there. These 

findings imply that students may need additional, prior training on document 

formatting techniques and options and perhaps increased encouragement to stop 

and seek help online before spending, in the case of one student, 20-30 minutes 

trying to troubleshoot spacing options before he figured out how to get his resume 

back to one page in length.  

In cases where students appeared to lack the ability or knowledge to address 

sentence mechanics issues, if their instructor identified the error, they were typically 

able to fix it. However, if an instructor said something like, “I noticed several places 

where this same type of comma problem showed up,” the students typically didn’t 

seem to be able to recognize other occurrences of the error, unless the instructor 

explicitly marked it for them. Events like this imply that, while many instructors 

might want to believe that they can help students recognize errors on their own 

after identifying pattern problems for them, students may need to have these errors 

pointed out repeatedly before they can start picking up on the patterns themselves.   

Analysis also showed several cases where students inadvertently introduced 

grammar or punctuation errors to their assignments in the midst of applying 

instructor feedback (see Figure 5.23). In at least a few cases, an automatic spell 

check tool could have helped them catch the introduced errors. These occurrences 

simply highlight the need for students to take the same precautions to reread their 

assignments before turning them in after revision as they hopefully did prior to 

turning in their first draft.  

Errors that appear to be initiated by instructors. Among the errors that 

seemed to come about as a result of instructor choices or missteps in their 

feedback, the most common theme to emerge was the use of what appeared to be 
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vague, ambiguous, or abstract feedback that may not have provided students with 

sufficient context, specific examples, or clarification to confidently act on the 

information (see Figure 5.23). Some more obvious examples of instructor comments 

that fell into this category include when one instructor said, “You have a lot of space, 

not a lot of content,” or when another instructor wrote, “General thesis.” There were 

also some less obvious examples, such as when an instructor said, “[You show your] 

values in community involvement, so…if you have any experience that may be 

similar to that, you may mention that as a little bit more concrete, similar to your 

value appeal here but more reflective of their focus.”  

In the first two preceding examples, the instructors appeared to be giving a 

form of global feedback, but in both cases the instructors left the students to fill in 

the blanks of what they could specifically do to apply that feedback. In the third 

example, the problem appeared to be a lack of context and explanation of what the 

instructor meant by the word “concrete,” “value appeal,” and the pronoun “their.” 

Still and Koerber (2010) also identified vagueness and ambiguity as one of the 

primary problems with instructor feedback identified by their user population.  

This pattern error points out one of the primary drawbacks of asynchronous 

feedback and communication in general. It is likely unrealistic to expect that 

instructors will always be able to identify all of the statements they need to clarify or 

that require accompanying examples for students to understand, given the lack of 

the immediate audience and the ability for students to seek clarification in the 

moment of delivery. In addition, it is often difficult for instructors to spontaneously 

produce detailed examples, and providing sufficient contextualization of the issue 

they’ve identified can be time-consuming.  

In this case, it seems that one primary pain point experienced by 

instructors—time—is working against a primary pain point experienced by 

students—the need for more detail. What remains is to determine whether there is 
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a feasible solution or way to ameliorate this conflict of interests. It may suffice it to 

say that instructors need to be vigilant in at least attempting to ensure that any 

feedback they give should be clearly actionable for the student and remind 

instructors that these type of comments can often end up being unusable due to 

their lack of specificity and context.  

Affinity analysis also identified several cases where instructors misspoke or 

unintentionally misdirected users (see Figure 5.23). One clear example of this is 

when an instructor told a student, “[You] don’t need to say ‘References furnished on 

request’… [D]efinitely have that at the bottom so you can have more room for work 

experience.” In this case, the line in question was already at the bottom of the page, 

and the instructor appeared to be telling the student that she didn’t need to include 

the statement and that the student should place that statement at the bottom of 

the page, which wouldn’t have opened up more room for them to add in more work 

experience.  

In conjunction with this issue, affinity analysis also showed at least two cases 

where instructors asked students to provide information they weren’t comfortable 

providing. In one case, an instructor asked a student to provide evidence of one 

year of work experience in his resume to satisfy the request of the job ad, even 

though the student did not have that experience. Human errors or presumptions 

like this would seem to be difficult to avoid completely. It may help instructors to 

know, however, that it is possible that their missteps may be leading to some of 

their students’ mistakes and to try to accommodate that some way.    

What modes or combinations of modes of feedback might be more 

usable than others, in what situations, and why? Each mode of feedback 

seemed to offer both potential disadvantages and advantages to users. One 

apparent disadvantage of both audio and screencast is that this mode of delivery 

seemed to make it less likely that instructors would spend much time identifying 
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and/or discussing how to fix grammar- or punctuation-related errors or where each 

formatting issue was located and needed to be addressed by the student. 

Instructors giving feedback in both of these modes tended to provide more difficult 

feedback on content strategy and much less easy sentence-level, prescriptive 

feedback when compared to students who received written feedback.  

Many experts in writing pedagogy often recommend less prescriptive and 

sentence-level responses to students’ work, but whether or not this approach is 

more advantageous to the student is still up for debate, given that some revision or 

assignment contexts may benefit from this approach more than others (Hyland, 

1990; Brannon & Knoblauch, 1982; Montgomery & Baker, 2007). So, while students 

may see the lack of sentence-by-sentence notations of their grammar errors as a 

usability disadvantage, some instructors might consider this to be a learning 

experience advantage. However, in interviews with users of audio feedback, several 

students expressed that they appreciated directive feedback and labeled it as being 

the clearest. Students who received written feedback also expressed appreciation 

for the directive feedback they received, which, in this case, constituted the majority 

of the feedback they received.  

In addition, observations indicated that students are less likely to address 

issues with sentence-level mechanics unless the instructor marks specific 

occurrences of errors and explains exactly how to fix them, and it appears that 

giving audio or screencast feedback (unaccompanied by written feedback) makes it 

more difficult or less convenient or time-consuming for instructors to provide that 

directive, sentence-level feedback.  

Another possible disadvantage of audio feedback is that the medium 

disallows instructors to gesture to the parts of the assignments they are referring to 

in their comments. In the least, this makes identifying a given location of focus less 

efficient for both instructor and student. For example, instructors often had to say 
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something like “on the first page, third paragraph, second sentence…” to help 

students find the spots to which they wanted to direct students’ attention. In the 

case of one screencast user, an error appeared to result due to an instructor not 

using his mouse to gesture to the location he was discussing in the student’s draft.  

If, however, audio or screencast feedback were accompanied by written 

notes on the students’ work, this might ameliorate the problem with a lack of 

gesturing. In fact, several users of both audio and screencast feedback confirmed 

that they would prefer to receive both the audio/screencast feedback and written 

notes the instructor made while reviewing their work, which correlates with Still’s 

(2006) and Grigoryan’s (2017) findings. One potential problem that can arise from 

this expectation, however, is that students might be expecting too much from 

instructors by wanting instructors to give them audio or screencast on top of written 

feedback, given the time commitment that may be required for both tasks.  

That said, all of the instructors that participated in my study added highlights 

or comments on their students’ assignments before doing their recordings. Perhaps 

it isn’t unreasonable to expect instructors to share those notes, at least, even if 

these aren’t extensive or don’t go into specifics, since that part of the feedback task 

is presumably covered in the audio/screencast feedback.  

An additional potential drawback of screencast feedback is that when users 

could see notations and revisions requests in the screencast video and the 

instructor didn’t comment on those requests in the audio track, students seemed to 

be more likely to ignore that revision opportunity. For whatever reason, if 

instructors didn’t verbally emphasize a point of feedback, users were less likely to 

feel prompted to address it. While this may be an issue of emphasis rather than 

mode, it is possible that, while feedback may have been provided to students in two 

different modes, students may show a tendency to prioritize the feedback they hear 

over the feedback they read after the fact.  
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Disadvantages. As for disadvantages unique to written feedback recipients, 

there were a few students that struggled to use the MS Track Changes feature. 

Otherwise, there are a few other possible disadvantages, mostly related to 

conventional assumptions that exist in the field of writing pedagogy.  

For example, users of written feedback in this study received much less 

feedback than users of screencast and audio feedback, even though pre-study 

surveys indicated that students more often desire more feedback rather than less. 

In addition, the feedback they received from their instructors also tended to be 

sentence-level and prescriptive and less difficult to apply, which findings are 

consistent with claims offered in a few preceding studies (Neuwirth et al., 1994; Still, 

2006; Still and Koerber, 2010; Ali, 2016). In several cases, instructors who gave 

written feedback fixed multiple perceived errors for students and just required that 

the user accept or reject those changes.  

However, the results in this case may be somewhat amplified or unique in 

relation to Instructor 4. For example, in my personal experience and observations of 

the feedback habits of dozens of other writing instructors, they usually give their 

students more extensive feedback and feedback that requires higher-level critical 

thinking or problem solving. The point is that, in the case of the difficulty and 

extensiveness of feedback, instructors who give written feedback in any mode could 

lie anywhere on a spectrum of amount of feedback, global versus sentence-level 

feedback, the difficulty involved, the level of specificity, the skill level in providing 

helpful context and examples, or any number of other relevant measures involved 

in what is considered successful provision of written feedback.   

All of that stated, it is also important to identify a few likely reasons why 

instructors who give written feedback may show a tendency to provide both less 

feedback and less challenging feedback to their students in comparison to 

instructors who use audio or screencast recordings. First and foremost, some 
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studies have previously indicated that it takes significantly more time for instructors 

to articulate ideas in writing as opposed to speaking their ideas aloud (Neuwirth et 

al., 1994; Thompson & Lee, 2012; Killoran, 2013), which claim seems to be validated 

in my study as well. These same researchers confirmed that audio and 

screencasting can allow instructors to provide students with more detailed feedback 

and in less time it would take them to articulate the same level of details and ideas 

in writing.   

Advantages. This leads us into a discussion of the relative advantages of 

certain modes over others. To start, screencasting appears to show the most 

potential for improving the efficiency of the revision experience for students. Use of 

this tool would also likely become a more efficient mode of delivery for instructors, 

especially if they were willing to take the time to become accustomed to delivering 

feedback this way and impose time limits on themselves when providing feedback.  

In my testing, screencasting allowed users, in most cases, to quickly identify 

the areas of their assignments that their instructors were referring to. Also, 

instructors were able to provide far more detailed and abundant feedback, typically 

providing more examples and comparison than instructors who gave written 

feedback.  

Based on the findings in this study, audio feedback doesn’t appear to offer 

any distinct advantages over screencast feedback for instructors or students. Both 

modes showed about the same levels of effectiveness, at least when comparing 

error count, severity, and the average increase in scores in the students’ 

assignments. In addition, audio feedback was less efficient for both instructors and 

students. Screencast feedback also showed high marks for level of satisfaction. SUS 

surveys placed screencasting in a close second to written feedback, and according 

to the product reaction survey feedback, users expressed nothing but praise for 

screencast delivery.  
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If we assume all of these findings are advantages, then screencasting 

appears to be the mode of feedback delivery showing the best usability. However, 

the findings discussed in the previous chapter imply that written feedback should 

technically be given a higher overall usability rating than audio feedback.  

Observations in this study and assertions made in previous studies, on the 

other hand, imply that the best way to take advantage of the usability positives of 

both screencast and written feedback is to provide students with an amalgam of 

both modes. The advantage of screencast feedback over audio feedback in this 

regard is that, if the instructor includes written notes in students’ assignments prior 

to recording the screencast, those notes can aid the instructors efforts to efficiently 

provide feedback and are visible/accessible to the user while they are experiencing 

the visualized and verbalized feedback of the instructor. In addition, it isn’t 

necessarily more effort for instructors to provide students with digital copies of their 

written feedback or notes at the same time they provide video links to their 

screencast feedback.  

While written feedback might not be as robust in this case as when the 

instructor provides written feedback alone, both modes can be applied according to 

their strengths, with screencast being used to explain context, detail, and strategy 

and written feedback being used to visually mark problem areas, sentence-level and 

formatting issues, and cues to remind the student of what instructors said about 

specific parts of their assignments in the screencasts.  

Nevertheless, while it is obvious that audio feedback users had a much less 

efficient experience, the judgement on each mode’s effectiveness could be a matter 

of perspective. In the case of this study and the user ecosystem, a user’s judgements 

about effectiveness might depend on what that student or instructor values the 

most in a feedback experience.  
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How might a comparison between instructors’ and students’ experience 

with the three modes of feedback highlight the cross-purposes that may exist 

between these two parties? While there is relatively limited research data 

available on the how students and instructors perceive instructor feedback 

differently, Huot (2002) and Haswell (2006) asserted that both parties’ expectations 

and goals are often out of sync. In addition, after observing several students use 

instructor feedback, Still and Koerber’s (2010) reinforced that cross-purposes were 

at play among their participants. However, the initial results of my study and pre-

study surveys implied that the goals of instructors and students in this population 

and user ecosystem lined up more than anticipated.  

Expectedly, students prioritized “getting a better grade” among the available 

list of options. However, survey respondents rated improving their writing as an 

equally high priority, which is typically the conventional writing instructor’s top goal 

as well. Students also expressed that they were less concerned with getting done 

with a revision as soon as possible, with getting praise, and with avoiding the need 

to revise their work, even though some research has suggested this may be a 

priority for students (Dragga, 1988; Still and Koerber, 2010).  

However, the survey responses and user behaviors recorded in this study at 

least imply inconsistencies between stated preferences/goals and behavior, which 

add to the possibility for cross-purposes between students and instructors.  

To offer one example, students expressed that they wanted more detailed, 

thorough, and clear feedback. In the case of audio and screencast feedback, the 

instructors may not have always been clear or provided enough detail, but, based 

on feedback provided during interviews with these students, the feedback was at 

least far more detailed and thorough than the students were accustomed to 

receiving. It was apparent, however, that in many cases students chose not to apply 

some of the more detailed and thorough feedback they received, an effect noted in 
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Haswell’s (2006) literature review as well. Interestingly, interviews with students also 

revealed that most of the them believed that they were able to apply most if not all 

of the instructors’ requests, even though this was regularly not the case. Thus, even 

though students might express that they want thorough and detailed feedback, 

their behavior implies a somewhat different reality (see Appendix L).  

As further support for this point, observations showed that students 

appeared to experience competing motives when deciding whether or not to apply 

a piece of instructor feedback. The difficulty involved in applying certain pieces of 

feedback may have played a role in the lack of application, but some students were 

willing to tackle some pieces of difficult feedback while avoiding the application of 

other comments. It wasn’t always clear why this was the case.  

An additional layer of complication comes from the experience of the 

instructor. Most writing instructors are familiar with the stress resulting from of the 

amount of time and effort it takes to provide feedback for all of their students 

multiple times throughout a semester. Providing the conventional concept of “ideal” 

feedback on any assignment would typically take more time than instructors have 

available or are willing to spend on each assignment. In addition, my presumption at 

the beginning of this research study, based on the research of Neuwirth et al. 

(1994), Thompson & Lee (2012), and Killoran (2013), was that the affordances of 

audio and screencasting would enable instructors to save time and give feedback 

that more closely resembled what they would give their student during one-to-one 

sessions in their offices. And many researchers in the fields of composition and 

pedagogy have long touted actual or simulated face-to-face interaction as the most 

effective and rewarding for both instructors and students (Sapp and Simon, 2005; 

Stodel et al., 2006; Kibby, 2007; Grady and Davis, 2005).  

While it was initially apparent to at least Instructor 3 that giving his feedback 

via screencast was saving him time because he could articulate his thoughts more 
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quickly as well as provide more detail than he could give otherwise, his thoughts 

expressed increased ambiguity about whether or not he actually believed this was 

the case: “I think in terms of speed it was better, I think in terms of quality I think it 

was maybe a little higher cause it was easier for me to talk than write so it was 

easier for me to talk about it to them. I’d say time wise it was about the same…” (see 

Appendices K and M) 

Both of the instructors who used screencast and the one instructor who used 

audio feedback expressed similar ambivalence about whether or not the mode of 

feedback was actually saving them time. Interestingly, the other instructor who used 

screencasting, Instructor 2, initially expressed in the retrospective interview that 

screencasting had saved her a significant amount of time:  

“I think I typically spend twice as long on each assignment, if not three times 

as long. It take me forever to grade. When I did it this morning and just 

practiced on the first one, I was amazed. I was like, ‘Oh, my gosh! I just 

graded this in 10 minutes!’” 

However, in the post-study survey sent to her two months after she’d 

participated in the study, she expressed that she wasn’t convinced that the mode 

was saving her time in providing feedback compared to written feedback as one of 

her rationales for switching back to written feedback: “I think Jing helped me focus 

on how to give my students more holistic feedback, but I find that I can type up a 

memo more quickly than make a video, or at least it seems that way to me.”   

Additionally, Instructor 1, who gave audio feedback, wasn’t necessarily 

convinced that this mode was enabling him to provide clearer feedback. For 

example, he stated, “I’m not able to articulate as well or as clearly as I think I can in 

writing…but it could be totally different. But I think I can be more specific in 

writing…I talk around things so much” (see Appendices K and M).  
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All three of these instructors were hesitant to claim audio/screencast 

feedback was a better experience. Yet they also claimed that their willingness to 

continue using this method of feedback might depend on what their students said 

about it and whether these students said it was more helpful. It is interesting, then, 

that none of these instructors continued to use audio or screencast feedback 

despite almost all of the participating students expressing their desire for their 

instructors to use it again (see Appendices K and M).  

Retrospective interviews with instructors produced at least one possible 

reason for this disconnect between what they claimed they were willing to do and 

what ended up happening in reality. To varying extents, all three instructors who 

used screencast or audio feedback expressed that they experienced some form of 

stress during the process of using either mode:  

 Instructor 1: “When I think about ethos as a teacher and how students are 

going to experience this feedback… One thing…I felt self-conscious about 

it. Sometimes I pause, [and] I would think, ‘Crap, did I mean to say that?’…. 

There’s less control.” 

 Instructor 2: “I am really nervous when making videos, and I find it harder 

to think while talking than while typing.” 

 Instructor 3: “I found it kind of awkward talking to students about their 

word choices when they weren’t in the room…. I sort of felt like I was on a 

stage when I was recording myself” (see Appendices K and M). 

Two instructors believed that this stress came from the lack of ability to 

easily go back and edit what they’d said, which is an affordance they are 

accustomed to having when giving written feedback. Another instructor implied that 

the experience was stressful because she had to put on an energetic persona while 

recording the feedback, which she implied is difficult because she is an introvert. 

The product reaction surveys these three instructors responded to confirmed some 
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of these preceding sentiments, given that the following adjectives were among their 

top five chosen words: “unrefined,” “ambiguous,” “inadequate,” “stressful,” and 

“insecure” (see Appendix K).  

In the case of Instructor 1, who gave audio feedback, he expressed more 

discomfort with the experience than otherwise: “I don’t feel like I gave them the type 

of feedback I would like…in that I wanted to give them more and less… [I] feel like I 

gave them a lot of sound… I’m unsure of how well they’re going to be able to use 

that to revise…” And while the two instructors who used screencasting still 

expressed mostly positive feedback in connection with using this mode, it is possible 

that the sense of stress or anxiety that comes with engaging the student audience in 

either of these two modes created enough discomfort to convince all three of them 

to go back to the mode of feedback they were most accustomed to using (see 

Appendices K and M).  

Even more interesting are the rationales at least two instructors provided in 

follow-up surveys sent to all three of them a few months after their observations. 

Both instructors, each of whom used screencasting, admitted that they had stopped 

using screencasts to give feedback immediately after the study. While some of their 

rationales seemed unsupported by the literature and the empirical evidence 

recorded in this study, at least one pattern continued to emerge: stress.  

For example, Instructor 2 claimed that she had security concerns about 

screencasts, stating that a feedback video might be let loose around the Internet. 

This reason seemed curious, given that instructor feedback given in any mode could 

be potentially shared around the Internet, including written feedback. She also 

claimed that her students seemed to prefer written feedback, even though feedback 

from a number of her students explicitly claimed that they wanted her to continue 

giving them screencast feedback. Probably most curious, as previously noted, was 

that she also claimed that she could write a memo faster than she could do a 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

223 
 

recording that provided students with holistic feedback on their assignments. While 

this is theoretically possible, not only does her own retrospective interview  

feedback contradict this statement, my observations and other literature on this 

topic have found that instructors generally provide far more content and detail in 

video or audio recordings than they can write in the same amount of time (Neuwirth 

et al., 1994; Thompson & Lee, 2012; Killoran, 2013). Her final reason for abandoning 

screencasting, however, was consistent with previous comments and behavior: She 

stated that it was harder for her to think and not get nervous when recording a 

video versus typing out her comments (see Appendices K and M).   

Instructor 3’s first claim was that, because the subsequent assignments in 

the course were focused on writing, it made more sense for him to give his feedback 

in writing. This claim was puzzling, given the fact that he regularly met with students 

to give them face-to-face feedback on their writing. The next reason he gave, 

however, seemed consistent with the “stress” trend. As noted earlier, he admitted 

that he found it awkward to talk to students about their writing when they weren’t in 

the room and that providing written feedback felt more comfortable for him (see 

Appendices K and M).  

Both instructors, however, felt that screencasting caused them to focus on 

more holistic or big-picture issues, and they felt providing written feedback was 

more appropriate for helping students with sentence-level issues, which is 

consistent with the data produced from observing their students use that feedback 

(see Appendices K and M).  

Whatever the case, screencasting and audio feedback methods appear to 

leave at least some instructors’ needs unmet, and each mode apparently adds some 

pain points into their experience as well. These unmet needs and pain points, for 

whatever reason, appeared to hold more gravity than the perceived or actual 

usability advantages afforded to instructors and their students when using audio or 
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screencast feedback. While this lack of adoption behavior has previously been 

explored by Killoran (2013), more data from more users would need to be gathered 

before we could make confident assertions about all the possible factors leading to 

the lack of adoption and which factors appear to carry the most relative weight in 

decisions subsequent to use of screencast or audio feedback.  

What this study and other studies I’m aware of have not been able to confirm 

is whether instructors notice a difference in student success as a result of providing 

their students feedback in audio/screencast vs. written form and whether that 

factored into their decisions. None of the participating instructors claimed that this 

was a reason for ceasing to use audio or screencast feedback. We also do not know 

how vocal students were in requesting this new type of feedback again or whether 

their instructors specifically asked their students if they wanted to continue 

receiving feedback this way, which may have produced a different outcome.  

It would seem, however, that this disconnect between instructors’ choices 

and students’ desires could arguably be diminishing their user experience in 

comparison to the feedback they received while participating in this study.  

What factors in the ecosystem of use may be affecting the usability and 

user preferences in connection with these modes of feedback? Pre-study survey 

results as well as some observations during the user tests highlighted several 

possible aspects of the ecosystem of use that may have uniquely affected 

participants’ experiences using each of the three modes of feedback. One factor 

that probably shows the highest possibility of influence is each instructor’s unique 

philosophy, approach, and value hierarchy connected with the task of giving 

students feedback.  

For example, the data showed that the approach of Instructor 4, who gave 

written feedback, was significantly different from that of the other three 

participating instructors, specifically regarding the amount of feedback provided 
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and the difficulty of the requested revisions. In addition, each of the instructors 

employed unique tools, strategies, and jargon in their feedback. For example, 

Instructor 2 used highlighting as a way to tell students a revision needed to be made 

in that location, while Instructor 3 exclusively used the MS Office commenting 

feature to identify spots that needed revision. Another important data point to note 

is how much time each instructor took to provide feedback. For example, both 

Instructor 1 (audio) and Instructor 2 (screencast) ended up rerecording feedback for 

students, while Instructor 3 did not. In one case, this was because of the instructor 

had accidentally neglected to press the record button, but in the other case, it was 

because the instructor felt unsatisfied with the level of quality in the feedback.  

In addition, a majority of respondents in the pre-study survey indicated that 

having enough time set aside to revise their work influenced how they use 

instructor feedback, and it is possible that, by agreeing to participate in my study, 

the study itself may have produced a potentially uncommon window of scheduled 

quiet and focused time for students to work on revising their assignments. For 

example, though most of the survey respondents and participants indicated that 

they typically revise their work at their home/apartment and in a quiet or private 

setting, 20% of the test participants indicated that they sometimes revise their 

assignments in a social or open setting. And any open setting conditions were 

clearly removed from their user environments during observation.  

Another possible factor is that the usability lab employed for this study 

required that students use a PC, even though 45% of the participants indicated that 

they typically use a Mac. The lack of familiarity with the PC operating system and the 

PC version of MS Word may have influenced how effectively or efficiently students 

were able to conduct certain tasks. For example, some students who used written 

feedback showed clear signs of struggling with MS Word’s “Track Changes” feature, 
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and this may have happened less if certain users were accustomed to engaging 

these features on a Mac.  

It is also worth noting that the usability lab had an occasional tendency to 

keep a cooler room temperature than is comfortable for some people. With this in 

mind, I encouraged participants to bring a pull-over, just in case. And two students 

ended up putting on a pullover or jacket because they apparently felt a bit chilled by 

the environment. It is possible that, in any case, these physical conditions may have 

influenced user behavior, though it is impossible to know to what extent.  

5.4 Chapter Summary 

Overall triangulated analysis of the data shows these results and indications 

for the following hypotheses in Table 5.4. 

 

Table 5.4. List of hypotheses tested in this study and the results of each test. 

Hypothesis Result 
H1a: System Usability Scale (SUS) scores and product reaction survey 
results will show that students prefer screencast feedback above 
audio feedback 

Supported 

H1b: System Usability Scale (SUS) scores and product reaction survey 
results will show that students prefer audio feedback above written 
feedback 

Unsupported 

H2a: In terms of effectiveness experienced by students, screencast 
feedback will show higher levels than audio feedback for students. 

Inconclusive 

H2b: In terms of effectiveness experienced by students, screencast 
and audio feedback will show higher levels than written feedback 
for students. 

Inconclusive 

H3a: According to measurements of efficiency, screencast feedback 
will show higher levels for students than audio feedback. 

Supported 

H3b: According to measurements of efficiency, written feedback will 
show higher levels for students than both screencast and audio 
feedback. 

Inconclusive 
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Hypothesis Result 
H4: Instructors will express higher satisfaction and desirability in 
giving written feedback when compared to audio or screencast 
feedback. 

Supported 
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Chapter 6:  

Discussion 

One of the overall goals of this study was to explore questions about the 

usability of instructor feedback and how it affects user revision behavior, and this 

goal was borne of an apparent lack of empirical data available to help confirm, 

dispute, or complicate existing, mostly self-reported data making assertions about 

the advantages or disadvantages of particular approaches to feedback, especially in 

relation to screencast, audio, and written modes.  

To address these goals, I leveraged patterns in instructor feedback research 

as well as my own experience to formulate and test four hypotheses using usability 

methodologies, and I employed the results of the usability research to explore 

answers to four research questions, which are subsequently discussed (see Table 

6.1). While not all of my posited hypotheses were supported, the results of the study 

enabled me to add to conversations and arguments being made in the field 

regarding multimodal instructor feedback.  

 

Table 6.1. List of hypotheses tested in this study and the results of each test. 

Hypothesis Result 
H1a: System Usability Scale (SUS) scores and product reaction survey 
results will show that students prefer screencast feedback above 
audio feedback 

Supported 

H1b: System Usability Scale (SUS) scores and product reaction survey 
results will show that students prefer audio feedback above written 
feedback 

Unsupported 

H2a: In terms of effectiveness experienced by students, screencast 
feedback will show higher levels than audio feedback for students. 

Inconclusive 

H2b: In terms of effectiveness experienced by students, screencast 
and audio feedback will show higher levels than written feedback for 
students. 

Inconclusive 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

229 
 

Hypothesis Result 
H3a: According to measurements of efficiency, screencast feedback 
will show higher levels for students than audio feedback. 

Supported 

H3b: According to measurements of efficiency, written feedback will 
show higher levels for students than both screencast and audio 
feedback. 

Inconclusive 

H4: Instructors will express higher satisfaction and desirability in 
giving written feedback when compared to audio or screencast 
feedback. 

Supported 

 

6.1 Overview of Hypothesis Testing Results and Analysis 

First, H1 posited that SUS survey scores and product reaction survey results 

would indicate that students show a higher level of satisfaction for screencast 

feedback than both audio and written feedback and that audio feedback would also 

provoke more satisfaction than written feedback. However, results triangulated by 

fielding SUS survey responses, product reaction survey responses, and retrospective 

interview data indicate that users showed both a relatively high sense of satisfaction 

in relation to written feedback and screencast feedback, though written feedback 

technically produced slightly higher SUS scores. Results also indicated that audio 

feedback garnered the lowest satisfactions scores of the three options but, 

nevertheless, enabled a relatively satisfactory experience for users (see Appendices 

J, K, and M).  

Second, H2 posited that screencast feedback would show the highest 

measures for effectiveness, with audio showing the second highest measures in this 

category and written feedback showing the lowest ratings. However, after 

comparing user error counts, error severity score distributions, measures of the 

difficulty of the feedback, and comparisons between assignment grades or scores 

awarded to participants before and after revision, I was nevertheless unable to 

come to a conclusion about which mode of feedback offered the highest measures 
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for effectiveness due to both a lack of comparability between the requirements of 

the assignment required of the written feedback users and because of the other 

two modes showed relative homogeneity in the results (see Appendix I).  

Third, H3 posited that written feedback would show the highest measures for 

efficiency, with screencast feedback showing better efficiency measures than audio 

feedback. By comparing users’ time spent on task and subtasks as well as time 

spent revising the resume portions of their assignments, I concluded that screencast 

feedback showed higher measures of efficiency than audio feedback. However, it 

was difficult to determine whether written feedback showed the highest measure of 

efficiency, due to the fact that screencast users were able to complete the core 

subtask of revising their resume in less time than users of written feedback. It at 

least appears that screencast feedback enables a more efficient experience, 

especially if the feedback includes a relatively higher number of difficult revision 

tasks (see Appendix H).  

Fourth, H4 posited that participating instructors would indicate higher levels 

of satisfaction in relation to using written feedback, as opposed to screencast or 

audio feedback. Using data from retrospective interviews, product reaction surveys, 

and post-study surveys, it appeared that instructors indeed preferred written 

feedback to either screencast or audio feedback methods. Instructors 1, 2, and 3 

ultimately discontinued using their assigned mode to provide students with 

feedback, despite the fact that many of their students indicated in retrospective 

interviews and follow-up surveys that they desired to receive audio or screencast 

feedback in place of written feedback only (see Appendices K, M, and N).    

In combination, these hypotheses implied my initial assumption that 

screencast feedback would show the highest usability measures for success overall, 

but that written feedback would nevertheless remain the preferred method of 

feedback delivery for instructors. Data analysis, however, indicated that each of the 
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three modes carry with them both potential usability advantages and 

disadvantages, which I discuss in the following paragraphs.  

6.2 Overview or Research Questions and Related Analysis 

What are the apparent themes in usability problems experienced by 

users of all three modes of feedback? My first research question focused on the 

apparent themes in usability problems experienced by users of all three modes. 

This led me to explore the most prevalent categories of errors that appeared to be 

instigated by students, which included being unwilling or unaware of how to apply 

all of the feedback and not necessarily as the result of vague, abstract, or otherwise 

unclear feedback provided by instructors. In the case of errors initiated by students, 

it is difficult to surmise what could specifically be done to ameliorate these types of 

errors, given that students tend to believe that they’ve effectively applied the 

feedback they’ve received. As for errors initiated by instructors, instructors need to 

be aware that feedback that doesn’t point students to specific actions they can take 

and provide sufficient context to explain what the student needs to do and why will 

be less likely to enable students to effectively act on the issues the instructors have 

identified.  

What modes or combinations of modes of feedback might be more 

usable than others, in what situations, and why? The second research question I 

asked explored the apparent usability advantages and disadvantages associated 

with each of the three modes of delivery and the conditions in the user ecosystem 

or characteristics of the tool that appear to contribute to these advantages and 

disadvantages. As mentioned earlier, each mode appears to offer unique 

advantages and disadvantages. For example, the instructors who gave audio and 

screencast feedback provided a higher amount of feedback, more strategically-

minded feedback, and more detailed explanations on how students might improve 

their work when compared to users of written feedback. Audio and screencast 
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feedback also appeared to be more challenging as a result of this added affordance 

and, in the case of audio feedback in particular, more time-intensive to apply. All of 

this is possibly a function of the volume of feedback, the difficulty of the feedback, 

or both.  

It is also important to note that the instructor who provided written 

feedback, Instructor 4, provided much less feedback in general and more feedback 

focused on easy-to-apply, formatting, and sentence-level errors. She also directed 

students how to fix errors and even fixed several errors for them, while instructors 

who gave audio and screencast feedback tended to focus much more on “higher-

order” concerns connected to the content, audience, and strategy employed in the 

assignment. Depending on the goals of the instructor or student, these tendencies 

shown for each mode could be considered an advantage, disadvantage, or a mix of 

both.  

Nevertheless, when it comes to efficiency, screencast feedback seemed to 

show a clear advantage over audio feedback, and it showed itself as a competitor 

for being a more efficient experience when compared to written feedback as well. In 

terms of effectiveness, audio feedback did not appear to offer any distinct 

advantages over screencast feedback. In addition, screencasting and written 

feedback also appeared to provide the best advantages in connection with user 

satisfaction. However, assuming that students value overall improvement above 

more directive and less abundant feedback (which user surveys implied is the case), 

screencast feedback appears to provide the best usability advantages for students, 

especially if students were provided a copy of the assignment that the instructor 

marked up during the screencast session along with a link to the screencast. 

Essentially, the study indicated that a combination of screencast and written 

feedback (in some form) provided to students might leverage the usability 
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advantages of both modes of delivery and provide the superior revision experience 

for students.  

How might a comparison between instructors’ and students’ 

experiences with the three modes of feedback highlight the cross-purposes 

that may exist between these two parties? The third research question I asked 

explored how comparing student and instructor reports about their experiences 

with receiving or giving feedback helps clarify possible competing needs, values, or 

purposes that contribute to the user ecosystem and the eventual usability of 

instructor feedback. It appeared that both parties had both more shared goals than 

expected as well as certain purposes that worked against one another. Both 

instructors and students prioritized skill improvement, for example. However, 

instructors indicated that they experienced stress in connection with using audio 

and screencasting tools to provide feedback and, most notably, abandoned use of 

these feedback tools immediately following this study, even though their students 

who used these modes typically wanted to receive feedback in audio or screencast 

format again, instead of or in addition to written feedback.  

Nevertheless, both audio and screencast feedback seemed to satisfy values 

espoused by both instructors and students, such as a desire for detailed examples 

and strategic suggestions on how to improve their work. In addition, screencast 

feedback, in particular, showed the potential to satisfy instructors’ desires for a 

more efficient feedback process and a more efficient experience for students during 

revisions.  

It would seem perhaps most critical to address the issue of instructor 

aversion to adopting new feedback technologies, given that all of the possible 

advantages associated with using multimodal feedback methods are uninfluential if 

instructors are predominantly unwilling to continue to use them. Instructor 

adoption appears to be at least one, if not the foremost, key site to focus on if the 
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goal is to reconcile the desires of both instructors and students when it comes to 

alleviating multiple pain points experienced by parties involved in the feedback 

ecosystem.  

What factors in the ecosystem of use may be affecting the usability and 

user preferences in connection with these modes of feedback? The fourth 

research question seeks to explore possible factors in the user ecosystem that 

appear to contribute to the usability and preferences students and instructors 

showed as a result of using one of the three feedback modes. There appeared to be 

at least a few conditions that may have had an effect on the user experience. 

Specifically, the type of operating system, the quiet and controlled atmosphere, and 

user errors associated with the recording technology either may have or appeared 

to affect the user behavior in some instances.  

Analysis Summary. Overall, findings and analysis indicate that screencast 

feedback encompasses all of the usability advantages that users might get from 

using audio feedback and also incorporates some of the advantages of written 

feedback. However, the data also indicates that a combination of screencast and 

written feedback would likely provide the most usability advantages for students, 

especially in consideration of the efficiency advantages for both instructors and 

students. Nevertheless, it also appears that there remains an uphill battle for either 

of these modes when it comes to instructor adoption of screencast and audio 

feedback, which will likely, in turn, limit the opportunities for both instructors and 

students to benefit from the usability strengths enabled by multimodal feedback. 
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6.3 Affirmations, Contradictions, and Complications in Connection with 

Existing Literature on Feedback Pedagogy 

How Results in this Study Compare to General Claims about Instructor 

Feedback. A vast amount of literature in the fields of composition and, to a lesser 

extent, technical communication, focuses on pains, processes, and strategies 

associated with instructor feedback, and the field of composition and several others 

have also produced an increasing amount of literature on multimodal options for 

giving feedback and their purported advantages and disadvantages. However, 

relatively few of these studies approached this topic from the perspective of the 

student and even fewer have employed empirical data as means of triangulating 

self-reported feedback methods such as surveys and interviews.  

Subsumed in the goals provided at the beginning of this chapter, this study 

supplies data that can be used as a point of triangulation for multiple claims 

currently posited within the field regarding instructor feedback, but it also acts as a 

disruptor of some assumptions in the field while also surfacing entirely new 

implications in the data that can both add to the fields’ collective perceptions about 

what constitutes and enables usable feedback and also prompt new questions and 

replication studies that may engage alternative user ecosystems and challenge or 

enrich the value of these findings.  

Several studies have previously identified that students struggle to effectively 

use instructor feedback or find value in it (Sommers, 2006; Gibbs and Simpson, 

2004; Bardine et al., 2000; Still and Koerber, 2010; Clements, 2006; Nurmukhamedov 

and Kim, 2010; Haswell, 2006; Goldstein, 2004; Bailey, 2009; Chanock, 2000, Gibbs 
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and Simpson, 2004; Weaver, 2006), which this study affirmed. This study also 

affirmed other research that claims that students crave, value, and want more 

feedback from their instructors (Goldstein, 2004; Haswell, 2006).  

While previous studies have also claimed that students struggle to use the 

feedback they receive (Haswell, 2006; Goldstein, 2004; Bailey, 2009; Chanock, 2000, 

Gibbs and Simpson, 2004; Weaver, 2006), however abundant it may be, which was 

also affirmed in my study, most preceding studies failed to provide empirical 

evidence for the various reasons behind the lack of feedback application, which this 

study does to a greater extent. For example, this study identified that students 

experienced or created user errors that were initiated by themselves as well as their 

instructors. It also identified that even when feedback is abundant, specific, and 

apparently clear, students still regularly either choose to ignore, not fully apply, or 

are unaware of how to apply that feedback. Similar to Still and Koerber’s (2010) 

study, while instructors may often perceive their feedback as clear and actionable, 

students often struggle to understand how to apply units of feedback provided to 

them, either due to jargon or a lack of detail/clarity. This is the case even though 

students may say that what they were being asked to do in the feedback was clear.  

In combination with Still and Koerber’s (2010) findings, the above example 

demonstrates the complexity of the environment of use in connection with 

instructor feedback. In contrast to more typical product use scenarios where the 

optimal path to a goal is defined and more controlled, users and providers of 

instructor feedback face a dynamic situation where users often lack the perception 

or knowledge necessary for making optimal decisions that will lead to the optimal 

goal.   

This study also affirmed the findings of Montgomery and Baker (2007) that 

indicated that instructor feedback is sometimes less effective and even misleading 

from the student perspective. In addition, Chapin and Terdal (1990) claim that 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

237 
 

students who receive feedback mostly focused on sentence-level issues tend to only 

apply revisions that are focused on these same types of issues and that this strategy 

is the quickest path to a higher score on their assignment.  

However, results in this study appear to somewhat contradict the claims of 

some researchers regarding students’ desire to avoid having their power coopted in 

connection with revising their assignments, in the form of, for example, overly 

directive feedback. In this study, students who received highly directive feedback 

and even had issues fixed for them by their instructors expressed relatively high 

satisfaction for the feedback they received.  

This study also affirmed research that indicates pain points related to 

instructor feedback for both instructors and students can be a result of incongruent 

values or other less explicit goals or needs among both groups (Myers, 2008; 

Neiderhiser, 2015; Bardine et al., 2000).  

Another important finding within this study was how it pointed out how 

dramatically the preferred pedagogical approach of one instructor versus another 

can affect the amount of feedback, the focus of the feedback, how they score 

student drafts, and the difficulty entailed in applying the feedback students are 

given. It is likely that inconsistencies such as this are what drive programs to call for 

“efficiency and standardization” (Broad, 2003, p. 4). In addition, this study supported 

Broad’s (2003) assertions that it appears to be difficult for instructors to fully, 

accurately (and in a consistently and sufficiently detailed way) convey the reasoning 

behind their responses to student writing and how students should specifically 

address the issues they’ve identified.   

Nevertheless, this study contradicted the concerns expressed by Haswell 

(2006) regarding whether instructor feedback can “lead to its purposeful end,” which 

is “improvement in the student’s writing (7).” Students in this study were clearly able 

to apply much of the feedback they received, and these revisions definitely led to 
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improved scores overall, affirming Zimbardi et al.’s (2017) findings that indicated 

students who spend time using their feedback show improvement.  

How Findings in This Study Compare to Literature on Multimodal 

Feedback. Regarding the advantages of typed feedback, this study affirmed that 

students at least did not struggle with legibility issues in the feedback, which were 

reported to be a source of confusion for students using handwritten feedback in a 

few studies (Still and Koerber, 2010; McGrath, 2016; Change et al., 2012). This study 

also appears to affirm Chang et al.’s (2012) claim regarding the advantages of 

“accessibility” and “timeliness” in digitally written feedback (Abstract). At the same 

time, findings in this study also added to McGrath’s (2016) concerns about 

instructors who use tracked changes that enable students to simply accept or reject 

changes, and that this can oversimplify the revision process and imply that students 

simply need to follow directions and accept changes in order to effectively revise 

their work for a better score, as opposed to, for example, promoting critical thinking 

about audience needs and expectations and how one would adapt to them.  

This study also affirmed the findings of Still and Koerber’s (2010) study 

regarding how instructors’ use of certain ambiguous terms or jargon familiar to 

writing instructors, but not to students, can make it more difficult for students to 

effectively use feedback. For example, one student in this study struggled to 

understand the word “hierarchy” in relation to the instructor’s comments about the 

structure of his assignment.  

Regarding audio feedback, multiple scholars have claimed that it offers a 

better feedback and learning experience for both students and instructors than 

what written feedback can afford (Anson, 1997; Kates, 1998; Medlicott, 1980; Mellen 

and Sommers, 2003; Olsen, 1982; Sommers, 1989; Ice et al., 2007; Lunt and Curran, 

2010; Killoran, 2013). My study, in some ways, at least complicates and possibly 

contradicts this claim. For example, looking at the satisfaction and efficiency data 
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gathered in this study implies that audio feedback produces the least amount of 

satisfaction among students and the least efficient experience when compared to 

other modes, which contradicts the claims of several researchers (Killoran, 2013; 

Neuwirth et al, 1994; Still, 2006; Morra, 2009; Lunt and Curran, 2010; Nemec and 

Dintzner, 2016; Parkes and Fletcher, 2017). That said, most of the users of audio 

feedback in this study claimed that they would rather use audio feedback than 

written feedback. Because this study did not have participants use more than one 

mode of feedback and directly compare their satisfaction between the two, it is 

difficult to know whether audio feedback would definitively provide a higher level of 

satisfaction for users.  

While there was evidence to indicate that many users were often able to 

effectively apply audio feedback and that they usually liked it more than written 

feedback they’d received in the past, it was inconclusive, from a comparative 

standpoint, whether it provided a more effective platform for the revision process in 

comparison to written feedback, as was asserted by several researchers (Killoran, 

2013; Neuwirth et al, 1994; Still, 2006; Morra, 2009; Lunt and Curran, 2010; Nemec 

and Dintzner, 2016; Parkes and Fletcher, 2017).  

And even though audio feedback did not appear to enable a more efficient 

revision process than written feedback, it appeared that the audio platform enabled 

Instructor 1 to provide more feedback, more detail and context around revisions 

requests, and more overall constructive and nurturing commentary, affirming the 

claims of multiple studies (Pearce and Ackley, 1995; Neuwirth et al., 1994; King et al., 

2008; Merry and Orsmond, 2008; Anson, 1997; Bauer, 2011; Olsen, 1982; Sommers, 

1989; Straub and Lunsford, 1995; Ice et al., 2007; Nemec and Dintzner, 2016; Ice et 

al., 2007; King et al., 2008; Still, 2006; Lunt and Curran, 2010; Hyland, 1990; Sipple, 

2006; Stratton, 1979; Nemec and Dintzner; 2016). And from the perspective of many 

instructors, these advantages may be more important characteristics to enable in 
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the feedback experience than efficiency. This study also affirms Neuwirth et al.’s 

(1994) claim that audio feedback seems to affect the types of feedback instructors 

give, specifically that instructors using audio feedback will give more comments 

related to high-level issues, as opposed to sentence-level feedback.  

Regarding the contrasting affordances of written and audio feedback, this 

study also affirms Neuwirth et al.’s (1994) claim that written feedback offers users 

the advantage of being able to skim feedback more quickly than they can with audio 

feedback, which requires re-listening to recordings, sometimes multiple times, to 

achieve the same goal of getting an overall view of the feedback received. Interview 

data in this study also affirms Neuwirth et al.’s (1994) additional claim that audio 

feedback enables users to better understand the feedback as they listen to it again 

multiple times.  

This study also appears to contradict one core claim in the literature 

regarding how audio feedback enables instructors to be more efficient in giving 

feedback (Cryer and Kaikumba, 1987; Hunt, 1989; Hyland, 1990; Ice et al., 2007; 

Olsen, 1982; Sommers, 1989; Sommers, 2002; Still, 2006; Lunt and Curran, 2010). 

Rather it joins the body of research claiming their studies were unable to affirm 

audio enabled increased instructor efficiency (King et al., 2008; Bauer, 2011; 

Boswood and Dwyer, 1995/1996; Harris, 1979; Kirschner et al., 1991; Carson and 

McTasney, 1973; FitzPatrick, 1968; Hunt, 1975; Klammer, 1973; Yarbro and Angevine, 

1982). While this study only follows the experience of one instructor using audio 

feedback, interview feedback suggested that he didn’t feel audio helped him to 

finish his reviews more quickly, and efficiency metrics indicate that the instructor 

took an average of 45 minutes to provide feedback on each assignment.  

In addition, this study also seems to affirm several of the points made by 

Killoran (2013) about possible reasons why instructors fail to adopt audio feedback 

as a regularly employed method for providing their students with feedback, such as 
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value incompatibilities (for example, audio feedback didn’t allow the instructor to 

give feedback in the way he felt was most effective or helpful, claiming it limited his 

ability to be clear), limited opportunities to experiment (the instructor in this study 

only had two chances to practice using this method prior to recorded observation), 

and how apparent usability advantages appear to the instructor (the instructor in 

this study believed the audio feedback was inhibiting his ability to provide enough 

detail and to be clear, but student reactions to that feedback imply that his concern 

was unwarranted). Thus, perceived utility or usability may have persuaded the 

instructor in this study to cease the use of audio feedback, despite some the 

advantages apparent in the data observed during his experience.  

My study also affirms the existence of a few of the possible barriers to 

adoption identified in other studies (Still, 2006; Neuwirth et al., 1994). For example, 

Instructor 1 clearly felt uncomfortable using audio feedback, as expressed in follow-

up surveys and feedback. This instructor also ceased to use audio immediately after 

the observations, which is consistent with the experiences of instructors in other 

studies (Killoran, 2013; Berner et al, 1996; Boswood and Dwyer, 1995/1996; Carson 

and McTasney, 1973; Harris, 197; Klammer, 1973; Medlicott, 1980; Stratton, 1979; 

Vogler, 1971). More specifically, Instructor 1 expressed apprehension regarding the 

lack of ability to edit or change what he said in the recording.  

Instructor 1 also appeared to show concern about how students would 

perceive his feedback in the recording, specifically saying, “I’m afraid that students 

will be like ‘What is he talking about?,’” which is consistent with statements made by 

Neuwirth et al. (1994) that implied instructors may feel reticence about using audio 

feedback for this reason. In addition, similar to Killoran’s (2013) review of the 

literature that found no instances of students perceiving their instructor as less 

competent as a result of the audio feedback, this study also found no evidence that 

students estimated their instructor negatively after receiving audio feedback. In fact, 
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the opposite appeared to be the case, in that multiple students expressed 

satisfaction with how much more personable the experience was in contrast to their 

preceding experiences with written feedback.  

Similar to audio feedback, screencast users in this study also reported that 

the experience felt more personal, similar to sitting down with their instructors to go 

over their work, which is consistent with reports in previous studies (Ali, 2016; 

Thompson and Lee, 2012). In addition, in contrast to the findings of Edwards et al. 

(2012), all screencast users surveyed in this study said they would prefer to receive 

feedback this way rather than written feedback alone. Consistent with other 

preceding research, this study also found that at least some students would prefer a 

combination of both screencast and written feedback (Grigoryan, 2017).  

As for how screencast feedback may affect performance, this study supports 

preceding claims that this mode appears to facilitate relatively efficient 

understanding or effective use of the feedback and memory of what was stated 

(Edwards et al., 2012) and tends to encourage instructors to provide more detailed, 

contextualized feedback (Vincelette and Bostic, 2017; Thompson and Lee, 2012). 

However, this study did not specifically confirm that screencast feedback enabled 

students to have an increased understanding of the feedback or more efficient 

experiences in comparison to written feedback. It also did not specifically confirm 

whether students will score higher if they use screencast feedback instead of 

written feedback, as was claimed by Ali (2006). This was mostly due to the 

parameters of this study and the number of both student and instructor 

participants.  

In connection with affordances associated with screencast feedback, this 

study affirmed research that claims the aural element within the feedback appears 

to enable increased explanations and tends to enable instructors to provide more 

global versus sentence-level feedback (Vincelette and Bostic, 2017; Thompson and 
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Lee, 2012). This study also affirmed the helpful affordance of screencast feedback 

noted by Thompson and Lee (2012) where instructors are able to simultaneously 

talk about an area of the assignment and use gesturing with the mouse to aid in 

that communication.  

Also consistent with previous reports (Thompson and Lee, 2012; Edwards et 

al., 2012), this study also found indicators that written feedback offers a unique 

affordance missing from both screencast and audio feedback—the ability to rapidly 

scan the feedback and gain a quick, overall sense of the feedback one has received 

and the parts of the assignment that require more or less attention. This study also 

affirmed other potential limitations of screencast feedback, specifically those related 

to the reliability of Internet access, sufficient bandwidth, and the program used to 

give the feedback (Thompson and Lee, 2012; Ali, 2016). With continuous access to 

the Internet being a decreasing concern as global society becomes more perpetually 

connected, and given the fact that students are often required to be online for most 

of their school responsibilities, this limitation seems like a moot point. That said, if 

instructors lack access to affordable and convenient modes of creating and 

distributing their screencasts, and if those tools add extra steps in the path to 

success, this may dramatically limit the ease or efficiency of the process and, thus, 

instructor adoption of this method of feedback.   

Consistent with Bolter and Grusin’s (1996) arguments regarding the adoption 

imperative of immediacy, or a technology or media mode’s capacity for immediate 

communication or resolution of needs, this study appears to validate the immediacy 

principle as a source of success or failure within user experiences. From the 

student’s perspective, for example, if an instructor comment is not immediately 

clear in terms of meaning and what action can be taken based on that feedback, 

students appear to be more likely to not apply that feedback, or at least not as 

effectively. In addition, audio and screencast modes appear to offer more 
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“emotional immediacy,” in that students reported feeling like they were in an 

encouraging face-to-face meeting with the instructor while reviewing their feedback. 

Screencast feedback also appears to offer more immediacy in how it enables users 

to quickly identify the location or content to which a given piece of commentary 

applies. In conjunction with this, screencast feedback enables instructors to offer 

more contextualized and detailed feedback on specific issues with assignments in a 

relatively efficient way. Both audio and screencast feedback appear to offer more 

immediate understanding to students. Students reported, for example, that it was 

easier to understand audio or screencast feedback than written feedback they had 

received in the past, which they felt enabled them to use the feedback more 

effectively than they would have had they received written feedback.  

That said, written feedback also shows significant advantages in terms of 

immediacy for students, especially in light of the fact that multiple participants 

expressed that they missed some of the advantages of receiving written feedback 

and in light of the fact that students who received written feedback expressed high 

satisfaction in relation to their experiences.  

From the instructors’ perspective, while audio and, more likely, screencast 

feedback may eventually offer them augmented immediacy in terms of their ability 

to more thoroughly articulate helpful feedback to their students and in far less time 

it would take to write down that same feedback, it appears that the advantages of 

screencast, which were initially recognized by participating instructors during 

retrospective interviews, did not leave a strong enough impression of immediacy to 

the point of convincing them to adopt this mode of delivery moving forward.  

Whether the lack of adoption among instructors is due to the lack of 

“emotional immediacy” afforded by screencasting or whether this is due to the 

persistent and more familiar immediacy advantages of written feedback, there 

appears to be a hurdle to adoption where the value of offering students multimodal 
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feedback options struggles to overcome the value instructors find in sticking with 

the status quo. In this case, the instructors’ lack of adoption may be due to the 

human tendency, as Krug (2000) states, to “choose the first reasonable option,” or to 

“satisfice” instead of opting for the ideal or “optimal choices” that may bring the 

most eventual benefit in terms of task resolution (24).  

6.4 Core Implications of this study 

While there are multiple potentially valuable takeaways for this study, overall, 

the triangulation of the results in this study and reports in the literature indicate the 

following most pertinent points: 

1. Instructors continue to struggle to provide feedback in a way that is more 

optimal for both their own needs and constraints as well as for their 

students, and they appear to be unaware of some of the avoidable 

barriers getting in the way of more effective and efficient feedback 

experiences. In addition, students continue to struggle to effectively use 

much of the feedback they receive from their instructors as a result of 

either their own lack of willingness, understanding, awareness of how to 

use it and as a result of a lack of the context, or specific actionable 

direction provided by instructors. These findings are indicative of a 

complex ecosystem where users lack the knowledge or control necessary 

to follow an optimal path to a defined goal. This validates Redish’s (2007) 

argument that typical methods employed to evaluate usability in most 

products may not be sufficient for understanding or discovering the 

critical needs within a complex system of use. Thus, using longitudinal or 

macro-usability methods to measure learnability may lead to more useful 

or reliable data than methods commonly used to measure effectiveness.  

2. Written feedback and audio and screencast feedback modes each appear 

to offer their own unique affordances and conveniences associated with 
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their use for both instructors and students, though a combination of 

providing screencast and written feedback to students appears to be the 

more preferred and usable option for students and shows the most 

potential to encapsulate the advantages each mode offers in terms of 

effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction, as well as in the provision of an 

increased amount of detailed and actionable global- and sentence-level 

feedback. 

3. Instructors may be less likely to adopt either audio or screencast 

feedback as a method for providing their students with feedback unless 

additional steps are taken to persistently train, encourage, and/or require 

those instructors to employ this method until they are accustomed to it 

and, presumably, have had a chance to recognize possible long-term 

usability advantages afforded by the different modes of feedback.  

4. Instructors who use audio or screencast feedback appear to give their 

students more difficult revision tasks to complete than they do when they 

give them written feedback, though more thorough research would need 

to be conducted to confirm whether this is usually the case and whether 

this behavior can lead to more thorough and higher quality revision.   

5. Students who receive high scores to start with may be somewhat dis-

incentivized to apply the more difficult revision tasks received from their 

instructors, especially if fixing only the easier revision tasks will result in 

an exemplary score or grade.  

6. Students appear to apply, to some extent, the majority of the feedback 

they receive from their instructors, assuming there is the opportunity to 

raise their scores as a result of their efforts. 

7. While it appears to be more likely that students will fully apply the easier 

feedback they receive in comparison to somewhat difficult or difficult 
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feedback, students also appear to apply or somewhat apply most of the 

more or somewhat difficult feedback they receive.   

8. Technical communication instructors in particular need to be aware that 

students may lack the formatting, grammar knowledge, or training 

necessary to apply the feedback they’ve received. Seemingly simple 

requests like “Decrease the paragraph spacing between these lines” 

might be a task that students are unable to carry out due to lack of 

training. 

9. While students often believe that they have applied all or almost all of the 

feedback they have received, this is not necessarily the case in reality. It is 

largely unknown what balance of the cause is user error, willingness, an 

ad hoc cost/benefit analysis, forgetfulness, lack of specific enough 

direction, or other possible reasons. 

10. Instructors need to be careful when asking their students to perform 

revision tasks that may involve supplying facts or information that don’t 

exist or that make the student feel personally vulnerable, and they need 

to be aware that they may have made mistakes in their feedback that led 

students to make errors that the students, not the instructor, are held 

accountable for later in connection with their score.  

11.  Instructors need to warn students to review their revised content to 

ensure they haven’t introduced new typos or other types of errors into 

the writing in the course of applying their revisions.  

12. Using exclusively screencast or audio feedback may lead instructors to 

provide less actionable feedback on how students can improve sentence-

level concerns like grammar and punctuation. Thus, if this type of 

feedback is needed, instructors need to actively remember to provide 

direction to students on these topics. 
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13. If instructors intend to use “Track Changes” features, they may need to 

train their students on how to accept/reject changes or manipulate the 

document views so they can see all of the edits that the instructor has 

applied to the text.  

14. Despite their perceptions of their experiences, instructors need to be 

aware that they are more likely to be able to provide far more detailed, 

personable (face-to-face style), and contextualized feedback to their 

students if they use audio or screencast feedback in comparison to how 

much they give in writing in the same amount of time. In addition, their 

memories of their initial experiences using multimodal forms of feedback 

that caused them some discomfort or stress may distort their personal 

perceptions of the usability advantages or disadvantages enabled by that 

mode of delivery, both for themselves and their students.  

15. Screencast feedback appears to offer students the most efficient 

experience in terms of their ability to receive use both more detailed and 

more difficult/revision-intensive feedback as opposed to if they were to 

receive only written feedback. 

16. Audio feedback doesn’t appear to offer any distinct advantages over 

screencast feedback, other than possible costs or time and data storage 

limitations associated with the choice of technology. Thus, if instructors 

are willing to try new multimodal options, they should probably use 

screencast feedback, and possibly in addition to at least some minimal 

written feedback.  

17. Instructors need to be aware that students often have goals or values 

that match well with their own within the instructor feedback ecosystem, 

particularly that students often genuinely prioritize improving their skill 

alongside their goals of improving their grades. Instructors also need to 
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be aware that screencast delivery can also enable both parties to both 

save time and increase the likelihood of better or more thorough 

revisions.  

18. While students tend to want more feedback than they have typically 

received in the past in previous writing classes, there remains the issue of 

quantity versus quality. More specifically, if the feedback is not 

contextualized, or lacks examples and specific, actionable directions, the 

quantity of feedback may not matter as much. 

19. As instructors increasingly engage their students in virtual spaces, 

screencasting and audio feedback offer a way for them to simulate the 

advantages of the face-to-face writing conference that so many 

instructors and students value. The advantages of asynchronous 

elements in screencast communication of feedback also effectively allow 

students to replay the feedback again and again and to likely avoid 

potential memorability problems associated with the face-to-face 

feedback scenario where students are unlikely to recall all of the issues 

discussed. While screencasting lacks the face-to-face affordance of live 

back-and-forth discussion and questioning  that can aid critical thinking 

and problem solving, this affordance can still be offered through follow-

up virtual, synchronous meetings that may be less time-consuming and 

more focused if students have had a chance to review and/or start 

applying the feedback they’ve already received via screencast.   

As for more general calls to action, there is enough evidence in the literature 

and in this study to suggest that writing programs, especially those charged with 

training instructors on how to effectively provide students with feedback, should, in 

the least, encourage their instructors to begin experimenting with audio or 

screencast feedback. More ideally, however, writing programs should actively 
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educate and train their instructors on how to use multimodal methods of feedback 

and, perhaps, consider making it an expectation for their instructors to employ 

multimodal options, in addition to or at least as an alternative to face-to-face 

meetings. Otherwise, the chances of instructor adoption will likely significantly 

diminish, and both instructors and students will miss out on potential opportunities 

to ameliorate several of the most persistent pain points in the instructor/student 

feedback ecosystem.  

However, we have to acknowledge what could prevent a program from even 

getting to this point. To explain at least part of the possible impetus for conditions in 

the instructor feedback ecosystem that may be inhibiting its success overall, it’s 

helpful to compare instructors to programmers and the ecosystems in which they 

have historically been expected to produce usable products. In his seminal book The 

Inmates are Running the Asylum, Alan Cooper (2004) described several key factors 

inhibiting programmers’ abilities to successfully create usable products, which aren’t 

all that different from what instructors experience. As he states, “[p]rogrammers 

measure their success by the quality of the product, and business executives 

measure their success by the profitability of their investments” (Location 691), and 

in our use case, the relationship between instructors and program or policy 

administrators isn’t necessarily all that different.  

For example, Administration in the writing program context is driven or 

constrained by a limited set of factors similar to the equivalent of the business 

“profit” imperative that often ends up driving the ecosystem in which instructors are 

expected to work. These factors include arbitrary deadlines structured around the 

four-month semester, the number of enrolled students, the number of instructors 

available to teach, the instructor pay budgeted for the semester or year, the need to 

have defensible policies in place for litigious protection, and possible department or 

program funding attached to, in some cases, arbitrary and perhaps unhelpful 
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“student success evaluation” metrics passed down from state- or university-level 

policy makers, which program administrators then have to incorporate into their 

own perceptions of how they evaluate the success of instructors and students in 

their programs.  

In many cases, this ecosystem leads to…  

 A high student to instructor ratio  

 Instructors who aren’t paid well (and perhaps the subsequent need to 

take on higher course loads to meet their financial needs)  

 A limited amount of time to review and respond to students’ assignments  

 Requests to use rigid, abstract, and potentially arbitrary rubrics and 

scoring mechanisms that are designed for evaluation purposes rather 

than for instruction  

 The pressure to produce high satisfaction scores among students in 

course evaluations.  

All of these conditions tend to combine in a way that places instructors in an 

complex and shifting goal hierarchy or environment where there may not be 

enough time to qualitatively respond to student work in the way they would prefer 

to under other more ideal circumstances.  

Similar to how programmers would prefer to be solely driven by “quality 

enhancement” in the product (Cooper, Location 734), many instructors would also 

prefer to focus on qualitative, individualized student learning and progress, instead 

of scores/grades, rubrics, and mid- or end-of-semester deadlines and evaluations. 

However, also similar to programmers, instructors “are always working in an 

environment of scarcity” (Location 813), where time and resources available for 

accomplishing qualitative feedback are limited.  

In addition, unlike the business world where profits can be tied back to 

product quality improvements, university educational systems are often so complex 
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and convoluted that it is difficult to tie measured student learning in a writing class 

that results from better instructor feedback all the way back to more profits or less 

costs for the university. From a business perspective then, there is essentially little 

to no cost incentive for better-designed instructor feedback. At least, the incentive is 

hidden. And the “costs” of perpetuating a less-effective instructor feedback 

ecosystem are often absorbed by the instructors themselves, through the form of 

self-sacrifice motivated by a sense of idealism, duty, or obligation and, often, 

eventual burnout, often prompting instructors and graduate students to leave the 

profession.  

As for comparing what instructors produce to what programmers produce, a 

learning experience is typically less tangible, straightforward, and measurable than, 

say, a software application designed to enable bank customers to easily transfer 

funds to their peers. In the context of instructor feedback, the greatest possible 

design, rather, is one that empowers the user to have the most possible opportunity 

to learn, to solve problems, and to recover from inevitable mistakes due to lack of 

skill, knowledge, or experience.  

One other key limiting factor is the established culture within composition 

and technical communication departments worldwide. In reference to technical 

communication academics, Spilka (2009) claimed that “just about every aspect of 

our work has changed (Location 348), but that the field has been “slow to adapt to 

the massive changes in the new digital environments” in which we find ourselves as 

educators (Location 357). More particularly, given the minimal adoption of 

screencast feedback and other multimodal options of feedback, it would seem that, 

more specifically, our pedagogy has been slow to adapt as well. Spilka (2009) 

claimed that "failing to adapt will mean the end of the field” (Location 370), and if 

she’s right, technical communicators, rhetoricians, and composition experts who 
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teach also will need to adapt to new technologies and modes that require them to 

provide their students with feedback differently than they are accustomed to.  

A lack of cultural adoption of multimodal feedback within the fields of 

technical communication and composition is also likely related to the maxim offered 

by Sharma Burke of Levine Communications: "people don't resist change, they resist 

the unknown." As Hofstede noted, however, “[a]s soon as certain patterns of 

thinking, feeling, and acting have established themselves within a person’s mind, he 

or she must unlearn these patterns before being able to learn something different, 

and unlearning is more difficult than learning for the first time” (Location 326).  

From this perspective, at least one more key need is to change or implement 

adoption management strategies that work, if any strategies exist at all in the first 

place, beyond ad hoc demonstrations or trainings.  

6.5 The advantages of observing feedback in an ecosystem of use 

Perhaps the greatest advantage of this study is the breadth of data points 

and the stages at which they were gathered to produce a glimpse of a highly 

representative instructor feedback user ecosystem. It takes account of the 

experiences and perceptions of both instructors prior to the study, provides the 

observed and self-reported experiences of both instructors and students as they 

give or use feedback, shows how their perceptions about their experiences 

persisted or changed over time, and triangulates findings at each of these stages in 

order to provide a relatively holistic view of how instructors and students might take 

advantage of multimodal feedback to alleviate pain points and improve the overall 

usability of their experience giving and using feedback.  

As opposed to a more typical laboratory experiment, where the participants 

may not know each other, don’t interact outside of the experiment, and are 

extricated from several of the triggers or consequences of success or failure, this 

study takes advantage of the more representative conditions afforded by 

https://globenewswire.com/news-release/1998/11/10/272218/195/en/Failure-to-Communicate-Costly-For-Companies.html
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conducting research within an authentic user ecosystem. Both instructors who 

know their students and students who know their instructors interact with each 

other in a struggle to balance or accommodate their own needs, limitations, and 

goals with the needs and goals of the other party.  

This study leverages a reliably representative user group and provides 

insights into user motivations that informed the heuristics, research questions, 

hypotheses, and methods employed in the study rather than the other way around. 

In addition, whereas it might have been easier to focus on studying only the 

efficiency of the student and instructor experience, this study provides a sense of 

how satisfaction is affected by efficiency and how initial indications of a more or less 

successful or satisfactory user experience aren’t necessarily consistent with long-

term perspectives.  It explores how emotional response to an experience can 

override user perception of data-validated advantages of a particular tool, how hard 

it is to encourage actual adoption of new and more usable tools, and how heavily 

adoption is determined by familiarity and immediacy.  

In addition, the inconclusive results in this study connected to measuring 

effectiveness show that complex systems of use may benefit more from a focus on 

methods designed to produce learnability metrics instead. Contextual and 

longitudinal research methods associated discovering learnability, such as site visits 

and diary studies, may offer increased insight into user ecosystems such as the one 

investigated in this project. 

This study also makes strides toward better triangulation of satisfaction data, 

gathered at multiple stages using multiple methods. In particular, this study shows 

how a product reaction survey, typically used only in the context of business 

products, can provide an effective means for users to express a variety of helpful 

descriptors and give a more detailed account of their emotional experiences, 

whereas SUS surveys offer only close-ended numerical indicators.  
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Finally, approaching an ecosystem like this from a holistic perspective 

allowed this study to explore multiple claims within the literature ranging from 

general perspectives about what constitutes effective instructor feedback, to the 

effects of multimodal approaches in instructor feedback, to the advantages of 

immediacy in encouraging instructor adoption of new and potentially helpful 

methods for providing instructor feedback.  

6.6 Limitations of this study 

As with most studies, this one carries with it several limitations, some of 

which were more or less avoidable than others. However, most of the following 

limitations were primarily unavoidable due to the scope of this project, the fact that 

only one researcher proctored this study, and the fact that no other researchers 

have attempted this type of comparative usability study before.  

First, the product reaction survey has been historically applied to customer-

centric products, and, as far as I know, this is the first time it has been used to 

measure satisfaction or emotional response in the context of a learning experience. 

Instructor feedback is a complex product. For example, the product reaction survey 

in this study enabled students to respond to two primary aspects of their 

experience at once: how they felt about the substance and tone of the feedback 

itself as well as how they felt about the mode in which it was given. Given that the 

product reaction survey has never been used in this context, there is no other 

research available that verifies whether or not it is appropriate or well adapted to a 

learning or education ecosystem.  

In addition, this study relied on correlations between three self-reported 

sources of data (SUS, product reaction survey, retrospective interview) to establish 

the level of satisfaction users experienced. Ideally, it would have been best to have 

an observable source of data, such as using facial expression or body language 

heuristics. However, given that users showed few if any of expressions or actions 
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that align with such emotion heuristics (de Lera and Garetta-Domingo, 2007), there 

wasn’t enough data to draw any connections between visible/audible behavior and 

self-reported feedback. In addition, emotion heuristics such as this do not appear to 

be well-suited to extended user observations involving critical problem solving 

exercises such as this.  

Regarding the measurement of satisfaction, this study is also limited by the 

fact that it is hard to know exactly how much more satisfaction students might 

express or experience if they were allowed to use two or more of the modes of 

feedback represented in this study from their instructors and directly compare and 

measure their experience using one versus the other.  

Probably one of the most significant limitations of this study developed as a 

result of soliciting the help of a participating instructor whose approach to the job 

application assignment was significantly different than the approach of the other 

three participating instructors. Specifically, the instructor who gave feedback in 

digitally written form only required her students to turn in a resume, whereas the 

other three instructors required three components as part of the assignment: 

resume, application email/letter, and reflective memo/analysis. This component of 

the study made it more difficult to compare the effectiveness and efficiency 

experienced by users in each mode, though I was able to take measures to 

introduce levels of comparability by measuring data produced while users 

interacted with resume feedback only.  

In connection with this limitation, this study only solicited the help of four 

instructors, whereas it would have been far more ideal and representative to involve 

at least four instructors for each mode of feedback delivery (Faulkner, 2003). 

Because of the lack of comparative experiences, assumptions or findings based on 

their experiences, while likely still representative, are not confirmed as being 
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representative. That said, I was only able to find four instructors willing to 

participate within the timeframe that this study would take place.  

In addition, it is important to note that the order in which instructors 

reviewed users’ documents seemed to make a difference in the order in which 

students revised and how well students were able to revise. For example, students 

who decided to revise their reflective memos/analyses first, before the letter and 

resume, presumably should have done otherwise, given that the memo/analysis is 

supposed to discuss the strategy used in the resume and letter/email. Participating 

instructors never explicitly suggested revising the assignments in a specific order, 

but there are indications that they should have, to ensure students had completed 

the implementation of their revised resume and letter strategy before they revised 

their analyses of that strategy. 

Another limitation of the longitudinal, post-study feedback survey was that 

only approximately 50-75% of participants, among them both students and 

instructors, responded to the survey. In addition, in terms of effective longitudinal 

feedback studies, it would have been more ideal to conduct a diary study. In 

addition, I could have attempted to conduct a study that requested that 

participating instructors use multimodal feedback throughout the semester and 

sent surveys to both instructors and their students throughout that time period. 

Preliminary discussions with instructors willing to participate, however, revealed 

that they might not be willing to commit to such a study. In addition, this would have 

injected a highly unrepresentative element into the user ecosystem, in that 

participating instructors might feel pressure to continue using the multimodal 

method for the purposes of the study rather than reacting in an authentic way, 

which in this case meant a total lack of adoption.  

Another limitation of this study dealt with its effectiveness in investigating 

the reasons behind student and instructor decisions. Using retrospective 
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interviewing and the product reactions survey feedback, I was able to establish, in 

multiple cases, why students had reacted, acted, or responded the way they did 

while using the feedback they had received. However, if I had used think-aloud 

protocol or retrospective recall methods instead, I would have likely gathered more 

spontaneous feedback from users that more reliably represented their thoughts 

about their experience in the moment. There are a few rationales for this decision.  

First, invoking a think-aloud protocol method would have inevitably affected 

efficiency metrics and, essentially, rendered those metrics unrepresentative of an 

authentic user scenario. Second, due to the fact that user observations and follow-

up surveys and interviews would already take on average between one to two hours 

to complete for each participant and that reviewing the recording of their one- to 

two-hour experience and asking questions along the way might have added yet 

another hour or more to the total time required for the usability test, it would have 

been impractical and, perhaps, unethical to require students and instructors to 

commit two to three hours of their time to the study. Third, general willingness to 

participate may have diminished as well. Fourth, I also lacked the resources 

necessary to compensate users for the amount of time required for such a time-

intensive study.  

Another accepted limitation of this study involves elements of the user 

observations that were not necessarily representative of an authentic user 

ecosystem. For instance, participants in this study were all required to participate on 

a schedule, within the usability lab, and using a desktop PC. Pre-study surveys 

indicated that some of the participants in this study typically used Mac OS and 

revised their work in public settings, often on laptops.  

Thus, the circumstances of the test may have created conditions that 

influenced users’ behavior differently than if they performed under conditions more 

typical of their experience. For example, there were a number of users in this study 
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who took advantage of the ability to put two versions of their assignment side-by-

side on the larger monitor in the usability lab, whereas they may not have had this 

affordance available on a smaller laptop. In any case, logistically, conducting user 

tests in the usability lab was the only option available if I was to conduct the 

research in light of all of the other conditions and constraints involved in this study.   

In addition, this study highlights some of the limitations of measuring 

usability in a learning scenario using EES (effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction) 

metrics. Specifically, this study complicates the value of efficiency in a learning 

context, and whether efficiency (at least in a general sense) should be a default goal 

of usable instruction, given that the higher goal is deep learning and the inculcation 

of writing strategies, rather than speed to completion, for example.  

6.7 Future research possibilities 

In addition to calling for researchers to attempt similar studies as this to 

establish better baseline heuristics or benchmarks regarding the usability of 

multimodal forms of feedback, this study also highlights the need for greater 

understanding in connection with several aspects of both the instructor and student 

experience in the feedback ecosystem.  

For example, this study highlights how the amount of time instructors take to 

provide feedback may vary widely, regardless of the mode of feedback they employ. 

This points out that it may be difficult to determine whether the mode itself might 

improve instructors’ efficiency in providing feedback to their students over time. 

Future researchers could perform a controlled experiment where a number of 

instructors are given relatively similar feedback tasks to complete, but where one 

group of instructors is performing the same tasks in one mode (such as written 

feedback), while the other group is required to use different modes of feedback. 

They could then gather longitudinal efficiency metrics by conducting this 

experiment with these same instructors over a period of days or weeks to see if 
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patterns in the efficiency data start to indicate that one mode of feedback provides 

greater efficiency advantages over another.  

Conducting a research project such as this could go a long way for providing 

evidence that instructors may need to strongly consider using one more or another 

feedback mechanism to save themselves time and, effectively, ameliorate at least 

one highly obvious source of stress for instructors.  

In addition, more research needs to be conducted on the effectiveness 

component of instructors’ experiences when providing feedback in one of the three 

modes. If it could be more definitively shown that instructors show tendencies to 

experience fewer errors or disruptions during the feedback process when using one 

mode of feedback versus another, this would also serve to bolster arguments 

towards the use of one or more multimodal methods of delivery.  

As far as opportunities for more research on the student experience, there 

are several. For example, it became apparent in this study that, while students often 

believe they have applied all or almost all of the feedback they have received, this is 

sometimes not the case in reality. More research needs to be conducted to 

determine why students did or did not apply specific units of feedback, whether it 

be user error, willingness, an ad hoc cost/benefit analysis, forgetfulness, or lack of 

specific enough direction.  

Regarding heuristics to aid analysis, it would ideal to work towards better, 

clearer definitions of what constitutes easy, somewhat difficult, and difficult 

feedback, or if there need to be more defined categories for measuring these 

metrics. In this study, I created ad hoc heuristics for evaluating these levels of 

difficulty, but the heuristic was not applied according to inter-rater reliability best 

practices. Future studies could focus simply on validating or augmenting this type of 

heuristic so it could be used more reliably in future studies.  
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Another interesting observation from this study that deserves more research 

is how the idea of memorability is complicated in a learning scenario. For example, 

while it may seem like having to listen to an audio recording again would be a 

memorability error, doing so appeared to enable greater understanding and more 

confident revision behavior among students using that feedback. It would be 

worthwhile to conduct studies that help researcher better articulate what does and 

doesn’t constitute a memorability gain or loss in a feedback learning scenario.  

One other product of this study is how it highlighted the “scannability” 

limitations of audio and screencast feedback, in contrast to written feedback. For 

example, some students and previous studies (Chang et al., 2012) have stated that it 

is easier to get an overall sense of instructors’ feedback by scanning the written 

commentary. In addition, that feedback is contextualized and typically overtly 

connected to the site of interest, presumably, enabling the user to perform focused 

revisions. Given that this is the case, it would be worthwhile for future studies to 

explore whether the affordances of written feedback can be adapted into 

multimodal feedback methods. For example, what if clips of audio or screencast 

recordings were attached to specific locations within a document, and what if those 

clips were auto-transcribed so students could read what the instructor had said? 

Would doing so change how users feel about their experiences and show less desire 

for standard written feedback? Adobe®, for example, has already provided 

technologies that, at least to some extent, may make such a study possible.  

Another accidental finding of this study relates to how students might use or 

not use rubrics to aid in their revision efforts. For example, among the 20 students 

observed in this study, only one student reviewed the rubric for the assignment as 

part of the revision process. This finding indicates that instructors and writing 

programs may want to question and explore whether or to what extent rubrics are 

useful for students. For example, while rubrics may help instructors to assess 
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assignment scores, it might be disingenuous for instructors to imply to their 

students that they can use these documents to aid their writing and revision efforts. 

And if there are rubrics that appear to be useful to students, it would be helpful to 

know how rubrics could be designed for student usability.  

An additional issue that deserves further investigation is how students react 

to abstract feedback and what their thought processes are as they attempt to use it 

to improve their work. For example, though it seems to be the exception more than 

the rule, multiple students in this study appeared to use at least some of the more 

or less abstract feedback to make some of their most comprehensive revisions to 

their assignments, which seems to contradict with other findings indicating that 

students typically need specific, contextualized feedback before they can effectively 

apply it. It would be interesting to apply think-aloud protocol to identify the thought 

or decision flow that leads to such revisions in order to, perhaps, discover nuances 

in perceptively abstract feedback that seem to enable comprehensive revisions.  

In connection with such an exploration, observations in this study proved 

that students occasionally make changes that weren’t specifically requested by the 

instructor. While observations showed that students typically addressed 

commentary they most recently listened to or observed, the act of reviewing their 

assignments along with feedback focused on other aspects of their assignments 

appeared to inspire some students to make additional changes. More research 

could be done to attempt to discover what prompts these types of revision 

behaviors.  

Another interesting behavior I noted in this study was that, similar to users 

who received audio feedback and listened to all or parts of that feedback again and 

again, a number of users who received written feedback also showed a tendency to 

reread instructor comments again and again. Possible reasons include trying to 

draw additional meaning from those comments or making new connections 
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between what the instructor said and what they’d noticed in their assignments, or it 

could be a sign that students were looking for more clarification or detail that wasn’t 

there. Whatever the case, this study was unable to gather enough data to form any 

well-informed hypotheses on the matter.   

One final observation of student behavior in this study that deserves more 

attention is how students show a surprising level of unwillingness to go online to 

look for Microsoft Word formatting help resources or even to review samples of 

other resumes or application materials during the revisions process. On several 

occasions, users struggled to apply a formatting-related piece of feedback due to a 

lack of knowledge of tools or steps that could be found through a quick Google 

search. Students showed a tendency instead to try to (often unsuccessfully) 

troubleshoot the problem themselves until either they found a less elegant 

workaround or gave up altogether. The reasons behind student reticence to seek 

this type of easily accessible help should be studied further, and, perhaps, a future 

study could measure how much an intervention encouraging students to do so 

would improve their efficiency and effectiveness in completing related revision 

tasks.  

6.8 Conclusion 

This study achieves its primary goal of providing other researchers with 

heuristics they can reuse or adapt for similar usability projects. It also provides an 

array of insights into what makes instructor feedback more or less usable and what 

alternative modes of delivery can offer in terms of potential affordances and 

usability advantages. This study also shows how, methodologically speaking, seeing 

and studying the instructor feedback user scenario as an ecosystem of influences 

and reactions and measuring data points throughout the experience provides a 

triangulated and connected view of the apparent catalysts for user behavior within 
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that ecosystem. It’s also important to review at least a few of the primary takeaways 

for this project. 

First, how does the mode of feedback affect the usability experienced by the 

student?  All student participants in this study seemed to have a relatively effective, 

efficient, and satisfactory experience, implying that, in whatever mode it was given, 

instructors appeared to provide feedback that showed relatively good usability. For 

example, most users felt enabled (and showed observed indications of being 

enabled) to use much of the feedback their received, to some extent. In addition, all 

students improved their assignment scores as a result of their efforts, which, in the 

least, shows that the feedback was helpful to some extent.  

While some of the findings and conditions within the study led to 

inconclusive results as to defining a clear winner between screencast, audio, and 

written feedback and their relative usability, it was clear that screencasting showed 

greater usability advantages than audio feedback. It was also clear that screencast 

and audio feedback offered students advantages over written feedback in terms of 

content, including but not limited to an increased level of contextualization and 

personalization and a sheer increase in the amount of feedback students received. 

In addition, there is reason to believe that a combination of at least some written 

feedback and screencast feedback would take advantage of the affordances of both 

modes as well as the more desirable behaviors each mode appears to enable 

instructors to exhibit. Ideally, instructors are enabled by the mode of delivery to 

provide feedback content that is effective in encouraging the revision of both 

higher-order and lower-order concerns.  

Second, it is also clear that multimodal feedback methods struggle, when 

experimented with, to encourage instructor adoption and a lasting sense of 

satisfaction among this group, even if the affordances of these modes enable 

participating instructors to better attain certain usability advantages consistent with 
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their goals and needs as an instructor. Whatever the usability advantages 

multimodal forms of feedback might offer student users, they will never be able to 

take advantage of these potential benefits if instructors refuse to adopt multimodal 

delivery mechanisms. If there is a site in the instructor feedback ecosystem that 

deserves the most attention moving forward, this is it. The greatest imperative is 

identifying barriers to instructor adoption of multimodal feedback, and, perhaps, 

better technologies or user interfaces or products need to be designed for 

instructors before they are more willing to adopt multimodal options on a greater 

scale.  

As for why this study is relevant to the fields of technical communication, not 

only did Still and Koerber’s (2010) similar study (which was the  model for this study), 

prove the value and insights that usability research methods offer researchers 

interested in investigating the methods we employ as a field to educate our 

students, this study also directly answers calls within the field to both introduce 

more empirical research into our research strategies (Charney, 1996; Rude, 2009) 

and into our studies of how to better understand and improve our approach to 

pedagogy (Sullivan, 1989; Kinchin & Hay, 2007; Still & Koerber, 2010). Not only is it 

typically the duty of most academics in the field of technical communication to 

educate students and, specifically, the next generations of technical communication 

professionals and researchers, there is particular pressure, as Spilka (2009) argues, 

to “adapt to the massive changes” we see “in the new digital environments” 

(Location 357) we encounter as both practitioners and educators.  

This study serves as yet another indicator of the value the field of technical 

communication can find in empirical and user-focused studies about how both 

instructors and students experience interactions with each other and how we can 

ameliorate the pain points of both parties, specifically by gaining additional insights 

into this complex ecosystem of use. Failing to do so may, in many respects, make us 
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hypocrites. After all, our ethos as a field hinges on the practice of its own principles 

of communication, employed in whatever context. While practicing effective 

pedagogy is clearly the goal or focus of every technical communication program and 

instructor I’ve encountered, as a field, we yet still lack sufficient data, data that 

would enable us to make better decisions for both ourselves and our students. And 

the most reliable and persuasive data is situated in triangulated, replicated 

empirical research.  

As for why this study is relevant to rhetorical studies, while it approaches 

sites of communication from the lens of user experience and usability, the empirical 

findings within this study are ultimately situated in and open to and invite rhetorical 

deliberation. In addition, as Aristotle stated, “Rhetoric is not bound up with a single 

definite class of subjects,” and that one of the primary functions of rhetoric is to 

“discover the means of coming as near such success as the circumstance of each 

particular case allow” (Location 89). This study seeks the same goal, as specifically 

applied to the rhetorical success of instructor feedback. Johnson (1998) argued 

similarly, stating that the goals of user-centered design fully align with those of 

rhetoric. Usability research and user-centered design theory simply gives a name to 

rhetoric applied to communication-based technology designed to aid users. 

Ultimately, one overarching goal of this study is to explore better means for 

enabling rhetorical means for communicating ideas as well as rhetorical awareness 

among our students, or the ability to better perceive the needs and requirements of 

a successful communication scenario and to be more empowered to act on that 

awareness.  

Ideally, this study is also perceived as a relevant resource for all fields 

seeking to understand and improve how they provide feedback to their students 

and enable those students to improve their ability to use that feedback. While 

primarily applicable to writing assignments, there are a myriad of contexts involving 
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instructor feedback in which the findings of this study could be leveraged. Most 

importantly, for technical communication scholars, this study serves as an 

additional call to start leading usability explorations within the instructor-student 

ecosystems of use, which, arguably, we should have been doing all along.  
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APPENDIX B: Instructor and Student Recruitment Scripts and Consent Forms  

 

Sample Student In-Person Recruitment Script 
 
I am a graduate student in the Department of English at Texas Tech University, working under 
the direction of Dr. Brian Still. 
 
I am conducting a research study exploring how instructor feedback affects how you revise your 
assignments. I am recruiting students who would be willing to revise one of their papers for this 
course and provide feedback on how you use instructor feedback while you revise. Your total 
time commitment would be less than 2.5 hours and, if you are eligible and willing to participate, 
you can revise your paper for a better grade, and I also will provide you with a $5 gift certificate. 
 
If you are interested in participating I have a consent form I would like you to read and fill out, 
as well as a brief survey that I will use to determine if you are an eligible candidate for the study. 
Completing this survey will help me learn how students use feedback and determine if you are a 
candidate for my study.  
 
Finally, your participation in this study is voluntary. If you choose not to participate or to 
withdraw from the study at any time, there will be no penalty. Your video/audio will be 
recorded but will not be made publicly available. The results of the research may be published, 
but your name and your video/audio will not be used. 
 
If you have any questions concerning this research study, you may call Dr. Brian Still at 806-438-
5849. 
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Student Consent Form 
 
Please share your thoughts in our research project.  
What is this project studying?  
This study is called “Comparing the Usability of Multiple Modes of Instructor Feedback". The 
purpose of this project is to determine how students react to and use instructor feedback on 
their writing. We hope to publish this study widely to make it as beneficial as possible. 
What would I do if I participate?  
You will be asked to complete a brief survey questionnaire that helps to identify your writing 
experience. If you choose to participate in the observation stage of the study, you will be asked 
to bring with you to the usability lab a digital copy of a written assignment from your writing 
class that your instructor has graded and provided commentary on. You will also be required to 
bring a link to that feedback or a file containing that feedback. In the lab, you will review the 
instructor commentary and then be asked to use it to revise your assignment. If you are 
comfortable doing so, you will be asked to tell us what you think. Your video and audio will also 
be recorded. Once you are finished using your instructor’s feedback, you will be asked to 
complete two additional surveys and answer a number of interview questions. 
Can I quit if I become uncomfortable?  
Yes, absolutely. Dr. Still and the Protection Board have reviewed the tasks and think you can 
complete them comfortably. However, participation is strictly voluntary. You may skip any 
question you do not feel comfortable answering. You can stop participating in the survey or 
observations at any time. You can leave any time you wish. You will keep all the benefits of 
participating even if you stop. Participating is your choice. 
How long will participation take? 
We are asking for no more than 15 minutes of your time for the survey portion of this study and 
no more than 2.5 hours of your time, if you choose to participate in the observation stage of this 
study. 
How are you protecting privacy? 
To protect your privacy we will not request any personal information. To protect your 
confidentiality, your name and any other identifying information will not be shared or published 
at any point in the study; instead, a pseudonym (such as Teacher A) or a number will be used to 
identify you. 
I have some questions about this study. Who can I ask?  

• The study is being run by Dr. Brian Still from the Department of English at Texas Tech 
University. If you have questions, you can call him at 806-438-5849.   

• TTU also has a Board that protects the rights of people who participate in research. You 
can ask them questions at 806-742-2064. You can also mail your questions to the 
Human Research Protection Program, Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas 
Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409.  

How will I benefit from participating? 
By participating in this project, you will be able to re-submit the assignment you revised in the 
lab for a better grade.   



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

291 
 

 
______________________________________                   ____________________ 
Signature             Date  
 
______________________________________  
Printed Name 
This consent form is not valid after 08/25/2016. 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

Instructor Verbal Recruitment Script 
 
I am a graduate student in the Department of English at Texas Tech University, working under 
the direction of Dr. Brian Still. 
 
I am conducting a research study exploring how instructor feedback affects how students revise 
their written assignments. I am recruiting instructors who would be willing to discuss how they 
provide feedback while grading student written work. As part of the study you would review 2-3 
student papers and concurrently be asked to provide each student with feedback using one of 
the following methods: digitally written, audio, or screencast feedback. If you are comfortable 
doing so, you will be asked to tell us what you think about how you provide feedback.  
Your total time commitment would be less than 2.5 hours and, if you are eligible and willing to 
participate, I will provide you with a $5 gift certificate. 
 
If you are interested in participating I have a consent form I would like you to read and fill out, 
as well as a brief survey that I will use to determine if you are an eligible candidate for the study. 
 
Finally, your participation in this study is voluntary. If you choose not to participate or to 
withdraw from the study at any time, there will be no penalty. Your video/audio will be 
recorded but will not be made publicly available. The results of the research may be published, 
but your name and your video/audio will not be used. 
 
If you have any questions concerning this research study, you may call Dr. Brian Still at 806-438-
5849. 
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Instructor Consent Form 
 

Please share your thoughts in our research project.  
What is this project studying?  
This study is called “Comparing the Usability of Multiple Modes of Instructor Feedback". The 
purpose of this project is to determine how instructors use different ways to give students 
feedback on their assignments. We hope to publish this study widely to make it as beneficial as 
possible. 
What would I do if I participate?  
As a volunteer in this project, you will be asked to complete a brief survey questionnaire about 
your general experiences giving students feedback on their papers. If you choose to further 
participate in the study, you will also be asked, in the usability lab, to allow us to observe you 
reviewing 2-3 student papers and concurrently be asked to provide each student with feedback 
using one of the following methods: digitally written, audio, or screencast feedback. If you are 
comfortable doing so, you will be asked to tell us what you think so your feedback be recorded. 
Your video and audio will also be recorded. Once you are finished giving your students feedback, 
you will be asked to complete two additional surveys and answer a number of interview 
questions. 
Can I quit if I become uncomfortable?  
Yes, absolutely. Dr. Still and the Protection Board have reviewed the tasks and think you can 
complete them comfortably. However, participation is strictly voluntary. You may skip any 
question you do not feel comfortable answering. You can stop participating in the survey or 
observations at any time. You can leave any time you wish. You will keep all the benefits of 
participating even if you stop. Participating is your choice. 
How long will participation take? 
We are asking for no more than 20 minutes of your time for the survey portion of this study and 
2 hours of your time, if you choose to participate in the observation stage of this study. 
How are you protecting privacy? 
To protect your privacy we will not request any personal information. To protect your 
confidentiality, your name and any other identifying information will not be shared or published 
at any point in the study; instead, a pseudonym (such as Teacher A) or a number will be used to 
identify you. 
I have some questions about this study. Who can I ask?  

• The study is being run by Dr. Brian Still from the Department of English at Texas Tech 
University. If you have questions, you can call him at 806-438-5849.   

• TTU also has a Board that protects the rights of people who participate in research. You 
can ask them questions at 806-742-2064. You can also mail your questions to the 
Human Research Protection Program, Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas 
Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409.  

How will I benefit from participating? 
By participating in this project you will be exposed to potentially time saving and effective 
options for giving students feedback, as well as minimal training on how to use this feedback 
more effectively.   
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______________________________________                   ____________________ 
Signature             Date  
 
______________________________________  
Printed Name 
 
This consent form is not valid after 08/25/2016. 
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APPENDIX C: Study Participation Invite Email and Survey (Instructors and 

Students) 

Instructor Recruiting Email  
 
Dear Instructor, 
 
I would greatly appreciate your assistance with a research project that seeks to 
explore the usability of multimodal instructor feedback. Please fill out this survey 
(*link*), which should take you 10 to 15 minutes to complete. For the record, any 
personal identifying information gathered in this survey will not be published or 
shared with any other parties. Other information you provide in this survey, 
however, may be used for our research.   
 
Completing this survey will help me learn more about how instructors give feedback 
and determine if you are a candidate for my study.  
 
Thank you for your help. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to email 
Dr. Still at brian.still@ttu.edu or Samuel Howard at samuel.howard@ttu.edu. 
 
Take care, 
 
Sam Howard 
samuel.howard@ttu.edu 
Texas Tech University 
 
Instructor Pre-Study Survey 
 

1. What is your name? 
2. What is your age? 
3. What is your gender?  
4. Will you be teaching ENGL 2311 in the upcoming semester? Yes/no 
5. How many years have you taught writing, composition, or technical communication 

courses?  
o 1 or less,  
o 2- 4,  
o 5-10,  
o 10-15,  
o 15+ 

6. Do you regularly give your students feedback or commentary on their submitted 
assignments? Yes/ no 
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a. (If yes) On average, how much time would you say it takes you to review and 
comment on a C or B level 2-3 page assignment?  

o 1-5 min  
o 5-10 min  
o 10-15 min  
o 15-20 min 
o 20-30 min 
o 30-45 min  
o 45+ min 

7. Do you allow your students to revise their work? Yes/ no (the following are 
branching questions) 

a. (If yes) How often do you allow your students to revise work after receiving 
your feedback?  

i. Always 
ii. Usually 

iii. Sometimes 
iv. Rarely 
v. Other: 

8. Which of the following words would you use to describe your feedback style? Please 
check all that apply: 

o Directive (you tell them what they should do and how to do it) 
o Brief/minimalist (quick response with little detail or direction) 
o Comprehensive, or very thorough 
o Supportive/praising 
o Holistic/summarized (end comments that summarize 

strengths/weaknesses) 
o Higher-order issue focused (purpose, content, audience, structure, etc.) 
o Lower-order issue focused (grammar, formatting, punctuation, word choice, 

etc.) 
o Rubric focused (you direct students to parts of the rubric for direction or as 

a rationale for scores) 
o Rhetorically or audience focused (you focus feedback on how their approach 

might affect the audience given the situation) 
o Other: 

9. Do you require either of the following assignments as part of your curriculum? 
o Resume and cover letter/email 
o Correspondence assignment (Thank you letter/email, recommendation 

letter, etc.) 
10. Please rank, in order of priority, your primary reasons for giving feedback: 

o Regulate/monitor student progress 
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o Justify grade or score 
o Provide useful feedback they can use to revise and improve their work 
o Judge or assess quality 
o Convey or articulate expectations 
o Satisfy programmatic or department standards, policies, or expectations 
o Encourage students 

11.  Which of the following most influence the way you give feedback? Please check all 
that apply: 

o Previous experience or training (“This is how I’ve always done it.”) 
o Convenience 
o Time constraints 
o A desire to improve your feedback methods 
o The desire to avoid hurting students’ feelings  
o A desire to avoid emotional stress 
o How a certain student has performed previously (adjusting feedback 

according to student needs) 
o The preceding quality of already reviewed papers 
o Review/feedback programs or software available for use (MS Word review 

features, Adobe Reader comment features, etc.) 
o Social of family demands on your attention or time 

12. How would you describe the experience of giving students feedback in your career 
thus far, both in terms of how you see the effectiveness of your feedback and how 
students respond to it? 

o Very satisfactory 
o Somewhat satisfactory 
o Both satisfactory and frustrating 
o Somewhat frustrating 
o Very frustrating 

13. Can you briefly describe how you feel about giving students feedback and why? 
(open ended) 

14. Describe the typical location(s) where you review student work (home, office, bus, 
coffee shop, etc.):  

15. Would you say you give students commentary in a  
o quiet or private setting, 
o social, open setting, or  
o other? 

16. How comfortable are you with trying out new technologies? 
o Very comfortable 
o Somewhat comfortable 
o Neutral 
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o Somewhat uncomfortable 
o Very uncomfortable 

17. How comfortable are you with trying out new methods of giving feedback to your 
students? 

o Very comfortable 
o Somewhat comfortable 
o Neutral 
o Somewhat uncomfortable 
o Very uncomfortable 

18. Have you ever given students recorded audio feedback before? (Branching 
questions follow) 

a. (If yes) How often would you say you use this mode to give feedback?  
o Always 
o Often 
o Sometimes 
o Rarely 

b. (If yes) How would you rate your experience with using audio feedback? 
o Very positive 
o Somewhat positive 
o Unsure 
o Somewhat negative 
o Very negative 

c. (If yes) If applicable, what specific positives or negatives did you experience 
when using audio feedback? (Open ended) 

19. Have you ever given students recorded screencast/video feedback before? 
(Branching questions follow) 

a. (If yes) How often would you say you use this mode to give feedback?  
o Always 
o Often 
o Sometimes 
o Rarely 

b. (If yes) How would you rate your experience with using screencast/video 
feedback? 

o Very positive 
o Somewhat positive 
o Unsure 
o Somewhat negative 
o Very negative 

c. (If yes) If applicable, what specific positives or negatives did you experience 
when using screencast/video feedback? (Open ended) 
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20. If you haven’t already, would you be willing to try giving some of your students 
digitally written, audio, and/or screencast feedback this semester? Yes/no 

21. Would you be willing to do the following as part of participating in this study: 
o Come to the usability lab and allow me to observe and record you as you 

give feedback to 3-5 students using digitally written, audio, or screencast 
feedback? (*You will not be required to use all three.) 

o Answer follow-up questions and fill out a couple surveys after the 
observation session? 

o Complete a brief training on how to use audio or screencast tools to give 
feedback? 

o Allow me observe your class? 
o Allow me to review your syllabus, assignment sheets, and other relevant 

instructional documents? 
o Invite or allow me to invite your students to participate in my study, which 

will involve giving them a survey and/or allowing me to observe them using 
your feedback? 

22. If you are willing to participate in this study, please provide your name and 
preferred contact information below: 

o Name,  
o email,  
o phone 

 
Thank you for your time and assistance! 
 
------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
Student Recruiting Email 
 
Dear Student, 
 
Would you be willing to help with a research study exploring how instructor 
feedback affects how you revise your assignments? If so, please fill out this survey 
(link). It should only take you 5-10 minutes to complete. For the record, any 
personal identifying information gathered in this survey will not be published or 
shared with any other parties, including your instructor. Other information you 
provide in this survey, however, may be used for our research. 
 
Completing this survey will help me learn how students use feedback and determine 
if you are a candidate for my study.  
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Thank you for your help. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to email 
Dr. Still at brian.still@ttu.edu or Samuel Howard at samuel.howard@ttu.edu. 
 
Take care, 
 
Sam Howard 
samuel.howard@ttu.edu 
Texas Tech University 
 
Student Pre-Study Survey 
 

1. What is your name? 
2. What is your age? 
3. What is your gender? 
4. What is your major/minor? 
5. What is the number of college level writing classes you’ve taken in college prior to 

this course?  
o 1, 2, 3, 4, 5+ 

6. Using a scale of 1-10 (with 1 being poor and 10 being excellent), please assess your 
writing ability/skill?  

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
7. Typically, how willing are you to use instructor feedback to revise assignments for a 

better grade? 
o Very willing 
o Somewhat willing 
o Indifferent 
o Less willing 
o Not willing at all 
o Other: 

8. When writing, how important is instructor feedback to the success of your writing? 
o Most important 
o Important 
o Not very important 
o Don’t take it into consideration or use instructor feedback when writing 

9. When considering the following things you rely on to write a document in a class, 
rank in order of their importance to your writing (1 for the best, 2 for the next best, 
etc.): 

o Assignment instructions 
o Assigned readings 
o Student examples 
o Instructor lecture in class, notes 
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o Instructor feedback 
o Other: 

10. How would you describe your overall experience with previous instructor feedback 
on your assignments? 

o Very satisfactory 
o Satisfactory 
o Average 
o Unsatisfactory 
o Very unsatisfactory 

11. Can you briefly describe why you feel the way you do about the instructor feedback 
you’ve received thus far? (open ended) 

12. What would you say are the primary characteristics of helpful or desirable 
instructor feedback on your writing assignments? (open ended) 

13. Do you typically desire more or less feedback on your writing than you get? 
o More 
o Less 

14. Please rank, in order of priority, your primary reasons for using instructor feedback: 
o To learn how to improve my writing  
o To get a better grade 
o To please or get praise from the instructor or audience 
o To get done with revising as soon as possible 
o To understand my audience’s expectations and needs 
o To avoid changing my work as much as possible  
o To just get through the course with a passing grade 

15. Which of the following most influence whether you will use instructor feedback? 
Please check all that apply: 

o Previous experiences using instructor feedback  
o Convenience 
o Time constraints 
o A desire to avoid more work   
o A desire to avoid emotional stress 
o How you have performed in previous writing classes 
o The quality of feedback you’ve previously received from an instructor 

(ability to read, understand, and use their feedback) 
o Social of family demands on your attention or time 

16. How would you describe the typical location(s) where you revise your writing 
assignments? (home, apartment, library, coffee shop, etc.)  

17. Would you say your use instructor feedback in a  
o quiet or private setting,  
o social, open setting, or  
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o other? 
18. How comfortable are you with trying out new technologies? 

o Very comfortable 
o Somewhat comfortable 
o Neutral 
o Somewhat uncomfortable 
o Very uncomfortable 

19. Have you ever received recorded audio or screencast (video) feedback before? Yes/ 
no (Branching question) 

a. (If yes) Which type of feedback have you received? (Branching question) 
o Audio 
o Screencast/video 

b. (If yes) How many times would you estimate that you received audio 
feedback? 

o Several times 
o A few times 
o Once 
o Never 

c. (If yes) How many times would you estimate that you received 
screencast/video feedback? 

o Several times 
o A few times 
o Once 
o Never 

d. (If yes) How would you rate your experience with using audio feedback? 
o Very positive 
o Somewhat positive 
o Unsure 
o Somewhat negative 
o Very negative 

e. (If yes) How would you rate your experience with using screencast/video 
feedback? 

o Very positive 
o Somewhat positive 
o Unsure 
o Somewhat negative 
o Very negative 

f. (If yes) What specific positives or negatives did you experience when using 
audio or screencast feedback? (open ended) 
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20. Would you be willing to try using digitally written, audio, and/or screencast 
feedback given to you by your instructor? Yes/no 

21. Would you be willing to come to the usability lab and allow me to record you as you 
use your instructor’s 

o Written, 
o Audio, or 
o Screencast feedback? 

22. If you are willing to further participate in this study, please provide your name and 
contact information below:  

o Name,  
o email,  
o phone 
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APPENDIX D: EES Heuristic 

 

 Efficiency. Are there too many comments to be useful? Can students 
quickly and effectively use the comments to revise their work without 
becoming frustrated? Does the written/audio/screencast mode of 
feedback seem to enhance or inhibit their ability to find, review, or apply 
specific comments? Does the mode of feedback appear to be associated 
with more or less time to complete tasks? 

 Effectiveness (Errors). Do students correctly interpret, understand, or 
apply the directions that instructors believe they are communicating? Do 
they use each comment; to what extent? Did they get enough explanation 
or detail to help them make suggested revisions? 

 Satisfaction. Are the comments satisfying? Do the students feel that they 
have been given what they need to succeed at improving their work (or 
raising their grade)? What are their emotional responses or feelings 
regarding the feedback itself and the mode of feedback? Do they desire 
to use the feedback more or less, either in the future, or if using this 
particular mode of feedback? 
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APPENDIX E: Severity Scale Heuristic 

 

 Severe:  
o User cannot comprehend, find, or access the comment  
o User cannot or does not use feedback to apply directions, revisions, 

or advice meant to be used to revise  
o Attempting to use or considering use of the comment not only takes 

significant time but also ultimately results in a failure to use the 
comment 

o User repeatedly tries but cannot complete the task/apply the 
comment 

o Mode of delivery makes it so the user can’t access a comment or 
makes application of the comment severely time prohibitive 

 Somewhat severe:  
o User experiences significant delay or frustration when trying to use 

the instructor comment or experience difficulty in finding or accessing 
the comment, in some cases as a result of the mode of delivery  

o User is able to use or implement the feedback to some extent, but 
may not be able to effectively or efficiently use the comment or fully 
apply it to the extent intended or, implicitly, indicated by the 
instructor 

o User has to repeatedly try to apply the feedback, but eventually 
completes the task 

 Moderate:  
o User has to put forth moderate effort to comprehend or access the 

comment, in some cases as a result of the mode of delivery  
o User experiences some difficulty in efficiently implementing the 

feedback but does so successfully  
o User has to try a few times to complete task, but completes it without 

too much difficulty 
 Negligible:  

o User experiences minor or understandable challenge regarding the 
interpretation of the feedback because of the wording  

o User experiences slight awkwardness in using the feedback because 
of the mode of delivery, but the impact is slight  

o User is able to use the feedback and experiences only slight delay or 
frustration 

o User only has to try one extra time to accomplish task 
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APPENDIX F: Feedback Difficulty Heuristic  

 

1. Easy to apply:  
o Can be applied quickly (e.g. adding a comma, correcting a typo, 

change double space to single space) 
o Instructor already corrected/changed artifacts or content in the 

assignment for student (e.g. all the student has to do is accept the 
instructors tracked changes) 

o Very brief, specific requests for content or design 
changes/additions/subtractions (e.g. “Cut the ‘I’ pronouns from each 
of your bullet list items here and start with the line with the verb 
instead,” or “I recommend deleting your ‘Objective’ section.”) 

o Directive and specific punctuation, formatting, word use, grammar, 
suggestions (e.g. “Add period here.”) 

o Context is obvious (e.g. “You’re emphasizing the place you worked but 
not job/role…may want to emphasize your job title before you 
emphasize (name of store).” 

o Suggestion applies to a very specific location in the document (e.g. 
“Consider adding your years of experience in the second sentence of 
the first paragraph in your letter.”) 

2. Somewhat difficult to apply: 
o Can presumably be applied without too much effort (e.g. “Focus on a 

skill set and place it after your Relevant Activities section.”) 
o Feedback makes specific requests and provides clear examples of 

what they can do to better meet a specific expectation but application 
requires significant time or work. (e.g. Add a skills section that talks 
about what you've learned; you could say ‘knowledge of 
communication disorders basics' or something like that.” 

o Student has to infer or determine to an extent on their own what 
needs to be changed and how to change it, but should be able to 
confidently know what they need to do. (e.g. “I’d like to have a 
statement to back this up, a concrete choice you made added here.”) 

o Context is somewhat more ambiguous (e.g. “The 1st sentence in the 
2nd paragraph is awkward.”) 

o Suggestion may apply to more than one specific area (e.g. “Emphasize 
your role more than the places you worked.”) 

3. Difficult to apply: 
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o Requires more extensive revision or much more time to complete 
(e.g. “Bring up relevant experience in your cover letter; don't let the 
resume speak for itself.”) 

o Student has to infer or determine on their own what to specifically 
add/remove/change because feedback is general, global, abstract, or 
otherwise doesn’t explain exactly what the student should do to make 
an improvement and where exactly the improvement(s) are that need 
to be made. (e.g. “Your reflection is not as concrete and concise as I 
would like.”) 

o Comment may include some ambiguous instruction or suggestions 
(e.g. “Your first paragraph is vague.”) 

o Comment may not provide sufficient context or specific enough 
instruction to help user fully understand what is being requested of 
them. (e.g. “Don't over-rely on that emotional tie; hit more concrete 
details and what you can get out of it.”) 

o Suggestion applies to multiple areas in the document (e.g. “You don't 
discuss examples from your resume/cover letter.”) 

4. Impossible or near impossible to apply: 
o The comment cannot be applied because it is confused, cutoff, 

abstract, too unclear, hard to hear, hard to see, or requires knowledge 
or understanding of the student that they cannot or do not possess. 
(e.g. “General thesis.”) 

o Cannot be applied because student literally can’t provide content that 
the instructor requests without lying (e.g. instructor wants student to 
include info in resume that doesn’t reflect student’s actual experience 
or abilities) 
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APPENDIX G: Usability Test Plan  

 

Purpose and Test Goals 
 
The purpose of these usability tests is to determine the relative usability of employing 
one media mode of feedback in comparison to another (written, audio, screencast). 
More specifically, it will seek to discover usability issues affecting instructors who give 
feedback to students using each of these modes and also issues affecting the students 
who aim to use that feedback to revise their assignments for a better grade. I want to 
discover which modes might offer certain usability advantages over others, from both 
the student and the instructor perspective, in terms of memorability, efficiency, 
effectiveness, learnability, and satisfaction. Another goal is to better triangulate issues 
affecting the satisfaction of users in relation to these artifacts and use scenarios. 

The following hypotheses I plan to test are informed by previous survey data available in 
the literature, pilot tests I’ve conducted on two students and one instructor, and my 
own experience giving feedback in each of these modes and anecdotal feedback I’ve 
received from my students:  

 (H1) SUS scores and desirability reaction card results will show that students  
o (H1a) prefer screencast feedback above audio feedback  
o (H1b) prefer audio feedback above written feedback (Killoran, 2013; 

Edwards et al., 2012).  
 (H2) Screencast feedback will show higher effectiveness, efficiency, and 

memorability than audio feedback for students (Edwards et al., 2012). 
 (H3) Written feedback will show the highest measures of efficiency for students 

(Edwards et al., 2012; Still, 2006; Neuwirth et al., 1994) 
o (H3a) Audio and screencast feedback will show at least as high or higher 

level of effectiveness and memorability for students in comparison to 
written feedback (Edwards et al., 2012; Still, 2006; Neuwirth et al., 1994).   

 (H4) Instructors will express higher satisfaction and desirability in giving written 
feedback when compared to audio or screencast feedback (Killoran, 2013). 

 (H5) Instructors giving audio and screencast feedback will show at least as high 
or higher efficiency, effectiveness, and memorability scores as they do for 
written feedback (Lunt and Curran, 2010; Ice et al., 2007; Ice et al., 2010; 
Killoran, 2013; Neuwirth et al., 1994). 
 

Data gathered from these tests as well as from pre- and post-study surveys and 
qualitative investigations will help me to determine whether these hypotheses are 
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proven, disproven, or null. Throughout these tests, I will also be gathering qualitative 
data that will help me explore possible answers to the following research questions: 

• How might a comparison between instructors’ and students’ experience with multiple 
modes of feedback highlight the cross-purposes that both Huot (2002) and Still and 
Koerber (2010) claim exist between these two parties? 

• What factors in the ecosystem of use seem to be affecting the usability and user 
preferences in connection with these modes of feedback? 

 

User Profiles 
 
The key characteristics that define my student user group are as follows: 

• Undergraduate students taking an introductory course in technical communication  
• Students who, to whatever extent, will use instructor feedback to revise their projects 

for the sake of improving their work and/or to get a better score  
• Students who are willing and able to participate in the study and potentially receive 

written, audio, or screencast feedback on their assignment.  
 
The primary characteristics that define my instructor user group are as follows: 

• Technical communication instructors who currently teach or will soon teach an 
introductory course in technical communication and have taught writing courses for at 
least two years. 

• Instructors who give their students feedback and require, encourage, or allow students 
to use this feedback to revise their work either between drafts or in order to improve 
their score.  

• Instructors who are willing to give their students written, audio, or screencast feedback. 
• Instructors who are willing to allow me to recruit student participants from their class. 
• Instructors who are giving their students the same type of assignment (e.g. resume, job 

application letter, memo) 
 

User Recruitment and Compensation 
 
I will contact ENGL 2311 instructors in the English department of Texas Tech University 
in person and invite them to participate in my study, which will include asking them to 
take a pre-study screening survey to see if they qualify to be a participant. Before 
instructors take the survey, I will ask them to review and sign the designated consent 
form. I will ask the instructors that agree to participate and meet user profile criteria to 
allow me to invite their students to participate in a pre-study screening survey as well as 
the observations. Before students take the survey, they will also be asked to read and 
sign the designated consent form. Qualifying volunteers will be asked to include contact 
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information at the end of the survey, and I will set up appointments with them 
accordingly. 

The compensation offered to student participants is (1) the opportunity to use 
instructor feedback to revise work and improve their grade and (2) [a $5 gift certificate]. 
The compensation offered to instructor participants is [a $5 dollar certificate]. 
Participants will also be offered drinks and snacks following the session.  

Methodology 
 
Tasks, Test Scenarios, and Sample Size. The tasks I will assign to each user group 
represent activities that each of them would perform normally in their role as technical 
communication instructor or student, except that participants may have to use a media 
mode of feedback that they haven’t encountered before. After recruiting 3-6 instructor 
participants, an equal number of instructors will be asked to give feedback to 3-5 
students using one of the following modes: digitally written feedback, audio feedback, 
or screencast feedback.  

In the end, I seek to test between 15-20 student participants, at least 5 students per 
mode of feedback. Student participants will be asked to use the written, audio, or 
screencast feedback they receive to revise their project, and they will be asked to do 
this in the amount of time they would normally spend to accomplish this task, which Still 
and Koerber (2010) judged to be two hours or less. 

Data Collection. I will gather the following data: 

• Pre-study screening and background surveys given to instructors and students 
o Gather demographics 
o Learn characteristics consistent with user description that I can use to screen 

participants 
o Learn habits, attitudes, and experience in connection to giving or using feedback 

in this particular ecosystem 
o Gather contact information 

• Class and/or Course Content Observation 
o Discover expectations or explanations that might affect how students use 

feedback, more ecosystem data and may correlate with survey data 
• Observation data 

o Time on task and time spent trying to make or use individual comments 
o Number of errors in connection to MEELS heuristics 
o Limited think-aloud protocol, prompted only if user is comfortable with practice 
o Observed physical reactions 
o Audio/video recordings of user experiences connected to MEELS, such as delays, 

expressions of frustration or lack of understanding, errors, repeated actions, 
etc. 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

310 
 

o Interview questions drawn from events that happen during the test: “What 
were you thinking when {event} happened.” 

o SUS survey 
o Product reaction survey 

• Post-study survey 
o Discover users’ feelings about using modes months later after either ceasing or 

continuing to use mode 

Evaluation Methods. There are no known benchmarks or specific measurements in 
place that define what is more or less memorable, efficient, effective, learnable, and, to 
an extent, satisfactory in relation to giving or receiving instructor feedback. Thus, for 
several of my hypotheses (particularly H2, H3, and H5), I will need to use collected and 
triangulated data from completed tests to assess and compare relative levels of usability 
experienced by the users, comparing their experience with one mode of feedback to the 
others or to their previous experiences using feedback. Seeing that my hypotheses are 
based around the goal of discovering which modes have particular advantages or 
disadvantages in comparison to the other, this strategy makes sense. Essentially, 
comparing the overall experience of users to individual experience of users will help me 
to gauge what users considered frustrating and to what extent certain events were 
more or less frustrating.  

Some specific benchmarks for satisfaction in connection with SUS scores are as follows:  

• A score of 70 or below is considered to have significant deficiencies in terms of overall 
usability and satisfaction 

• Scores in the 80s and 90s are considered to have relatively few usability problems and 
to be esteemed by users   

Modified product reaction cards (Developed by and © 2002 Microsoft Corporation. All 
rights reserved.) and observed satisfaction-related events triangulated with SUS data 
will allow me to more confidently determine whether H1 and H4 are proven 
hypotheses.  

I will also employ two sets of severity ratings tailored to either instructor or student 
participants. These are designed to highlight strengths or weaknesses regarding the 
overall usability of the feedback as well as how the mode affects the usability of that 
feedback.   

Student test severity scales:  

• Extremely difficult (if not impossible): The instructor comment cannot be 
comprehended, found, or accessed, so the student cannot use it to understand 
directions, revisions, or advice that should be taken or considered; such a comment not 
only takes up time but also ultimately results in a failure to use the comment. 
Repeatedly tries but cannot complete task. 
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• Very difficult: The instructor comment creates significant delay or frustration or is 
difficult to find or access. The student is able to use or implement the feedback to some 
extent, but may not be able efficiently use it to the extent intended or desired. 
Repeatedly tries and eventually completes task. 

• Difficult: The instructor comment takes moderate effort to comprehend or access and 
can be regarded as somewhat irritating to the student. Advice is less difficult to 
efficiently implement but still somewhat difficult. Has to try a few times to complete 
task, but completes it without too much difficulty. 

• Easy: The instructor comment presents a challenge of interpretation because of the 
wording or some slight awkwardness caused by the medium, but the impact is slight. 
The student is able to use the feedback and experiences only slight delay or frustration. 
Only has to try one extra time to accomplish task. 

Instructor test severity scale: 

• Severely frustrating: The instructor cannot give or articulate feedback to the student to 
their satisfaction using the given medium or within the time they deem necessary to do 
so, and they may have to delete a comment or recording and start over. 

• Moderately frustrating: The instructor struggles to give or articulate feedback to the 
student to their satisfaction using the given medium, and doing so causes significant 
delay, and they may have to significantly revise a comment, pause a recording, or 
consider re-recording their comment.  

• Frustrating: The instructor shows several seconds of delay and struggle as they 
articulate feedback to the student using the given medium, but they minimally revise 
comments and don’t need to pause or re-record any feedback.  

• Negligible: The instructor experiences a few seconds of delay or struggle as they 
articulate feedback to the student using the given medium. They don’t have to revise 
comments or feel the need to rerecord or clarify previous comments. 

Complications: 

• Efficiency could only really be gauged if I observed each instructor giving 
feedback in their previously used mode and then compared it to efficiency in 
the new mode. I can ask participants if they felt it took more or less time, but 
that is verbal/subjective feedback and not triangulated with observed data.  

• What about feedback that is repeated or reviewed later? Is this considered an 
error or just good practice for memorability? Even written commentary often 
reviews certain suggestions throughout a text. It’s more an issue of one’s style 
of approach than an issue of usability.  

• If revising a comment is normal activity in writing, should it be considered an 
error? If they slow down to think about what to write, should that be 
considered an error? Again, isn’t this considered one’s style of approach, or 
“needed” or expected “natural” errors? 

• How can we know if an instructor feels they have articulated feedback to their 
satisfaction other than through verbal data provided after the observation? And 
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how can we determine where users’ satisfaction in articulating their comments 
sits on a spectrum of more or less frustrating? 

• How do I know whether they were considering re-recording commentary? 
(Unless I ask them, which I didn’t.) 

• With written feedback, it is much easier to tell when a student is using the 
instructors comment or not. But even with written feedback, I’m not sure all or 
many of the students revision acts can realistically be traced back to a specific 
piece or conglomeration of pieces of feedback. If I had done think-aloud, maybe 
this would have been possible, but think-aloud would have affected efficiency 
and possibly jaded effectiveness measures. How do I account for the deluge of 
additional feedback they get in audio/screencast? Do I go in and mark any 
feedback that the instructor seems to expect the student to act on? Do I mark 
all potential cases of feedback redundancy?  

• It seems to me that the best judge of whether students applied feedback they 
received is to ask them if they believe they applied all the feedback they 
received (even though they sometimes clearly ignore or don’t remember that 
feedback.)  

• Do I count it as an error if the feedback notes they wrote down (as notes for 
themselves during audio feedback) aren’t discussed in the audio feedback? 

• Do I consider it normal when they switch back and forth between docs as they 
make decisions about what to highlight or comment on? 

• If instructors show frustration (physically) how do I distinguish this from being 
caused by the mode vs. the more likely scenario of it just being caused by the 
complex problem solving involved in figuring out what to say to someone or 
that goes into comprehending what the author is trying to convey? 

• Is it an error if they have to look back over their notes in the student paper or 
rehearse what they want to say in the recording before they start recording? 

• Do I count it as an error every time the speaker shows a sign of struggling to 
articulate aloud? (um… or other fillers. What if what they’re saying is vague or 
less articulate? Am I to judge that? If the product is less usable, then clearly 
students will have a harder time using it, right?) 

• When a user listens to or watches feedback, it is easier to measure when they 
apply feedback if they pause-apply-pause-apply. If they listen to it all and then 
go back and revise in a seemingly random pattern, how can I tell what they are 
applying and what they aren’t, other than by their word? 

• Do I need to simplify by just focusing on what most would agree could be 
considered an error? Avoid too much subjectivity in what can be considered an 
error? 

Student MEELS Heuristics. The following are the current heuristics I plan to work from 
when evaluating the student participants’ usability experience with each mode of 
feedback: 
 Memorability. Do students remember the instructor’s comment after 

reading/hearing/seeing it? Do they remember where the comment was made, 
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what it referred to, and what they were supposed to do (if anything) in relation 
to that comment? 

 Efficiency. Are there too many comments to be useful? Can students quickly and 
effectively use the comments to revise their work without becoming frustrated? 
Does the written/audio/screencast mode of feedback enhance or inhibit their 
ability to find, review, or apply specific comments? 

 Error [or Effectiveness]. Do students correctly interpret, understand, or apply the 
directions that instructors believe they are communicating? Do they use each 
comment; to what extent? Did they get enough explanation or detail to help 
them make suggested revisions? 

 Learnability. Are students able to use the written/audio/screencast feedback 
more effectively with more use or practice? Do future assignments or revisions 
of assignments indicate that students have learned from the instructor 
comments? 

 Satisfaction. Are the comments satisfying? Do the students feel that they have 
been given what they need to succeed at improving their work (or raising their 
grade)? What are their emotional responses or feelings regarding the feedback 
itself and the mode of feedback? Do they desire to use the feedback more or 
less, either in the future, or if using this particular mode of feedback? 

 
My preliminary surveys of students will help me to augment or adjust these metrics 
according to particular user groups among student participants.  
 
Instructor MEELS Heuristics. My MEELS heuristics for instructors will be informed by 
pre-study surveys regarding their goals of use as well. However, the following draft 
represents reasonable questions that I might use to confirm usability strengths and 
weaknesses experienced by instructors regarding each mode of feedback: 
 

• Memorability. Do instructors remember to articulate concerns, questions, praise, 
and other comments as they provide feedback? Do they remember to address 
specific areas/strengths/issues they noticed while reviewing the student’s 
assignment? Do they remember and follow the best procedures for giving 
feedback in this particular mode? If they leave a paper in the process of giving 
feedback and then later come back to it, do they remember where they left off 
or what they said or didn’t say yet? 

• Efficiency. Are they able to provide useful comments in a reasonable amount of 
time? Do they give too many comments to be useful? Do they quickly or slowly 
compensate for constraints of the technology in order to maximize their use of 
time? Does it take more or less steps to complete the feedback process in 
comparison to other modes of feedback? 
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• Error [or Effectiveness]. Do instructors struggle to give feedback in the intended 
or desired way? Are they able to meet their own purposes in giving the feedback 
using this particular mode? Are they able to articulate their praise, concerns, or 
suggestions in an expected way? 

• Learnability. Are instructors able to use this mode of feedback more successfully 
with repeated use? How well or quickly do they adapt to giving feedback in this 
mode? Does their performance improve quickly upon subsequent use of the 
particular mode(s) of feedback? 

• Satisfaction. Was the experience of giving feedback using this particular mode 
satisfying? In other words, did instructors feel more or less comfortable with 
giving feedback in this mode? Did they feel like they were able to accomplish 
their goals in giving the student feedback? Do they continue to use this mode of 
feedback outside of testing? 

 
These adjusted metrics won’t be fully completed until after I’ve distributed and 
reviewed the data gathered in pre-study surveys.  
 

Test Environment and Equipment 
 
I will conduct testing in both usability lab rooms, ENG Rm. 355 and 354. Rm. 355 will be 
used for observation and facilitation. Rm. 354 will be where students use the lab 
computer to complete tasks specified earlier.  

Rm. 354 will offer the following equipment and materials: 

• Comfortable seating, desk, couch, table 
• Desktop PC running Windows 8 (perhaps a laptop PC as well) 
• Standard browsers; users can access whatever they are familiar with 
• MS Word and Adobe Reader 
• Morae Recorder (audiovisual recordings) 
• Consent forms 
• Product reaction surveys 

Rm. 355 will offer the following equipment and materials: 

• Seating 
• Desk and dual monitors, Mac w/ Bootcamp w/ Windows 8, and speakers 
• Morae observer (used for tagging events, following live events in the other room, 

and pushing surveys and Morae Manager for evaluating the data 
• Test plan, script, consent form 
• Refreshments for participants 
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Test Schedule 
 
I have already begun pilot testing of pre-study surveys and will be finished with these by 
mid July 2014. I have already run some pilot tests with two students and an instructor 
last summer, and I will likely pilot test one instructor and one student in September a 
week or so before I begin final testing. If possible, however, I will pilot test a student and 
an instructor by August 30.  

A detailed testing schedule is impossible to create until I participants secured. I also will 
need to coordinate assignment due dates with instructor and student schedules before I 
can provide a detailed schedule. That said, I can offer the following general schedule: 

• Recruitment completed by end of September 2014 
• Pilot testing completed by end of September 2014 
• Fall semester observations completed by end of October 2014 
• Analysis of qualitative and quantitative data completed by December 2014 

Team Members 
 
Sam Howard—I will be responsible for all tasks related to this testing, though Dr. Still 
will provide advisory support. 
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Script 
 

Pre-test procedures 

I. Communication with Participants 

• Recruit 
o Read recruitment script to instructors 
o Have them fill out consent form 
o Have them take survey 

• Find out schedule info from instructors 
o When do they finish the job application unit? 
o When will they start grading student’s job applications? 
o What all do they have students include in those assignments? 

(letter/resume/etc)? 
o When can I visit their class to recruit students? 

• Assign instructors ahead of time on which mode they will use to respond to student 
work, and remind them which assignment you would like them to do it for.  

o Also, remind them to not include the student’s grade in the feedback but to give 
that grade to the student separately, when I am not present.  

o Remind instructors ahead of time through email that they need to use their 
assigned mode to give all of their participating students feedback and that they 
should have gone through the training video, if applicable, before the session.  

o Send them the training materials suited for the mode they are assigned to use. 
They should also have reviewed the training materials and have practiced using 
audio/screencast feedback ahead of time so that they are familiar with the 
controls and process.  

o Remind them what you will be asking them to do in the lab and to have all 
materials necessary for reviewing. Also, ensure instructors inform their 
participating students that they are not to use the feedback at all until they 
come to the lab. 
 To ensure this, I may hold onto the files and feedback until the students 

come into the lab, assuming they don’t decide to cease participation in 
the study. It will depend on what the instructors are comfortable with.  

• Remind students ahead of time through email that they should NOT view, listen to, or 
read feedback they receive from their instructor until they come to the lab.  

o They should also be reminded that they will need to bring a copy of their most 
recent draft and a copy of or access to the feedback they received from the 
instructor, assuming I don’t already have access to that feedback.  
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o Remind them that they have internet access in the lab and can email any 
necessary materials to their selves before the testing session.  

II. Environment, Computer, and Morae system and file set-up 

• Place a sign on the usability lab doors that indicates “Testing is In Progress! Do not 
disturb!” 

• Ensure there is a place for users to sit outside of the lab. 
• Log into the Rm. 354 and Rm. 355 usability lab computers  
• Ensure Jing, Word, Adobe, and Vocaroo programs are working properly 
• In 354,  

o Open Morae Recorder on desktop (or laptop) 
o Open existing file (InstructorFeedbackTest or StudentFeedbackTest) 
o Ensure settings are appropriate 
o Do a test recording (review the recording in Manager in Rm. 355 to ensure all is 

working properly).  
o Ensure instructor or students chair or seating is comfortable 
o Ensure temperature of room isn’t too cold (bring space heater and/or jacket, if 

necessary) 
o Ensure blinds are closed and work area is clear of obstructions or debris 
o Ensure you have randomized product reaction surveys printed for each user 

(“wordchoice_mod.xls”) 
• In 355, 

o Open Audacity 
o Open Morae Observer and connect to other lab computer 
o Ensure chair is not squeaky 
o Ensure survey is ready to push through Morae observer 
o Ensure audio recording is clear and functioning 
o Notepad for taking notes/time stamps for retrospective questions, physical 

reactions, etc. 
o Ensure refreshments are set out for participants 

 
III. Facilitator/observer 

• Review script before beginning test 
 
Test Procedures  
 
 
A. Instructor Tests 
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1. Greet User and Ask to fill out consent form 
a. *Start Audacity recording* 
b.  (Invite the user into the lab.) 
c. Welcome, and thank you for helping me with my project today. Please come in 

and have a seat over here in front of the computer. (**If available, determine if 
they would like to use a laptop instead. If they prefer to use the laptop, ask 
them if they would like to sit at the table or the couch.)  

d. (Direct them to a chair in front of the lab computer.) 
e. Just so you know, I might refer to my script here fairly often as we move through 

the session. I do this just so I can keep track of what needs to happen next. Also, 
this entire session should take at most 2 hours, but probably less.  

f. Now, before we get started, would it be ok if you turned your cell phone on 
silent? Thank you. 

g. Now I just need to remind you quickly about some information included in the 
consent form you already signed. Just know that while I’ll be recording audio and 
video of our session today, all recordings will be kept confidential and secured. I 
will not share any identifying information with outside persons, and I will not 
share any quotes or video of you without first personally contacting you and 
getting your direct consent.  

2. Introduce task  
a. Ok. Now I’m going to explain how the session will proceed and what I’d like you 

to do today. As I’ve indicated previously, I would like to observe you as you give 
2-3 students feedback on their work using [digitally written feedback using MS 
Word or Adobe Reader] OR [audio feedback using Vocaroo.com or 
turnitin.com] OR [screencast feedback using Jing].  

b. (For audio and screencast users only) You should have reviewed a brief training 
on how to use this program to give feedback. If you have any questions about 
how to use the program still to accomplish this task, please let me know. 

c. Just as a reminder, you can’t make any wrong choices in this observation. Other 
than the fact that you should avoid sharing the grade with me or on the screen 
during your observation today (which includes marking up a rubric), you should 
review your students’ papers and give them feedback according to how you 
would normally do it if I weren’t here observing you. That said, if you have 
questions or need help, please let me know. 

d. Now, would you say that you talk aloud to yourself on a regular basis as you 
review students’ work? What I mean to say is, is it a normal activity for you to 
express your thoughts aloud? Or would your normally stay silent as you review 
student work? 
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i. (If yes) Ok, since this is the case, as you review your students’ work, I 
would like you to speak your thoughts aloud as you both review your 
students’ work and give them feedback. You may just speak thoughts as 
they come or you may also explain why you are doing what you are 
doing. You may also indicate your reactions to the student’s work (or the 
mode you are using to give that feedback). What I don’t want you to do, 
however, is feel like you have to say anything. If it is more comfortable 
for you to stay silent and keep your thoughts in your head, please do. I 
would only like you to share your thoughts if feels at least somewhat 
natural to do so. 

ii. (If no) Ok, that’s fine. If you feel like sharing thoughts as you go along, 
feel free, but please don’t feel like you need to. We don’t want to disrupt 
your typical way of reviewing students’ papers. 

e. Now I would like you to go ahead and upload or download at least two student 
papers that you plan to review in the lab today. (**Inform them of which 
students have signed up for the study and have appointments.) 

f. Please let me know when you’re ready to begin reviewing your students’ work. 
g. (If they are going to do TAP) Remember that if you are still ok with sharing your 

thoughts aloud, please start doing so once you start reviewing the paper. And 
please remember that you can share your thoughts until you are finished 
providing the students with feedback.  

h. (If giving written feedback) Once you’re done commenting on your first students 
work, please go ahead and move onto the next student assignment. After you’ve 
given two students feedback, please let me know, and we’ll decide at that point 
if I’d like to observe you give another student feedback.  

i. (If audio/screencast feedback) Remember that I would like you to use 
Vocaroo/Jing to give these students feedback. First and foremost, feel free to use 
this program to give feedback however you like or feel is best. However, 
remember from the brief training I gave you that, before you start recording 
anything, it is usually considered helpful to first review the document and take 
some brief notes or use highlights that you can use to remind you of what you 
want to discuss during the recording.  
 
Also please remember that while it is perfectly fine to take notes or make small 
notes in the students paper as a reminder for yourself (or a visual reminder for 
them, if this is a screencast), you will only be giving them a link to your 
audio/screencast feedback and not giving them a document with written 
feedback included. The idea is that the students will just receive the link to 
audio/screencast feedback and no written feedback. That said, if it is your policy 
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to give them a rubric as well, that’s fine, but please rely on audio/screencast as 
your primary way of giving them feedback.   
 
Once you’re done commenting on your first students work, please go ahead and 
move onto the next student assignment, but be sure to (if written feedback) save 
the document with feedback added to the desktop, your email, or your 
personal thumbdrive; (if audio/screencast) copy the link and save/copy it in 
either the student’s paper or in a separate document before you move onto the 
next paper. You may also save the annotated student paper and upload it to 
your email/etc. for possible use later. After you’ve given two students feedback, 
please let me know, and we’ll decided at that point if I’d like to observe you give 
another student feedback. 

j. Ok, are you ready to start? 
k. ***Click record on Morae recorder*** 
l. Ok, I’m going to go in the other room now. After you’ve finished reviewing and 

responding to two papers, go ahead and stop, and I’ll come in and let you know 
if we have time to do one more.  

m. If you have questions that you need to ask, please let me know. I’ll be in the 
other room, but I’ll still be able to hear you.  

3. Observation 
a. Review ten emotion heuristics as teachers perform task and make notes of and 

tag any physical movements or reactions that users make (frowning, brow 
raising, gazing away, smiling, compressing the lip, moving the mouth, expressing 
vocally, hand touching the face, drawing back on the chair, forward leaning the 
trunk) 

b. Tag the beginning of the different phases of giving feedback, such as reading 
and taking notes and when they actually go to use the technology to give 
feedback.  

c. Tag feedback events and, if possible, how long it takes to give that particular 
feedback 

d. Note errors of all kinds, sift through them later 
e. Take notes on general behavior of the user; indications; patterns 
f. **Note events to discuss during retrospective interview: “What were you 

thinking when you did this… or when this happened?”, especially if they aren’t 
doing TAP and if they were doing TAP but have stopped talking. 

4. Post-observation procedures 
a. (Once the user indicates that they have reviewed and given feedback for two 

students, if the test has taken less than 1 hour, go in and ask them to review 
one more.) 
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b. (If the test is already going past 1 hour and the user has finished reviewing two 
student papers, push the SUS survey and walk into Rm. 354 immediately) Great. 
Thank you so much. Now I would like you to fill out two surveys. First, before you 
take this satisfaction survey, when it says “product”, we aren’t talking about 
Jing/Vocaroo/or MS Word/Adobe; Rather the survey is designed to discover your 
level of satisfaction regarding your experience giving feedback to these student 
using these tools today.  

c. (Once they are finished…) Thank you.  
d. (Introduce next survey before giving it to them.) Before I give you the next 

survey, you should know that while there are a lot of words and choices on the 
list I’m about to give you, it usually only takes a couple of minutes for people to 
complete the survey.  

i. Here are the instructions. Step 1: Read over the following list of words. 
Considering the “product” you have just used, tick those words that best 
describe your experience with it. You can choose as many words as you 
wish. Again, remember that “the product” we’re referring to is your 
overall experience giving feedback this way and/or using the tools you 
have just used. (i.e. you’re not reviewing the usability of Jing/Vocaroo as 
much as you are this method of giving feedback.) 

ii. Step 2: Now look at the words you have ticked. Circle five of these words 
that you think are most descriptive of “the product” or your experience. 

iii. (After they have identified the five words, ask them why they chose 
each particular word.) 

e.  (Once they are finished…) Thank you. Now I would like to ask you some 
questions about your experience giving feedback to these students.  

i. Q1 (What were you thinking when {event} happened.) 
ii. Q2 

iii. Q3 
iv. Etc. 
v. (If audio/screencast) How would you compare your experience giving 

feedback using audio/screencast to your previous experiences giving 
feedback? 

vi. Do you have anything else to say about experience using (digitally 
written, audio, screencast) to give feedback? 

vii. Can you see yourself using this method of giving feedback in the future? 
Why or why not? 

f. Stop Morae recording.  
g. Ok great. Thank you so much for your time. As an additional reminder, when you 

send these particular students feedback, please remember to tell participating 
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students that they should not attempt to open or use your feedback to revise 
their work until they are sitting here in their session in the lab with me. Also, 
please remind them that you will not be sharing their assignment on this grade 
with me or with anyone else, and that they will have a chance to use this 
feedback to revise their work for a better grade.  

h. Also, I will be contacting you if I intend to use any of your quotes from the 
recordings in my dissertation. I will ask you to verify whether the quoted 
statements are accurate to your knowledge, and if they are not, I will ask you to 
clarify what you meant or intended to say.  

i. (If using Vocaroo or Jing) Also, in a couple months, I will be sending you a survey 
to see if your are still using this feedback mode, and if you are, I will be asking 
you some questions about your experiences using it. 

j. Please take any more time you need to email information to yourself or take 
notes on student grades, etc.  

k. Again, thank you so much for your time. Also, if you would like some 
refreshments, I have some in the other room.  

5. End-of-session procedures 
a. Defer processing for later. 
b. Ensure data for recordings has been saved onto the Rm. 355 computer 
c. Label written data to match appropriate user and get ready for the next session. 

B. Student Tests 

1. Greet User and Ask to fill out consent form 
a. **Start Audacity recording** 
b.  (Invite the user into the lab.) 
c. Welcome, and thank you for helping me with my project today. Please come in 

and have a seat over here in front of the computer. (**If available, determine if 
they would like to use a laptop instead. If they prefer to use the laptop, ask 
them if they would like to sit at the table or the couch.)  

d. (Direct them to a chair in front of the lab computer.) 
e. Just so you know, I might refer to my script here fairly often as we move through 

the session. I do this just so I can keep track of what needs to happen next. Also, 
this entire session should take at most 2 hours, but probably less. 

f. Now, before we get started, would it be ok if you turned your cell phone on 
silent? 

g. Now I just need to remind you quickly about some information included in the 
consent form you already signed. Just know that while I’ll be recording audio and 
video of our session today, all recordings will be kept confidential and secured. I 
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will not share any identifying information with outside persons, and I will not 
share any potentially identifying quotes or video of you without first obtaining 
your direct consent. You also have the right to end your participation in this 
study at any time. Any questions? 

h. Thank you. 
2. Introduce task  

a. Ok. Now I’m going to explain how the session will proceed and what I’d like you 
to do today. As I’ve indicated previously, I would like to observe you using the 
feedback given to you by your instructor to revise your assignment (resume-
cover letter/memo).  

b. Just as a reminder, you can’t make any wrong choices in this observation as far 
as I’m concerned. You should go about using this feedback according to how you 
would normally us it to revise in order to improve your work for a better grade. 
Do what you would normally do. That said, if you have questions or need help, 
please let me know. 

c. Now, would you say that you talk aloud to yourself on a regular basis as you 
revise your work? What I mean to say is, is it a normal activity for you to express 
your thoughts aloud? Or would you normally stay mostly silent as you revise 
your work? 

i. (If yes) Ok, since this is the case, as you use the feedback and revise your 
paper, I would like you to speak your thoughts aloud as you go. You may 
just speak thoughts as they come or you may also explain why you are 
doing what you are doing. You may also indicate your reactions to the 
teacher’s comments (or what you think about the audio/screencast 
mode of feedback). What I don’t want you to do, however, is feel like 
you have to say anything. If it is more comfortable for you to stay silent 
and keep your thoughts in your head, please do. I would only like you to 
share your thoughts if it feels somewhat normal or natural to do so. 

ii. (If no) Ok, that’s fine. If you feel like sharing thoughts as you go along, 
feel free, but please don’t feel like you need to. We don’t want to disrupt 
your typical way of using instructor feedback to revise your work. 

d. Now I would like you to go ahead and open/download the paper that you plan 
to revise. Once you’ve got all of this ready to go, let me know. Ok. You feedback 
is available on by clicking on this link here. Please feel free to begin once I leave 
the room.  

e. ***Click record on Morae recorder*** 
f. Ok, I’m going to go in the other room now. After you’ve finished revising your 

paper based on instructor feedback, go ahead and stop. If you have questions 
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that you need to ask, please let me know. I’ll be in the other room, but I’ll still be 
able to hear you.  

3. Observation 
a. Review ten emotion heuristics as students perform task and make notes of and 

tag any physical movements or reactions that users make (frowning, brow 
raising, gazing away, smiling, compressing the lip, moving the mouth, expressing 
vocally, hand touching the face, drawing back on the chair, forward leaning the 
trunk) 

b. Tag the beginning of feedback use events, or when they start to review overall 
comments or implement individual revisions based on specific feedback.  

c. Note errors of all kinds, sift through them later 
d. Take notes on general behavior of the user; indications; patterns 
e. **Note events to discuss during retrospective interview: “What were you 

thinking when you did this… or when this happened?”, especially if they are not 
doing TAP at all or very well.  

4. Post-observation procedures 
d.  (Once they finish, push the SUS survey and walk into Rm. 354 immediately) 

Great. Thank you so much. Now I would like you to fill out two surveys. First, 
before you take this satisfaction survey, when it says “product”, we aren’t 
talking about Jing/Vocaroo/or MS Word/Adobe; Rather the survey is designed to 
discover your level of satisfaction regarding your experience using your 
instructor’s using these tools/programs today.  

e. (Once they are finished…) Thank you.  
f. (Introduce next survey before giving it to them.) Before I give you the next 

survey, you should know that while there are a lot of words and choices on the 
list I’m about to give you, it usually only takes a couple of minutes for people to 
complete the survey. Now, here is the survey, and here are the instructions for 
completing it. (Hand them the unique randomized survey) 

i. Step 1: Read over the following list of words. Considering the product 
you have just used, tick those words that best describe your experience 
with it. You can choose as many words as you wish. Again, remember 
that “the product” we’re referring to is your overall experience using 
your instructor’s feedback using the tools you have just used. (i.e. you’re 
not reviewing the Jing/vocaroo specifically as much as you are the 
feedback and the way the feedback was delivered to you.) 

ii. Step 2: Now look at the words you have ticked. Circle five of these words 
that you think are most descriptive of the product. 

iii. (After they have identified the five words, ask them why they chose 
each particular word.) 
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g.  (Once they are finished…) Thank you. Now I would like to ask you some 
questions about your experience giving feedback to these students.  

i. Q1 (What were you thinking when {event} happened.) 
ii. Q2 

iii. Q3 
iv. Etc. 
v. (If audio/screencast) How would you compare your experience using 

feedback using audio/screencast to your previous experiences using 
instructor feedback? 

vi. Do you have anything else to say about experience using (digitally 
written, audio, screencast) this feedback to revise your assignment? 

a. **Stop Morae recording.**  
b. Ok great. Thank you so much for your time. Also, I will be contacting you if I 

intend to use any of your quotes from the recordings in my research. I will ask 
you to verify whether the quoted statements are accurate to your knowledge, 
and if they are not, I will ask you to clarify what you meant or intended to say.  

c. (If using Vocaroo or Jing) Also, in a couple months, I will be sending you a survey 
to see if your teacher is till giving you audio/screencast feedback, and I will be 
asking you some questions about your experiences using it. 

d. Again, thank you so much for your time. Also, if you would like some 
refreshments, I have some in the other room.  

5. End-of-session procedures 
a. Defer processing for later. 
b. Ensure data for recordings has been saved onto the Rm. 355 computer 
c. Label written data to match appropriate user and get ready for the next session. 
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APPENDIX H: Time on Task Raw Data 

Full Assignment 

Audio 
  

Screencast 
 

Written 
 

S1 0:27:36 
 

S10 0:35:47 
 

S16 0:40:08 
S11 0:27:26 

 
S12 0:42:33 

 
S17 0:22:49 

S13 0:30:31 
 

S15 0:21:03 
 

S18 0:13:02 
S14 0:13:35 

 
S4 0:12:33 

 
S19 0:16:12 

S2 0:26:17 
 

S5 0:16:34 
 

S20 1:06:00 
S3 0:39:25 

 
S6 0:12:20 

 
Total Time 
Spent  

2:38:11 

S9 1:06:09 
 

S7 0:06:00 
 

Average 
Time Spent  

0:31:38 

Total 
Time 
Spent  

3:50:59 
 

S8 0:08:48 
   

Averag
e Time 
Spent 

0:33:00 
 

Total 
Time 
Spent  

2:35:38 
   

   
Averag
e Time 
Spent 

0:19:27 
   

 

Resume Only 

Audio Student Time on Resume Only 

S1 27:36 
S11 18:02, 34:49-37:13, 1:28:00-1:28:07 (18:02+2:24+7:00=27:26) 
S13 26:45, 53:38-57:24 (26:45+3:46=30:31) 
S14 4:51, 29:35-33:09, 36:39-41:35, 44:26-44:40 (4:51+3:34+4:56+0:14=13:35) 
S2 23:08, 42:26-45:35 (3:09+23:08=26:17) 
S3 5:25, 11:21-45:21 (34:00+5:25=39:25) 
S9 7:09, 11:18-1:03:23, 1:35:58-1:37:38, 2:09:31-2:14:46 

(7:09+52:05+1:40+5:15=1:06:09) 
 

Screencast Student Time on Resume Only 

S10 2:41-4:34, 5:51-39:28, 1:35:17-1:35:34 (1:53+33:37+0:17=35:47) 
S12 2:11-3:17, 6:14-8:13, 11:31-39:50, 51:18-59:08, 1:14:06-1:14:21, 1:24:45-

1:27:49 (1:06+1:59+28:19+7:50+0:15+3:04=42:33) 
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S15 1:59, 4:31-6:36, 14:27-28:22, 31:33-34:07, 1:14:48-1:15:18 
(1:59+2:05+13:55+2:34+0:30=21:03) 

S4 41:00-42:25, 44:46-55:54 (1:25+11:08=12:33) 
S5 3:00-4:43, 7:56-9:41, 37:07-49:33, 58:06-58:46 (1:43+1:45+12:26+0:40=16:34) 
S6 2:51, 5:28-7:13, 27:35-35:19 (2:51+1:45+7:44=12:20) 
S7 13:18-18:22, 32:24-33:20 (5:04+0:56=6:00) 
S8 :37, 3:03-5:10, 12:48-13:03, 22:33-28:22 (0:37+2:07+0:15+5:49=8:48) 
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APPENDIX I: Raw Effectiveness/Error Data from Students 

Audio Students 

Recording Task Details Notes Score 
Student1-audio B (Task blip) memorability/efficiency error    has to 

write down feedback on addressing job ad 
in analysis memo. has to pause and listen 

1 - 
Negligible 

Student1-audio B (Task blip) efficiency/memorability error--goes back 
and listens to feedback on job ad again 

1 - 
Negligible 

Student1-audio B (Task blip)  applies first piece of feedback just fine. 
creates list of links to 'ads' she worked 
from. had to listen to feedback again. 

1 - 
Negligible 

Student1-audio B (Task blip) completes task to include GPA 1 - 
Negligible 

Student1-audio B (Task blip) has to listen to feedback on exp section 
regarding 'most recent first' 

1 - 
Negligible 

Student1-audio B (Task blip) moves education section 1 - 
Negligible 

student11-audio B (Task blip) applied feedback on telling why 
experiences add to letter after relistening 
to feedback once.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student11-audio B (Task blip) Feedback on discussing examples in memo 
applied after relistening to feedback once. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student11-audio B (Task blip) feedback on augmenting intro so it 
forcasts what she will write about applied 
with minimal difficulty; had to relisten to 
feedback once 

1 - 
Negligible 

student11-audio B (Task blip) feedback on intro body conclusion 
structure completed with little difficulty; 
relistened to feedback once 

1 - 
Negligible 

student11-audio B (Task blip) relistens to feedback on memo, so this 
error is applied to each of the points of 
feedback for the memo. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student11-audio B (Task blip) rewinds to relisten to feedback on resume 
design 

1 - 
Negligible 

student11-audio B (Task blip) While listening, starts to try to change 
bullet allignment problem in certifications 
section, but stops.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student11-audio B (Task blip) as recording continues, starts to add a 
bullet under lifeguard exp, but stops to 
continue listening to feedback 

1 - 
Negligible 
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student13-audio B (Task blip) when about to apply feedback on website 
referencing, he relistens to that particular 
feedback.    Applied feedback  

1 - 
Negligible 

student13-audio B (Task blip) applied feedback on more specific and 
talking about new decisions, but had to 
relisten to feedback again 

1 - 
Negligible 

student14-audio B (Task blip) introduces grammar error 1 - 
Negligible 

student14-audio B (Task blip) has to listen to recording again...stops 
listening before getting to memo feedback 

1 - 
Negligible 

student14-audio B (Task blip) applied feedback on using employer 
language in intro, but had to listen to 
feedback again before fully applying 
feedback  

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) writes down note on showing that she's a 
match for company 

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) writes not on including gpa, hours, labs 1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) writes down note on HS content and 
prioritization 

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) writes down note on providing detail on 
volunteer work in letter 

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) takes note on adding specs under 
extrcurricular  

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) takes note on giving background on 
experience 

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) takes note on last paragraph and need for 
more evidence or explanation 

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) takes not on organization with paragraphs 1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) takes note on being more specific   1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) takes note on advice about providing 
more anaysis on resume choices 

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) has to augment/write down additional 
notes on letter 

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) applied feedback on specific things to 
include in memo with some minor 
difficulty. had to relisten to feedback. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) takes notes on white space comment, 
grouping, etc 

1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) rewinds to listen to feedback on spacing 1 - 
Negligible 
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student9-audio B (Task blip) takes note on objective statement 1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) writes note on bulleting experience 1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) takes note on adding that he started own 
business 

1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) takes note regarding intro paragraph of 
letter 

1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) rewinds a bit to listen to feedback on intro 
of letter 

1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) takes note on feedback regarding more 
detail on monsanto experience mentioned 
in analysis 

1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) takes note on comma issues 1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) takes note on breaking things up in memo 1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) rewinds again to listen to feedback on 
design of resume 

1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) goes back to listent to feedback on 
coverletter again   

1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) rewinds to listen to feedback on letter 
again 

1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) goes back to listen to remaining feedback 
on letter 

1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) Listens to feedback on memo again 1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) listens to feedback on memo again 1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio B (Task blip) goes back to listen to whole recording 
again 

1 - 
Negligible 

Student1-audio B (Task blip) rewinds to listen to last part on memo 
feedback again, and again 

2 - 
Somewhat 

student11-audio B (Task blip) introduces error to paper. comma splice. 2 - 
Somewhat 

student13-audio B (Task blip) error caused by mode of feedback, to an 
extent. The student pauses the recording 
and starts to try to apply feedback before 
he has had a chance to listent to more 
detailed feedback on the issue. He ends 
up stopping this effort to listen to more 
feedback, however.  

2 - 
Somewhat 
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student9-audio B (Task blip) applies feedback on how he can benefit 
company, but does so with difficulty. lots 
of research. listens to feedback on issue a 
few times.  

2 - 
Somewhat 

student9-audio B (Task blip) goes back to resume to format again, 
changing font, wreaks havoc again 
because of his lack of knowledge of 
formatting 

2 - 
Somewhat 

Student1-audio B (Task blip) has to go back and listen to feedback 
again 

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio B (Task blip) has to listen to recording again Score not 
set 

Student1-audio B (Task blip) Listens to feedback from beginning again Score not 
set 

Student1-audio B (Task blip) spends about 10 min on uncle example 
expansion, comment #16 

Score not 
set 

student11-audio B (Task blip) Student doesn't use option of skipping 
ahead to part of recording that she wants 
to hear. Perhaps she does want to hear it 
again from the beginning, though.  

Score not 
set 

student14-audio B (Task blip) jumping around and getting distracted 
from tasks  because resume has gone over 
one page 

Score not 
set 

Student2-Audio B (Task blip) rewinds back to relisten to feedback on 
experience section 

Score not 
set 

Student2-Audio B (Task blip) rewinds to listen to feedback on body 
paragraph in letter. 

Score not 
set 

student3a-audio B (Task blip) takes note on work experience in nursing 
school 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio B (Task blip) makes note on education feedback, where 
to place in priority 

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio E (Error) has to write down notes for memo 
feedback 

1 - 
Negligible 

student11-audio E (Error) Comment #6: Alligns bullets, but 
introduced error when she added a space 
before bilingual when she had started to 
mess with this section while listening to 
the recording earlier.    Accidentally fixes 
the error a minute later when applying 
other feedback 

1 - 
Negligible 

student11-audio E (Error) Comment #5: Ian gives more advice that 
applies because of his document viewing 
program but that doesn't show up on the 
student document. He says the line is 

1 - 
Negligible 
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thicker to the right of certification, but it 
doesn't appear to be on the student's end.     
She does what she can to make it look 
uniform. 

student13-audio E (Error) Comment #1: struggled with formatting 
knowledge of bullets a bit, but applied 

1 - 
Negligible 

student13-audio E (Error) when ian pauses to look for an example, 
student wispers 'tsh tsh tsh...tell me' in 
impatience    satisfaction error 

1 - 
Negligible 

student13-audio E (Error) Comment #15: applies feedback on 
introduction, but seems to have difficulty 
and annoyance when doing it based on 
physical cues and time taken. he also 
relistens to feedback once    May be due 
to lack of specific direction? 

1 - 
Negligible 

student13-audio E (Error) Comment #17: applies feedback, but 
introduces typo and doesn't' fix it 

1 - 
Negligible 

student14-audio E (Error) Comment #3: Completes task, but leaves 
and comes back to finish it over three, 
separate short periods.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student14-audio E (Error) Comment #12: applies feedback on intro 
paragraph of letter, but has to listen to 
feedback again and return to feedback to 
revise a little bit later on in the session.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student14-audio E (Error) Comment #18: applies feedback just fine, 
but introduces two typos into the revision 

1 - 
Negligible 

student14-audio E (Error) technical glitch. audio cuts out for several 
seconds. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student14-audio E (Error) minor glitch in recording. stopped playing 
sound for a bit. user didn't rewind to hear 
what he missed.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio E (Error) had trouble understanding ian because of 
recording quality 

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio E (Error) ian stops talking and she goes to the 
browser to see if the recording is still 
playing or working 

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio E (Error) Comment #3: Completes task just fine but 
gets distracted by page length issues, 
resume extending to next page. This 
interrupts her work flow. For a minute. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student3a-audio E (Error) rewinds again to listen to feedback on 
letter, has bit of difficulty finding right 
location. 

1 - 
Negligible 
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student9-audio E (Error) technical error-recording starts skipping 
language, but he back up a bit and gets it 
back on track. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio E (Error) goes back to listen to feedback on resume 
and it takes him a bit to find the right spot. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student9-audio E (Error) technical error. tries to move audio ahead 
twice but it will not 

1 - 
Negligible 

student11-audio E (Error) Comment #2: more instructor error than 
student error. Gives advice to get rid of 
two lines at bottom, but these lines don't 
show up on her version. Eventually she 
finds it and resolves quickly.    Document 
program problem. 

2 - 
Somewhat 

student14-audio E (Error) Comment #15: applies feedback on crew 
manager, but not to intended by 
instructor. doesn't cite specific experience 
but refers to a general, typical experience.  

2 - 
Somewhat 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #1: applies advice on formatting 
for contrast, but struggles with formatting 
tools, except he doens't apply it to GPA 
line.  

2 - 
Somewhat 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #8: applies feedback on putting 
biomedical and other important ino in 
experienc first.    Difficulty and lack of 
efficiency come from lack of knowledge 
with formatting in Word, not feedback 
itself. 

3 - 
Moderate 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment#10: did 'drop some of thes 
other things', only one thing; perhaps due 
to lack of clarity with pronoun and not 
really specific about what she should drop.  

3 - 
Moderate 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #19: applied to an extent. she 
has to browse the whole letter for the 
cliche passage he mentioned; doesn't 
know where it is. finds it eventually; 
applies change, but likely not to the extent 
requested by instructor.     Only revises 
specific line he mentioned, and not 
neccessarily making it better. Does not 
look for or try to change language any 
where else. perhaps unclear on what 
cliche's are or how to fix them.  

3 - 
Moderate 

student11-audio E (Error) Comment #9: Feedback on third 
paragraph is applied, but not to full extent 

3 - 
Moderate 
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instructor intended.  She also introduces 
an error into the text.  

student11-audio E (Error) Comment #8:  before applying feedback 
on putting example in first paragraph, 
goes back to listen to feedback again.    
When she does apply feedback, it 
somewhat address the feedback on the 
2nd paragraph, but not to the full extent 
the instructor intended. 

3 - 
Moderate 

student13-audio E (Error) Comment #2: applied feedback on starting 
bullets with verbs, but didn't start all the 
bullets with verbs 

3 - 
Moderate 

student13-audio E (Error) Comment #6: left justification applied, but 
not everywhere. introduced error to 
resume because of feedback. headings on 
first page are centered. headings after 
that are left justified. reaction to left 
justification feedback? Didn't seem to be 
sure if Left-justification was supposed to 
just be applied to the body or the 
headings as well.  

3 - 
Moderate 

student14-audio E (Error) Comment #17: did not fully apply 
feedback on how he should avoid focusing 
on how the position would be good for 
him instead of how he could help the 
employer. Left some 'helps me' language 
in, but does talk more about how his 
experience applies to what can help them.     
Possible that feedback he received wasn't 
clear enough on this point. The specific 
phrase where he uses 'me' language not 
mentioned by instructor 

3 - 
Moderate 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #6: applies feedback on moving 
awards section, but struggles with 
formatting. A lot.  

3 - 
Moderate 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #7: applies feedback on 
expanding on first experience item to an 
extent, but not likely to full extent 
intended. 

3 - 
Moderate 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #11: applies minimally. tends to 
continue focusing on how job will benefit 
him as he revises paragraph 

3 - 
Moderate 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #13: applied to extent, but 
minimally.  

3 - 
Moderate 
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Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #16: does not really apply 
feedback on how  he knows the company 
and fits with them 

3 - 
Moderate 

student3a-audio E (Error) rewinds to listen to feedback on letter 
again; experiences significant difficulty 
finding the location of the feedback she is 
looking for 

3 - 
Moderate 

student9-audio E (Error) Comment #13: struggles to apply the lotta 
space, not a lotta content feedback. Adds 
content, but doesn't get specific--two to 
three word list items     may be result of 
lack of specific feedback on this point   

3 - 
Moderate 

student9-audio E (Error) Comment #11: Really struggles to apply 
feedback to keep on one page because of 
formatting knowledge 

3 - 
Moderate 

student9-audio E (Error) Comment #12: Really struggles to apply 
feedback toput awards to two columns 
because of formatting knowledge 

3 - 
Moderate 

student9-audio E (Error) Comment #1: Can't figure out how to 
reduce space between sections because of 
formatting knowledge, applies design 
suggestions to and extent, but is unable to 
apply all spacing feedback 

3 - 
Moderate 

student9-audio E (Error) technical error--recording won't play from 
point he went to, starts over from 
beginning, won't let him skip forward.    
This leads to cascading errors--continues 
to try to drag to desired location again and 
again, but it won't. he stops the recording 
and is not ablet ot get it to go where he 
wants. going back to editing letter.    
Eventually gets to listen to what he 
intended to listen to. 

3 - 
Moderate 

student9-audio E (Error) technical error--goes back to listen to 
feedback on letter, but tool won't let him 
skip to desired spot ; ends up listening to 
stuff he doesn't want/need to to get the 
part of the recording he does 

3 - 
Moderate 

Student1-audio E (Error) Never applies feedback on memo. does 
not revise during the session at all, though 
she take some notes. 

4 - Severe 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #2: Not applied; takes note to 
address, but doesn't work on memo 
before end of session.  

4 - Severe 
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Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #3: advice not applied during 
session. Doesn't create PDF.     However, 
instructor says he won't count off for the 
problem this time.  

4 - Severe 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #5: doesn't apply feedback on 
prerequisites to extent expected    Not 
applied but plans to explain in memo why, 
which fits with his instructions. So, applied 
sort off, but she doesn’t write or revise 
memo during the session. So not applied.  

4 - Severe 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #24: Doesn't apply feedback 
regarding explaining why she did what she 
did 

4 - Severe 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #23: Doesn't apply feedback 
regarding revising memo 

4 - Severe 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #22: Doesn't apply feedback 
regarding important features in memo 

4 - Severe 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #21: Doesn't apply feedback 
regarding body paragraphs. 

4 - Severe 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #20: doesn't apply feedback on 
memo regarding intro, body conclusion 

4 - Severe 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #18: never applies feedback on 
improving personalization of 1st 
paragraph of letter 

4 - Severe 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #17: never applies feedback on 
letter regarding expanding on cardiac 
issues and expanding on why she's 
applying for the program 

4 - Severe 

Student1-audio E (Error) Comment #15: Doesn't seem to apply this 
comment, though she takes notes to 
discuss why she doesn't for the memo, 
which she doesn't write during session.  

4 - Severe 

student11-audio E (Error) Comment #3: Instructor error leads to 
student error. Ian says opposite of what 
he meant to say. Ian gives two seemingly 
conflicting points of advice.  He implies 
that she shouldn’t say “references 
furnished…” but then tells her to definitely 
keep that at the bottom.     She doesn’t 
end up deleting it and leaves it at the 
bottom.    

4 - Severe 
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student11-audio E (Error) Comment #1: starts to apply feedback on 
adding detail to lifeguard exp, but ends up 
deleting what she wrote and goes back to 
listen to the feedback from the beginning.    
may have problems applying this feedback 
because of lack of specificity on the part of 
the instructor or lack of quality example    
ultimately, by the end, she doesn't realy 
apply this feedback    Latter adds half of a 
line of detail to one bullet in this section, 
but spends a few minutes thinking about 
what to do before eventually going back 
to the recording yet again without 
applying much of his advice. Moves onto 
listening to feedback on letter instead.    

4 - Severe 

student13-audio E (Error) Comment #3: not applied. Misunderstands 
the feedback thinking that Ian wants him 
to move positions around, not that he 
wants him to switch where he worked 
with what position he had for each item in 
the list. 

4 - Severe 

student13-audio E (Error) Comment #9: Instead of applying 
feedback on getting not having honors, 
etc. in paragraph format, he deletes one 
of his awards sections without being 
advised to do so.  

4 - Severe 

student14-audio E (Error) Comment #5: doesn't apply feedback to 
include GPA 

4 - Severe 

student14-audio E (Error) Comment #19: Does not apply feedback to 
put memo into intro, body, conclusion 
format 

4 - Severe 

student14-audio E (Error) Comment #20: does not apply feedback 
on memo to go more in depth about what 
skills he mentioned and why 

4 - Severe 

student14-audio E (Error) Comment #21: did not apply feedback on 
describing how he designed his 
letter/resume to show how he fit into 
company and to extend his discussion on 
the why behind his choices.  

4 - Severe 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #3: Not applied to extent 
expected or at all likely because of 
apparent lack of formatting knowledge 

4 - Severe 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #8: does not apply feedback on 
impriving second job description 

4 - Severe 
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Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #10: doesn't address issue of 
lack of job ad that is affecting his letter.  

4 - Severe 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #12: doesn't apply at all. 
deosn't do research to find out what PTs 
do or explore experiences that would 
benefit the company 

4 - Severe 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #15: Does not apply feedback 
on putting 'i'm a softmore' in the 
conclusion. 

4 - Severe 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #18: does not apply ad 
feedback. finds ad but does not use it.  

4 - Severe 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #19: does not apply feedback 
on expanding on memo and what he could 
do analyze better 

4 - Severe 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #20: does not apply feedback 
regarding how he should explain 
importance of his decisions 

4 - Severe 

Student2-Audio E (Error) Comment #21: does not follow final 
admonition to find ad and write to a 
specific person 

4 - Severe 

student3a-audio E (Error) Comment #8: doesn't apply feedback on 
letting extracurricular 'drop off' or 
basically deleting some extracurricular to 
make room for more detail on previous.    
She leaves resume at 1.5 length    Error 
possibly caused by lack of clarity from 
instructor 

4 - Severe 

student9-audio E (Error) Comment #16: doesn't look for or try to fix 
comma errors.     may be a result of not 
knowing where they are or what to look 
for.  

4 - Severe 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

furrowed brow in regards to feedback on 
'prereqs' 

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

furrowed brow; looks confused Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

compressed lips Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

furrowed Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

smile Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

pursed lip Score not 
set 
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Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

furrowed brow, hand on face Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

smile Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

smile Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

leans forward frowning; while exp 
problems w/ formatting 

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

hand on face as she reviews prioritization 
in exp list 

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

gazing away, seems frustrated or annoyed Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

creased brow response when he says, can 
you get a little more specific... or it could 
be associated with a spacing error she just 
noticed at the bottom of the page that she 
corrected.  

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

pursed lip when asked to provide more 
detail about personal experience 

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

smiling when he mentions personal 
example 

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

creased brow 'why did you not use bullets' Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

creases brown when he asks her to 
explain why she made certain decisions 

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

looking away and sort of frowning; seems 
confused about what he wants her to do 

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio F (Body 
language) 

creases brow when he says 'i don't think 
this is what you were going for' 

Score not 
set 

student11-audio F (Body 
language) 

She gazes away many many times 
throughout the session. In interview, She 
says she does it when she's thinking about 
what to do or say in the revision.  

Score not 
set 

student11-audio F (Body 
language) 

nods when he says he wants to see more 
analysis 

Score not 
set 

student11-audio F (Body 
language) 

nods as he says memo is weakest point in 
portfolio; seems to be aware that this is 
the case. 

Score not 
set 

student11-audio F (Body 
language) 

nods as she affirms she understands what 
he wants examples of. 

Score not 
set 

student11-audio F (Body 
language) 

nods when he gives advice on long 
sentence 

Score not 
set 

student11-audio F (Body 
language) 

smiles when highlighting line after 
certifications. Not sure why. 

Score not 
set 
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student11-audio F (Body 
language) 

user nods in acknowledgment of advice on 
adding sub-jobs 

Score not 
set 

student13-audio F (Body 
language) 

nods when he says to try using bullet 
points 

Score not 
set 

student13-audio F (Body 
language) 

frustrated when working on introduction. 
doesn't seem to know what to do.  

Score not 
set 

student3a-audio F (Body 
language) 

smiles when ian realizes that he's still 
recording and giving feedback 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio F (Body 
language) 

frustration with formatting woes Score not 
set 

student9-audio F (Body 
language) 

frustrated with tool Score not 
set 

Student1-audio H (User 
needs help) 

user needed me to reopen the page to the 
feedback. next time, it would be ensure 
users have access to that link in order to 
avoid need for intervention.  

Score not 
set 

Student2-Audio H (User 
needs help) 

problem understanding SUS terminology 
in relation to experience 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

applies feedback on breaking up memo 
into headings and lists, but it takes him 
quite a while to do it and get it right.     In 
verbal feedback, he says that he didn't 
know what ian wanted, so he was just 
trying ideas to figure out if it would help.    
new heuristic point needs to be as follows: 
'difficulty knowing whether or not or how 
well they have applied instructor 
feedback'  

2 - 
Somewhat 

Student1-audio O 
(Observation) 

writes reminder to self to tell ian about 
prereqs issue in memo; not sure if applied 
in memo yet 

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio O 
(Observation) 

Students will often stop the recording to 
apply feedback before they've received all 
of the feedback regarding a particular 
section, and this leads to some 
innefficiency on the students end. They 
may make changes that need to be 
changed again as they hear more from 
instructor.  

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio O 
(Observation) 

feedback is more abstract and she donsn't 
stop the video to apply each point of 
feedback, unlike what she did with 
resume.     Pauses when Ian finally 

Score not 
set 
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mentions a specific line that he found 
cliche and wants her to avoid. 

Student1-audio O 
(Observation) 

despite listening to some feedback at least 
three times, she still doesn't apply it. 
(even though she may think she has) 
Would this be tha case if a comment were 
visibly attached to a section that needed 
revision? 

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio O 
(Observation) 

something to say about certain students 
being unwilling to put in time to revise 
more thoroughly as opposed to others. 
Some have a 'good enough' policy, and 
this user may be one of those.  

Score not 
set 

Student1-audio O 
(Observation) 

starts making edits to reference section, 
though not requested. Should we consider 
this an error? I don't think so necessarily, 
unless it makes the product worse.  

Score not 
set 

student11-audio O 
(Observation) 

highlights problem sentence as he talks 
about it.  

Score not 
set 

student11-audio O 
(Observation) 

pauses recording to work on fixing the line 
problem at the bottom of the resume, but 
doesn't apply other resume feedback yet.  

Score not 
set 

student11-audio O 
(Observation) 

puts windows side by side Score not 
set 

student13-audio O 
(Observation) 

brings letter side by side to audio window Score not 
set 

student13-audio O 
(Observation) 

brings memo side by side Score not 
set 

student13-audio O 
(Observation) 

thus far I have viewed very few students 
who took the time to go back over their 
revisions to see if they introduced any 
new errors.  

Score not 
set 

student13-audio O 
(Observation) 

starts out by putting windows side-by-side Score not 
set 

student14-audio O 
(Observation) 

starts by revising letter after listening to 
recording; less common behavior 

Score not 
set 

student14-audio O 
(Observation) 

moves onto resume Score not 
set 

student14-audio O 
(Observation) 

goes back to letter Score not 
set 

student14-audio O 
(Observation) 

it seems that while having to listen to the 
recording again is a memorability error, it 
is still a best practice in order to avoid 

Score not 
set 
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bigger errors regarding application of the 
feedback.  

Student2-Audio O 
(Observation) 

goes back to revise resume a bit instead of 
applying ad content ideas  to letter/memo 

Score not 
set 

Student2-Audio O 
(Observation) 

messing with formatting options not 
requested 

Score not 
set 

Student2-Audio O 
(Observation) 

finally goes back to letter Score not 
set 

student3a-audio O 
(Observation) 

deletes 2nd and 3rd notes when done. she 
is augmenting the feedback so that it is 
written as well and improves her ability to 
remember tasks. 

Score not 
set 

student3a-audio O 
(Observation) 

moves note ian gave regarding what she 
should do in letter (while discussing the 
resume) in to the letter with the list of 
notes there.     she actually ads to the 
note, providing more detail that better fits 
with what Ian requested. this is an up tick 
for memorability. 

Score not 
set 

student3a-audio O 
(Observation) 

deletes notes Score not 
set 

student3a-audio O 
(Observation) 

brings resume side by side to memo so 
she can see what to talk about in the 
memo 

Score not 
set 

student3a-audio O 
(Observation) 

puts memo and letter side by side Score not 
set 

student3a-audio O 
(Observation) 

goes back to memo again to make some 
light edits 

Score not 
set 

student3a-audio O 
(Observation) 

deletes notes on memo. appears to be 
finished. should it be an error that she 
completes the memo before she 
completes the revision of the letter? 

Score not 
set 

student3a-audio O 
(Observation) 

width and hight of screen affects what 
users are able to do during revision. they 
can put two windows side by side if it is 
large enough, and they may not be able to 
do this on a laptop 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

starts out with windows side by side Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

Implications thus far are that audio 
feedback would work better if it could be 
inserted into a document at specific 
points, like written comments. This would 

Score not 
set 
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break it up into memorable bits that could 
be applied as they go.    Adobe has this 
option, except not really. It would work 
well if it were an online interface tool so 
file transfer/size wasn't a problem. 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

without promting, goes back to ad to look 
how he can make resume fit job 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

deletes a couple completed tasks from his 
notes    with audio feedback in particular, 
it seems that users will often have to take 
notes on feedback to keep track of what 
they're being asked to do.    This doesn't 
occure with written feedback and, I 
believe, to a lesser extent with screencast.  

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

saves new version of resume and puts 
them side by side 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

goes online to look at examples to get 
ideas of how to redesign   

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

puts on jacket because it's so flippin' cold 
in the lab 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

meticulous students listen to feedback 
over again even if they already picked up 
on the previous feedback. It may be a best 
practice, but it is ultimately less efficient.     
Need to determine how large an error it is 
if they listen to the recording again and for 
a long time    That said, this is 'normal' 
behavior when reviewing any type of 
feedback.  

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

goes back to looking at resume examples 
on line again. looking for ideas for 
redesign. 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

deletes notes of tasks that he's applied or 
feels he's completed 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

puts letter and ad side by side Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

after revieiwing ad in order to improve 
letter, steps over to resume to add info to 
education section 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

reviews rubric and reviews job ad more, 
bolding ideas he might need to address or 
emphasize 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

seems to be using rubric for ideas to 
improve paper. (first time for everything). 

Score not 
set 
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student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

looking to the job ad for language to use 
in letter 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

does research on monsantos connection 
to syngenta, where he is applying, in order 
to determine if mentioning monsanto will 
be a political wire to walk 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

goes to rubric again for advice on memo Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

ends up augmenting memo further even 
though it is not requested 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

though it seems to be the exception more 
than the rule, sometimes students will 
take the most abstract feedback and end 
up doing the most elaborate revisions 

Score not 
set 

student9-audio O 
(Observation) 

using rubric again as revising memo Score not 
set 

 

Screencast  

student10-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) goes back to listen to feedback on resume. 
has little trouble finding the right spot 

1 - 
Negligible 

student10-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) goes back to video from beginning...but 
pauses where she can see his visible 
comments in memo and inserts comments 
in her own paper...then she continues to 
listen 

1 - 
Negligible 

student10-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) goes through letter and does the same 
thing: goes back to video when it shows 
visible feedback... pauses where she can 
see his visible comments in memo and 
inserts comments in her own paper...then 
she continues to listen 

1 - 
Negligible 

student10-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on discussing specific 
artwork in memo after reviewing again 
and taking a note. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student10-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedbac on memo regarding 
identifying skills that they are looking for 
that she has after reviewing video again 
and taking a note 

1 - 
Negligible 

student10-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) goes back to listen to feedback on memo 
and first part of letter again 

1 - 
Negligible 

student10-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on letter conclusion 
after listening again and taking notes.  

1 - 
Negligible 
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student10-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on adding example to 
the letter after watching again and taking 
note 

1 - 
Negligible 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) taking notes to remember what he said 1 - 
Negligible 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) plays video again all the way through, 
taking more notes along the way, mostly 
listening, very little watching 

1 - 
Negligible 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) drags back to discussion of memo again 
and rewatches video discussing letter as 
well 

1 - 
Negligible 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) listens to feedback from beginning yet 
again 

1 - 
Negligible 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) listens to feedback on resume again 1 - 
Negligible 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) listens to feedback from beginning, up 
through the resume again... 

1 - 
Negligible 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) drags back cursor in video to letter to view 
comment on screen 

1 - 
Negligible 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) while listening to video again, drags back 
to start of discussion of resume again 

1 - 
Negligible 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) goes to paper version of letter to see what 
she wrote before 

1 - 
Negligible 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) listens to feedback yet again 1 - 
Negligible 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) drags back to beginning of video  1 - 
Negligible 

student15-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) taking notes on feedback 1 - 
Negligible 

student15-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) listens to video again and takes more 
notes 

1 - 
Negligible 

student15-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on passion in letter after 
listening twice adn taking notes 

1 - 
Negligible 

student15-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on extracurricular 
section of resume after watching video 
twice and taking notes. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student15-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on resume regarding use 
of 'create' twice in same list. after 
watching twice and notes 

1 - 
Negligible 

student15-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) goes back to watch video from beginning 
again, takes more notes...once gets to 
letter, she skipps forward to later part of 
resume feedback without much difficutly 

1 - 
Negligible 
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student15-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) drags video back to point where she can 
see a comment in the letter 

1 - 
Negligible 

student15-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) scorlls back again to anotehr spot in letter 
to see comment in memo 

1 - 
Negligible 

student15-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) scolls thorugh video to point in letter 
where she can see a comment; some 
trouble resiszing window to see doc an 
video shot at same time 

1 - 
Negligible 

student15-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) drags video to screen shot of comments in 
later part of letter 

1 - 
Negligible 

student4-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) relistens to all ad and letter feedback  1 - 
Negligible 

student4-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) drags video to still frame of first paragraph 
to remind self of what instructor wanted 
her to do 

1 - 
Negligible 

student4-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on condensing and 
moving content in letter after listening 
again. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) has to listen to recording again. This time 
taking notes along the way.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applies the cite your claims feedback on 
the memo after listening to recording 
twice  

1 - 
Negligible 

student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applies feedback on 'knowing more about 
you' in memo after listening to feedback 
twice 

1 - 
Negligible 

student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on letter 3rd para 
regarding two ideas and developing them 
after listening and taking notes 

1 - 
Negligible 

student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) Applies feedback on passion language in 
letter after listening to feedback twice 

1 - 
Negligible 

student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applies feedback on talking about the 
shadowing experience in letter after 
watching feedback twice  

1 - 
Negligible 

student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) Applies feedback on last para of letter 
regarding final claims after listenign to 
feedback twice 

1 - 
Negligible 

student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applies feedback on being more specific 
on preparing for heathcare profession 
after watching video twice 

1 - 
Negligible 

student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on bullets under 
relevant activities after watching twice 

1 - 
Negligible 
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student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on ability to interact 
with kids in skill section after watching 
video twice. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applies feedback on moving and relabling 
relevant activities after watching twice 

1 - 
Negligible 

student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applies feedback on deleting high school 
ed info after watching twice  

1 - 
Negligible 

student5-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applies feedback on relevant course work 
and emphasizing skills after watching 
twice 

1 - 
Negligible 

student7-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) goes back to watch letter feedback again; 
easily drags back to desired location; 
memorability error only 

1 - 
Negligible 

student7-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on 'of' vs 'in' in first para 
of letter after listening to and moving to 
freeze frame in video.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student7-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on 'thrive for jobs' in 
first para of letter after listening to and 
moving to freeze frame in video.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student7-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on first paragraph being 
vague in letter after listening to and 
moving to freeze frame in video.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student7-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on 'the position' in first 
para of letter after listening to and moving 
to freeze frame in video.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student7-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on 'gaining more 
knowledge' in first para of letter after 
listening to and moving to freeze frame in 
video.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student7-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applies feedback on 'while I may not have 
experience' in final para of letter, after 
listening to feedback twice. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student7-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) scrolls back again to review still frame of 
marks on his letter. seems to be reviewing 
to see if he covered all she asked for. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student7-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) rewinds video to start of resume 
discussion, but finds the location with 
ease.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student7-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) listens to part of feedback on resume 
again while looking over resume 

1 - 
Negligible 

student7-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) goes back to still frame of memo  1 - 
Negligible 
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student8-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) goes back to start of video to look at 
screen shot of comment at beginning of 
memo 

1 - 
Negligible 

student8-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on standing out, but had 
to listen to feedback again 

1 - 
Negligible 

student8-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on talking about college 
in letter. after listening to feedback again, 
she cuts out that content and adds new 
example and discussion 

1 - 
Negligible 

student8-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied visual feedback on moving 
amarillo in resume after watching 
feedback again 

1 - 
Negligible 

student8-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on formatting in resume 
after watching feedback again 

1 - 
Negligible 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) drags back a bit to relisten to the same 
resume feedback three times 

2 - 
Somewhat 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on moving scholarship 
info to education section after revieiwing 
feedback three times. 

2 - 
Somewhat 

student12-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) goes back to video yet again, to review 
feedback on letter, drags back to a 
location to hear certain feedback three 
times 

2 - 
Somewhat 

student15-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on talking about her 
qualifications more in the memo, but after 
watching video twice and going to still 
frames for reference 

2 - 
Somewhat 

student4-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applied feedback on intro paragraph with 
minimal difficulty, had to go back to listen 
to video once and review screenshots first.  

2 - 
Somewhat 

student7-
screencast 

A (Task Blip) applies feedback regarding 'exposed to 
outdoors' in 2nd para, but only after 
reviewing video or still frames of video a 
few times.     May be a result of issue only 
being highlighted and not mentioned in 
verbal feedback. 

3 - 
Moderate 

student10-
screencast 

B (Body 
language) 

nods Score not 
set 

student10-
screencast 

B (Body 
language) 

frustration with abundant formatting 
woes 

Score not 
set 

student12-
screencast 

B (Body 
language) 

seems frustrated and stuck on how to 
keep resume to one page, but doesn't 
realize that she hasn't applied all sorts of 
other feedback that will cause page size to 

Score not 
set 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

349 
 

fluctuate. she can't put off trying to 
getting the resume to one page until the 
end! 

student5-
screencast 

B (Body 
language) 

body language, nods along to what he's 
saying 

Score not 
set 

 

student5-
screencast 

B (Body 
language) 

nods Score not 
set 

 

student5-
screencast 

B (Body 
language) 

nods Score not 
set 

 

student5-
screencast 

B (Body 
language) 

nods   Score not 
set 

 

student5-
screencast 

B (Body 
language) 

nods   Score not 
set 

 

student5-
screencast 

B (Body 
language) 

nods   Score not 
set 

 

Recording Details Notes Score 
 

student10-
screencast 

E (Error) technical error. video didn't load fast 
enough and automatically paused the 
recording. she had to drag back to the 
beginning of the recording 

1 - 
Negligible 

student4-
screencast 

E (Error) Has to go back and listen to section on 
highlighted paragraph in the memo 

1 - 
Negligible 

 

student5-
screencast 

E (Error) video glitch. stopped playing and she had 
to click to start the video again.  

1 - 
Negligible 

 

student6-jing E (Error) comment #13: applies comment well, but 
inserts error/typo in last sentence of 2nd 
paragraph, and it's grammar is awkward 

1 - 
Negligible 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #20: introduces typo into 
language regarding feedback on emotional 
tie and more details in memo 

1 - 
Negligible 

 

student8-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #2: applies feedback on 
stressing encompass home health. she just 
puts it in a paragraph other than the one 
he suggests.  

1 - 
Negligible 

student8-
screencast 

E (Error) goes back to video; has a bit of trouble 
finding the spot she wants to start from; 
restarts video where instructor talks about 
letter 

1 - 
Negligible 

student8-
screencast 

E (Error) experiences difficulty getting video to spot 
she wants to review 

1 - 
Negligible 

 

student10-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #7: applied feedback on 
reducing clustered education info on 
resume, but took multiple tries to get it 
right as requested by the instructor, 

2 - 
Somewhat 
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mostly due to lack of formatting 
knowledge.   

student10-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #3: applies feedback on letter 
formatting partially, but doesn't include 
her own address and other conventions.  

3 - 
Moderate 

 

student10-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #9: applies feedback on 
reformatting or putting career skills in 
columns, but is not able to fully or at all  
efficiently apply the feedback.     
Cascading error related to lack of 
knowledge formatting. ends up costing 
her a lot of time that she doesn't know 
how to format columns 

3 - 
Moderate 

student10-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #11: applies feedback on 
computer programs to and extent, but not 
what was really requested. 

3 - 
Moderate 

 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #16: applies feedback on 
resume honors and orgs section regarding 
creating a cheerleading/club sections; but 
has great difficulty because of formatting 
knowledge and inability to realize she can 
take other measures to keep content to 
one page; and she had to listen to 
feedback multiple times before applying 
feedback. 

3 - 
Moderate 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #14: applies feedback on 
putting years in honors and org section 
after reviewing feedback 4 times and 
many, many formatting errors 

3 - 
Moderate 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #8: applies feedback on last 
para of letter, but doesn't seem to do it to 
extent requested...and she has to listen to 
feedback several times before application 

3 - 
Moderate 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment 13: applies feedback on 
volunteer section regarding adding bullets 
for each item, after listening to feedback 
several times and having significant 
formatting issues 

3 - 
Moderate 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment#1: applies feedback in memo 
but after much struggle and listening to 
feedback several times 

3 - 
Moderate 

 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #2: kind of applies feedback on 
being more specific on how she fits in the 
memo, but only in one area of the memo, 

3 - 
Moderate 
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and after listening to feedback several 
times 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #10: applied feedback on 
emphasizing major and grad date in 
resume, but with difficulty (listened to 
feedback many times) and probably not in 
way intended  

3 - 
Moderate 

student15-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #8: applies feedback on resume 
with baptist university, but not to extent 
inteneded.    She thinks that he told her to 
cut the degree from ouichita university, 
but Tim meant that she should cut the 
whole mention of the school.     [Error. 
Visual comment is cut off on the right in 
the video. Problem of controlling 
screencast area and making sure whole 
view is included.]   

3 - 
Moderate 

student15-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #4: applies feedback on letter 
thesis to an extent but  the feedback is 
vague enough that it’s hard to tell to what 
extent. She didn’t change it much, though, 
so she didn’t seem to apply full extent 
intended.     Possible error here. Vague 
noun reference, twice in one sentence; 
not sure if he’s talking about whole letter 
or specific parts. 

3 - 
Moderate 

student15-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #5: applies feedback on 2nd 
para of letter, but not to extent requested, 
especially regarding use of medical 
knowledge/lingo. and applies after 
reviewing video twice and going back to 
still frames 

3 - 
Moderate 

student4-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #9: applies feedback on 
conclusion in letter to extent, but has to 
listen to feedback again and also doesn't 
include a specific vs general example of 
service 

3 - 
Moderate 

student5-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #9: applies feedback on 
emphasizing awards only partially; in 
verbal feedback later, she says she can't 
emphasize more awards than she already 
has included because she doesn't have 
any more awards.  

3 - 
Moderate 
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student5-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #12: applies feedback on skills 
section, but not to full extent inteded 

3 - 
Moderate 

 

student6-jing E (Error) programs aren't functioning properly. 
word won't open, and the browser won't 
let her go to another tab.     not user. tech 
problem 

3 - 
Moderate 

student6-jing E (Error) Comment #25: applied feedback on 
improving concision and awkward 
language in memo to a small extent. didn't 
revise much 

3 - 
Moderate 

student6-jing E (Error) Comment #24: applied feedback on memo 
structure and or and targeting audience to 
a very limited extent 

3 - 
Moderate 

 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #8: applied feedback on 'stick 
out for this job' in 2nd para of letter after 
listening to video again, but does not 
apply to full extent intended. Changes 
some awkward wording but adds some 
still awkward wording in it's place.  

3 - 
Moderate 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #5: applies overall feedback on 
being more specific to an extent. where 
she mentions specific things he can do he 
applies the, but where she doesn't, he 
doesn't.  

3 - 
Moderate 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #14: partly appies feedback on 
social events planner, but not to extent 
desired. and he introduces an error in the 
listing style 

3 - 
Moderate 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #17: applies feedback on 
inserting language from reflection into 
letter, but probably not in expected way. 
He introduces some highly repetetive 
language that may do more harm than 
good. And he doesn't really capture all of 
the language that was highlighted by the 
instructor and bring it into the letter.  

3 - 
Moderate 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #16: applies visual feedback on 
highlighted portion of memo. rewords to 
reduce error and improve clarity, after 
reviewing still frame/feedback second 
time. but ends up adding a grammar error 
to the sentence he tried to fix 

3 - 
Moderate 

student8-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #1: applied feedback on memo 
regarding adding more about 

3 - 
Moderate 
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qualifications than feelings. applies to an 
extent, but  doesn't really give detail 
about what she did. has to watch 
feedback a couple times as well.  

student8-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #8: applied feedback on visual-
only feedback regarding awkward phrase 
in resume, but she only adds a 
conjunction. the phrase is still awkward.  

3 - 
Moderate 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #12: hardly applies feedback on 
resume regarding work experience 

4 - Severe 
 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #6: attempts but is not able to 
apply feedback in letter about using 
examples instead of just listing what she's 
done or can do. And does this after 
listening to feedback mutlitple times.  

4 - Severe 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #4: doesn't apply feedback to 
include and discuss a specific job ad. 

4 - Severe 
 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #3: does not apply feedback in 
memo to let him know if the job is a 
summer job or not 

4 - Severe 
 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #9: doesn't apply feedback to 
drop high school stuff from resume 

4 - Severe 
 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #11: doesn't apply feedback on 
moving relevant coursework content 
under education 

4 - Severe 
 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #12: doesn't apply feedback on 
third para of letter regarding avoidance of 
listing and picking one or two to talk about 
in more detail.  

4 - Severe 

student12-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #17: she leaves the job ad 
analysis stuff in the assignment even 
though he said she didn't need to include 
it.  

4 - Severe 
 

student15-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #11: doesn't apply feedback to 
include location of Ouachita Baptist 
University clinic.    May be because the 
location is obvious; not sure why the 
instructor asked for this.  

4 - Severe 

student15-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #2: didn't apply feedback on 
turning in assignments in the right order.    
may not be applied at this time but later 
because of nature of comment 

4 - Severe 

student4-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #18: doesn't address references 
issue, which was highlighted but not 

4 - Severe 
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discussed by instructor in the video. 
Student would have no way of knowing 
why it was highlighted.     The purpose of 
other highlighted was at least discussed to 
some extent, but not this one.  

student4-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #2: doesn't apply highlighted 
feedback to address maintianing and 
complete records; this particular point 
wasn't discussed by instructor, just shown 
in list of highlighted items. 

4 - Severe 

student4-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #3: doesn't apply feedback to 
address how she has executed 
experiments (maybe because just shown 
and not talked about or maybe because 
she doesn't have that exp.) 

4 - Severe 

student5-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #16: did not apply feedback on 
youth group, though she may think that 
she sort of did 

4 - Severe 
 

student5-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #19: did not apply feedback on 
lifeguard section 

4 - Severe 
 

student5-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #13: did not apply feedback to 
put skills section after relevant activities;     
instructor brushed over this point 
fast...maybe source of error 

4 - Severe 

student6-jing E (Error) Comment #15: Did not apply feedback on 
1st sentence of 2nd paragraph. awkward 
grammar 

4 - Severe 
 

student6-jing E (Error) Comment #17: did not apply feedback on 
sentences being too long 

4 - Severe 
 

student6-jing E (Error) Comment #16: did not apply feedbackon 
grammar issues in 3rd para. 

4 - Severe 
 

student6-jing E (Error) Comment #21: Error definitely caused by 
misscommunication in feedback.She bolds 
a phrase even though that’s not what 
instructor originally wanted her to do. 
Student assumed highlighted area was an 
area that she should bold because that 
was what the previous highlighted areas 
indicated according to the instructor.  

4 - Severe 

student6-jing E (Error) Comment #27: does not apply feedback to 
avoid ending sentence with' in' or 'at' 

4 - Severe 
 

student6-jing E (Error) Comment #28: doesn't apply feedback on 
first paragraph regarding teaching exp and 
discussing lesson plans, etc., but this may 

4 - Severe 
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be because it isn't clear if instructor is 
talking about memo or the letter.     could 
be instructor caused 

student6-jing E (Error) Comment #29: did not apply feedback on 
'skewed idea of audience'.     but not sure 
how she could have applied this abstract 
feedback 

4 - Severe 

student6-jing E (Error) Comment #30: did not apply feedback on 
addressing 1yr exp in letter, but student 
may not have done so because she 
doesn't have the exp.  

4 - Severe 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #9: doesn't apply feedback on 
show don't tell in last paragraph.     maybe 
because student disagrees with feedback. 
He listens to feedback and thinks about it 
but chooses not to do anything with it 
after he looks over a paragraph where he 
does show vs. tell.  

4 - Severe 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #11: doesn't understand or 
properly apply feedback regarding 
heirarchy of place of degree and degree in 
resume    states in verbal feedback that he 
didn't understand what she was talking 
about regarding hierarchy. 

4 - Severe 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #12: doesn't understand or 
properly apply feedback regarding 
heirarchy of place worked and job role in 
resume 

4 - Severe 
 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #13: doesn't apply feedback to 
bring up activities listed in the resume in 
the cover letter 

4 - Severe 
 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #19: did not apply feedback on 
letter to mention what he expects to get 
out of it 

4 - Severe 
 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #21: doesn't apply feedback on 
being more concise and concrete in memo    
he may not know what she means by this, 
but this wasn't confirmed during interview 

4 - Severe 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #23: doesn't discuss choices he 
made regarding things he left out 

4 - Severe 
 

student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #24: did not apply feedback on 
explaining things he did to connect with 
the audience 

4 - Severe 
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student7-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #25: does not bring in more 
examples from letter/resume 

4 - Severe 
 

student8-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #4: doesn't apply feedback on 
awkward grammar.    Maybe because he 
didn't discuss this but only included it in 
the written notes on the screen 

4 - Severe 

student8-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #5: doesn't apply visual only 
feedback on 'general thesis' in letter 

4 - Severe 
 

student8-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #11: did not apply feedback on 
cutting from exp section 

4 - Severe 
 

student8-
screencast 

E (Error) Comment #10: does not address feedback 
on not having a well argued resume    
Vague comment may make it difficult to 
know how to apply. Not sure how one 
would know how to respond.  

4 - Severe 

student8-
screencast 

E (Error) doesn't apply feedback on activities 
section 

4 - Severe 
 

student12-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

she works on the honors and org section 
for nearly 25min!!!!    Scatch that closer to 
30 min. she goes back to it a few times 
later on.  

4 - Severe 

student10-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

starts on letter Score not 
set 

 

student10-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

made significant change to work exp 
section though it wasn't specifically 
requested 

Score not 
set 

 

student10-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

leaves desk to put on a jacket Score not 
set 

 

student10-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

puts letter up on screen and video screen 
side by side... 

Score not 
set 

 

student10-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

making unsolicted changes to 
first/(new)2nd paragraph that weren't 
requested 

Score not 
set 

 

student10-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

reviews job ad Score not 
set 

 

student10-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

She actually goes back through her 
revisions after she's made them, tweaking 
and smoothing out along the way. Rare 
behavior.    This behavior dramatically 
influences the efficiency of the overall 
revision, in that she doesn't get it done as 
fast, but it does increase the quality of her 
work. 

Score not 
set 
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student12-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

pauses to review content of visual 
comment 

Score not 
set 

 

student12-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

on third time going through the video, she 
opens of and is reviewing live document 
while listening and making only a few 
small changes. 

Score not 
set 

student12-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

starts significant revision efforts in 
resume, final extracurricular section 

Score not 
set 

 

student12-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

she does go through everything in a final 
proofread 

Score not 
set 

 

student15-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

pauses replay second time through right 
before he discusses resume 

Score not 
set 

 

student15-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

puts still frame of video/comment next to 
live document 

Score not 
set 

 

student4-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

Screencast allows the student to more 
easily go choose a point in the recording 
that they want to replay because they can 
see what general part of the paper the 
instructor was focusing on in the video 
window.  

Score not 
set 

student4-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

catches all the typos. thoroughly reviews 
revisions and reads work over and over 
again.  

Score not 
set 

 

student4-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

moves to video on ad, resume, letter Score not 
set 

 

student4-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

starts with resume. students tend to 
tackle problems they most recently 
listened to or observed 

Score not 
set 

 

student4-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

moves to letter Score not 
set 

 

student5-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

makes changes to intro of letter that 
weren't solicited necessarily, though she 
cuts out 'passion' language, which he 
discussed later.  

Score not 
set 

student5-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

cuts large portion of third para of letter. 
not sure why, but starts rewriting 

Score not 
set 

 

student5-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

makes a few other unsolicited changes Score not 
set 

 

student5-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

goes back to memo, makes changes to it 
based on decisions she made or was asked 
to make in revision 

Score not 
set 

 

student6-jing O 
(Observation) 

chooses to listen to both videos before 
revision 

Score not 
set 
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student6-jing O 
(Observation) 

goes to letter first--ends up revising in 
order of review given 

Score not 
set 

 

student6-jing O 
(Observation) 

moves onto memo Score not 
set 

 

student7-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

pauses video after she discusses letter, 
opens letter 

Score not 
set 

 

student7-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

trying to put the video and letter side by 
side 

Score not 
set 

 

student7-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

moves playing video window around to 
see if he has applied feedback she has 
given on first paragraph    is this an error 
or just an understandable practice given 
the medium?     It seems that some of 
these behaviors might not need to happen 
if the student was working from the 
document that the instructor marked up. 
However, the student would then have to 
take time to get rid of the highlights, etc. 

Score not 
set 

student7-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

he listens to feedback regarding 'show 
don't tell', then looks at his second 
paragraph where he actually does a pretty 
good job of showing instead of telling, and 
then goes back to recording.    Is this 
where he decides not to apply feedback 
because he feels he's done what she 
asked? 

Score not 
set 

student7-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

he saves and closes the letter and resume, 
seemingly with the assumption that the 
feedback he will receive on the reflection 
won't require him to revise the other 
documents as well.     this may become a 
best practice issue for teachers. perhaps it 
matters whether thay discuss one 
assignment before the other. 

Score not 
set 

student8-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

goes to job ad without direction to do so Score not 
set 

 

student8-
screencast 

O 
(Observation) 

skips over letter to work on resume first, 
makes a quick change, goes back to video 
and then back to the letter.  

Score not 
set 

 

 

 

Written 
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Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) applies feedback on GPA after looking at 
comment a few times 

1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) goes back to review comments again after 
having trouble fixing the spacing in the 
resume 

1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) looks at other comment again 1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) looks at other comment again 1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) Looks at other comment again 1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) looks at other comment again 1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) looks at other comment again. 1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) reviews comments again 1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) still having trouble formatting to get to 
one page and also returns to looking at 
comments 

1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) reviews comments yet again. seems to be 
looking for help in them but obviously 
can't get it from the comments.    
Surprising unwillingness of students to 
look up formatting tutorials online. 

1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) goes back to comments again 1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) goes back to comments yet again 1 - 
Negligible 

student17-
written 

A (Task blip) applies change to camp counselor section 
after reviewing feedback a few times. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student17-
written 

A (Task blip) goes back through comments again after 
making some more unsolicted changes to 
headings (underlining). goes back and gets 
rid of changes a bit later. 

1 - 
Negligible 

student18-
written 

A (Task blip) Goes back to look at a couple commetns 1 - 
Negligible 

student20-
written 

A (Task blip) Going back to review comment on service 
chair again. doesn't seem to be sure if he's 
applied it as expected.  

1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

A (Task blip) applied feedback on honors college 
section after reviewing comment a several 
times 

2 - 
Somewhat 
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student18-
written 

A (Task blip) introducing formatting changes that are 
unsolicited and make the resume look 
worse. headings of fonts smaller size than 
the body text 

2 - 
Somewhat 

Student16-
written 

E (Error) Comment #6: applied feedback on dates 
on right margin with a bit of difficutly, 
mostly due to formatting knowledge 
issues 

1 - 
Negligible 

student19-
written 

E (Error) Comment #3: struggling to apply feedback 
on work exp and skills section because of 
formatting knowledge and went back to 
read feedback again.    Eventually figures 
out how to apply feedback fully 

1 - 
Negligible 

student19-
written 

E (Error) Comment #4: applies feedback on 
exclamation poing graphics, but has 
troubles because of lack of formatting 
knowledge 

1 - 
Negligible 

student20-
written 

E (Error) Because of view settings, can't see what 
changes instructor has made at first, but 
figures out how to make it visible after 
some time 

1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

E (Error) User doesn't realize that she could just 
accept the changes of the instructor and 
save herself a lot of time 

2 - 
Somewhat 

Student16-
written 

E (Error) applied feedback on listing out items 
under subheadings, but she has difficulty 
apply formatting in same way that was 
applied by instructor because of lack of 
formatting knowledge 

2 - 
Somewhat 

student20-
written 

E (Error) Comment #1: doesn't know how to 
completely accept a change made by the 
instructor    students need training on this 

2 - 
Somewhat 

student20-
written 

E (Error) Comment #6: applied feedback on 
community service chair with some 
difficulty. had to refer back to the 
comment a several times before he 
finished editing it    In verbal feedback, he 
mentioned that he was confused about 
how to do what she wanted here. 

2 - 
Somewhat 

student20-
written 

E (Error) doesn't accept tracked changes 2 - 
Somewhat 
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student20-
written 

E (Error) because of some sort of funky happenings 
with word, the user perceived that he had 
received formatting feedback on bullets 
and numbering even though the instructor 
did not originally give him feedback on 
this. (confirmed in verbal feedback)    Issue 
caused by MS Word, not the feedback 
itself.  

2 - 
Somewhat 

student17-
written 

E (Error) Comment #1: applied feedback on moving 
name higher after looking at comment 
several times and making several attemps. 
Error mostly due to lack of formatting 
knowledge.  

3 - 
Moderate 

student20-
written 

E (Error) Comment #2: returns to feedback on 
staring bullets with verbs. keeps clicking 
on it, and unclear what he wants to do. 
Perhaps accept the changes? And he 
actually ends up putting in different verbs 
than those already insterted by instructor.     
Ends up coming back to these bullets and 
changes words over and over again 
throughout.  

3 - 
Moderate 

Student16-
written 

E (Error) is not able to keep resume to one page    
seems that there are certain points of 
expectation that take precedence over 
others. they apply the feedback even at 
the sacrifice of turning resume into two 
pager. 

4 - Severe 

Student16-
written 

E (Error) Comment #1: Doesn't seem to apply 
general feedback at beginning on 'telling 
how great you are' and 'selling self in 
resume'. She only changes the other 
issues identified in the specific comments.     
This error may be a result of vagueness on 
the instructor's part. What does 'tell us 
how great you are' mean in terms of what 
she can revise? Instructor didn't go 
through examples of how she can do this.  

4 - Severe 

student17-
written 

E (Error) does not go through and delete comments 
or accept tracked changes.  

4 - Severe 
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student18-
written 

E (Error) Comment #4: applies feedback on moving 
dates in a way that was unintended or not 
desired by instructor. the student puts it 
at the end of the bullets in the section 
instead of at the end of the heading.    did 
not implementing 'move date feedback' 
properly; misinterpreting feedback. 
cascading error that happened as a result 
of the instructor deleting the dates and 
moving to the end of the line even though 
the comment says to move them to the 
end of the line on top of that. Because of 
the way MS Review is shown to the user, 
they don't realize that the instructor has 
already moved the dates so that they 
don't have to.     This lead her to put the 
dates at the end of the bullets instead. 
This is a combo of 
teacher/interface/tool/student error   

4 - Severe 

student18-
written 

E (Error)  unable to delete the horizontal line as 
instructed. due to lack of formatting 
knowledge 

4 - Severe 

student18-
written 

E (Error) experiencing great difficulty in effort to 
get resume back to one page. cascading 
errors due to lack of formatting 
knowledge.     Ultimately fails to do so 

4 - Severe 

student18-
written 

E (Error) fails to accept all changes and get rid of 
comments before completion. 

4 - Severe 

student20-
written 

E (Error) pastes in text from website on aapg at 
bottom and incorporates language (some 
exactly) from that text; definite plagiarism 
going on here 

4 - Severe 

Student16-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

still having trouble on how to save space 
but goes back to a few comments to look 
again 

1 - 
Negligible 

Student16-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

students have a propensity to spend a lot 
of time keeping the resume to one page, 
even though they should worry about this 
after all the changes have been applied.    
Students also lack formatting skills that 
could make revisions a much more 
efficient process.  

3 - 
Moderate 

Recording Details Notes Score 
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Student16-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

puts teacher comment version and 
original version side by side 

Score not 
set 

Student16-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

makes unsolicited verb change at 
beginning of bullet in org section (for the 
better) but later changes it back    in 
interview, student confirms that after 
getting feedback on verbage in other parts 
of resume, she started thinking about 
verbage in other parts of resume as well 

Score not 
set 

student17-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

I don't think students always recognize 
how the teacher has altered their 
document. They don't know what the lines 
and symbols mean. So the context of 
instructor conversation on such points 
may be lost on the student.  

Score not 
set 

student17-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

makes indirectly unsolicted change to 
headings; ads underline. may have been 
reaction to comment on making headings 
stand out.    Later, 18:39 in, she gets rid of 
underlines 

Score not 
set 

student17-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

wrote something down after reading first 
comment 

Score not 
set 

student17-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

makes an unsolicited change to medical 
mission trip section.  

Score not 
set 

student17-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

Looking for options to get content back to 
1 page? Things to cut? Things to reformat? 

Score not 
set 

student17-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

makes another note Score not 
set 

student17-
written 

A (Task blip) goes back and review comments even 
though she has applied all the feedback 

Score not 
set 

student17-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

body language    accidently changes the 
view mode in word where it shows all 
comments and changes at the same time 

Score not 
set 

student19-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

body language    furrowed brow and 
leaned in 

Score not 
set 

student19-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

does some unsolicted formatting to make 
it look a bit better. 

Score not 
set 

student19-
written 

H (User 
needs help) 

had to intervene to tell the user where to 
find the browser 

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

if instructors are to use word review and 
track changes, it would be helpful to make 
sure students know how to accept 
changes, delete comments, etc.  

Score not 
set 
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student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

starts making unsolicted changes to 
related course work section 

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

looks up articleon geosteering, briefly Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

makes other unsolicted changes to date 
formatting 

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

deletes a section in his involvment section 
thought the action was unsolicted  

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

adding extra bullets of info to fraternity 
and tennis section 

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

looks up synonyms for verbs online Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

goes back to fraternity website again and 
again to look for language to use in bullet. 

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

looks up action words for resumes online Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

Very interesting. Amy gives him feedback 
on a few bullets and changes the verbs for 
him. He goes through the rest of the 
resume and applies to the rest of the 
bullets, even though not specifically 
(though it was implicitly) requested.  

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

adds another bullet to another section. 
AAPG 

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

does a lot of online searchign for language 
to use in resume. Good/bad thing.  

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

goes back to make more edits to added 
bullets throughout and changes some 
starting words in bullets to active verbs 

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

starts making unsolicted formatting 
changes 

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

as far as I can tell he is going beyond what 
was requestedin feedback. He's revising 
his statements or improvements again and 
again; adjusting formatting just see if it 
looks better; he's a self-editor. 

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

after reviewing resume over and over 
again, tries to figure out how to get rid of 
a space between sections but can't.  

Score not 
set 

student20-
written 

O 
(Observation) 

makes additional unsolicited changes to 
experience section 

Score not 
set 
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APPENDIX J: SUS Survey Data from Students 

 

Audio SUS Score   

Student1-audio 77.5 
student11-audio 95 
student13-audio 67.5 
student14-audio 70 
Student2-Audio 100 
student3a-audio 87.5 
student9-audio 72.5 
Minimum 67.5 
Maximum 100 
Mean 81.43 
Standard Dev. 12.82 

 

Screencast SUS Score   

student10-
screencast 

97.5 

student12-
screencast 

100 

student15-
screencast 

77.5 

student4-screencast 92.5 
student5-screencast 87.5 
student6-jing 85 
student7-screencast 77.5 
student8-screencast 77.5 
Minimum 77.5 
Maximum 100 
Mean 86.88 
Standard Dev. 9.14 
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Written SUS Score   

Student16-written 85 
student17-written 100 
student18-written 95 
student19-written 87.5 
student20-written 87.5 
Minimum 85 
Maximum 100 
Mean 91 
Standard Dev. 6.27 
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APPENDIX K: Product Reaction Survey and Interview Data from Students 

Student1-Audio 

1. Straightforward: It was just a click of a button and all I had to do was listen to what, like, 
50 instructions? (using the tool itself was straightforward?) right. (and the feedback?) In 
general? The process was straightforward. Ian went through each part of the paper, but 
sometimes I felt that some of the information was unnecessary.  

2. Accessible: all he had to do was send it. I didn’t have to go in and talk to [him] for thirty 
minutes. It was easy to listen. (so are you saying it’s nice because you could take it 
anywhere?) yes. 

3. Overwhelming: I don’t really like to listen to my feedback, cause when I listen 
sometimes I have to go back and go back; I like it when it’s just written out for me and I 
can match stuff (pointing with fingers—referring to comments in word); cause it like 
alright, check I did that, check I did that. But with that I had to listen to it all over again 
for 15 minutes to make sure I got everything.  

4. Clear: it was easy just cause… I could just listen to what he said and I felt it was pretty 
straightforward… and I understood everything so. 

5. Usable: You could use it any time. I could take it to somewhere and listen to it. I could 
listen to it at home later just to make sure I didn’t forget anything. (did you feel like the 
feedback was useful as well?) I trust what he thinks when he’s grading my paper…yeah, 
(you felt like you were able to use it) yes? 

• Clean 
• Simple 
• Relevant 
• Easy to use 
• Innovative 
• Learnable 
• Controllable 
• Efficient 
• Annoying 
• Satisfying 
• Helpful 
• Time-consuming 
• Awkward 

 

Student2-Audio 

1. Engaging: Because it’s just really easy..you’re really back and forth and actually able to 
immerse yourself as…because you’re not side by side your teaching talking to 
them…your still being engaged in the fact for the vein that you are hearing constructive 
criticism …and your able to apply that criticism into the work as soon as you hear it and 
you can re-hear it as many times as you want. 
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2. Easy to use: it was really straightforward. Just hit the play button and you just listen as 
your going through your editing as you’re listening and that was really easy 

3. Effective: Because you’re hearing exactly what they’ve said and you’re able to re-hear 
it…you’re hearing exactly what needs to be done or exactly what they think should have 
been done and you’re hearing different route perhaps that should have been taken. And 
that should be helpful. 

4. Convenient: That would just be really easy if there was all the criticism of every 
document I’ve ever read or submitted, if there was criticisms of that, I think reworking 
those would be a lot easier and hopeful in the next time around that I do a paper (and 
you’re talking about in relation to the idea that you can hear the feedback). Yes. 

5. Helpful: It’s all the same as everything. It’s just really easy to put in here everything 
you’re kind of looking for.  

• Straightforward 
• Usable 
• Creative 
• Desirable 
• Time-saving 
• Consistent 
• Efficient 
• Useful 
• Organized 
• Accessible 
• Relevant 
• Motivating 
• Appealing 
• Stimulating 
• Learnable 
• Comprehensive 
• Understandable 
• Reliable 
• Intuitive 
• Simple 

 

Student3-Audio 

1. Motivating: I guess cause you can hear the author so it makes you want to do it more…. 
He’s like ok, step by step …this is what you should do…I just find it like…like he’s here 
talking to me like we’re talking so it makes me want to do it more instead of sitting 
there reading his words which is sort of more boring.   

2. Comprehensive: it’s easier to understand; I know when we got feedback on raider writer 
it was really confusing; I know you would get feedback from one instructor and it 
wouldn’t correlate… it was just really confusing…I know me and all of my friends would 
get confused. They would put one thing, but you wouldn’t know what they were talking 
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about. This way, he’s reading it with you…so I followed along with him as he was saying 
stuff. So I was putting his comments in as he was reading.  

3. Engaging: because he’s talking to me and I fell like I’m more into what we’re doing I’m 
more engaged in what’s going on instead of like “here it is.  fix it. 

4. Credible: it’s coming straight from him. And I know it is. He’s not letting someone else 
do it. Him telling me this is what you need and what you need fixed. 

5. Learnable: because  I didn’t think I would like it. (so you felt it was easy to learn how to 
do) I thought it was easier and I got a lot more out of it than just words on a paper.  

• Easy to use 
• Useful 
• Approachable 
• Organized relevant 
• Trustworthy 
• Straightforward 
• High quality 
• Helpful 
• Reliable 
• Powerful 
• Appealing 
• Stimulating 
• Usable 
• Efficient 
• Intimidating 
• Exciting 
• Convenient 
• Clean 
• Professional 
• Fast 
• Time-saving 
• Desirable 
• Simple 
• Friendly 
• Intuitive 
• Energetic 
• Effortless 
• Meaningful 
• Fun 
• Business-like 
• Controllable 
• Fresh 
• Satisfying 
• Innovative 
• Empowering 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

370 
 

• Understandable 
• Engaging 
• Creative 
• Attractive 
• Entertaining 
• Effective 
• Cutting edge 
• Advanced 
• Ambiguous 
• New 
• Sophisticated 
• Clear 
• Secure 
• Responsive 
• Compelling 
• Accessible 
• Flexible 
• Impressive 
• Consistent 

 

Student4-Screencast 

1. Easy to use: I thought it was really simple. Honestly it’s like any other video online like 
on youtube online. You just click on a button and watch it. If you want to pause it you 
can pause it when you need to. You can scroll through to go where you need to. So it 
was just simple. There weren’t a lot of distractions or anything.  

2. Useful: I just liked how…normally when you get written feedback, sometimes it’s hard to 
tell what your teaching meant by it. But hearing it…it was just easier to understand what 
she was referring to, so the information she put on there, the highlights, was very 
useful. (highlights helped?) especially when I needed to reference something that I 
knew I need to revise but I couldn’t remember exactly,. I could scroll through exactly 
what she said. ( you could scroll back and see what she’d been referring to?) yes  

3. Fresh: I’ve never done anything like this. I’m just used to getting written feedback on my 
papers, so this is something different.  

4. Engaging: I guess because when you’re listening and seeing it it’s a lot easier to focus. 
You don’t get as distracted as when you’re just in your room reading what the teacher 
wrote on your paper 

5. Comprehensive: I felt it was just so well rounded feedback of my paper. You get the 
audio, the visual, you see the corrections, and I also liked that you had your entire 
project in front of you so it wasn’t like you had to flip through papers. It had everything 
all together.  

• Usable 
• Understandable 
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• Efficient 
• Helpful 
• Creative 
• Effective 
• Fast 
• Meaningful 
• Convenient 
• Effortless 
• New 
• Relevant 
• Learnable 
• Memorable 
• Clean 
• Appealing 
• Straightforward 
• Simple 
• Secure 
• Clear 
• Fun 
• Approachable 
• Organized 

 

Student5-Screencast 

1. Stimulating: It felt like because I was able to hear I was able to remember what I did and 
not just sitting there reading what he said. It was more engaging. It felt like was with 
him and not just reading his comments. It was more personal.   

2. Motivating: On that same line,  like listening…and I was like oh ok that’s what I need to 
do there, and it encouraged me to improve my work instead of just reading and being 
like “oh ok”. (so it made you feel more motivated to work on it? Because of the personal 
touch?) mm hm. Yeah. 

3. Impressive: It was so neat how it was all set up. That technology is so advanced now 
that I can listen to him and get his feedback from it  

4. Time-saving: If I just sit there…I’m very visual, like I had to write down what he was 
saying, but being able to hear it, I got it faster. And knew what I needed to do, and then I 
could just get to it.  

5. Efficient: along those same lines, just that I knew what he needed me to do so I could do 
it. (are you implying that you had a much clearer idea of what you needed to do and 
could just go and apply it?) yeah. 

• Appealing 
• Satisfying 
• Approachable 
• Advanced 
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• Comprehensive 
• Motivating 
• New 
• Usable 
• Effective 
• Clear 
• Awkward 
• Non-standard 
• Controllable 
• Straightforward 
• Credible 
• Engaging 
• Learnable 
• Meaningful 
• Memorable 
• Compelling 
• Useful 
• Accessible 
• Easy to use 
• Unconventional 
• Organized 
• Innovative 
• Relevant 
• Helpful 
• High quality 
• Responsive 

 

Student6-Screencast 

1. Useful: I think it was more useful than the traditional rubric. It was more…it went more 
into depth on what you could fix because it’s just like “this is the thing you did wrong”: 
(so you feel like it just gave you more direction so you could revise?) yes.  

2. Convenient: I feel like it’s convenient, you can just click on it, and it’s convenient for you 
to use, and it’s convenient for the professor to grade, it’s probably faster and easier.   

3. Innovative: sort of like I was saying, with the screen and the mouse … yeah 
4. Easy to use: ditto 
5. Clear: I felt like she gave a really clear… like seeing the…when it’s put up on the screen, 

it made it really clear what needed to be revised because it wasn’t just vague language 
that I used to get when I got more traditional feedback.  

• Approachable 
• Non-standard 
• Engaging 
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• Intuitive 
• New 
• Appealing 
• Creative 
• Effective 
• Advanced 
• Unconventional 
• Fresh 
• Time-saving 
• Organized 
• Understandable 
• Flexible 
• Straightforward 
• Learnable 
• Controllable 
• Responsive 
• Efficient 
• Usable 
• Accessible 
• Stimulating 
• Relevant 

 

Student7-Screencast 

1. Helpful: Just cause once I read her feedback the other day. I didn’t get what she 
was…(the rubric?) yes. But having the marker on it and have her talking…it was easy. 

2. Engaging: It’s pretty much just like talking to her. It’s like going to office hours, almost. 
Without even asking, she’s just going to tell you.  

3. Effective:  Pretty much like the first one…just how neat [it is] compared to reading 
something she wrote. And she seemed very sincere in her talking, instead of “maybe 
you should write up…” …she didn’t do it mean or harsh on you …you could just kind of 
tell that she wants to help you learn instead of just telling you what you screwed up on.   

4. Efficient: I just think it’s really good…really quick…it’s just perfect. It was really easy.  
5. Responsive: I just said it was responsive because she is responding to you and how it 

was you knew what to do.  
• Approachable 
• Convenient 
• High quality 
• Organized 
• Reliable 
• Understandable 
• Straightforward 
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• Credible 
• Simple 
• Relevant 
• Simplistic 
• Advanced 
• Effortless 
• Controllable 
• Fun 
• Appealing 
• Accessible 
• Fast 
• New 
• Trustworthy 
• Cutting edge 
• Satisfying 
• Learnable 
• Motivating 
• Easy to use 
• Clear 
• Fresh 
• Impressive 
• Professional 
• Usable 
• Clean 

 

Student8-Screencast 

1. Easy to use: all you had to do was copy and paste the link and press go. It ws there and 
you just press play. It wasn’t hard at all. Yeah it was easy. 

a. In regards to the feedback? 
i. Yeah I thought that it was good. One thing I didn’t like about it was that 

I didn’t necessarily need to hear him talking to me again …so I would 
want to try to scroll through it (the document) and it wouldn’t let me 
scroll …he had control of it…so I didn’t really like that, cause I didn’t 
necessarily need to hear him talking to me again. I just want to see the 
(visible) comments (in the paper). So that was the only thing I didn’t like 
about it. Everything else was easy. 

2. Straightforward:  he had his comments and it was highlighted what he was talking 
about; it was very straight to the point. 

3. Satisfying: with his comments, I agree with him and I was satisfied because I was able to 
go back and know what he was wanting  

4. Learnable: kind of the same thing. I was able to learn from what he was saying. And the 
technology side of it wasn’t hard to learn.  
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5. Understandable: it was clear, it’s not like I had to really listen…he was speaking clearly 
and it was fine and it was easy. (you could follow what he was saying?) exactly.  

• Creative 
• Effortless 
• Responsive 
• High quality 
• Usable 
• Friendly 
• Engaging 
• Relevant 
• Simple 
• Approachable 
• Effective 
• Professional 
• Time-saving 
• Credible 
• Fast 
• Advanced 
• New 
• Helpful 
• Fresh 
• Organized 
• Efficient 
• Business-like 
• Consistent 
• Accessible 
• Controllable 
• Meaningful 
• Secure 
• Clean 
• Convenient 
• Clear 
• Desirable 
• Motivating 
• Reliable 

 

Student9-Audio 

1. Helpful: personally, to me, all opportunities. Where you get some feedback it’s helpful 
in any for; why this was helpful, was that the instructor was able to put more words in it, 
say a lot more…I know it’s hard to compare the amount of time to words on a paper, but 
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I would think that he spends more on that [audio]. (so you feel the instructor can fit 
more detail into his instructions?) yeah 

2. Time-consuming: for me, in the past, I’ve seen revisions on a paper, and when there on 
a paper you can go back and look at the paper really easily and scroll through and see 
the revisions and the suggestions, but this… on the paper you can just go back and read 
through it and you can read through a specific part. With this {audio} it’s all in one and 
it’s kind of hard to zero in on what parts of this …(finding the place that he was talking 
about?) yeah. So you end up listening to it quite a few times. I felt like that was a little 
time consuming. You’d have to revise and then go back and listen to it again.  

3. Inefficient: same as the time-consuming; just the whole switching back and forth and 
trying to find the specific place you want. 

4. Memorable: I think that hearing your professors words is a bit more memoerable than 
simply reading it on a paper. I think that hearing the words…especially maybe at the loss 
of efficiency…you go through it a couple times and it engrains what he says into your 
memory. That and just the fact that you’re hearing and from another person, your 
hearing their voice, makes it a little bit more memorable than you simply reading it.  

5. Stimulating: Again, kind of the same reason it has to be with hearing a voice instead of 
simply reading it.Also it goes back to the first point about how they can say more and 
they get a little bit more specific with what they say.  

• High quality 
• Motivating 
• Simple 
• Understandable 
• Friendly 
• New 
• Straightforward 
• Learnable 

 

Student10-Screencast 

1. Clear: Because he wasn’t vauge. Whenever he would would make a note on the paper, 
he would back it up with why he made that note. It was easy to understand. 

2. Convenient: because it was on the computer and I was able to…whenever I would go 
back and look at it, I could listen to it while I was looking at my document.  

3. Efficient: Because it got the job done. There was…it worked well. It worked better than I 
thought it would actually.  

4. Straightforward: because…he was very to the point, and then since I was able to hear 
him saying that, and see what he wrote, and see what I wrote, it was very…I was able to 
connect the dots  

5. Useful: I think that I could use this later on for other things. It worked well.  
• Organized 
• Easy to use 
• Satisfying 
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• Engaging 
• Learnable 
• Trustworthy 
• Impressive 
• Responsive 
• Expected 
• Consistent 
• Professional 
• New 
• Business-like 
• Innovative 
• Understandable 
• Accessible 
• Relevant 
• Effective 
• Usable 
• Helpful 
• Simple 

 

Student11-Audio 

1. Understandable:  Because it was, and there wasn’t anything to difficult about it. Pretty 
straightforward what he wants me to do. 

2. Useful: because the feedback I got back could help me in the future. 
3. Comprehensive: The feedback was comprehensive. 
4. Easy to use: nothing more to ad 
5. Helpful: nothing more to ad 
• Professional 
• Relevant 
• Consistent 
• Accessible 
• Sophisticated 
• Controllable 
• Approachable 
• Clean 
• Engaging 
• Simple 
• Familiar 
• Fast 
• Usable 
• Effective 
• Convenient 
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• Efficient 
 

Student 12-Screencast 

1. Easy to use:  this was really…this really helped me a lot more than I thought 
would…cause I could go back and replay…and I can click play. Replay…so that helped a 
lot, and it was just easy to go back and forth. I liked it a lot. It helped me a lot. 

2. Satisfying; I was satisfied with how it went. Honestly I thought it was going to be over 
my head because I’m not that technologically advanced but it was easy so. 

3. Useful: Because I never used anything like this. I thought it was very useful, and I could 
replay it and rethink it over and over in different ways and just get…it just helped me a 
lot to get it over and over and over again. 

4. Effective: cause I feel like I wouldn’t have done this and he would have just tell me, I 
would have forgotten a lot of stuff, cause he did mention a lot of things and show a lot 
of stuff, so I thought that was effective because I could replay it and just stop it when I 
needed to or play it when I needed to. 

5. Learnable: because I learned a lot with it. I learned that I if I hear things over and over I 
can absorb the feedback better. 

a. Felt like it made more sense to you? 
i. Yeah. 

• Exciting 
• Simple 
• Entertaining 
• New 
• Understandable 
• Professional 
• Flexible 
• Friendly 
• Responsive 
• Attractive 
• Consistent 
• Business-like 
• Convenient 
• Sophisticated 
• Usable 
• Impressive 
• Creative 
• Empowering 
• Controllable 
• Helpful 
• Trustworthy 
• Secure 
• Clear 
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• High quality 
• Clean 
• Memorable 
• Fresh 
• Simplistic 
• Appealing 
• Meaningful 
• Compelling 
• Efficient 
• Approachable 
• Accessible 
• Engaging 
• Familiar 
• Comprehensive 
• Reliable 
• Time-saving 
• Organized 
• Advanced 

 

Student13-Audio 

1. Time-saving: this is my first time editing a writing assignment with audio feedback, and 
honestly I feel that just being able to play the recording of my instructors voice as 
opposed to having to talk to my professor during office hours or having one on one 
meetings with them was actually time consuming …it was time saving because I felt like I 
could just sit down here and listen but not just listen but also listen while I was working 
on the project at the same time. So that way I could go by every piece of documentation 
that I submitted and edit that while the audio was going. So all I had to do was listen to 
that and go along with it. Kind of like a map. Just following the instructors directions and 
then doing it as I went as opposed to maybe getting feedback all at once and having to 
take that feedback and maybe at the end of the day try to apply what the instructor may 
have said even though the writing might not be as good as hearing audio voice and 
trying to understand better what I was trying to communicate.  

2. Helpful: well it was very helpful because I think the voice and the way technology can be 
especially now a days, it was just very good. Helpful to have ian on the other side, kind 
of like a lifeline per se, that I could talk to him personally because I’ve had English 
classes here before and the only feedback I would get was the comments they would 
put in, and I folled them and I’d usually get an improved grade the next time around and 
that would be ok, but to have audio and being able to try to understand where ian was 
coming from because his voice changes, it wasn’t robotic like with how comments can 
be. It was more fluent in his voice so I could hear…it just helped me understand better 
what he was trying to help me to fix.  
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3. Effective: it definitely affected the way that I probably really edited the assignment. If I 
felt like I hadn’t gone by an audio file and had just gone by comments, I probably would 
have probably not gotten the full understanding of what he wanted me to fix. There 
were some times in the recording where he would stop a little bit, almost like he was 
wanting me to think about what I just said, or see if I understand that before I moved 
onto the next thing to correct in the assignments. 

4. Innovative: Well this is the first time I’ve used audio recording and I think it’s very 
innovated to have your own instructor who you see every day on the other side of a 
microphone telling you what to do and how to fix a paper as opposed to having to send 
a bunch of constant emails or having…you can always schedule office hours but still its 
kind of at their convenience and it’s kind of like with this audio and can work with Ian on 
my time. I mean I have free times in schedules at different times than he does so it’s 
better to have my time to listen to the voice and understand what he wants me to do.  

5. Cutting edge: seems fairly new to me. I’ve never worked with audio before. This seems 
like something that a lot of other people could use. I’m not just talking about the English 
department but maybe even the science department especially, because I talk to friends 
in engineering and a lot of times their confused because their instructors are new and 
sometimes they get papers that don’t get feedback … I think this is something that every 
instructor should mayble attentively try to use just to communicate better with their 
students…especially if it’s a writing intensive class. There are writing classes that I take 
at the college of communication…I feel like if some of professors took this on when they 
were giving back writing assignments, I feel like they could communicate better with 
their students and understand what’s better expected for them, if they get a revision 
possibility, and that could be better for them. And ultimately I think people would get 
better grades over their. It’s not really entirely cutting edge, but using it for something 
like this is very new to me. I kind of wish that the professors I had right now would use 
this more often.   

• Learnable 
• Awkward 
• High quality 
• Sophisticated 
• Familiar 
• Reliable 
• Accessible 
• Secure 
• Fresh 
• Memorable 
• Responsive 
• Meaningful 
• Unconventional 
• Controllable 
• Compelling 
• Powerful 
• Non-standard 
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• Relevant 
• Trustworthy 
• Appealing 
• Engaging 
• Approachable 
• Understandable 
• Advanced 
• Exciting 
• Usable 
• Desirable 
• Complex 
• New 
• Impressive 
• Motivating 
• Credible 
• Clear 
• Useful 
• Friendly 

 

Student14-Audio 

1. Creative: I’ve never seen or heard of anything like that. Usually it’s you can get with your 
classmates or you can come talk to me in my office hours. And that’s more 
something…like he can do it and I can listen to it over and over and over versus going to 
his office and hearing it once and then going home and being like “Wait, so what all did 
he say again?” That was the good part about it I think  

2. Easy to use: just had to click play I guess. Yeah it seemed pretty easy.  
3. Helpful: it was easy to hear him say stuff and you can pause it or go back and listen to it 

so you can revise your stuff 
4. Time-saving: instead of going to his office, going there and forgetting and having to go 

back…you can kind of do a lot of it at home on your own time.  
5. Simple: same reason I circled easy to use. Just really simple.  
• Satisfying 
• Fast 
• Innovative 
• Learnable 
• New 
• Motivating 
• Useful 
• Flexible 
• Friendly 
• Simplistic 
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• Straightforward 
• Poor quality 

 

Student15-Screencast 

1. Convenient: A lot of times trying to get through or try to find things out, and I would 
switch back and forth between screens and I could stop and it was just right there. It 
was super convenient because you don’t always get to hear your professor tell you what 
you did wrong, especially for people like me with a crazy schedule. So it’s really nice.  

a. Convenient because it’s hard for you to meet with your instructor?  
i. Yeah. Hard to meet. And it’s just right there. It’s easy to access 

2. Learnable: Because I’m a little tech savvy but not crazy, but I know a lot of people that 
aren’t as tech savvy. And they could learn it. I think that’s awesome.  

3. Useful: Because a lot of times I really hate revision, and this is useful because it was face 
and it was faster than what I would normally have to do on my own. 

a. And is that why you checked efficient as well? 
i. yeah 

4. Helpful: in general being able to hear and being able to see instead of always having to 
just go in (and meet with professor). It’s like going in except it’s on the computers 
screen.  

5. Effective: A lot of times I don’t feel like my revision is effective because I’m not  or it’s 
not clear what exactly I’m doing wrong so I just go back and do it. But because I was able 
to have that, then I was able to …my revision I felt was effective or will be effective.  

• High quality 
• Innovative 
• Controllable 
• Consistent 
• Clean 
• Organized 
• Advanced 
• Simplistic 
• Straightforward 
• Understandable 
• Efficient 
• Time-saving 
• Easy to use 
• usable 

 

Student16-written 

1. Professional: Because the whole point of the assignment was to create a resume so you 
could get a job, and to get feedback like [instructor’s] is very helpful and professional 
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because she’s professionally trying to help us. That’s her job and she’s trying to make us 
better and her comments were extremely professional because I’ve had some 
professors who refer to you as a lesser subject as opposed to a professional, which she 
chose.  

2. Helpful: Because the comments helped me understand what I did wrong and helped me 
improve my resume and hopefully get a job, and it’s just hepful. I really like criticism in 
my work so that I can improve and do better. So seeing exactly what I did wrong helped 
me to understand what I can do to improve.  

3. Straightforward: She told me exactly what I need to change and gave me examples of 
how to change it.  

4. Responsive: Kind of the same thing as helpful. It just helped me better understand.  
5. Organized: because I found it helpful with the program directing how I did and what I 

did and what I did wrong. It was better organized instead of just having some paragraph 
or something like that, I knew exactly where I needed to work and what was wrong. And 
that was really helpful.  

• Effortless 
• Effective 
• Efficient 
• Credible 
• Meaningful 
• Understandable 
• Desirable 
• Approachable 
• Relevant 
• Motivating 
• Easy to use 
• Satisfying 
• Flexible 
• Consistent 
• Reliable 

 

Student17-Written 

1. Empowering: I felt that not only did she give constructive criticism, but there was also a 
lot of positive things in there as well, like you did a good job on this…emphasizing that I 
did well and emphasizing the things I needed to change.  

2. Meaningful: I feel like especially for a project like this it’s really important to get the 
feedback, because there’s not really a point in doing something like this without the, ya 
know, here’s what you need to change.  

3. Effective: Because now I can take this and make it exactly what it needs to be and the 
comments she gave were clear and concise so I was able to put that to work. 

4. Motivating: the comments that she were left were emphasis that I’ve been listening and 
paying attention and doing well, so it motivates me to continue to do well.  
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5. Useful: Because this is something that…her comments are important…and they are 
something I can use to make it better.  

• Clear 
• Easy to use 
• Understandable 
• Accessible 
• Reliable 
• High quality 
• Clean 
• Engaging 
• Efficient 
• Sophisticated 
• Credible 
• Organized 
• Impressive 
• Convenient 
• Relevant 
• Stimulating 
• Memorable 
• Responsive 
• Innovative 
• Friendly 
• Usable 
• Business-like 
• Comprehensive 
• Straightforward 
• Helpful 
• Satisfying 
• Trustworthy 
• Compelling 
• Approachable 
• Fresh 

 

Student18-Written 

1. Innovative: I’ve never really done this or seen anything like this before.  
a. (You’ve never used digital feedback like this before?)  

i. No. It was pretty new to me. 
2. Approachable: Even though it is an experiment or whatever. It’s still not like intimidating 

or anything. 
3. Useful: I feel like a lot of people could use it that haven’t done it before. 
4. Stimulating: Like doing it…like someone watching me and everthing and through that… 
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5. Engaging: Because I know that this is going and everything like…I don’t know ya 
know…it’s just like one of those I can’t really describe.  

• Creative 
• Helpful 
• Relevant 
• Easy to use 
• New 
• Learnable 
• High quality 
• Effective 
• Professional 
• Straightforward 
• Credible 
• Memorable 
• Reliable 
• Efficient 
• Compelling 
• Sophisticated 

 

Student19-Written 

1. Efficient: It’s efficient because it’s feedback from my professor so I know that it’s good, 
and the correct thing to change. The correct changes that I need to make because it’s 
feedback from her.  

2. Helpful: same thing. It’s going to help me make sure that I get the better grade because 
I’m getting it from her. Because it’s really helpful to get direct feedback. 

3. Useful: Because it’s useful to make sure that you make the correct changes. 
4. Reliable: because it’s her own words, it’s her opinion on my resume. 
5. Effective: because it’s efficient and it’s effective to make sure that I make the right 

changes.  
• Satisfying 
• Approachable 
• High quality 
• Clear 
• Usable 
• Organized 
• Understandable 
• Straightforward 
• Relevant 
• Convenient 
• Credible 
• Simple 
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• Consistent 
• Easy to use 
• Professional 
• Simplistic 

 

Student20-Written 

1. Time-saving: I feel like with something important like this, it’s something you really want 
to have down and without feedback there are mistakes on there that I wouldn’t have 
noticed that. And with instructor feedback you can see what you’re doing wrong. Like 
even when she corrected some of the words at the beginning like using more verbs and 
stuff like that …it made a difference. I saw different things throughout (pointing), and 
like I saw different things…like I was using this word here way too much …overall, I feel 
like having it and knowing what needs to be done from a professional standpoint really 
helps save time.   

2. Simplistic: because of the way it’s formatted in this program and the way the feedback 
was given really makes it easy for you to realize what was done wrong, what needs to be 
changed, and it was just a lot easier…there was notes all over the page … they weren’t 
fully explain what was wrong. It was like she …you could see what was crossed out, 
what you originally had, what was a better solution, and I just thought it was a lot easier 
to use.  

3. Responsive: because using the feedback…I fell like I was able to be a lot more responsive 
to fix my problems and stuff … it’s kind of tough to explain but…I just felt like what was 
offered in the way it was offered, with that I was able to take it further than just a one 
line …it was a lot more responsive to the ideas that were presented, not just this is 
formatted wrong or that… this is more something professional and what I want to 
see…stuff like that.    

4. Efficient: similar efficient…it’s just where, I guess if you could sums it all together. This is 
just the easiest way to go back and do that. …you have someone else looking at your 
screen at something…you see what you are meant to see once in a while …(blab la) 
…know exactly what they’re looking for. And has to see so many of these that has made 
them professional …professional situations…overall, it was just overall efficient because 
it really got to the point about what needed to be fixed in order to create a better 
resume 

5. Organized: I really like the formatting of how the feedback was given where on the 
paper you can click on the paper and see what you’re working on and what’s corrections 
and all that you’ve made, and I felt like that was the biggest thing for me. It’s like 
knowing what I’ve already done and what I still need to correct , how it looks as a whole 
and I can sit back and look at it versus going into the little individual aspects and other 
parts of it. 

• Clear 
• Flexible 
• Understandable 
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• Controllable 
• Cluttered 
• Professional 
• Meaningful 
• Convenient 
• Helpful 
• Engaging 
• Effective 
• Usable 
• Useful 
• Learnable 
• Clean 
• Fast 
• Compelling 
• Appealing 
• Straightforward 
• Easy to use 
• Accessible 
• Busy 
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APPENDIX L: Retrospective Interview Data from Students 

 

Student 1-audio: 

1. Feedback that was clear?  
a. Described in overview what he was going to go through and then went through 

each document. That was pretty clear.  
2. Unclear? 

a. Parts where I wish I were there with him where I could as him a question, like 
the part when he was talking about my job ad and I was confused about what 
exactly he wanted …he said something about links or an ad…but I’m applying to 
grad school so I couldn’t turn in an ad…so I was kind of confused on that, but I 
think I figured that out 

b. And on the situation analysis I was kind of confused at the end about what he 
wanted 

3. What were you thinking when you were listening to the end of the recording 
repeatedly? 

a. Well he told me to concentrate on the part about my uncle and the part about 
my cardiac issues… I went through first and made sure there weren’t any 
grammar mistakes, and the rest…I was trying to make sure it wasn’t cliché… he 
said what I already knew, and I didn’t catch one of them in there. The rest of it, I 
was trying to make it more personal…and think about that cardiac stuff, and just 
couldn’t think of a way that it was integrated…I felt like I would need an extra 
page to explain all the cardiac stuff…so that’s why I didn’t really fix anything else 
in the essay 

4. What were you thinking when you went back to the resume again 
a. I was just a little confused…the whole job portfolio assignment…just felt like it 

wasn’t applicable (since she’s applying to grad school)… there’s a bunch of stuff 
on there that I wouldn’t put on my application …so I was trying to figure that 
out, and then he said to not put an objective on there, but when he said it didn’t 
affect the grade I didn’t change it. [didn’t want to mess the spacing/proportions 
up]. Other than that I agreed about taking some stuff out in the experience 
section. I wasn’t really sure that looten parts was 2nd most important, but he 
said it was so I put it up there.  

5. You went back to listen from beginning again. Why? 
a. First time I was pausing and going back, pausing and going back, … just to hear it 

one more time just in case I missed something.  
6. How would you compare experience—audio to previous? 

a. Never had instructor feedback in audio, so it was kind of different, but wouldn’t 
say that it was bad but just really different from how I’m used to thinking…I like 
to visually see it. I guess I’m a visual person than a listening person cause it goes 
in one ear and out the other, but overall it was good. I felt like it was pretty 
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straightforward. It wasn’t a lot of off topic... it pretty much stayed on {point]. So 
it was pretty good. 

7. Would you want to use audio feedback again, why or why not? 
a. Um…I would, but I think I would still prefer to see it if that was my only option. I 

totally believe in instructor feedback cause I want to improve my paper, so if 
[audio] were my only option, I’d be fine with it, but I’m just used to seeing it and 
making changes. (prefer written feedback) yes. 

8. Anything else to say about experience? 
a. Nope. 

Student 2-audio 

1. What thinking after given instruction to find a job ad? After found an ad, Why choose to 
go back to letter/resume? 

a. Because I was thinking to myself if I could just find a general job ad, I could gear 
my papers, or my cover letter, not so much the resume…gear more towards the 
actual ad. So I was just going through random ads seeing if there was anything. 
Of course nothing came up.  

2. Can you think of any instructions that received that were particularly clear? 
a. Where he thought things should be moved around…just changing its position 

3. Particularly difficult? 
a. I don’t think there was anything that was that difficult. If I had to replay 

anything, it’s probably because I zoned out or something. 
4. Any place where you felt you didn’t know how to apply feedback? 

a. A lot of the times if I was doing something weird, I think more or less I was just 
having trouble expressing what I wanted to get out in terms of different set of 
stuff than I already had in the cover letter or resume itself. 

5. How would you compare your experience with audio to previous experience? 
a. So much so you don’t get enough…this is written feedback…you don’t normally 

get that much feedback unless you go to office hours and bring it up to them 
what you think could have been different.  

6. Is there anything else you would compare between the two? 
a. I’d say just the fact that you can…it’s very…you can just keep replaying…and 

knowing what you need to do and not getting side-tracked. 
7. Would you want to use this type of feedback again, why or why not? 

a. Yes. I just started using video lectures online, and it’s really helpful to be able to 
replay things again.  

Student 3-audio 

1. Can you think of any feedback you received that was particularly clear? 
a. Him explaining what to fix in the cover letter in detail. And in the resume he 

went and told me what I needed and what we didn’t. He basically told me what 
to do. 

2. Any feedback that was particularly hard to follow? 
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a. Not really. He clearly stated what I need to fix, and I was following along with 
him as I was talking and it was easier to go through with him and find out what I 
needed to fix. 

3. Was there any place you didn’t know how to use the feedback.  
a. I went back and listened feedback one place because I couldn’t remember 

whether it needed to be fixed in the letter or the analysis. But I was able to go 
back…and fix it. 

4. Why highlight blue? 
a. Just needed to remember what to fix…just highlighted main ones to fix. 

5. How would you compare your experience using audio to previous exp? 
a. I didn’t think I was going to like it but I liked it a lot better. I was able to go back 

and listen to it …and I comprehended it more… felt like he was talking straight 
to me…he was just talking to me like a regular person instead of writing it down 
as a teacher. So it was easier to comprehend. 

6. Anything else to say? 
a. It wasn’t as clear but I think it’s just the speakers. (So it was kind of hard to 

understand?) Just a few words were hard to understand, and I was able to piece 
things together.  

7. Would you want to use audio again? 
a. I would. Its’ a lot easier than the written ones. I don’t like reading it. I get bored 

reading it.  

Student 9-Audio 

1. Saved one version of resume and put side by side. Why? 
a. That way I could go back to the old version of the resume and see how it was 

and see the old resume and compare new revisions. Also helped me see what 
I’d deleted to retype. 

2. Went to browser to look up sample? 
a. I was just thinking about what side to put date on. Wanted to see if putting on 

rights side was what people commonly do. I was trying to look up organization. 
b. Was that form you or from what he asked you to do 

i. He said that below labels and education, and he said there was too 
much space, so I wanted to move words or listing of experience over 
below title and that’s why I moved it to the left 

3. Noticed a lot of switching back and forth. Can you explain what was going through your 
head? 

a. Mostly it was making sure that everything I was putting on resume was covering 
something on job ad.  

b. For browser, some of it had to do with how to do my education. Used example 
on browser to see how they did that.  

c. Included relevant coursework on second example. Used sample as a guideline. 
d. So I could see what would be relevant for course work when looking at job ad. 

4. Went to rubric and job ad, then you paused to think for awhile and seemed unsure what 
to and then started to work on 1st paragraph of letter. What were you thinking? 
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a. I think most of it was just going through the rubric to see if it was on my letter 
b. I was also struggling with formatting on the resume 
c. I’m going to go back and try to figure out the formatting on the resume. Just 

have to figure out how to close up the white spaces.  
5. Went to web to look at Monsanto site, what were you thinking when you did that? 

a. In his instructions, …very similar companies and he suggest that I talk about it, 
so when I looked up that, I wanted to solidify that they were similar with similar 
ideas, but I wasn’t sure because I knew they might be rivals, so I didn’t know if it 
might take away from the letter … I did decide to include it because values are 
similar.  

6. You chose to listen to whole recording at end, why? 
a. Just going through mental checklist, what he was suggesting, how effective my 

revisions were in acting on his suggestions.  
7. Can you think of any feedback that stands out as particularly clear? 

a. His feedback on cover letter where he talked about what I needed to bring to 
internship instead of just about how it would benefit me. So I realized how I 
needed to try to serve those values.  

b. Also his advice to break up activates [in resume] into two columns was 
straightforward 

8. Difficult feedback? 
a. Not really. Some problems with how I was going to break up the situate analysis. 

Wasn’t sure how to break it up. (Weren’t sure what he was asking me to do?) 
Knew what he was asking, but not how or what would be the best for the 
situation. 

9. Was there any place where you didn’t feel you knew how to apply feedback? 
a. Nothing but the whole whitespace. The formatting issue. 

10. How would you compare your experience using audio to previous? 
a. Going back to survey, I would say that it is more memorable than something 

typed or written on paper, and you can get more feedback with audio. However 
it was inefficient switching back and forth and having to relisten to audio. Felt 
there were some way s it could be made better. Like if you could break it up into 
sections, maybe one for the resume, one for the cover letter. 

11. Would you want to use audio feedback again? 
a. I would want to use it again. Mainly because I did feel like it was helpful and it 

did help me improve me letter and my resume.  

Student 11-Audio 

1. Paused for long periods of time… What typically were you doing? 
a. Trying to form words in my mind first. I have to think about it, see it, and then 

do it. 
2. Pasting letter? 

a. Trying to distinguish if it was a page long or not 
3. Memo draft 
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a. Basically taking old draft info and pasted in to new one. Wanted to start from 
scratch 

4. Any feedback you received that was particularly clear 
a. Describing my resume…bullets are kind of off…oh my gosh they are…what I got 

out of it was to always double-check. So basically with the bullets not being 
aligned and the how there was two lines at the bottom, and I didn’t even know 
how they got there. So that was frustrating. That was really easy to understand 

b. He would kind of confuse himself when he was giving me feedback, but I just 
had to listen to it again, and then I understood exactly what he was saying. 

5. Any feedback that stands out as difficult to follow or understand 
a. I guess about the memo; he never really told us what to put in the memo. He 

told me to put it in a paragraph form. But he didn’t explain to me if…I don’t 
know…not the structures so much but as to what should be included. I guess I 
was just confused about the memo cause I’d never done one before. (So with 
his feedback you didn’t necessarily know what to do with it?) Yeah. 

6. Is there any other place where you didn’t feel you knew how to apply the feedback? 
a. In my resume, when he told me to add stuff under my experience, I didn’t know 

how too vaguely say “I’ve saved lives before” …I didn’t feel like that should be 
put into a resume. So I just decided to not include that at all.  

7. How would you compare your experience 
a. To be honest I like the audio more. I’m more of a hearing or auditorial learner 

than a visual, but in my previous classes, I would have professors do it hand 
written and I couldn’t always understand what they were trying to write.  So I 
feel like this is more beneficial towards the student. 

8. Would you want to use it again 
a. Yes. I’m more of an auditory learner, and it’s often not as detailed when it’s 

written as what I got here.  
9. Anything else to say? 

a. Nope. I liked it a lot. This was my first time.  

Student 13-Audio 

1. Starting and stopping a lot. Reason 
a. The reason I was starting and stopping at the audio recording was because I 

wanted to listen to what [Instructor 1] was telling me but I also wanted to make 
sure I had the documents up so I could go into the documents and fix what he 
wanted to me to fix. As we gradually moved on… I thought about in the 
beginning maybe I should listen to the whole recording just to hear it. And just 
to understand it but if felt like in order for me to understand what he wants me 
to do, I needed to pull up all my documents and let him tell me what needs to 
be fixed. That way I just do one document at a time. So I don’t get confused 
like…was this for editing this document or this document, ‘cause you know we 
have three documents in this assignment, so a lot of times some of the stuff can 
be redundant and I didn’t want to get confused and put something here in 
something else… and it made it easier for me to understand. 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

393 
 

2. After you started listening to feedback on situation analysis, you paused after …waiting 
and looking out window for three minutes 

a. Trying to think about how to word a part of my situation analysis that I didn’t 
have before. Instructor 1 told me to put in a real introduction and concluding 
paragraph, so I was trying to think about how to word that. Sometimes I look off 
or focus on something else when I’m writing just to trigger something. Just 
thinking about what to do next. … 

3. Any feedback was particularly clear? 
a. One thing that he pointed out that was clear was in my resume when he 

pointed out that the items that I listed on the second and third page, he clearly 
said that I should not center those and that they should be put to the left. I fixed 
that problem. 

4. Any that seemed difficult to follow or understand? 
a. Long pause….I guess something when he said was about when he talked about 

oh when he talked about the academic honors that I had received and he 
wanted me to make some changes with those, and he wanted me to make sure 
they were justified and then he said he wanted it in more bullet points… so 
ultimately I think he was telling me to do what I’d done in the resume, but I 
didn’t understand what he meant when he said justified and then asked me to 
put it in bullet points. 

5. Any place where you didn’t feel like you know how to apply feedback? 
a. Other than that situation, I can’t think of a moment. It was just really clear. 

6. How would you compare 
a. This is the first time that I can remember that I have received instructor 

feedback in audio as opposed to emails or comments on raider writer or other 
resources we have at tech…and even in high school I never had feedback in 
audio from another instructor… it’s kind of hard for me to compare it to 
something else…this was definitely better. Obviously reading and getting 
feedback in general is going to help anybody. Sometimes you won’t get any 
feedback and all or they will send you to the writing center to tell you what to 
do…having a professor willing to sit down and do this for the class. It shows that 
he wants us to succeed, and it’s much better than previous experiences with 
written feedback…with [Instructor 1’s] it came across as very clear, when I see 
him every Tuesday and Thursday and I know his personality and I know what he 
expects of the members of his class. 

7. Would you want to use again 
a. Absolutely 

8. Anything else to say 
a. nope 

Student 14-Audio 

1. What were you doing when you deleted sentences 
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a. I repeated myself in both paragraphs, something about believing strongly …said 
in different wording three different times so I was trying to take out the parts 
where I was repeating myself 

b. Trying to put on one page? Yeah, looking for fill in sentences that I didn’t need. 
2. What thinking when went back to listen second time and didn’t listen to it all the way 

through? 
a. Just figured I’d listen one more time to make sure I wasn’t missing anything 

what he was telling me to do to it. 
b. I kind of remembered what he said ya know.  
c. (What were you thinking when he gave the feedback about the analysis memo?) 

i. What part of that was that? (Implies he can’t remember) I honestly 
didn’t really know. (Apparently he didn’t know what I was talking about 
when I was talking about the analysis memo portion of the assignment. 
May not have known what Instructor 1 was talking about either. Not 
sure why or how this happened. ) 

3. Can you think of any feedback that stands out as particularly clear? 
a. Like up there where he said put education instead of objective. That part and 

the part where he said about my extracurricular, because it was pretty 
pointless. And also in the letter where he was talking about backing up what I 
was saying. 

4. Any feedback that was particularly difficult to understand or apply? 
a. Not really. But there was a part in the cover letter about backing up what I was 

saying. I don’t know…I just figure that the cover letter is generally supposed to 
be a page…I have a hard time putting examples and wording stuff. So I have a 
hard time making stuff short and sweet. That’s probably why I didn’t do it the 
first time. 

5. Any place where you felt you didn’t know how to apply the feedback you received. 
a. Just the memo that we were talking about 

6. How would you compare your experience 
a. I’d say it was better, but I haven’t taken an English class since senior year of high 

school… I’d say it was more helpful than anything I’ve had for sure. 
7. Would you want to use again? 

a. Yeah, it’s simple to use, can do it on your own time at home, use it wherever 
you want, and listen to it as many times as you want instead of only once and 
forgetting it.  

8. Anything else? 
a. Not really. Worked really good.  

Student 4-Video 

1. You went back to first screencast again, what were you thinking when you went back to 
that spot: 

a. I knew that this was the part where she wanted me to do more corrections in 
that one paragraph, so I wanted to listen to again what she needed me to fix. 
(By the visual cues in the video, was that how you knew where to go back?) Yes.  
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2. With the second video, you went back to listen what thinking 
a. Again, for that one I had more corrections. For my resume, I remembered all the 

things that she wanted me to fix. That was an easy fix. But I wanted to get more 
of a thorough understanding of what I needed to fix for my cover letter. (So you 
went back to that spot) yeah. 

3. You went back to 1:30 mark and looked at text…just used to remember what to do?  
a. Yes 

4. Any feedback she gave that was particularly clear? 
a. Most of it was very clear. Again she highlighted specific things in project that 

she felt I needed to fix. When she was talking about a certain sections, she 
would give particular considerations for that area. 

5. Places not clear 
a. No places that were unclear that I can think of 

6. Places where you felt you didn’t know how to apply feedback 
a. Not really. I felt everything she said was understandable and feasible.  

7. How would you compare your experience 
a. I guess I get a little bit more of a feel of what the teacher’s feelings are about it. 

Sometimes you can go about it… or read it the wrong way…think that they’re 
being overly critical or something but this way…I guess it was easier to 
understand because of the inflections of their voice, which you don’t get when 
you’re just reading something. Also, sometimes they just write “good” or “I like 
this” but she explained why and it was just more useful. And why things didn’t 
work, which was also more useful.  

8. Would you want to use this again 
a. I would. Yeah I just liked it. Enjoyed it a lot. And I think the teacher commits 

more time to doing this. I think they would put more into than if they were just 
writing.  

9. Anything else 
a. Overall I enjoyed it.  

Student 5-Video 

1. When working on 2nd para of letter, period of time 3 or 4 minutes while looking at it. 
What thinking? 

a. In his feedback he said something about mechanics, and how I need to edit that 
and I was thinking if I could use another word from mechanics or if I could just 
expand…I could figure out what I wanted to do. So I went on to something else, 
and then I came back to work on the mechanics. (So you were just thinking 
about how to apply that?) yes 

2. I noticed that you looked at your notes for the letter and not the resume. Why? 
a. For the resume I remember seeing …like he changed it, and I remember seeing 

it on that (points to screen) so I didn’t have to refer to my notes so. (So he 
showed you what he wanted you to do and you could just remember it) yeah. 
With the cover letter, he just said so much and I was jotting down the notes, but 
yeah being able to see it in the resume, I just remembered and fixed it. 
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3. At one point you were editing your volunteer service section and then you were looking 
at your notes…then back to resume then back to notes…and then you wrote something 
down after that. What did you write down? 

a. He told me to emphasize awards received, and I wrote down that I haven’t got 
that because…I’m a freshman.  I was like, “I can’t really apply that” so I just 
wrote a note to not do that little [piece of feedback]. 

4.  Can you think of any particular feedback that was especially clear? 
a. When he was talking about the cover letter and he mentioned that in the 

second body paragraph that I have too much going on, so I him just being able 
to just tell me that verbally instead of just reading like “Too much going on”. I 
was able to know to cut it out (because he explained what was going on there?) 
yeah. Because I feel like being able to hear it, I knew more than just the little 
comments on the side, which was good to still be able to see that, but to have 
him tell me like “slice this off” was more beneficial.  

5. Particularly difficult? 
a. At one point he was talking about…like he kept skipping around [the 

page/screen] to where he was and wasn’t like following the cursor any 
more…and I was trying to scan, like, where was that? (gesturing to screen) (So 
he was talking about things on the screen but he wasn’t gesturing to specific 
parts with his mouse and it was more difficult?) Yeah.  

6. Was there any feedback you received that you didn’t know how to apply? 
a. No. like some of the things he wanted me to add or elaborate on I couldn’t 

because I either haven’t been in the program that long…because he wanted me 
to expand on the class and I’ve been to 8 lectures so at this point in time I really 
can’t, but I understood what he wanted me to do, I just couldn’t.  

7. How would you compare your experience 
a. Different from what I already said?…I definitely felt like it was just me one on 

one with him…I needed to ask him questions, but it seemed like I was because 
he answered everything that I would have had a question on for his comments. 
(And that’s different from your pervious experiences?) Yeah. Just because the 
feedback I’ve gotten in the past has been like “change this, change that” but 
with this, he really told me like “this thing needs to change”…not just this 
idea…he specifically pointed it out this way. 

8. Anything else to say about experience 
a. I liked I could see where he was. I thought I was just going to be hearing what he 

had to say and that I would have to pull [the assignment] up, but he showed me 
and that was amazing 

9. Would you want to use it again 
a. yes     

Student 6-Video 

1. You started working on letter, you went to job ad for a bit then went back. What 
thinking? 
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a.  I was going back to see what words they’d used and what they emphasized 
since it had been a while since I’d looked at the job ad. She told me somethings 
that needed to be revised so I went back to see what they had said, the words 
they had used, … 

2. Worked on resume then memo then back to letter then letter again after that. Why 
keep going back to letter? 

a. I was thinking that the next to last paragraph was too long so I was trying to 
break it down …matched it with my resume and job ad and other things 

3. At the end, you didn’t go back to the videos…so what you were thinking after you 
watched the videos? 

a. I have a pretty good memory so I guess I just… (So you feel like you 
remembered everything she asked you to do?) yeah for the most part. Other 
than…or what I thought was the most important things that she wants me to do. 
Some of them I ignored, but… 

b. Can you tell me which ones you ignored and why? 
i. Mainly on the memo. I guess because I knew the memo wasn’t as 

important because no one is ever going to see that. Whereas the cover 
letter and the resume …so I think I ignored the stuff about the memo 
just because I didn’t… (Something anyways)…it’s not a good 
representation of what I typically work out anyway so. (So it was kind of 
a cost benefit analysis kind of thing?) Yeah. 

4. Can you think of any feedback that was particularly clear? 
a. The blue and the yellow (highlights)…if it was blue I didn’t even need to touch 

that part of it.  I can remember for the most part what parts were yellow when I 
went back…so that was really clear. I could like visually… (So the visual cue of 
the yellow and the blue really helped you?) 

5. Particularly difficult to follow or understand? 
a. …(something on the resume; can’t understand her)…so I don’t know if that 

means there was less to fix or  
6. Any place where you didn’t feel you knew how to apply the feedback 

a. Nope.  
7. How would you compare 

a. I thought the screencast was really helpful. I don’t typically revise things 
because for the most part I’m just turning in a finished product and you can’t do 
anything after they grade it. In human sciences, but anyway…so that was more 
useful than the general rubric because the rubric just tells you what you did 
wrong whereas this showed me what I did right so I didn’t really have to touch 
the things that were good 

8. Anything else to say 
a. Nope 

9. Would you want to use it again 
a. Yeah… especially for something like technical writing. I don’t know if I’d like to 

use it for my major classes…but for something like technical writing it felt like it 
was very useful…I think writing is more… easily revised I guess…stuff like 
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academic essays…things where they don’t have time to give me individual 
feedback, but technical writing is a  smaller assignment… (So you think it would 
work better for smaller assignments and maybe not for essays?) Yeah. It just be 
too much to go through every single page.  

Student 7-Video 

1. What were you doing when you went back to video and just looked at still frames 
without playing video? 

a. I was just looking for the highlighting and some of the yellow highlight was 
punctuation stuff, so I fixed that really quickly in thee. …she kind revised my 
grammar and punctuation. 

2. When she gave you feedback on show vs. tell, you started to watch video again, and 
then you reviewed the letter, but moved onto something else at that point…why? 

a. I think I was just trying to make sure I didn’t miss anything…I would go and 
correct what she said and then go listen to it again … 

3. Towards the end you went back to video... and switched between memo and cover 
letter and resume 

a. Yeah after she talked about cover letter and resume, I was just checking it out 
again.  

4. Any feedback that stands out as particularly clear  
a. When she highlights stuff in blue that was really good cause that’s helpful 

because the stuff in white, ya just don’t really know good or not bad…so that 
was really helpful 

5. Any feedback that stands out difficult to follow.  
a. In the resume, when she was talking about the hierarchy stuff, I didn’t know 

what she was talking about. It may be my own fault, but I just didn’t understand 
what she was talking about.   

6. Are there any other places where you feel you didn’t know how to apply feedback? 
a. Nope  

7. How would you compare 
a. I like it a lot.       A lot more personal. …mumble…she said something about it 

yesterday…mumble… but I actually thought it was her looking at me through a 
webcam….but it wasn’t awkward or anything…it was real easy.  

8. Would you want to use it again 
a. Yeah. Definitely. 

9. Anything else to say 
a. It was just 100 different, 100 percent more useful than typing something up and 

reading it, because I don’t understand that ever. Because I was going to office 
hours to talk to her, but now I don’t really feel like I need to.  

Student 8- Video 

1. Went back to job ad page…what were you thinking 
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a. Whenever he was reviewing mine, he said that I need to look at or emphasize 
the values that encompasses the company. So I wanted to go back to the 
company and see if I’d overlooked something. 

2. You were taking notes, but stopped… 
a. I wanted to write down what he was saying, so that I could go look at my paper 

after that, and once I had my notes down, I played the video again. So kind of 
just a checklist of things to do.  

3. Seemed like you were skipping and pausing a lot….you implied earlier that you were just 
looking for the written comments, is that correct? Not necessarily to listen to feedback 
again? 

a. Yes. Just wanted to get to the page to see his comments.  
4. Several times when you went to back to video, scanned material, back to video…What 

thinking when going back and scanning again… 
a. Just trying to look at what I turned into him and then try to make sure I was 

doing on the revised version what he wanted. (So just double checking?) yes 
5. Can you think of any feedback that was particularly clear? 

a. Most of it was really clear. Nothing really stood out to me. Everything was pretty 
straight forward. 

6. Any feedback that was difficult to follow or understand? 
a. No; I was able to follow along and know what he was wanting. I know a lot of 

times, I liked how you could hear him talking. I know a lot of times when you get 
comments from teachers or professors that have revised all my stuff, I’m like 
“what? What are they wanting out of that?” I thought that addressed it and that 
I was able to hear him and what he was wanting, so that was good. 

7. Any place where you didn’t feel you could apply his feedback? 
a. No. not really. 

8. How would you compare your experience  
a. It was better. It was a lot better. Because I was able to hear him and know what 

he wanted and know what he was expecting out of me. And a lot of times 
professors just give you stuff and you’re like “what is that?” The fact that I was 
able to hear him was good.  

9. Would you want to use this again? 
a. Yes 

10. Anything else 
a. Nope. It was good. It was beneficial. Definitely.  

Student 10- Video 

1. Noticed there were places where you format, go someplace else, and come back 
later…what was your thinking 

a. Huge factor that I’m ADHD. And so I can’t really just focus on one section at a 
time. I have to do everything. Normally what I do at the very end, even though 
throughout I was jumping around, I always go back and go through it all at once.  

2. Skipped to career skills part… 
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a. I was going to fix that and see what he had to say about what I’d already done. I 
was trying to think about how I could make that better 

i. So after the first time you watched it you were just making sure you did 
it right? 

1. Cause I thought there was a million ways you could do it, 
especially with writing.  

3. After that point, you were looking at comments you made on the letter and the memo, 
you started to enter notes in your own notes, similar to what he inserted in yours; at 
that point were you needing to listen to feedback, or were you just looking for those 
comments 

a. At that point…I remembered what he said generally about, so I just put them 
there so I could remember that I needed to this here and that there. Cause I like 
to also not just hear the feedback, but I like to put it next to the work.  

4. When working on memo, scrolled up and down to job ad.  
a. I was referring to what they had included in the job ad because he had told us 

that we need to talk about certain skills that are required, and it was a pretty 
long list and I couldn’t remember all of them. So I kept having to go back and 
look to see what they said.  

i. Was that according to feedback you got in the video? 
1. Yeah, but also the was what the instructions said. What was the 

job. We’re supposed to explain what the job position is. I don’t 
really know what the job position is, but I know kind of sort of 
what they’re supposed to be….I remember he said in class that 
he said if we can use specific words they said 

a. And you remembered that from class? 
i. Yes 

5. Any particularly clear feedback? 
a. One part where he said where I didn’t put my introduction in the right spot. I 

should have just pressed enter and moved it. Also he said I think it was on the 
memo. That this doesn’t need to have a header. Didn’t know why I had it there 
in the first place. I don’t even know what it was there… 

6. Any particularly difficult to follow or understand 
a. Whenever he was talking about the skills on my resume. I knew that the 

computer section he said that he didn’t necessarily like lists, but isn’t that kind 
of the point…listing your skills in that section? There was a part where I have 
computer programs, and I don’t know how I would be able to make that list… 

i. So there was some ambiguity there  
1. Yeah I didn’t really understand what he was asking…so I tried to 

mess with it, but I don’t know if it helped  
7.  Was that the only place where you weren’t sure how to apply feedback? 

a. I think that was the only place where I was like “what?” 
8. In summary , how would you compare 

a. It was so much better because I have a lot of instructors where all they give you 
is like a sentence. It’s way too vague especially in my interior design 
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classes…especially with all of these projects that are very detail oriented, so I 
think I need detail oriented feedback because there is so many different parts. 
Also my last tech writing professor di the comments thing next to the 
document, and that was online. But I didn’t think that worked well, I think this 
worked better. It still wouldn’t helped if I could have had…cause I saw his notes 
and stuff…if I could have had a copy of those..So I could refer to that.  

9. Would you want use it again? 
a. Yeah, I would use that. 

10. Anything else 
a. Nope. It was simple.  

Student 12- Video 

1. At one point you pulled a folder out of your bag… 
a. I had printed of [the job ap set]… and other notes I’d taken… I kind of got lost on 

the computer and this [helped me find things] 
2. Any feedback that was particularly clear? 

a. The part about not including on my resume as much high school stuff, because 
it’s hard cause I haven’t graduated from tech yet and all my experience was 
though high school, and he said to cut that down. That and he said to go more 
into depth as to why…more like my passion about it (in the memo). I was listing 
basically, and just telling him. 

3. Was there any feedback you received that stands out as particularly difficult to follow or 
understand 

a. No, I had to replay a few times because I was confused, but once it finally 
clicked in my head and it makes a lot of sense now…once I understood it was 
easy…I just had to replay it a lot and think about it. 

4. Any place where you felt you didn’t know how to use or apply the feedback 
a. Nope 

5. How would you compare your experience 
a. I like this a lot because I could learn better if I hear it over and over…if I 

recorded his lecture of him talking in class, that would really help me, and I 
didn’t know that until this. I also do better if I see things visually. So this helped 
a lot. It was more individual, because in class he can’t do that. 

6. Would you say you want to use again 
a. Yeah. I think it would help a lot with anything. 

7. Anything else to say 
a. Nope. It was kinda fun. I’ve never done anything like this. It helped a lot more 

than I thought it would.  

Student 15-Video 

1. Working on education section for a bit and then added a little bit, after that there was a 
pretty long pause on what to do next, and then started working on extracurricular 
section. What thinking during that long pause. 
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a. I don’t really remember. I think it either had to deal with my music stopped and 
I had to get it to go again or I couldn’t what I wanted to do with whole Wichita 
thing. Maybe a mixture of those two things. 

2. After you listen…went to letter then went back to resume, why work on resume first 
a. Cause I think I heard something in the video that I wanted to go back and check 

on and make it sure I had it exactly how I wanted it because I’m very 
compartmentalized when I’m used to doing my work so if I think of something, I 
have to be like ok I have to do that [right now] and I want to get this thing 
completely finished before I start doing something different.  

3. Can you think of any feedback you received that stood out as particularly clear 
a. I have a tendency to list and not always explain the list and so that was probably 

one of the biggest things especially with my skill because it’s very difficult to 
explain my skill set in a clinical setting, it’s not always the easiest to show well. 
It’s a lot of little vague things that combine into one demeanor that is 
considered a skill in our field. So being able to take that and put it into words is 
probably a good thing.  

4. Was there any particular feedback that was difficult to follow 
a. Not necessarily. Maybe with the whole extracurricular part of the resume, I was 

just kind of an odd…how much do you say, and I’m really picky on how I do my 
formatting, I’m just OCD with formatting, so I was kind of trying to think about 
what he wanted and understand how to put that into a format that I 
understood. So that’s partially me and partially…hmm  I wonder how he really 
wants that  

5. Any other feedback that you didn’t know how to apply? 
a. Not really 

6. How would you compare your experience 
a. I’ve had very little feedback. My English classes have been (unintelligible). So 

this has been a whole new experience. So as far as revision goes, it’s not 
something I generally to do a lot of and definitely did not enjoy. So this is 
definitely better compared to what I’ve been doing. Because I could look and 
see comparisons. Not always…that’s definitely not how it’s been done in the 
past.  

7. Would you want to use this type of feedback again 
a. Yes. I would.  

i. Why 
1. Because I can compare it and because I can replay it and hear 

the voice. It just seems very helpful 
8. Anything else to say about this? 

a. I really glad that you said I could use music.  Yeah feedback is always a good 
thing.   

Student 16-Written 

1. There were a number of times after you’d gone through and applied feedback…you 
went to back to comments again and again…what were you thinking? 
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a. Just making sure that I applied what she had advised that I do. I’m a little 
obsessive with that. I needed to know that I had done what was right. 

2. Towards to end you opened up a separate document that showed all the comments 
along side. Why did you create that document? 

a. That was an accident. Once it was up there, I thought I might as well use it (to 
review feedback) 

3. Can you think of any feedback that stands out as particularly clear 
a. She specifically said that I needed to put the dates with tab. That was extremely 

clearly. And I needed to remain consistent with abbreviating. That was clear. 
4. Any difficult to follow to follow or understand 

a. Not difficult…she made one comment about my description of the honors 
college and so I went and edited it, and now I would like to talk to her and see if 
that was a better revision, but it wasn’t difficult. I was just wanting further 
information.  

i. So you’re saying that you felt you were able to apply the revision, but 
you’re not yet sure that… 

1. … It’s what was desired. yeah 
ii.  

5. Any place where you didn’t know how to apply feedback 
a. Nope 

6. How would you compare your experience to previous 
a. Pretty equal in some cases, better than others. It just depends on the professor 

and the assignment. Extremely helpful overall.  
7. Anything else to say 

a. Nope. I think we’ve covered it.  

Student 17-Written 

1. What did you mark down and why 
a. Wrote changes that she wanted me to make and things that I couldn’t 

necessarily figure out how to fix on my own. So things that I would maybe want 
to take back to her. And if I don’t write it down, I’m not going to remember it. 
And I’m more likely to follow through with things if I write it down.  

i. What did you write down, and what did she ask you to do that you 
weren’t sure about? 

1. She asked me to move my name up to the top but margins…I 
had to change the margins to do that, and so I’m not sure if it 
looks right…with changing the margins. So I wanted to see if 
that formatting was correct so I moved it, but I just wasn’t sure.  

a. So you made a note about that just to check with her? 
i. Yeah, just to check with her. I knew what she 

was saying, but I was just going to double-
check.  
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ii. And then she said to underline the headings so I tried to do it, but I just 
wasn’t, again, formatting…just wasn’t really sure.  I felt like it looked a 
little too much, like a little messy.  

iii. And then down at the bottom, I just wrote it down for myself. For when 
I go home to fix it on my actual resume.  

2. After you went through and underlined, you got rid of underlines and added underlines 
to other sections…then clicking between 3rd and 4th comments…why doing that 

a. Oh I didn’t see that one at first. And that was the positive feedback she gave 
me, and I just wanted to make sure I got everything she said to me. 

3. (skipped question)  
4. Talked about already, but can you think of any feedback that was particularly feedback 

that was difficult to follow or understand.  
a. No. I mean everything she said was pretty clear. It’s just the things that I didn’t 

understand…it’s not that I didn’t understand what she was asking for, I just 
didn’t know how to execute it 100 percent on here. I just wanted to make sure 
my formatting was clear. 

5. Any place where you didn’t know how to apply the feedback? 
a. No 

6. How would you compare experience to previous 
a. I actually can’t really recall a time when I’ve received this much feedback from a 

professor. It’s usually you try to do an assignment and it’s over with.  I mean in 
my other English classes, which I had a long time ago, but in my other English 
classes that I’ve taken, they usually will write…most teachers don’t write the 
positive, like, oh this was good, and emphasizing the positive. They usually just 
start correcting the imperfections, I guess.  

7. Do you have anything else to say? 
a. I really enjoyed it. I thought it was very useful and that it was very positive.  

Student 18-Written 

1. Any feedback that you felt was particularly clear 
a. I was clear when she was just like…bold your name…you know I like forgot to do 

that, so that helped 
2. Was there any feedback you received that was difficult to follow or understand 

a. It wasn’t difficult to follow or understand. It was just difficult to …just like 
because she said to remove that line but I couldn’t remove the line…it was just 
something of how I did the paper. It was just stuck there so…I couldn’t get rid of 
that. 

i. So she wanted you to do something, but you didn’t know how to format 
it? 

1. Yeah. 
3. Was there any place where you feel you didn’t know how to apply the feedback besides 

that? 
a. Not really. Everything else was pretty basic…stuff I forgot to do, or just move 

things around 
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4. How would you compare your experience to previous 
a. I like it. I like it. I like it on the computer rather than scribbled on a paper. 

Sometimes that’s unclear, but this is pretty clear. 
5. Anything else to say 

a. Not really. It was pretty cool doing this.  

Student 19-Written 

1. I noticed as you were revising that toward the beginning of the revision process you 
were switching back and forth between feedback and web editing page, and eventually 
you stopped and were just editing until you were done. Why did you not need to go 
back and look at feedback anymore? 

a. Well, I usually go step by step. So I read the first paragraph, changed it, second 
paragraph, changed it. And I changed all of them. And then I fixed it better. I did 
all my changes and then I made it line up and all of that. 

i. So after you went through line by line, just editing formatting? 
1. Yes 

2. How would you compare this experience 
a. In my online classes sometimes when I get feedback from them it’s like vague. 

Like with this feedback she told me like don’t put this on the bottom, put it on 
the top, ya know? So it was like more direct but like with someone’s else [they 
might say] I don’t really like how you set up something but you don’t know what 
to change. So I prefer her set up.  

3. Would you want to use this feedback again 
a. Yes. Just because it’s for sure what you need to change and that’s the result you 

want. You want the A. 
4. Anything else to say. 

a. Nope.  

Student 20-Written 

1. I noticed that you made a number of changes. Did you feel like you made changes that 
weren’t requested by the instructor? 

a. Yea. I felt like I needed to go more in depth. Because she didn’t know in about 
the organizations I’m in, so I’m going into what’s going to be more important 
and what’s going to stand out when I go into a professional setting. I’ve just 
been thinking about that, and I was like I would rather emphasize a service 
fraternity rather than where your option is and this and that, and I had to delete 
stuff for space … I felt like certain things took priority over others 

b. But it was kind of created by the feedback…? I don’t know. It was prompted by 
the feedback. 

i. So you’re saying the feedback got your mind thinking about the things 
that you could... 

1. Yeah…right.  
2. Can you think of any feedback you received that stands out as particularly clear 
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a. The base thing that I noticed was making these verbs rather than nouns. I didn’t 
think about that… (Goes on to talk about how he realizes how much verbs 
change tone etc.)…so I like that. And even if it was for only that part, I tried to 
apply that [feedback] to all of them (the other bullets). 

3. Any feedback that was difficult to follow or understand. 
a. The structuring format I wasn’t too sure about…and when she asked if these 

were two separate things, service chair and member …because I guess it’s not a 
board member but a chair member …so I wasn’t too sure what she meant by 
that…and then when it was bullets and numbering, it seemed like all the bullets 
seemed reasonable …and I did spacing and all that …so I wasn’t too sure what 
she meant by that. Whether ther was extra space or… 

4. Was there any place where you knew how to use or apply the feedback 
a. That was really just with the bullets and numbers. I just didn’t know what to do 

with that. It didn’t really go into detail. It just seemed like it…like it showed a 
spot where like…when I click on it  (goes onto show me how the tool makes it 
look like he’s inserted a bullet that doesn’t show up when he changes the mode 
of view; this is an issue of word, not the feedback) 

5. How would you compare 
a. I like this better because…I’ve had classes where, especially like my mineralogy 

class, where he will mark all over your paper…like so many things… but a lot of 
the comments their…they kind of show you what you’re doing wrong but they 
don’t really show solutions and what to do right and things like that … or they’ll 
just say one word answers that really have no meaning to me so I’m not sure 
what they’re getting at, and here I liked it because you can see exactly what you 
do and you can see what was better …like the detail…like she said you can use 
verbs instead of nouns…what solutions were better … and overall it just seemed 
to be a lot easier to follow.  

6. Would you want to use it again. 
a. Yeah. Definitely I would, especially with job sets that are very important like 

this. I use feedback when necessary but I’m not like I have to have everything 
perfect, but with something like a resume and all that and other things that 
were going to do in this class, like, I like using the feedback. It’s going to help me 
out in the long run. And learn to write better too.  

7. Anything else to say? 
a. Nothing I can think of.    
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APPENDIX M: Retrospective Interview Data from Instructors 

 

Instructor 1  

1. Not relevant 
2. In regards to behavior while reviewing the second student’s assignment, the Reason 

went back to blackboard was because student hadn’t provided job ad and he was going 
back to look for it. His situation analysis was very vague…. “He’s trying to say I didn’t 
take this seriously.” 

3. When you move to second paper, you seemed to change your approach; what were you 
thinking…. 

a. I was thinking about how you were saying [in the training] how it’s helpful to 
have notes. Fist time I went through and did in comments in word, but I wasn’t 
used to this version of Word. .. the comment box on the side was so small that 
when I was thining about talking, I never thought about looking at the 
comments…so I thought maybe theres a more linear way of doing this and I 
came up with this document…was going to do it that way, but I just totally… 
because he didn’t turn in an ad, the commeting was a lot easier.  

4. What were you thinking when you realized that you lost the first recording [for the 
second student]? 

a. Ah crap…I don’t want to record this again…. I thought a couple things, I din’t 
want to put the time in again, but I was also worried about…giving his 
documents another read .. go through it again a second pair of eyes…I was able 
to repeat a lot of what I said, even almost it word for word, I know I gave him 
different feedback because I’d thought through it more, and I didn’t think that 
was fair…not all students will get that.   

5. How would you compare… 
a. Less specific, I was able to highlight certain things, to be albe to show them 

exactly what I was talking about. I like that type of interaction. … I felt more 
boxed in. Like I had less options to work with. I felt like that when I do it with 
written feedback, I can give them a few comments and say come talk to me 
about this and explain it person to person, whereas in audio I feel the need to 
be more exhaustive and and give them a chance to [revise] without having that 
intervention from me before.  

6. Anything else to say about experience? 
a. I’m not able to articulate as well or as clearly as I think I can in writing…but it 

could be totally different. But I think I can be more specific in writing…I talk 
around things so much like I’m doing right now…I’m afraid that students will be 
like “what is he talking about? is he talking about this or this?” 

b. Can you see yourself using this mode of feedback in the future: 
i. I wouldn’t probably [just use audio] unless it accompanied my sending 

them actual written feedback… I think if I combined it, I think I would 
have a lot less to say in the microphone. It would be like, on the second 
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page I would explain this comment and on this page I would explain this 
comment.. 

ii. So you’re saying that you would use audio to elaborate on certain 
comments? Yeah.  

Instructor 2 

1. You took a period of time before each recording…what were you thinking before each 
recording?  

a. I was just making sure I knew what I was going to hit and that I knew where it 
was in the document. So that I wouldn’t go blank as soon as it started recording. 
Because sometimes when I’m being recorded I sort of blank out, so I looking and 
thinking about exactly what I was going to do before I got started.  

2. What thinking when time started to run out in your recordings: 
a. The first time I was like “Aww shit”. I just took too long. Maybe I 

prioritized…well sometimes I talk about something too long that I didn’t need to 
talk about that. So if I wanted to discuss their information hierarchy in their 
resume, well, let’s started over and make sure I don’t emphasize something 
that’s not really that important. 

b. And then sometimes toward the end… I would see that there was a minute 
left…and instead of freaking out I was like, now ok now really hone in and make 
sure you’re really concrete about exactly what they need to do. Take this 
minute to be really efficient and concrete, but I wanted to use exactly 5 minutes 
each time.  

3. During uploading writing down score/rubric?  
a. Yes 

4. Why have you chosen to do two videos for each student: 
a. I’m having them turn in a job ad…, cover letter, resume…that’s one set of skills 

to discuss, where as the reflection to me is a separate set of skills, and I can’t 
address that entire huge packet in one video, so I thought it’d be nice to do the 
specific skills in cover letter resume and job and then in the reflection, not just 
talk about what they’re saying or learning and make that personal connection, 
but also connect some of that stuff to the cover letter or resume. It makes more 
sense to me. And I like to talk so I need ten min. 

5. How long would you typically spend responding. How much longer? More or less time. 
a. I think I typically spend twice as long on each assignment, if not three times as 

long. It take me forever to grade.  When I did it this morning and just practiced 
on the first one, I was amazed. I was like Oh my gosh I just graded this in 10 
minutes. After I learned the ropes… after two 5 min videos, I new exactly what 
grade she was going to get and why. Whereas when it’s written, it just takes 
forever. I’d probably take 30 minutes on a written assignment.  

6. After recording you did this (cover face with hands), what were you thinking… 
a. I’m and introvert…I felt like I was having a persona…I’m doing it right now…I felt 

like I just had to disengage and turn that persona off. 
7. How would you compare your experience to previous… 
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a. It’s much less time consuming. Helps me be a lot more concrete about why I 
think they got certain grades and they way I’m evaluating them, and it helps me 
be a lot less mean and critical and give them more constructive feedback. 

8. Anything else… 
a. It’d be nice with the tool, if they could integrate some of those tools into the 

screen capture (referring to issue of not being able to use program tools during 
the recording…even though she can use them, she doesn’t know that) 

9. Can you see yourself using… 
a. Yeah, I think I’m going to experiment…email my students and let them know 

that it’s an option, and see if some of them want screencast feedback…and then 
I could do some screencast with a few people and see how it goes… give them 
some experience with it.  

10.  
 

Instructor 3 

1. How would you compare your experience to previous… 

a. I think in terms of speed it was better, I think in terms of quality I think it was maybe a 
little higher cause it was easier for me to talk than write so it was easier for me to talk about it 
to them. I’d say time wise it was about the same, but I worried less about my  commentary 
because I knew I could listen to the video again if I wanted to, where when I’m writing 
commentary it’s sort of a one shot deal…if it isn’t clear then, it’s not going to be clear when I 
write it at the end, right? So I’m more thorough, I think, when I mark things…when it’s only 
writing. With this, writing was just part of the process rather than the entirety of what I’m 
communicating. (so length of time about the same?) yeah, negligible. I think it might be a bit 
quicker to just type it up, but some of them [the assignments] like the more involved ones, it’s 
easier just to talk about it, so I think with the first one it was more “oh this is a mess” it was 
easier to talk about it, whereas the second one ironically ran longer because I was more in 
depth, more concerned about smaller things, whereas the one that was just a steaming hot 
mess that was the one [where] I had more to say, but less specific advice because it was such a 
general bla … more time consuming to say, great work, here’s what I would fix. It’s quicker to 
give them the quick and dirty basics…when I get one that’s compelling, it takes longer for me to 
help them fine tune.   

2. Anything else… 

a. It was fine. I think I’ll be better at it when you ask me that in a week when I’ve done 
some more, but for the most part I feel pretty comfortable with it, I don’t think it’s all that 
complicated … it’s nice how it [the tool] just hovers their waiting for you to use and they give 
you the links. I’m curious to see what my students say. I think that’s going to be the biggest yes 
or no for me if I would use this feedback again but overall, yeah, I think it was an easy 
experience …I don’t think it through me off my routine a whole lot. This is also the easiest 
assignment so if you asked me to do this for expansion memos…it might be a different …it 
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would maybe be more of a change or shift, but this is pretty basic stuff, so I don’t feel like my 
methods or time has changed a whole lot.  

3. Can you see yourself using… 

a. Possiblly,yeah  if the students respond to it. Especially for basic things. I see this being 
useful if they send me a draft… Sometimes the writing…that’s what they respond to.. but yeah 
overall I think this is pretty cool. 

 

Instructor 4 

1. How much time would you say you typically spend… 

a. I spend more time on resumes than anything because I feel they are mostly likely to 
revise them, and it’s the first assignment and it sort of sets the stage for a standard; kind of 
depends on how good or bad they are, bad ones take a really long time. I’d say I spend 10, 15 
minutes on each one with the resume, unless it’s really horrendous or really good. … That’s why 
I sort of dread the resumes. …on resume’s I nit pick ‘em because they need to be nit picked.  

2. How would you compare your experience to previous… 

3. Anything else… 

a. I’m curious to see what you find about other options; I never really thought about doing 
anything other than this. Used to be out the box to grade in purple instead of red. I’m curious 
what you’ll find out… I don’t know how much they take in. That’s why I take more time on the 
resume because I think they’ll take the time… 

4. Can you see yourself using… 

a. Until you tell me there’s something better, then we’ll try that  This always seems so 
natural, because they’re turning it in writing it seems natural to write back to them. I don’t 
particularly love to be video taped and I can’t see myself wanting to do that. In a distance class, I 
tried to avoid letting them see me at all.  

b. I’m kind of an old dog, but I can learn a new trick. 
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APPENDIX N: Instructor and Student Post-Study Survey and Data 

 

Instructor Follow-up survey 

Hi (Instructor), 

Thanks you so much for your help with my usability study a couple months ago. I hope it 
was a positive experience for you, and I know that I’ve learned and gained so much from 
observing you and your students.  

When we last met in the lab, I told you that I’d be contacting you in a couple months to 
ask you some more questions about your experience using Jing/Vocaroo to give 
feedback. I’ve included those questions below, and I hope you’ll read and respond to 
them when you get a few minutes or need to distract yourself from grading.  
 
I recognize that I’m contacting you at a crazy time of the semester, so I understand if it 
takes awhile for you to respond. That said, I hope you’ll be able to answer the questions 
before you take off for your well-earned vacations.  

Thanks in advance for answering my questions, and I hope your semester has gone well 
and ends even better! 

Take care, 

Sam 

1. Since you first used Vocaroo/Jing to give your students feedback a couple months ago, 
have you continued to use this tool to give feedback? Yes / No 

a. To what extent did you use it the first time or following the usability 
observation? (e.g. used it to give feedback to only some students during initial 
tests and none after that; used it for some but not all of the course assignments; 
used it to give feedback to specific students who requested that mode of 
feedback; etc.) 

b. If you stopped using it, at what point did you and why? (Please take time to 
reflect on your experience and explain your reasons as specifically as you can.) 

c. If you continued to use it, why have you continued to use it? (Please take time 
to reflect on your experience and explain your reasons as specifically as you 
can.) 

d. If you haven’t already, please describe how using this tool to give feedback 
augmented your effectiveness, efficiency, or satisfaction in giving students 
feedback: 

e. If you haven’t already, please describe how using this tool to give feedback 
augmented inhibited your effectiveness, efficiency, or satisfaction in giving 
students feedback: 



Texas Tech University, Samuel B Howard, May 2018 

412 
 

2. If you haven’t already, can you describe how or if your experience using this tool 
changed the more you used it? 

 

Instructor 2 Responses  

 

1. Since you first used Vocaroo/Jing to give your students feedback a couple months ago, 
have you continued to use this tool to give feedback? Yes / No 

No. 

 

2. To what extent did you use it the first time or following the usability observation? (e.g. 
used it to give feedback to only some students during initial tests and none after that; 
used it for some but not all of the course assignments; used it to give feedback to 
specific students who requested that mode of feedback; etc.) 

I used Jing to give feedback to the students in your usability 
study. I used it two other times to record videos to show students how 
to perform tasks on BlackBoard.  

 

3. If you stopped using it, at what point did you and why? (Please take time to reflect on 
your experience and explain your reasons as specifically as you can.) 

I stopped using it after I gave feedback to the students in your 
usability study. While I liked Jing because I felt like it helped me focus 
on giving more holistic feedback that related to global issues in a 
student's writing, I think that there are a few main reasons why I 
decided not to use it again. First, I was concerned about security and 
privacy. I was afraid of having the student's paper and my feedback 
floating around on the internet. What if it was hacked somehow? 
Second, I tried to elicit feedback from students about the kind of 
feedback they felt was useful, and they seem to prefer the MS Word 
comments. I find that kind of feedback seems to encourage students 
to edit rather than globally revise. So, in order to give them holistic 
feedback I would not only give them comments back, but a "grading 
memo" where I gave holistic feedback as well. I think Jing helped me 
focus on how to give my students more holistic feedback, but I find 
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that I can type up a memo more quickly than make a video, or at least 
it seems that way to me. Finally, while I did like giving feedback via Jing 
because it forced me to think globally and holistically, and because it 
limited how much feedback I was giving (I tend to give students too 
much feedback) I am really nervous when making videos, and I find it 
harder to think while talking than while typing. 

 

4. If you continued to use it, why have you continued to use it? (Please take time to reflect 
on your experience and explain your reasons as specifically as you can.) 

 

 

5. If you haven’t already, please describe how using this tool to give feedback augmented 
your effectiveness, efficiency, or satisfaction in giving students feedback: 

It definitely helped me to focus on giving holistic feedback. It 
also helped me to realize I give too much feedback and can overwhelm 
students. 

 

6. If you haven’t already, please describe how using this tool to give feedback augmented 
inhibited your effectiveness, efficiency, or satisfaction in giving students feedback: 

 

I think better while typing than while talking, and the videos 
made me feel like I was performing or on display, which made me 
nervous. 

7. If you haven’t already, can you describe how or if your experience using this tool 
changed the more you used it? I used it again for showing them how to do things on 
BlackBoard, which was useful, but not for feedback. 

 

Instructor 3 Responses 

1. Since you first used Vocaroo/Jing to give your students feedback a couple months ago, 
have you continued to use this tool to give feedback? Yes / No 
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I used Jing for my study with Sam about resume/cover letters and did 
use it again to provide feedback one other time. This second time, I used Jing 
to provide verbal feedback to my students about their group-written letters to 
our client. Jing helped me share ideas with a larger group of students in a 
relatively easy way. I did not use it to provide feedback on other group 
projects later in the semester, but I think it does allow teachers to share 
feedback with students in an accessible way. I do wish I could see if my 
students actually listened to the feedback I provided.   
 

2. To what extent did you use it the first time or following the usability observation? (e.g. 
used it to give feedback to only some students during initial tests and none after that; 
used it for some but not all of the course assignments; used it to give feedback to 
specific students who requested that mode of feedback; etc.) 

Used it to give feedback on another group assignment, as described in question 1.  

3. If you stopped using it, at what point did you and why? (Please take time to reflect on 
your experience and explain your reasons as specifically as you can.) 

I liked Jing for those big picture assignments, where my groups were 
trying to present their basic ideas. After that transition period (from my memo 
unit to my proposal unit), I think my course’s focus on writing, on specific 
choices made with words, drew me away from Jing. I found it kind of 
awkward talking to students about their word choices when they weren’t in 
the room. The old Office Comment feature was a little more comfortable for 
me when dissecting smaller, word-centric assignments as opposed to more 
big-picture statements of ideas from the group letters. In short, Jing worked 
better for me when I wasn’t investigating every detail and when I was 
addressing a large group of student’s collective work (i.e. a big group 
assignment) 
 

4. If you continued to use it, why have you continued to use it? (Please take time to reflect 
on your experience and explain your reasons as specifically as you can.) 
 

5. If you haven’t already, please describe how using this tool to give feedback augmented 
your effectiveness, efficiency, or satisfaction in giving students feedback: 

I think it made it easier for me to ‘say’ things to students, to sound 
more natural and encouraging. In that sense, it was sort of like recording 
myself as I am in office hours for my students to hear. Recording my voice put 
me in a performative mode that encouraged me to act and speak as my best 
self. When I used Jing, the initial comments I made with Word were a good 
frame for my more specific discussions via the audio recording. I felt like it 
took me a little less time to use Jing for big group feedback, and I liked using 
it. Again, I wish I could make sure my students listened, so there was an 
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element of uncertainty there, like “Am I recording something that no one will 
listen to?” 

6. If you haven’t already, please describe how using this tool to give feedback augmented 
inhibited your effectiveness, efficiency, or satisfaction in giving students feedback: 

I guess I fell back into my old habits. Using written words to describe 
other written words. I’m used to giving feedback verbally in my office hours, 
but I don’t usually put grades on that feedback. That verbal feedback I’m used 
to giving students during office hours is more geared toward revision. I think 
incorporating recordings as a part of graded feedback sort of made me more 
mindful of my feedback, but it also made me less at ease, as I couldn’t go back 
and re-say something. I sort of felt like I was on a stage when I was recording 
myself. I wouldn’t mind using it again, but I would like more editorial control. 
I sort of felt like my options were 1) deal with this semi-flawed recording 
that’s mostly good or 2) re-record it. I guess I could also use the comments to 
supplement my ideas, but I usually put comments on my students’ work 
before I record my voice. I think my own process could be improved to give 
me a modicum more of satisfaction as I used it.  
 

7. If you haven’t already, can you describe how or if your experience using this tool 
changed the more you used it? 

I got more comfortable addressing my students. Even just recording 
feedback for one or two people came easier to me. I did feel sort of like I was 
on a grading high (like runner’s high) as I went through, adding comments, 
recording my voice, and moving on. This grading sessions was more of a blur, 
but I think I finally got more of a sense of control, of knowing what to say, 
and even of confidence as I used the software. The fact that it’s free and easy 
to share feedback with my students also made it a new kind of experience. I 
don’t know that I wound up being faster when I used it, but I did feel more 
confident by the time I finished using the program this semester.  

 
Thanks for answering my questions! 
 

-------------------------------------------------------- 

Student Follow-up Survey 

Hi (Name), 

Thank you so much for participating in my usability study a couple months ago! I learned 
so much from watching you work, and I hope you had a positive experience in the lab. 

Now, if you could spare a few minutes, I’d really appreciate you help once again.  
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I’d like you to take the following brief survey that simply tries to get a quick read on your 
experiences using screencast/audio feedback from your instructor since you came into 
the usability lab for your observation. Would you answer just a few questions for me 
regarding your experience?  

Thank you again for your help. I hope your semester went well and that you have a 
wonderful holiday break! 

Sincerely, 

 

1. What type of feedback did you use? Audio/screencast 
2. Who was your instructor? 
3. Since you first used audio/screencast feedback to revise your assignment in the usability 

lab, has your instructor continued to give you audio/screencast feedback? Yes/No 
a. What assignments (besides the job application) did he/she give you feedback on 

using audio/screencast feedback? 
4. If yes, can you please describe how you feel about receiving audio/screencast feedback 

today? More specifically, what additional positive and/or negative experiences have you 
had when using this type of feedback since you came into the lab? (Please take time to 
reflect on your experience and explain your reasons as specifically as you can.) 

5. Based on your experiences over the semester, would you want to continue using 
audio/screencast feedback instead of written feedback only? Why? 

6. Did receiving this type of feedback help you improve your work/grades better than 
written feedback would have? What makes you think it did or didn’t? 
 
 
Student Responses 
 
1. What type of feedback did your instructor give you? 

a. Audio (Vocaroo) 
b. Audio (Vocaroo) 
c. Screencast (Jing) 
d. Audio (Vocaroo) 
e. Screencast (Jing) 
f. Screencast (Jing) 
g. Screencast (Jing) 

2. Who was your technical communication instructor? 

a. Instructor 1 
b. Instructor 2 
c. Instructor 3 
d. Instructor 1 
e. Instructor 2 
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f. Instructor 2 
g. Instructor 3 

3. Since you first used audio or screencast feedback to revise your assignment in the 
usability lab, did your instructor continued to give you feedback on your assignments 
using this method? 

a. No 
b. No 
c. No 
d. No 
e. No 
f. No 
g. Yes 

 
4. If yes, can you please describe how you feel about receiving audio or screencast 

feedback today? More specifically, what additional positive and/or negative experiences 
have you had when using this type of feedback since you came into the lab? (Please take 
time to reflect on your experience and explain your reasons as specifically as you can.) 

a. I loved getting the audio feedback, it was extremely helpful and easy to follow. I 
didn't think I would like at first but after this testing I found that I actually works 
for me.  

b. N/A 
c.  
d.  
e.  
f.  
g. I liked receiving screencast feedback for the most part. Using the feedback I was 

able to make revisions to my assignments and know what exactly my instructor 
was talking about when she said something needed improvement. The only 
downside was that it wasn't as easy and quick to review as written feedback. 

5. Based on your experiences over the semester, would you want to continue using audio 
or screencast feedback instead of written feedback only? Why? 

a. Yes, I would like to continue getting audio feedback. I feel like I got the most out 
of the audio then I have ever gotten out of written feedback.  

b. Using the audio messaging was definitely beneficial and it helped me learn what 
I needed to improve on and exactly what my professor expected out of me and 
the assignment.  

c. Yes, I found the screencast to be very helpful. It gave me a better sense of the 
specific kind of improvements I needed to make on my work than written 
feedback only. Also, I liked that it gave a larger quantity of feedback than 
traditional, written feedback. Overall, I felt it gave a more well- rounded critique 
of my work. 

d. Probably not. I'm more of a visual person than audio.  
e. For large assignments, I would like to have the screencast feedback because I 

was able to understand what my instructor was asking. 
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f. I prefer both methods. I think they work best together. It is important for me to 
be able to quickly refer back to written feedback so I don't have to keep 
rewinding the video and pushing play and pause. The screencast video was a 
good tool because it allowed me to visually see the areas that I needed to 
improve or correct and it was nice for my professor to quickly elaborate on parts 
that he may not necessarily have written down in written feedback form. 

g. It would depend on the class. For classes that weren't as technical written would 
still be preferred. But for classes where specific examples can be pointed out 
then I would want to use screencast 

6. Did receiving audio or screencast feedback help you improve your work and/or grades 
better than written feedback would have? What makes you think it did or did not? 

a. Yes it did help me improve, I was able to get a detailed idea of what needed 
fixing and was able to fix it right away without confusion.  

b. Yes.  
c. Yes, as I mentioned above, it gave me a better understanding of the 

improvements I needed to make in my work. It highlighted specific areas of my 
work that needed revision, explained what was wrong with my writing, and 
suggested ways to improve it. With this information, I could easily revise my 
work. With written feedback, I often feel that I have to make more assumptions 
about my teacher's comments and am less certain about how to approach my 
revision. This lesser sense of certainty results, I believe, results in a less 
successful revision, which would result in a lower grade.  

d. No it did not. It's too much of a pain to listen and then try and go back and 
relisten to a specific part instead of just looking for it 

e. I was able to receive a higher grade after receiving my screencast feedback. I 
believe that it was more helpful than just written feedback because of the 
interactive program used to correspond from my instructor. 

f. Yes, it did help me to improve my work. I was able to go back to areas in my 
work that the professor had shown and talked about in the video to quickly 
revise and fix. I think the more feedback the better. I am more willing to revise 
work or rewrite work when I already have a lot of feedback than if I were to 
have to have a meeting or send an email to my professor. I think the screencast 
feedback was easier to understand than written feedback so I think it helped 
improve my work more overall. 

g. I don't think it made a difference honestly. I feel that feedback in general makes 
me improve my work, no matter how its given 


	This study explores the comparative usability of multimodal feedback, specifically exploring the relative efficiency, effectiveness, and satisfaction usability advantages and disadvantages of audio, screencast, and written feedback or instructor respo...
	To test these hypotheses, 20 students were recruited to use one of the three modes of feedback and be observed, surveyed, and retrospectively interviewed about their experiences. In addition, four instructors were also observed, surveyed, and retrospe...
	This study also discovered that both students and instructors initiate or appear to cause user errors, often as a result of being unwilling to or unaware of how to apply feedback received, and sometimes this results from lack of detail or context prov...
	The primary implications for this study are as follows: (1) Given the apparent usability and learning advantages of using screencast or other multimodal forms of feedback for students and instructors, more needs to be done to investigate how to amelio...
	My research explores the usability of multimodal forms of feedback given for the purpose of helping students revise their work. In particular, I compare the usability of audio, screencast, and digitally written feedback to show factors and situations ...
	To ensure clarity on what this study seeks to explore, the following is a brief description of what I mean by written, audio, and screencast feedback: (1) “Written feedback” refers to digitally or manually annotated instructor responses added to a stu...
	In this study, I test a set of hypotheses that are based on both supported claims in the literature regarding multimodal feedback, personal experience using these forms of feedback, and anecdotal reports from colleagues and students. I test these hypo...
	The primary purpose or usefulness of this study lies in the provision of potentially helpful heuristics that future researchers can use to help measure the usability of instructor feedback, insights on possible advantages and disadvantages of each mod...
	The following sections describe my rationale for exploring this topic of research and the precedent for it. They also review my research questions and the hypotheses that I investigate.
	1.1 Pedagogical Responsibilities

	During a previous research project completed in 2007, I explored what motivates technical students to do well or apply themselves in learning conventional rhetorical strategy, or the basic goal of producing communication that the audience will value a...
	In the course of another research project I conducted in 2010, it also became clear to me that instructors often struggle to help students learn how to “know” or better perceive the needs of their audience. Some of Karen Schriver’s work discussed in D...
	Robert Johnson also validated this concept in his seminal book User-centered Technology (1998) where he reminded us of Aristotle’s common-sense claim that the person who lives in the house or the pilot who steers the ship with the rudder is the better...
	The implication with this maxim, in short, is that we can come to “know” our audience. Nevertheless, while communicators probably can’t “know” their audience perfectly, we use this expression of “knowing your audience” to imply that communicators can ...
	As much as writing instructors often act like their writing is meant for the class or some public audience, the fact is that one of the few, if not the only, primary user of student writings is the instructor. So it stands to reason that instructor fe...
	It also makes sense and is increasingly important because instructors often dedicate an inordinate amount of their time providing feedback to their students without really knowing…
	If instructors are to wean themselves from an overreliance on the “vast armory of lore” Richard Haswell (2006) said we typically tend to use to guide our efforts as instructors (4), we need more empirical evidence that elucidates how students use our ...
	Granted, it may be currently impossible for us to…
	However, we can gauge the relative usability of the feedback by observing the user use it in context and for authentic purposes. We can also triangulate what we see with their self-reported feedback and, ideally, their success in the course or on a gi...
	1.2 The Exigency for Conducting a Usability Evaluation of Multimodal Instructor Feedback

	The field of technical communication has called for more empirical research, the kind that informs, supports, contradicts, questions, or clarifies our rationales for doing things the way we do them (Charney, 1996; Rude, 2009), particularly in relation...
	While the field of technical communication has offered relatively little published discussion regarding instructor feedback strategies, research and publications in the field of composition offers us a significant background dialogue. Nevertheless, as...
	To begin filling this gap, multiple related fields, including L2 and EFL pedagogy and even STEM, have published studies and survey results in the last several years that explore the effectiveness of different modes of feedback by gathering and evaluat...
	This means that there is not only a need for replications of Still and Koerber’s (2010) study, there also remains a vast, field-wide need to apply similar methodologies in analyzing how students interact with and use the user- and task-based systems a...
	In light of this apparent gap in research on written feedback, there is plenty of room to speculate about why the field of technical communication has largely resisted applying empirical methodologies (particularly those associated with usability rese...
	We also have a well-rooted point of reference guiding this continued direction. As much as rhetorical theory has been debated or adapted since Aristotle codified it, Aristotle’s original definition for rhetoric should still be the most influential and...
	As Wood and Cox (1993) stated, “we are not excused from scrutinizing the implications of privileging the abstract, conceptual, and theoretical over the concrete, material, and embodied” (151). And what is more embodied than the live experience of our ...
	In answer to all of these voices, we are obligated to consider the merits of participatory and user-centered design (Johnson et al., 2007; Spinuzzi, 2005), or the assumption that agents and stakeholders within a classroom system should contribute to t...
	In addition to the exigencies already apparent, we continue to have more opportunities for using multimodal approaches and technologies to augment our rhetorical approach as instructors (Palmeri, 2012; Selfe, 2004) and even as business/industry practi...
	Thus far, other than Ali’s quasi-experimental project in 2016, these studies offer limited empirical triangulation for their findings, and a survey published in 2013 by Turnitin.com reinforces this need for exploring the usability of multimodal feedba...
	These responses imply that, first, many instructors are resisting the use of multimodal feedback, and while it isn’t unlikely that some of this resistance is related to the limitations of available technologies or a lack of access to costly technologi...
	In regards to instructor use of and student reactions to multimodal feedback, I’ve found both competing and consistent patterns in the multitude of survey- or interview-based studies in the field, which have been thoroughly explored by Killoran (2013)...
	Despite the potential advantages of multimodal feedback for both instructors and students, Killoran’s (2013) literature review and Turnitin.com’s (2013) survey both implied that the vast majority of writing instructors in the field primarily use writt...
	In connection with this problem, Johnson (1998) pointed out how we often “want technology to help us get where we want to go, but we feel uncomfortable if we are unable to control the direction and speed of the journey" (20). This statement implies th...
	In addition, what values or goals afforded by one mode of communication are superseding or supplanting the apparent goals and values accommodated by other modes of feedback? We have indications of why, as represented in some self-reports from instruct...
	What is interesting is that the fields of technical communication, rhetoric, and composition, especially in regards to teaching, still show a strong tendency to primarily focus on written communication. This is understandable because writing is defini...
	This warning applies to technical communication instructors and our use of multimodal feedback as well, for it is less likely that instructors can effectively teach the potential rhetorical advantages and disadvantages associated with various modes of...
	1.3 Research Questions and Hypotheses

	The concerns brought up in the previous section, along with the findings offered by those who have already explored modes of feedback, prompted me to begin an exploration of the following questions that the field has yet to sufficiently address:
	In order to address these questions, I explored user motivations and backgrounds in the pre-user testing phase of my study, then I tested the following hypotheses, which are informed by previous survey data available in the literature, pilot tests I c...
	1.4 Summary of Research Process, Results, and Analysis

	User Discovery and Analysis. To start the discovery process involved in addressing the research questions and hypotheses I’ve listed in the last section, I employed user discovery and recruitment strategies that included defining my user groups; ident...
	A total of four instructors agreed to be observed as they provided feedback and to give feedback in one of the three modes. Two instructors volunteered to use screencast feedback, one instructor volunteered to use audio feedback, and one instructor pr...
	As for the characteristics of the participant population, the average age was 20.5, 70% were female, and 30% were male. On average, users had taken two college writing courses prior to their current course, and their self-rated writing ability was 6.9...
	The participant group users also indicated that their top priorities in receiving feedback were to improve their writing as well as to get a better grade. Students also expressed that the most influential factors on whether they chose to use instructo...
	Hypothesis testing results and analysis. I gave participating instructors the task of reviewing two student assignments using a given mode. Recording these sessions and gathering follow-up survey data allowed me to determine how efficiently each instr...
	By triangulating satisfaction survey scores with product reaction survey results and interview feedback, I was able to determine that screencast and written feedback seemed to induce the highest levels of satisfaction, but also that it is difficult to...
	To determine the comparative effectiveness of each mode of feedback for users, I triangulated the average number of error scores experience by users with the severity level of these errors, the presumed difficulty level of the comments students receiv...
	To determine comparative efficiency for each mode, I triangulated the average time users spent applying each comment with the overall average amount of time it took users to revise their assignments as well as just the resume portion of the assignment...
	After all was said and done, however, I also wanted to determine, to an extent, whether the instructors who used screencast and audio feedback would continue to use these new modes to provide feedback to their students, and I supposed that their choic...
	Global research question results and analysis. One additional goal of this study was to determine whether there were apparent themes or pattern conditions that seemed to initiate errors experienced by participating students. Using an affinity diagram,...
	Another question I endeavored to address was which modes of feedback might provide specific usability advantages over others, in addition to whatever level of satisfaction, efficiency, or sense of effectiveness users appeared to experience.  One poten...
	One additional disadvantage of audio feedback was that the medium doesn’t enable instructors to help students quickly find units of feedback they need to apply and where in their assignment they need to apply that feedback. In contrast, screencast fee...
	As for a comparison of instructor and student experiences and where cross-purposes appear to exist, the data showed less dissonance than expected. Both instructors and students had a primary purpose for the students to improve their work, which by imp...
	1.5 Chapter Overviews

	Chapter 2 provides a more literature-supported, robust basis for why this empirical usability study is critical for the progress of the field of writing instruction and why it is particularly relevant to the field of technical communication. It establ...
	Chapter 3 outlines the methodological backdrop for this study, specifically the importance behind approaching this study site as a complex user ecosystem. It also identifies how I determined user representativeness and my rationales for using multiple...
	Chapter 4 articulates the results of conducting a comparative usability observation of 20 students and 4 instructors receiving or giving audio, screencast, and written feedback. It identifies effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction data gathered d...
	Chapter 5 reviews the results articulated in Chapter 4 and further contextualizes and analyzes those results. The analysis triangulates evidence within the data and other studies to establish indications of the level of support for H1a, H1a, H2a, H2b,...
	Chapter 6 summarizes the overall assertions this study makes and the data and literature supported rationales for those assertions. It also summarizes the support for or against each of the four hypotheses posited in this study as well as answers to t...
	This chapter will work to establish multiple patterns in the aforementioned literature that have informed my hypotheses and research questions, as well as explore the gaps in current research that have created an exigence for my usability study focuse...
	In addition, I will discuss arguments that support the use of empirical research in the fields of technical communication, composition, and pedagogy as a way of gaining communal rationality, exploring complex ecosystems of use, and legitimizing or com...
	2.1 Research in Technical Communication and Composition on Instructor Feedback

	In 2006, researcher Nancy Sommers discussed how studies focused on instructor feedback have continued to be a prevalent interest in the literature, citing a recent Google Scholar search that produced 230,000 results on the topic. Since that time, anot...
	In 1982, in her most circulated article, “Responding to Student Writing,” Sommers made significant strides in helping the experts in the field of composition become aware of several needed changes in perception about how feedback should be given to st...
	A more recent study conducted by McGrath (2016) confirmed Sommers’ (1982) initial assertion that students need to have hope of recovering from less than ideal scores. In addition, Ackerman et al. (2017) found in an experimental study that giving stude...
	Sommers’ 2006 study, however, highlighted that, field-wide, writing instructors may also be guilty of repeating their own mistakes, and that this may be due to research that has neglected to seek insight into how students perceive and use feedback in ...
	While the data gathered in these cases is self-reported and not correlated with empirical evidence, it appears that there’s reason to suspect what instructors often believe—that their efforts to provide feedback often appear to be in vain. While Somme...
	According to Bardine et al.’s (2000) review of preceding studies on feedback, at least one possible source of the problem is mistaken assumptions espoused by instructors, along with other strategies employed among instructors, that may be leading to t...
	It's important to note, however, that Goldstein (2004) and Haswell’s (2006) review of the literature tells us that, despite students’ struggles, they want feedback and perceive it as helpful and needed. Both researchers also identified multiple studie...
	As Haswell (2006) stated, students also regularly “misinterpret a shocking portion of” the feedback they receive (7). Multiple studies offer similar reports of students regularly misunderstanding or misinterpreting their feedback (Goldstein, 2004; Bai...
	Interestingly, an often overlooked factor in the ecosystem of use appears to be the emotional state of the students preceding and while using feedback. For example, while there are some conflicting reports on whether students appreciate praise or posi...
	It’s also safe to assume that most writing instructors know their feedback may be insufficient or lacking in some way. Cargile Cook’s article in 2003 confirms that technical communication instructors, at least, are often dissatisfied with their assess...
	It also appears that instructors may not always have a fully accurate perception of their own feedback strategies. Montgomery and Baker (2007) found, for example, that instructors’ reports on the types (global vs. sentence-level) and amount of feedbac...
	Instructors may also be conflicted by trying to appease the call to avoid coopting students’ power or responsibility for their own writing and its improvement (Brannon and Knoblauch, 1982). For example, Straub (1997) claimed that, based on her finding...
	Overall, conflicting goals and perceptions within the user ecosystem appear to not only be present but a likely source of persistent problems both instructors and students experience in regards to feedback (Myers, 2008; Neiderhiser, 2015). Narrowing d...
	In the end, students may want to learn, but they need a better grade (Bardine et al., 2000). And while instructors want to provide detailed, abundant, and articulate feedback, they need more time and coordinated support at a programmatic level (Cargil...
	Nevertheless, as Broad (2003) pointed out, while the field of writing assessment continues to “[increase] demands for truthfulness, usefulness, and meaningfulness,” it simultaneously requires “efficiency and standardization” (4), which may work agains...
	As a historical backdrop for this not uncommon belief, it’s important to recall a research experiment conducted by Diederich, et al. (1961). It found that, when a group of instructors was asked to provide grades on student writing without being given ...
	While we hope, of course, that such horror stories of vast inconsistencies in perceptions of writing quality no longer exist in writing classes today, the point is that, in addition to students not knowing if they’ve understood their instructors’ feed...
	As a source of encouragement at least, more recent research conducted by Zimbardi et al. (2017) found through a quantitative analysis of how much time students spent accessing instructor feedback that between 85-92% of students at least accessed the f...
	Suffice it to say, there is enough hope for instructor feedback to merit our continued pursuit of answers about what is and isn’t contributing to its actual or perceived usefulness among students. But there are also enough reports in the literature to...
	2.2 Research on Audio and Screencast Feedback, Inside and Outside Technical Communication and Composition Pedagogy

	Precedent in Technical Communication and Composition Research. One factor that multiple researchers in recent decades have argued affects whether and how effectively students use instructor feedback is the media mode in which it is given. Besides the ...
	As multimodal forms of communication technologies became more readily available, along with the affordances, nuances, and conveniences they offered, technical communication scholars such as Dombrowski (2000) began to assert more urgently that our fiel...
	As Spilka (2009) recognized, “just about every aspect of our work” as technical communicators “has changed” (Location 348) as a result of emerging technologies, and our field has been "slow to adapt to the massive changes in the new digital environmen...
	Interestingly, other than Pearce and Ackley (1995) and Still (2006), the literature within technical and business communication journals shows minimal evidence that instructors in the field have been advocating for or making a similar-level of concert...
	It’s worthy of concern to acknowledge how rarely technical communication scholars have engaged the topic of instructor feedback and multimodal approaches to communicating with students, when they might have led the discussion. Nevertheless, dozens of ...
	Handwritten vs. typed. Among the least explored topics in multimodal forms of instructor feedback are comparisons between handwritten and electronically typed feedback, including how the use of Microsoft Track Changes affects the student experience. P...
	For example, in 2012, Chang et al. found “nearly 70% of the participants” in their study “preferred e-feedback for its accessibility, timeliness, and legibility” (Abstract). Students in McGrath’s (2016) study predominantly expressed similar sentiments...
	Still and Koerber (2010) discovered several apparent disadvantages associated with handwritten feedback that also tie in to the need for providing sufficient detail and clarity, which are already recurrent themes in feedback literature. For example, p...
	Several possible factors could play into the weaknesses of handwritten feedback, but margin space and the time required to write that feedback in a legible way appear to be significant limiters in the experience. On the other hand, Chang et al. (2012)...
	Audio Feedback. Perhaps because of its longevity as an accessible communication technology, over several decades a multitude of studies have discussed the perceived or apparent advantages and disadvantages of audio feedback. While the vast majority of...
	Perceptions of the quality, effectiveness, and the usefulness of audio feedback. Multiple scholars within the field of composition have argued that audio feedback provides more advantages to instructors and students over written feedback (Anson, 1997;...
	While a couple of studies claimed that audio feedback did not appear to improve student success and quality in their revisions (Kirschner et al., 1991; Yarbro and Angevine, 1982), a greater number of studies claimed that audio feedback enabled student...
	Whether or not audio feedback can generally be proven to actually lead to improved revisions and learning, the vast majority of studies on this topic imply that students prefer it or experience higher rates of satisfaction with it in comparison to wri...
	However, probably one of the most compelling findings in the literature regarding the perceived usefulness of audio feedback comes from Lunt and Curran’s (2010) study, which found students were “at least 10 times more likely to open audio files compar...
	How the mode of audio or written feedback appear to effect the substance of feedback. The affordances associated with audio or written feedback also appear to significantly affect the content of the feedback or the way instructors deliver that content...
	Some researchers have also claimed that audio improves the quality of the feedback content as well (King et al., 2008; Still, 2006; Lunt and Curran, 2010). Still (2006) noted, for example, that audio feedback “coaches rather than corrects” and “contex...
	Neuwirth et al. (1994) also asserted that modality may also influence “expressivity” and the types of problems instructors tend to address in their feedback (51). They stated that, in particular, when instructors gave audio feedback, they tended to pr...
	As referenced earlier, students and instructors in multiple studies often expressed that audio feedback carries with it a more personal style of delivery, includes more encouraging responses (Hyland, 1990; Sipple, 2006; Stratton, 1979), and offers a m...
	It is interesting at this point to reflect on the previously noted claim that handwritten feedback felt more personal to students (Chang et al.’s, 2012), and that perhaps audio (or screencast) feedback appears more than equipped to compensate for the ...
	How audio or written mode affects how students use feedback. Audio and written feedback, both as modes and tools or user interfaces used to deliver that feedback, also offer unique affordances in relation to how students interact with feedback during ...
	Another contrasting affordance between the two modes is that, while users of written feedback have all of their instructors’ annotations visibly at hand and located near the text that prompted the response, users of audio feedback often chose to take ...
	With all of these affordances in mind, Neuwirth et al. (1994) also recognized the potential need for providing recommendations to students on how to take advantages of the strengths of each mode and its delivery system.
	How audio feedback affects instructors. One critical—and perhaps the most influential—factor to consider when exploring the measures of success related to audio versus written feedback is how it appears to affect the instructor’s experience. One of th...
	Many scholars indeed report that audio feedback is a more efficient use of instructors’ time (Cryer and Kaikumba, 1987; Hunt, 1989; Hyland, 1990; Ice et al., 2007; Olsen, 1982; Sommers, 1989; Sommers, 2002; Still, 2006; Lunt and Curran (2010). In the ...
	Multiple studies also identified potential steps, interruptions, or conditions that may dissuade the mainstream writing instructor from using this mode (Still, 2006; Killoran, 2013; Neuwirth et al., 1994). As an example, Still (2006) found that using ...
	However, although Still (2006) claimed that “the effort expended learning how to record and embed voice comments” was “well worth it” (466), he highlighted a feedback scenario that, at least on the surface, appears to require additional effort and ste...
	Technological constraints, or “the digital divide,” also emerged as another struggle identified by researchers. For example, Merry and Orsmond (2008) identified that audio files often ended up being as large as 11 MB in file size and “were incompatibl...
	Another commonly reported concern expressed by instructors was that recording their feedback as audio created an uncomfortable, awkward, or otherwise stressful experience for them (Killoran, 2013; Berner et al, 1996; Boswood and Boswood and Dwyer, 199...
	Neuwirth et al. (1994) also identified the possibility that, whether instructors express it or not, they may be concerned about how students will perceive them in a spontaneous, less-controlled aural context versus a controlled written context. Indeed...
	Ironically, Neuwirth et al. (1994) found that students who used audio feedback were more likely to perceive the authors of the feedback exuding more likability and integrity in comparison to the authors of their written feedback. In addition, Killoran...
	Adoption resistance. Whatever the case, as Killoran (2013) stated, the increasingly accessible option to provide students with audio feedback “still appears not to have caught on as widely as such encouraging reports suggest it should have” (1). He pr...
	This argument is strongly reinforced by the findings of Davis (1998), who, after testing 112 participants, learned that “perceived usefulness was 50% more influential than ease of use in determining usage” (475), which indicates how critical instructo...
	One common characteristic of the experiences identified in the preceding literature that seems to weave through both student and instructor perceptions about feedback, and whether they are drawn or dissuaded from it, is whether the experience offers i...
	For example, moving from one media mode of feedback to another, in many cases, requires
	Even if audio feedback offers the capacity to reduce the time and effort involved in certain steps in the process in comparison to written feedback (e.g. the amount of time it takes to write out feedback versus say it), and even if the experience ends...
	In Bolter and Grusin’s (1996) book discussing forces affecting or driving the use of media modes within society, they pressed that there exists an “insatiable desire for immediacy” (5) and that this is a core desire or need that is driving how we favo...
	Schriver (1997) also pointed out the conventional assumption that “people read as much as they think they have to and no more” (164) and also stated that “most people choose to read and to keep reading only when they believe there will be some benefit...
	Stating all of this serves the purpose, in this case, of conveying the significant barriers new options have to overcome before adoption is likely to take place among the mainstream instructor. Whatever the option is (audio or screencast), and whateve...
	On the subject of employing the principle of immediacy in using media to attract student users, Lanham’s (2006) Economics of Attention identified that what draws and keeps attention, and how it gets it, determines the success of the artifact. He argue...
	Perhaps the biggest hurdle to adoption, however, may lie in the jaded experiences of instructors. As Killoran (2013) stated, many instructors may have become “conditioned to students’ indifferent response to written feedback,” which may in turn lead t...
	Screencast Feedback. Multiple researchers have begun exploring the merits of screencast feedback in comparison to more traditional forms, as accessible technologies for giving screencast feedback have become more accessible to instructors in the past ...
	However, similar to preceding studies on instructor feedback, these studies have primarily relied on self-reported feedback strategies from both instructors and students as their source of data. Nevertheless, these studies have already posited valuabl...
	Perceptions about screencast feedback versus written feedback. Similar to audio feedback, at least two separate studies claim that the multimodal elements of screencast feedback aroused more positive responses from participating students in comparison...
	Edwards et al.’s (2012) research, however, showed that the preference for screencast feedback isn’t necessarily unanimous and that preference may be affected by how the mode is introduced to them. For example, out of 11 participants, four still expres...
	If given a choice, however, most students may, as Grigoryan’s (2017) recent study found, “prefer a combination of audio-visual and text-based commentary to textual feedback alone,” apparently “because they consider it helpful and feel that it enhances...
	Some researchers also claim that when instructors use screencast feedback, it can assist in community building (Edwards et al., 2012; Thompson and Lee, 2012), which is a common goal or problem within online classrooms (Duval et al., 2003; Howard, 2009...
	Possible connections to performance among students and instructors. While several researchers have put forth claims about how screencast feedback can improve the performance of both students and instructors in unique ways, but some of these claims are...
	However, none of these researchers offered information about what exactly constitutes improved understanding, retention of information, effective feedback, or learning, and what could specifically be used to measure levels of any of these categories a...
	As far as how screencast feedback may affect instructors, at least two studies indicate that screencasting enables instructors or tutors to complete the task of providing students with feedback more quickly than it would have taken them to provide wri...
	Affordances akin to audio feedback. Screencast researchers have offered several claims about the advantages or affordances of this mode of feedback that overlap with those made by researchers who’ve studied audio feedback. As Thompson and Lee’s (2012)...
	Thompson and Lee (2012) also claimed that the aural element of screencast feedback "allows students to hear tone” and “encourages students to think of feedback as a conversation" (Para. 56). Vincelette and Bostic (2017) suggested that one of the reaso...
	One unique communicative advantages of screencast feedback noted by Thompson and Lee (2012) is that it “allows instructors to move the cursor over content on the screen and highlight key elements while providing audio commentary” (Para. 28). However, ...
	Researchers also noted several potential limitations of screencast feedback that are more related to logistics and technology constraints (Thompson and Lee, 2012; Ali, 2016; Harper et al., 2012). Regarding the student experience, Ali (2016) reported t...
	Screencast feedback also presented some potential difficulties for instructors. Thompson and Lee (2012) noted that it may take more time for some instructors or tutors to provide feedback this way, especially if the tool being used to give that feedba...
	Similar to what Still (2006) suggested for instructors considering the use of audio feedback, two studies indicated that some of the lack in efficiency may be due to a lack of experience and established process (Thompson and Lee, 2012; Harper et al., ...
	It is interesting to note, however, that Thompson and Lee also reported that the five-minute recording constraint inherent in the use of Jing helped participants “to focus on the major issues in students’ writing rather than on minor” (Para. 27).
	Implications for application. In spite of the purported advantages, as appears to be the case with both audio and screencast feedback, there are multiple logistical and perhaps cultural or personal challenges associated with applying these modes of fe...
	2.3 Empirical approaches to evaluating instructor feedback

	The preceding studies cited in this review establish the potential merit of employing modes besides written feedback to respond to student work as well as the need to understand more about the factors contributing to the advantages of the available op...
	Nevertheless, few of these studies triangulated their findings or assertions with empirical evidence, and this contributes to lingering questions about what exactly makes one mode more usable than another from the student perspective and the primary f...
	As far as I am aware, two studies have conducted research on instructor feedback that also employed empirical methods and triangulated their findings with self-reported data, both of which show the value in doing so.
	In the first, Hyland (1998) gathered data from observing students and teachers in the classroom, instructor think-aloud protocols, and retrospective interviewing with students, in addition to fielding self-reported feedback methods such as surveys and...
	Through observation, Hyland (1998) also discovered that feedback triggers revisions beyond the initial request, or that students will often go on to make other changes to their work that weren’t specifically requested. Her research also identified env...
	The advantage of using the approaches that Hyland (1998) applied in this case is that it highlights factors in the feedback giver/user ecosystem that may have a more significant effect on whether and how users use feedback than previously or subsequen...
	Still and Koerber (2010), who conducted the first and only official usability study on instructor feedback, highlighted additional advantages of employing empirical methods, specifically that “[u]sability evaluation is ideally equipped for assessing h...
	Because Still and Koerber (2010) applied usability methodology in their study, they were able to provide multiple unique insights about instructor feedback. As an initial example, they identified not only conditions that contributed to students not us...
	For example, Still and Koerber (2010) found that instructor comments focused on sentence mechanics, awkwardness, or tone constituted the majority of feedback that was the most frustrating and difficult to use, and this was mostly due to the comments b...
	Another instance of the nuanced perspective that a usability study provides is discrepancies between how students perceived the usefulness of the feedback and how much they used or struggled to use that feedback during observations. For example, even ...
	Most of the participants also indicated that they were pleased with tone and the amount of feedback they received, even though observations and think-aloud protocol data indicated that students desired or needed more detail in order to effectively und...
	Still and Koerber’s (2010) study also identified some interesting attitudes and environmental conditions that contributed to how participants interacted with the feedback, the purpose of which was to identify catalysts for user behavior. For example, ...
	In their conclusion, Still and Koerber (2010) also posited several complications that future research on instructor feedback needs to take into account. First, they explained that, while their usability research focus might seem like it encourages ins...
	Still and Koerber (2010) also suggested that the findings in their study may be “too idiosyncratic” as a result of the study design which involved only one participating instructor, one assignment, and one course topic. They essentially imply that the...
	Complexities aside, Hyland’s (1998) and Still and Koerber’s (2010) work makes the clear case for using empirical research methods to identify new critical insights into academic conversations about instructor feedback, and their work serves as the pri...
	2.4 The need for more empirical research in technical communication and composition pedagogy

	Gaining “Communal Rationality”. The field of technical communication needs empirical research, and there appears to be little conflict between the ideals and purposes of rhetoric and empirical testing. For example, Miller (2004) and Johnson et al.’s (...
	In any case, when Miller (2004) claimed “we can…ground our teaching and our discipline in a communal rationality” (6), it is not discounted that we gain this “communal rationality” with the aid of correlated, triangulated research focused on observing...
	Miller (2004) justifiably called out Aristotle’s claim that science deals in the realm of “inartistic proofs” that he implied are outside of the realm of deliberation. For all we know, Aristotle could be right. But mortal humans do not exist in that r...
	Aristotle himself claimed that rhetoric deals with unknowns or probabilities (Johnson et al., 2007). The argued or apparent social construction of knowledge and our awareness of the limitations of the human mind imply to contemporary theorists and res...
	This is why Miller (2004) argued for a post-positivistic approach to rhetoric (and science)—or moving forward with the goal of getting closer to a possible objective truth, but with no expectation that humans currently have the capacity, in and of the...
	Johnson et al. (2007) agreed that it is in this situation that the strengths of usability and user-centered design theory shine and can benefit the field of technical communication. Leaping from the words of Aristotle again, he stated that usability c...
	To add to this list of advantages, Lund (2006) stated that by “rejecting…formalism,” usability “embrace[s] the experience of the individual” (2). This is why Johnson et al. (2007) claimed the field of technical communication should “embrace the contin...
	Applying the Ecology Metaphor. All of these arguments validate recent perceptual shifts, at least among researchers, in the fields of usability, technical communication, and composition regarding complexity and complex systems and how to conduct resea...
	Essentially, an ecosystem metaphor accounts for the uniqueness of context surrounding human interaction with artifacts or information. It does not assume that the rules or methods applied or patterns apparent in one ecosystem will necessarily, complet...
	The ecosystem metaphor also conveys that the system may be so complex that all the causes and effects happening within it may not be discoverable and that discovered causes and effects may change or adapt to new conditions within the ecosystem over ti...
	In summary, the purpose of employing the ecological metaphor is to encourage a methodology that employs qualitative or quantitative empirical research that is informed by a rhetorically deliberated, empirically situated, and flexible theory or heurist...
	Granted, the open-ended nature of the ecological research approach, Still (2011) says, “can make people squeamish” (100), which would definitely be the case for the traditional empiricist. For example, one of the goals of empiricism is to produce gene...
	The consolation is that controlled experimental studies can still isolate one part of the system and study it in order to add to the body of knowledge surrounding the complex system in which it operates. The point is that we also need to qualitatively...
	Most researchers in the field would argue that writing research in particular tends to face researchers with complex systems. And in such situations, rhetorical theory presents clear limits to the researcher “because the writer can never know precisel...
	The good news is that a technical communicator or usability researcher’s awareness of this interdependency can help them avoid “jumping too quickly to theory before collecting, interpreting, or fully understanding data” and avoid designing methodologi...
	Legitimizing Pedagogy Through User-centered Research. Aristotle recognized that there is no theory that can substitute for observation of the user experience when he claimed the occupant of a house was the better judge of its quality than the builder....
	According to Rude (2009), “the identity of any academic field is based in part on the research it conducts” (55), and based on a survey conducted by Blakeslee and Spilka (2004), many members of our field are concerned “about the legitimacy of [our] r...
	Respondents to Blakeslee and Spilka’s (2004) survey implied that doctoral student’s faculty advisors may not be well trained in the use of empirical methods to explore the complexities of the classroom. And because many of the doctoral students in our...
	Encouragingly, Rude’s (2009) survey of the dominant research questions in the field of technical communication, composition, and rhetoric implied that many researchers, at least, are exploring questions about pedagogy, even though most of them are foc...
	Lack of Application of User-Centered Research in the Fields of Technical Communication and Composition. Interestingly, Rude (2009) didn’t explicitly laud the success of, or need for, user research in answering these questions, except when referring to...
	It would seem encouraging that a survey conducted by Blakeslee (2009) indicated that technical communication researchers are predominantly employing qualitative research methods, but it is still unclear how many of those qualitative studies offer what...
	As I referenced already, one of the few exceptions is Schriver’s (1997) empirically based studies that have dramatically improved our understanding of how users react to elements of document design. In addition, she was also able to determine more eff...
	What is apparent, in any case, is that research in the fields of technical communication and composition, especially regarding classroom pedagogy, implies a significant (if not overwhelming) lack of empirically informed research (Charney, 1996; Haswe...
	To summarize, the need to incorporate empirical research in order to address both my research questions and the questions of the field would seem apparent for the following reasons:
	2.5 The role of usability research in writing studies, pedagogy, and curriculum design and why the ideals of rhetoric and technical communication ask for and validate the need for this role

	Paradigms and the Industrial Model of Feedback. The expectations of what constitutes a usable product, interface, or information have, as they should, adapted to the new situations and purposes in which usability experience design and testing has been...
	In light of the “industrial model” paradigm prevailing in 1943, the U.S. Army struggled to see past the problem of “human error” until they recognized that such errors could be reduced by watching users use tools and redesigning or adapting these tool...
	Complex Systems of Use. Use scenarios in general, as Redish (2007), Howard (2008), Albers (2004), and Still (2011) seem to argue, also tend to be oversimplified or tested as if these tasks were being performed in more simple rather than complex scenar...
	Ironically, the field of usability hasn’t necessarily thrown off all the remnants of system-centered thinking either. Starting in the 90s and continuing on through the 00s, the impulse of researchers in the field of usability, such as Nielsen and Mack...
	Ecosystems of Use. In particular, these consumer products of usability research may unintentionally support the somewhat positivistic assumption that certain principles of usability and best practices are generalizable to or suitable for other “ecosys...
	So, an ideally designed usability research or testing project goes beyond the goal of discovering “the extent to which a product can be used by specified users to achieve specific goals in a specified context of use” (ISO9241-11). It must also conside...
	So, in the case of applying usability methodologies and heuristics such as effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction to analyzing instructor feedback, using these testing principles is only appropriate to the extent that the researcher adapts them t...
	2.6 Chapter Summary

	This chapter articulates the core patterns existing literature has asserted regarding what seems to constitute effective, appreciated, or otherwise useful feedback, and specifically how multimodal forms of feedback may or may not augment students’ and...
	The following chapter will provide a rationale for a methodology based around observing the ecosystem of use, establish the importance of studying a representative user population and how this study accomplishes that, and articulate the methods employ...
	This first part of this chapter outlines why viewing the user scenario in my study through the lens of an ecosystem is not only appropriate, but advantageous because of the research values it embodies, specifically the idea of approaching a topic in a...
	I discuss the need for seeking to articulate users’ goal hierarchies as a way to inform heuristics, surveys, and test design, and the emphasis that should be placed on attempting to measure the emotional response of users to the product and use scenar...
	My methods discussion establishes the following:
	3.1 A Complex System

	Conducting research with students and instructors involves exploring complex use scenarios that often tend to be oversimplified (Haswell, 2006; Redish, 2007; Howard, 2008; Albers, 2004; Still, 2011). In the case of researching the usability of instruc...
	The combination of this creates an incredibly complex system of use that is nearly impossible to explore or understand to the extent that scientific, replicable studies typically prefer, particularly if the researcher has limited time and resources to...
	Usability research methodologies and methods can also unintentionally support the somewhat positivistic assumption that certain principles of usability and best practices are generalizable or suitable for other “ecosystems of use” and users (Still, 20...
	Essentially, an ecosystem metaphor accounts for the uniqueness of context surrounding human interaction with artifacts or information as well as with other humans. While ecosystems tend to follow some similar patterns in terms of structure and reactio...
	The ecosystem metaphor also conveys the idea that the system may be so complex that all causes and effects may not be discoverable. In addition, even discovered causes and effects may change or adapt to new conditions within the ecosystem over time. T...
	Findings in previous studies can also inform the development of hypotheses that can be tested within these systems. And researchers’ collective discoveries in various ecosystems can inform more macro-level theories and understanding about larger syste...
	In summary, the purpose of employing the ecological metaphor is to encourage a methodology that engages qualitative or quantitative empirical research that is informed by a rhetorically deliberated, empirically situated, and flexible theory or heurist...
	Approaching research from this point of view is also validated by Sullivan and Porter’s (1998) concept of praxis—"informed or conscious practice" (225). They claimed that “’theory,’ ‘practice,’ and ‘methodology’ as used in professional writing represe...
	Nevertheless, the open-ended nature of the ecological research approach, as Still (2011) says, “can make people squeamish” (100), which would definitely be the case for the traditional empiricist. After all, one of the goals of empiricism is to produc...
	The assumed consolation is that controlled experimental studies can still isolate one part of the system and study it in order to add to the body of knowledge surrounding the complex system in which it operates. The point is that we also need to quali...
	In any case, as Colborne (2010) stated, “There’s an important benefit of shooting for a target you can’t hit: it keeps you facing in the right direction” (Part II, Extreme Usability, para. 3).
	In light of the preceding assumptions, my practices or methods are appropriate tools for discovery and testing given the purpose of this study and the unique factors affecting the user and how they use or give feedback in these contexts (Johnson, 1998...
	If I am applying the ecology metaphor as I should, the fact that I have adapted my approach and heuristics based on my experience and findings during the study is a positive sign rather than a weakness.
	Effectiveness, Efficiency, Satisfaction and Accommodating Goals. In this study, I evaluate the usability of the instructor feedback or the process of giving that feedback using ISO Standard 92141 - 11.2, which involves the measurement of the effective...
	While heuristics and discussions presented later in this chapter more fully explain how effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction are measured in this study, it is helpful to first provide what the ISO Standard 92141 considers these terms to mean. F...
	With that understanding established, it’s important to note that I considered using Nielson’s (2004) additional usability heuristics, which involve testing for memorability and learnability as well. However, these two types of metrics are best measure...
	In any case, my project goes beyond the goal of discovering “the extent to which a product can be used by specified users to achieve specific goals in a specified context of use” (ISO9241-11.2). It also considers the goals of the user and the ecologic...
	In addition to incorporating Still and Koerber’s (2010) definitions of EES and what the literature has already implicated as being more or less helpful forms of feedback, I explore how use goals might change between the user groups and how they priori...
	There are further complications as well. For example, in usability, errors act as an unnecessary barriers for the user in reaching their individual goals (Kuniavsky, 2003; Nielsen, 2003; Still, 2013). And while our goals and research strategy should b...
	In addition, as Frokjaer et al. (2000) found, effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction may not necessarily show correlation with one another, especially when it comes to complex tasks. Thus, in the context of this study, and because user goals and ...
	I accommodated the potential complication associated with non-correlative EES metrics and the need for informed heuristics by attempting to establish some contextualized goal hierarchies for my user groups. This is one way, for example, that I could d...
	In addition, we have the problem of trying to decide what metrics like “efficiency” look like in writing. Research on writing behavior implies that there is a wide variety of ways that writers go about the task of writing or revising (Flower and Hayes...
	In the case of my study at least, the story that the efficiency data can tell is limited to the facts—the task took more or less time, and the average time required to complete tasks or revisions took more or less time when students used a particular ...
	Discovering Satisfaction or Emotional Appeal. Another increasingly problematized metric according to several researchers is rating user satisfaction, which is commonly associated with desirability and emotional appeal (Barnum and Palmer, 2011; de Lera...
	In an effort to fill this gap, de Lera and Garetta-Domingo (2007) conducted a preliminary study where they advocated for the use of their 10 emotion heuristics based on user body language. However, after attempting to use this method in my study, I fo...
	As another alternative for gauging users’ emotional responses to scenarios, Barnum and Palmer (2011) and Travis (2008), among others, advocated for the use of Benedek and Miner’s (2002) product reaction cards or surveys (also known as Microsoft’s desi...
	I employed this method in my study, which enabled me to avoid relying solely on SUS results and better triangulate data relevant to testing Hypothesis #1 and Hypothesis #4. More specifically, employing product reaction cards, in addition to using the ...
	Such augmented analysis of user satisfaction is especially warranted in light of Norman’s (2004) push for adopting the idea that we should view all products primarily through the lens of emotional design, which draws support from findings in cognitive...
	For Norman (2004), usability is subsumed by emotional appeal. He claimed that most standard usability methodologies focus on determining behavioral appeal, or how well an artifact might be used to solve a problem, meet goals, or appear to give users m...
	For example, in the case of the visceral appeal of instructor feedback, a user may have had previous experiences with critique that predisposed them to react to critique of their work with anxiety or fear, which might cause them to ignore instructor f...
	Thus, the product reaction survey plays an especially important role in helping me determine the extent that emotional appeal is affecting students’ use of the feedback and in each given mode—written, audio, or screencast. In particular, the reaction ...
	Conflicting Purposes for Feedback. One additional complication is being able to determine what units or pieces of feedback are/aren’t meant to be used for revision (Hyland, 1990). For example, some feedback served different connected but relevant purp...
	Short vs. Long-term Usability. Another complication with analyzing the usability of instructor feedback using EES metrics is that it is typically used for micro- or short-term usability testing instead of for macro-usability testing or longitudinal us...
	The trick with macro-usability testing, however, is that it requires willing and sustained access to test participants over a period of weeks or, as in the case of my study, months. Complications often develop that persuade or prevent users from conti...
	Immediate vs. Holistic Usability. It is also tricky to determine how one instructor comment or unit of feedback might be used by a student in various ways and places throughout the text. What specific piece of feedback (or some artifact or stimuli oth...
	Yet another complication is what to do with revisions made by students that don’t appear to be motivated by any of the feedback given at the time. How much of their revisions are influenced by other sources of instruction, such as directions given in ...
	Strengths of EES, Despite Complications. Despite these potential limitations and complications in connection with using EES metrics, I can create informed EES descriptions based on my preliminary research on instructor feedback that implies what stude...
	The greatest advantage of employing the EES usability heuristic, based off of ISO9241-11.2, is that it has been used in countless other studies and is accepted as a proven method for leading researchers to find a range of usability barriers, and the d...
	The advantages of a hypothesis-driven approach. In consideration of the complex nature of the user ecosystem and the advantages of experimental approaches to research, this study resembles and was implemented using methods associated with a quasi-expe...
	The explicit variables in this quasi-experiment are limited to the mode of delivery: screencast, audio, and written feedback. However, each instructor also represents an unavoidable variable in this study, which showed significant effect on the partic...
	Consistent with most experimental studies, however, observations were conducted in a somewhat controlled environment within a usability laboratory. This was done to allow for testing of variables related to the task of using instructor feedback rather...
	My approach also adopts a more factorial design, which MacNealy (1992) stated is appropriate when testing more complex scenarios. Breaking from typical standards of factorial studies, however, students were neither chosen at random, nor given treatmen...
	As for the use of hypotheses in particular, MacNealy (1992) identified that hypotheses are appropriate when the study is drawing from related research that the “independent variable will have an important effect on the dependent variable” (83), which ...
	As MacNealy (1992) stated, “[t]he biggest reward gained from experiments is the power to infer causal relationships” (83). While my analysis and discussion later are careful to definitively infer causal relationships, this study aims to at least trian...
	3.2 Summary of Research Phases

	My study consisted of several research phases (see Appendix A for more details on testing procedures):
	3.3 Methods

	Expanding on Previous Work. In addition to working from Still & Koerber’s (2009) EES heuristics designed for analyzing student use of feedback, I also employed several of their methods in my study. However, I augmented their approach to (1) gain a bet...
	Participant Selection. A Purposeful, Representative Sample. Participants of my study come from a non-randomized purposeful sample of four technical communication instructors and 20 technical communication students who attended the classes of participa...
	Because the results of my study are not intended to be externally generalizable, except perhaps to situations that match the user ecosystem that I observed, the purpose of my study is consistent with Giacomini and Cook’s (2000) descriptions of an appr...
	Purposeful sampling is also consistent with the typical approach encouraged by usability researchers— to prioritize the recruitment of representative users. While some researchers, like Steve Krug (2000), have argued that recruiting representative use...
	Admittedly, a low number of participating instructors (four) could be perceived as a limiting factor. Nevertheless, my sampling and participant choices are in line with the criteria for acceptable usability research clarified by Still and Koerber (201...
	Assumptions about User Groups. The following user group descriptions reflect the assumption that instructor feedback helps and should be used for helping students revise their assignments or projects, rather than feedback being limited to a mechanism ...
	I also chose to observe instructors and students involved in an introductory technical communication course because this is a user ecosystem where feedback is typically given, needed, and valued as a mechanism for assisting student improvement. It is ...
	In addition, my instructor participants were required to have two or more years of experience teaching writing or some related field. This choice relates to my intention to test a representative, mainstream (or perpetual intermediate) instructor, as C...
	User Group Descriptions. In light of these assumptions and the findings in my pre-study survey of potential participants, the key characteristics that defined my student user group are as follows:
	The primary characteristics that define my instructor user group, also informed by a pre-study survey, are as follows:
	Human Subjects Approval and Maintaining FERPA Requirements. My study received IRB human subjects approval from Texas Tech University (see Appendix A), and all participant identifying information has been removed from the contents of this document. In ...
	Because my study involved my direct observation of instructors’ feedback to their students, I ensured all participating instructors did not include or show the students’ scores on their assignments in the feedback document, audio file, or screencast r...
	The following goes into more detail on how I accomplished these steps while also still using data on how students’ grades changed between the initial and revised drafts of their assignments:
	Pre-Study Survey and User Solicitation Strategy. I used pre-study screening surveys to recruit representative users, which is widely accepted as an appropriate way to find users for usability tests (Barnum, 2002; Rubin, 1994). Before I used these surv...
	Strategy for Instructor Pre-Study Survey. This survey had two purposes: (1) to find representative instructors and (2) to gather data about the instructors’ habits, preferences, perceptions, and values in reference to giving students feedback.
	The data produced by this survey helped give me sense of factors in the ecosystem of use that affected how or why representative instructors approach feedback the way they do. In particular, it provided me with a way to record contextual factors in th...
	This survey specifically solicited information about (1) instructor preferences in giving feedback (holistic/summative, line-by-line/formative, abundant, minimal, higher vs. lower-order issues vs. both, directive, praising, asking questions, use of ru...
	As part of this survey, I also discovered the types of assignments taught by each instructor and the order in which they assign these assignments to their students. This information allowed me to determine which student assignment would be most approp...
	I distributed this survey via email and face-to-face personal invitations, interdepartmental listservs, and Tech Announce. I also invited survey respondents to share a link to the survey with others who might be qualified and willing to do so. As for ...
	Strategy for Student Pre-Study Survey. To solicit and find representative student candidates, I asked participating instructors if they would distribute a separate pre-study survey among the students attending their ENGL 2300 courses. The survey was a...
	Prior to distributing these surveys, all participating instructors allowed me to visit their classes and explain my goals of the pre-study survey as well as explain that they could indicate in the survey whether they wanted to participate in the user ...
	Before contacting potential participants, I analyzed the pre-study survey findings and determined the students’ average age, gender, number of college-level writing courses taken, and self-assessed rating of their own writing skill. Next, I identified...
	I then emailed all of the students on this list stating that they had qualified to participate in the study and ask them to confirm their interest in participation, which twenty students did.
	Coordinating with participating instructors, I identified when each instructor planned to provide students with feedback on their job application assignments to promptly schedule observations with participants following that date. Also, to ensure stud...
	After this point, I scheduled all of the participants for observations over a period of two to three weeks and sent reminders the night before the observation as well as one hour before their observation, which helped me minimize the risk of having n...
	Strategy for Recruiting Representative Users. Pre-study/Recruiting Survey. The pre-study survey for students supported three purposes:
	Still and Koerber (2010) applied similar methods in their screening survey, specifically when they sought a large sample of representative students users to self-rate their skill/score level in writing courses on a scale from 1-10 to compare test part...
	In my pre-study survey, I also gathered data on the students’ self-rated skill level, which I used to determine what skill level represented the mainstream users among my potential pool of participants. Still and Koerber’s (2010) survey found that 6.6...
	This survey also helped me determine the average age and gender ratio for student participants and helped me recruit a nearly identical ratio from among volunteers.
	I gathered the following data on the greater pool of possible and actual participant students using preliminary surveys distributed to approximately 100 2000-level technical communication students. More than 90% of available survey participants respon...
	Twenty of the 96 respondents agreed to participate in usability observations, and Table 3.1 shows how closely certain characteristics between the two groups match and indicate the representativeness of my student user population in comparison to the g...
	Age and Gender. Regarding age of participants versus the survey population, the average age of participants vs. the surveyed population matched exactly (see Table 3.1). However, it turned out that 7.5% more women participated in the study than were re...
	Level of Experience and Self-rated Ability. Test participants matched almost exactly with the greater pool of surveyed population on two additional points: the number of college-level writing classes taken previous to the survey and how they self-rate...
	Willingness to Use Instructor Feedback and the Perceived Value of that Feedback. When it came to the levels of willingness to use instructor feedback, unsurprisingly, the participant population showed an 8% higher amount of students who were “very wil...
	Participants showed a 6% higher likelihood of considering instructor feedback as most important when it comes to the success of their writing compared to the surveyed population. Also unsurprisingly, none of the test participants stated that they were...
	Disparities between the user and surveyed population in the preceding tables reinforce the idea that my participant population consists of representative users. Understandably, the averages for participants show a greater willingness to participate in...
	Previous Experiences with Instructor Feedback. One of the more striking differences between the surveyed population and test participants was that the latter were 22% more likely to report their previous experiences with instructor feedback as very sa...
	Desire for More or Less Feedback. When it came to the amount of feedback students typically desired to receive on their writing, test participants were 6% less likely to report desiring more feedback and 9% more likely to desire neither more nor less ...
	Goal Hierarchies. When comparing the goal hierarchies for each group, there was close consistency between the survey population and the test participants. Another interesting finding was that three of the five goals listed were generally rated as a hi...
	Historical or Situational Influencers. When asked to identify which factors most positively or negatively affected whether they would use instructor feedback, both survey and test participant ratings were largely consistent with one another, especiall...
	Determining Characteristics of a Representative Experience and Testing Conditions. Representative Testing Conditions. Though many in the field have argued for the importance of testing users in their natural use environment (Gothelf and Seiden, 2013),...
	Similar to Still and Koerber’s (2010) study, all sessions were recorded using Techsmith Morae®, which allowed me to physically facilitate the session, take quick observation notes during the sessions, prepare retrospective interview questions, and mor...
	Preferred Physical Environment and Equipment. One of the goals of this study was to create an environment for the usability tests that was at least somewhat representative of mainstream users’ experience. One of the ways I determined whether the usabi...
	Because students were asked to use a PC (personal computer with a Microsoft Operating System) in the usability lab and because familiarity with an OS (operating system) can affect how effectively or efficiently users complete a task, the survey also s...
	Resources When Revising. Another element of this exploration that helped me determine whether students were coming to the observation from a similar experience was to ask which resources they tended to rely on or value the most in helping them to succ...
	User Profile Results Summary. Results strongly indicate that test participants consisted of representative, mainstream users. Survey results showed high consistency across the board when compared to the results provided by the surveyed population when...
	Representative Task Selection. The tasks I assigned to each user group represented activities that each of them would perform normally in their role as a technical communication student. Each instructor was asked to give feedback to 3-5 students in a ...
	EES Heuristics. My EES heuristics were informed by the ecology of use, which involved identifying user goals and goal hierarchies, delineation of user groups, and contextual factors preceding the use event (Still, 2011; Pratt and Nunes, 2012; Lowgren ...
	The following are the heuristics I used to evaluate the student participants’ usability experience with each mode of feedback; these heuristics were informed by preliminary surveys:
	Preparing Participating Instructors. One of the potential problems involved in having instructors give feedback in modes which they’ve never used before, and then gathering data from students who use that feedback, is the possibility that their lack o...
	To ameliorate this problem, I gave all instructors who used audio or screencast feedback a tutorial document that introduced them to the interface they were going to use as well as some basic best practices for recording using that mode. In addition, ...
	Data Collection. Observational Data. The most reliable way to recognize performance-related usability problems is through direct observation (Rubin, 1994; Barnum, 2011; Kuniavsky, 2003). Thus, I primarily measured efficiency and errors/effectiveness o...
	To an extent, I used this observation data to show indications connected to satisfaction as well.  However, observed physical cues of positive or negative feelings of satisfaction occurred rarely. Thus, any apparent satisfaction-related events were on...
	To review my detailed procedures for these observations, see Appendix G. In addition, it is important to note that I conducted one pilot test with a student prior to my other observations to ensure the test procedures accommodated the needs of the par...
	It is also important to note that during each observation, I began the data marking process, annotating significant observations and taking notes on events that I thought might be relevant to discuss later during the user interview.
	Verbal Data Collection. Participants provided several types of qualitative, self-reported data that informed EES measurements and were used to confirm or contradict observed data. Still and Koerber (2010) used proven methods such as think-aloud protoc...
	During each test, I initially employed a “limited” or optional TAP. Because I wanted to create a more representative use scenario, I decided to avoid introducing uncharacteristic conditions or stimuli into the use scenario by asking users to do anythi...
	Because TAP did not provide a key source of data collection, I gathered most of my verbal data during retrospective interviews, which Still and Koerber (2010) also used to effectively clarify why users had acted in particular ways or made certain deci...
	An additional caveat to keep in mind is that these interviews did not necessarily follow “true” retrospective methodology, which is to visually show users a moment in time to aid the recounting of their thinking during events of interest. I deliberate...
	Survey Data. In addition to using the pre-study surveys and the prior two protocols, I distributed three additional surveys to users to…
	SUS Survey. After participants finished giving or using the feedback, I asked them to fill out an SUS (System Usability Scale) survey, which is a proven method for getting a sense of a user’s satisfaction with an experience (Bangor et al., 2009). Howe...
	Product Reaction Surveys. Following this, in accordance with recommendations in the literature, I gathered additional data regarding users’ emotional reactions to using feedback in one of the three possible modes. To do so, I created a survey that fol...
	In accordance with previous studies using this method, after students completed the survey, I asked them to circle the top five words that they checked that represented their experience. Following this, I gathered additional verbal feedback about thei...
	Post-test Surveys. While my project did not focus on gathering long-term usability metrics, I determined it would be useful to send surveys to participating instructors and students one to two months after initial testing. The first reason for this wa...
	While this approach did not offer the level of rigor and triangulation applied in Shneiderman and Plaisant’s (2006) “Multi-dimensional In-depth Long-term Case studies” (1), my surveys followed at least one of the primary purposes of long-term usabilit...
	Data Analysis. Hypotheses and Relative Usability. Because of the unique nature of the user ecosystem and use scenario and the fact that I had no benchmarks to work from when judging higher or lower rates of success among my users, I was left to evalua...
	Task Comparability. One hurdle that I had to overcome when it came to the comparability of the data was that one participating instructor only required her students to produce a resume, whereas the other three participating instructors required their ...
	Nevertheless, to accommodate this complication, I categorized and counted metrics produced while users were working on their resumes as well as their entire assignments. This allowed me to maintain a higher level of apples-to-apples comparison between...
	Approaching my data tracking and analysis from this perspective enabled me to identify and compare pattern errors users produced while using feedback coming from each of the three modes.
	Data Marking Preparation. After user observations and prior to the full data and heuristic-based marking process, I went through the feedback given by each instructor and either copied or transcribed the feedback they gave to each student into individ...
	Essentially, all feedback units were considered to be “tasks” given by the instructor to the student to apply, and the success of marking and analysis of the data depended on having a clear idea of where each task started and ended. This enabled me to...
	Data Marking. As stated earlier, I began the data marking process during the observations, and if time and attention allowed, I began rating the severity level of user errors. After importing all 20 Morae recordings into Morae Manager, I reviewed each...
	Severity Ratings. To rate usability errors, I employed descriptions similar to Still and Koerber’s (2010) severity scale, which is based off of Dumas and Redish’s (1999) scale. However, the scale I used is adjusted to better match the purpose of my st...
	It is important to note that user errors related only to tasks where users were expected to use feedback/comments given to them by their instructors for the express purpose of helping them revise their work for better quality and, potentially, a bette...
	The detailed heuristics I used to categorize errors were as follows:
	Heuristics for the Difficulty of Applying Instructor Feedback. After my initial analysis of the data produced during the observations, it became apparent to me that the difficulty involved in applying specific units of feedback varied significantly. F...
	I surmised that it was likely that the difficulty level involved in applying the feedback affected how often or earnestly students chose to apply that feedback. However, since no other research like this had been done, I was left to create my own ad h...
	The reliability of the following ad hoc heuristics and the data these helped me to produce is obviously suspect to an extent, given that Dr. Brian Still, my dissertation chair, was the only other person to vet them and that no member checking occurred...
	The following represent the heuristics I used to evaluate the difficulty involved in applying instructor comments given to participating students. (Note: examples included in the heuristic below are inspired by actual comments instructors gave to thei...
	By categorizing feedback units according to these heuristics, I was able to analyze how comment difficulty appeared to affect error metrics. For example, I was able to identify how many comments marked as difficult were also left unapplied by the user...
	In addition, it allowed me to identify how comparable the experiences of users were in cases where, for example, one instructor gave his or her students more “easy to apply” feedback than the other instructors and how that might play into other metric...
	Verbal Feedback Analysis. Using the Morae recordings, I transcribed all of the participants’ verbal feedback provided by users after they completed the product reaction survey as well as the follow-up interview content.
	For the product reaction survey, I organized and collated the data by mode or user group. I then created a word cloud for each mode of feedback, one that shows only words chosen as the top five descriptors for their experiences and one that includes a...
	SUS. Following these steps, I tabulated average SUS scores for each participant group and mode group and compared them to determine which modes was associated with the highest satisfactions scores.
	Triangulation of Data and Hypothesis Testing. Next, I triangulated patterns and metrics related to comparative effectiveness (errors), efficiency (time required to complete tasks), and levels of satisfaction apparent in observed data, verbal, and post...
	At that point, I compared findings to my hypotheses to see which ones were implied true, implied false, or inconclusive. One complication, however, is that there are no known benchmarks or specific measurements in place that define what is more or les...
	There are, however, benchmarks for satisfaction in connection with SUS scores. Products that receive a 70 or below are considered to have significant deficiencies in terms of overall usability and satisfaction, while products that receive scores in th...
	Determining Patters in Errors Using Affinity Analysis. Similar to Still and Koerber (2010), I employed affinity diagramming in order to identify themes in the types of errors that users tended to experience while in the process of using instructor fee...
	After identifying these categories and subcategories, I numbered subcategories in order of their apparent prevalence. This approach to categorization and prioritization then made it easier for me to draw out specific recommendations to share with audi...
	3.4 Chapter Summary

	This chapter establishes the exigency for employing an ecosystem metaphor as guide for approaching complex user ecosystems, specifically because doing so enables the researcher to discover relationships between elements in that ecosystem that influenc...
	The next chapter reviews the results of this study, specifically in connection with each of the four posited hypotheses. It shows evidence of the comparative effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction experienced by each user group.
	The following chapter summarizes the survey results that indicate the representativeness of the users in comparison to the surveyed population. In addition, the following sections summarize the effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction experienced ...
	4.1 User Representativeness

	Overall, pre-study survey data confirms that test participants consisted of representatives of the overall population of users taking these technical communication courses. Demographics, self-assessment of ability, experience, interest in using feedba...
	4.2 Effectiveness (Errors)

	The Task. Success in this aspect of the usability test was measured by how well or to what extent students were able to apply individual comments given to them by their respective instructors. The overall task to be completed was for participant users...
	Definition of Effectiveness for this Task. Effectiveness or errors was/were marked or rated based on how well the user was able to interpret, understand, or apply directions given to them by their instructor and specifically whether or not or the exte...
	Error Heuristics. The following heuristics were used to judge levels of error severity experienced by students applying or attempting to apply instructor feedback given in one of the following modes: screencast, audio, or written. It is important to n...
	Relative Usability. Judging which mode of feedback is more usable than the others according to the effectiveness/error metric is based on the relative usability participants appear to experience and the presence and amount of usability errors they exp...
	A Caveat. One important issue to note that can dramatically affect the comparability of the user experiences described below for each individual mode is the characteristics of the assignment participants were asked to complete. In this test, both the ...
	Comparability and Points of Improved Comparability. Results regarding the level of effectiveness experienced by users are much more comparable between audio and screencast modes because of the similar amount and level of work required by students. Stu...
	Strong Indicators. Nevertheless, the following findings still give us a sense of which modes of feedback seemed to be associated with (1) the greatest/smallest number of errors and (2) the levels of severity within those errors. The following tables a...
	Average Errors Experienced by Users in Each Mode. When comparing the average number of errors experienced by users in each mode, audio feedback and screencast feedback showed similar rates overall. As discussed, the significantly lower number of error...
	Nevertheless, to aid later analysis and discussion as well as to draw a more representative comparison between the three modes of feedback, I counted the number of errors for each mode that were associated only with feedback on participants’ resumes. ...
	Average Error Scores. When comparing average score for errors experienced by each user (“4” indicating a severe error and “1” indicating a negligible error), each mode of feedback showed similar results and little significance in indicating one mode p...
	Comparing the total distribution of error scores experienced by users shows more variability, however. Audio feedback users experienced the highest percentage of negligible errors (mostly related to finding and having to replay/rewind/review audio com...
	However, when comparing resume-related errors, written and audio feedback users showed the same percentage of severe errors and nearly the same percentage of negligible errors, screencast and audio users tied on somewhat severe errors experienced, and...
	Application of Feedback. To put some of the previous and following data in context and for later analysis of possible motives for applying or not applying feedback, I categorized instructor comments according to three levels of difficulty anticipated ...
	It is important to note that the error severity heuristics don’t tell the whole story of why a student might commit an error while using instructor feedback, and the error shouldn’t be immediately ascribed to the mode of feedback as being the cause or...
	Categorization of Error by Difficulty, Number of Comments Applied, and Mode of Feedback. Using this heuristic, I further categorized and correlated comments by (1) difficulty, (2) percent applied, somewhat applied, or not applied, and (3) mode of feed...
	One innocuous pattern became apparent in comparing these numbers—users tended to apply “easy” feedback more often than somewhat difficult or difficult feedback. Users also tended to attempt to apply only about half of the difficult and somewhat diffic...
	Before moving forward with this discussion, however, it is also important to note that 88% of the written feedback received by students was categorized as “easy” in my heuristic. In stark contrast, nearly half of the audio and screencast feedback was ...
	In any case, it appears that students who received both written and screencast feedback showed a similar likelihood of applying that feedback fully, somewhat, or not at all in all three categories of difficulty. Audio feedback recipients, on the other...
	However, screencast recipients were most likely to apply easy feedback, most likely to somewhat apply somewhat difficult feedback, and slightly less likely to not apply difficult feedback. Overall, the data in the following table seems to imply that w...
	Qualitative Observations Regarding Errors Associated with Each Mode. In order to put errors in further context, I will review choices that users made that may imply motives or causes of errors via just-in-time notes of observation. It also helps to re...
	Patterns in Severe Errors in Audio Feedback. Among the severe errors more commonly associated with audio feedback, several key errors stood out. On one occasion, the instructor accidentally misspoke and said the opposite of what he meant to say, and t...
	Another common problem students experienced was an inability to fix problems with their formatting. Many students seemed to lack the knowledge of tools available that would help them apply specific instructor feedback. They seemed to know what they wa...
	Patterns in Severe Errors in Screencast Feedback. Among severe screencast errors, several stood out. Students sometimes didn’t understand or have enough context for fully applying instructor comments. On one occasion, an instructor asked a student to ...
	In some cases, students also seemed to avoid applying instructor feedback because they disagreed with the comment or didn’t feel like it was possible to apply it. For example, a student didn’t apply feedback to include the location of a university cli...
	Errors also seemed to come as a result of instructors’ lack of emphasis on a point of feedback. For example, a student didn’t seem to understand or feel the need to apply feedback directing him to put his “skills” section after his “relevant activitie...
	Another common issue, which is unique to audio and screencast feedback, is the lack of application of feedback on grammar or punctuation issues. Instructors providing feedback in both modes often told students to fix some issues with commas, etc., but...
	Another issue involved errors that were definitely caused by miscommunication or a lack of clarity in the feedback itself. For example, one instructor had been gesturing to specific sections of highlighted text while recommending that the student add ...
	As another example, one student chose not to apply feedback because it wasn’t necessarily clear whether the instructor was talking about applying that feedback to the student’s memo or his letter. Yet another student did not apply feedback that stated...
	In another example, a student did not apply feedback on addressing the request for one year of experience in the job ad, but the student did not do so because (as later confirmed in interview) she didn't have one year of experience. Similarly, another...
	Another reason feedback wasn’t addressed happened because one of the instructors that gave screencast feedback wrote comments or highlighted issues in the students’ assignments that she did not end up having or taking the time to discuss during the sc...
	Patterns in Severe Errors in Written Feedback. When it came to severe errors experienced by students who received written feedback, both similar and unique patterns emerged. Similar to the other modes, some students struggled to apply vague feedback l...
	In a related vein, two other students failed to accept changes and delete comments the instructor had left in their documents before saving them or prepping them for resubmission. One additional student misinterpreted some of the instructor’s tracked ...
	Patterns in Somewhat Severe Errors in Audio Feedback. Among the moderate patterns of errors experienced by students who received audio feedback, several users continued to show a lack of formatting knowledge necessary to fully apply feedback. Another ...
	Users also experienced some errors that were unique to audio feedback and the audio feedback tool used for this study. In the first case, one user seemed to be going back through the recording to re-listen to a particular point of feedback, but she ex...
	Patterns in Somewhat Severe Errors in Screencast Feedback. Similar to previously discussed patterns of error, many moderate screencast user errors consisted of problems with application due to lack of formatting knowledge and cost users a lot of time ...
	When users encountered seemingly ambiguous, abstract, or global and work-intensive revision requests, they often applied feedback to an extent, but seemed to lack the understanding or drive necessary to be thorough, even after re-watching/listening to...
	Patterns in Somewhat Severe Errors in Written Feedback. Given that there were only two errors that fell into this category for written feedback, I cannot claim patterns here, except that both appeared to be the result of a lack of MS Word formatting o...
	Patterns in Moderate Errors is Audio, Screencast, and Written Feedback. Among the three audio feedback errors in this category, one involved a student not applying instructor commentary to the extent requested and another was caused by lack of formatt...
	Patterns in Minor Errors is Audio Feedback. Most of the audio errors in the category occurred when students had to go back and re-listen to pieces of feedback, an error not entirely unique to audio feedback, but definitely more common in comparison to...
	A few other errors were added because students introduced grammar, punctuation, or spelling errors in the course of revising their work. One last error worth mentioning is when a student became distracted from other revisions as he tried for at least ...
	Patterns in Minor Errors is Screencast Feedback. Among the screencast errors in this category, several of them were either caused by bugs in the Jing video player or by the affordances of the modality. Three students had to start the video from the be...
	Patterns in Minor Errors is Written Feedback. All four of the errors in this category were a result of a lack of formatting knowledge.
	Other Observations. Many of the following events or behaviors that occurred during my observations can’t necessarily be considered authentic user errors but are still worthy of note. For instance, if audio users stopped to take notes on the feedback, ...
	One of the most notable comparisons between the three modes is how many times students stopped to take notes on their work (see Figure 4.8).
	Another notable user behavior was how many times students went back to review or re-listen to specific comments, clips, or sections of the recording (see Figure 4.9).
	Interestingly, screencast users went back to review or re-listen to points of feedback more than audio feedback users. In addition, one behavior unique to screencast users was that there were 19 cases where they dragged the timeline cursor to a specif...
	Possible Indicators of Performance Improvement in Relation to Mode of Feedback. To identify whether the mode of feedback could be associated with how much improvement students received in their assignment scores after using that feedback, I gathered d...
	Another factor I wanted to consider in later analysis is whether patterns in grade increase could also be connected with patterns in feedback difficulty for each mode. In the case of the following figure, it is clear that, on average, students who use...
	4.3 Efficiency

	When comparing the three modes of feedback student’s received, the data suggests that certain modes have an efficiency advantage over others (see Appendix H). When I compared the average time it took for students to address individual points of feedba...
	It is also worthwhile to mention, that when instructors gave audio feedback, they didn’t necessarily have time limits or specific constraints on how long they could take to vocalize their feedback for each student. Instructors who gave screencast feed...
	When comparing the overall amount of time students averaged spending on revising their assignments, again, written feedback appears to have been the most efficient mode to use. Students who used written feedback spent half as much time as screencast u...
	However, as has been discussed previously, not only did written feedback users receive fewer tasks in general and much less difficult tasks when compared to the other modes, they also only had to revise a resume instead of having to revise a letter of...
	The results of this investigation seem to indicate that screencast feedback is significantly more efficient to use than audio and written feedback. This comparison also indicates that audio and written feedback are comparable in terms of efficiency (s...
	4.4 Satisfaction

	SUS Scores. I used two methods to triangulate or get a sense of how much users were satisfied with their feedback in each given mode. The first and most obvious way of measuring satisfaction was through an SUS survey. Overall, written feedback receive...
	Product Reaction Survey. In addition to the SUS, I gave users a chance to describe how they felt about their experience using their instructor’s feedback, particularly as given in each particular mode they had received. Following their revision sessio...
	Audio Feedback: Top Chosen Words. What becomes clear right away is that students typically felt positively about the audio feedback they had received. When students were asked to identify the top five words to describe their experience among the many ...
	In a word cloud that includes all of the words students said represented their audio feedback experience in some way, the list still comes back overwhelmingly positive, with words like “helpful,” “simple,” “usable,” and “learnable” standing out as the...
	Audio Feedback: Word Choice Follow-up. After students had marked the top five terms that they felt best described their experience, I asked them to explain why they had circled each of the five words to get a possible glimpse at pattern motives that m...
	Screencast Feedback: Top Chosen Words. Similar to audio feedback, when screencast feedback users identified the top five words that described their experience, these were positive. Most notable however, and in contrast to audio feedback, is the absenc...
	Among the top terms chosen as representing students’ experience, “useful” came out the clear winner, with “easy-to-use,” “convenient,” and “learnable” being the runners-up (see Figure 4.20).
	When we review the word cloud showing all words marked by all the screencast users, we also see a total lack of negative descriptions of the experience. The most prevalent words chosen include all positive descriptors: easy-to-use, efficient, organize...
	Screencast Feedback: Word Choice Follow-up. The following is a summary of verbal feedback from screencast users on why they chose the words they did in the product reaction survey (see Table 4.3).
	Written Feedback: Top Chosen Words. When students had a chance to mark the top five words to describe their experience using written feedback, they also indicated that their experience was positive, including words like useful, organized, efficient, h...
	When reviewing the whole list of words marked by users, the response continued to be consistently positive, with the most prevalent terms being “straightforward,” “easy-to-use,” “professional,” “approachable,” “efficient,” and “effective.” The only th...
	Written Feedback: Word Choice Follow-up. In this set of data, there was a lack of variety in student responses. When they described why they circled these particular words, they often ended up articulating similar rationales for choosing each word, he...
	4.5 Follow-up Interview Data

	Following each user test and after asking students to fill out the Product Reaction Survey and explain their choices, I interviewed all the students about their experiences using their instructors’ feedback. I did this to further explore whether stude...
	Any additional interview questions I asked related to specific behaviors that specific students exhibited or choices they made during the observation. Many of their answers to these questions correlated with observations made during the test while man...
	Patterns and Items of Interest. In this section, I’ve narrowed down recurring themes or interesting claims expressed by the participants for each of the five questions that I asked nearly all of the students. As for why 100% of the participants didn’t...
	In the following sections, I will review patterns or relevant points of interview data categorized by each of the three modes of feedback according to answers to individual questions I asked students during their interviews.
	Interview data from students who received audio feedback. One of the most important patterns to note is how positively students felt about the feedback in general. All but one user enthusiastically expressed that they would want to use this type of fe...
	When asked if there was feedback that they didn’t feel they could apply, no student in this category identified more than one issue that they couldn’t address confidently, and two students said they felt they could apply all feedback. Several of the c...
	Among the feedback that students felt was most clear, several identified comments that were prescriptive or directive in nature and hard to misinterpret, such as suggestions to move content from point A to point B or to format a heading a particular w...
	One other interview question prompted an additional comment that is worthy of note. When one student was asked why he didn’t address a particular comment about cutting their Objective section, he admitted that he didn’t cut it because the instructor s...
	Interview data from students who received screencast feedback. Similar to students who received audio feedback, screencast feedback recipients predominantly expressed almost all positive comments about the feedback they received. When asked if they wo...
	When asked if there was feedback that they didn’t feel they could apply, no student in this category identified more than one issue that they couldn’t address confidently, and four of the eight students who received screencast feedback said they felt ...
	Other answers users provided on this question were relatively vague, two mentioning that they had a problem with the feedback on the skills section of their resumes. However, one user mentioned that one piece of feedback was confusing because what the...
	Interview data from students who received written feedback. Similar to students who received audio and screencast feedback, written feedback recipients expressed almost all positive comments about the feedback they received. All users in this category...
	4.6 Follow-Up Surveys

	To get a sense of the long-term impressions of the feedback audio and screencast participants received, or to access some sense of the macro-usability of the feedback, I sent a follow-up survey to students approximately two months after they had parti...
	Instructor Follow-up Survey Results. Approximately three months after all of the participating instructors had used audio recording or screencasting to give their students feedback, all three reported that they had ceased to use this mode of feedback ...
	4.7 Chapter Summary

	User Representativeness. The selection of participant users matched closely with the surveyed population of the representative user pool.
	Effectiveness. By the numbers, written feedback appeared to show the most effectiveness in terms of the number of errors and severity of errors incurred by users. However, the disparity between the difficulty of the requirements imposed by the instruc...
	Efficiency. Overall, written feedback users appeared to experience much better efficiency scores than the other two modes. However, when the efficiency data was compared between the user experiences with revising their resumes, screencast feedback app...
	Satisfaction. Written feedback users gave higher SUS scores for their feedback than both screencast and audio feedback recipients. However, all three modes received high SUS scores, and product reaction survey and retrospective interview results imply...
	In this chapter, I contextualize the findings presented in the previous chapter and analyze that data according to some of the overarching questions I posited in Chapter 1 regarding the relative usability of each mode of feedback evaluated. I also ana...
	Before moving forward, it is important to reiterate that it is unrealistic to expect that the findings of this study will help us determine the full spectrum of influence that instructor feedback may have had on these users and their ability to develo...
	One key advantage of this study is that it adds to the conversation and questions initiated by Still and Koerber (2010) and other studies connected with multi-modal feedback methods. In general, this analysis will review the most basic questions we h...
	To start off, however, I’ll review the hypothesis test results and then work from there to answer the research questions posited in Chapter 1.
	5.2 Analysis of Hypotheses Results

	As the results started to come together, it became clear that it would be difficult to produce definitive answers as to whether each of my hypotheses appeared to be well supported or thoroughly disproven among this user population. In fact, the result...
	In addition, as I discussed in my methods chapter, the hypotheses tested in this study are designed to judge implications of validity or support via comparative, triangulated evidence produced during observations of the experiences of students and ins...
	Measuring Satisfaction. When measuring satisfaction, for example, SUS survey scores were compared to determine which mode produced higher scores than the other. These SUS scores for each mode were then compared to or triangulated with the results of t...
	Measuring Effectiveness. In the case of measuring and judging the relative effectiveness of each mode, I employed heuristics similar to those used by Still and Koerber (2010), where user errors were (1) identified based on the occurrence of specified ...
	By tabulating the number of errors experienced and the severity of those errors and comparing these results for each mode, I was able to determine relative levels of effectiveness experienced by users of each mode. In an attempt to confirm the validit...
	Additionally, I created ad hoc heuristics that enabled me to explore possible correlations between the difficulty level of units of feedback in relation to whether the user was more or less likely to apply that feedback, to whatever extent, and then d...
	Measuring Efficiency. As for efficiency, I simply compared the average amount of time it took users to complete individual revision tasks on averages as well as how long it took them, on average, to finish revising their entire assignments and specifi...
	H1a: System Usability Scale (SUS) scores and product reaction survey results will show that students prefer screencast feedback above audio feedback. With H1a, I posited that the System Usability Scale (SUS) scores and desirability reaction survey res...
	Screencast users averaged a SUS score of 87 and audio users averaged 81, approximately 6 points apart (see Table 5.1). Given that an SUS score above 68 is considered to be better than average (Sauro, 2011), it appears that users felt satisfied about t...
	One important caveat to remember is that SUS surveys are typically applied to more conventional product and consumer ecosystems than we are dealing with here. In addition, this is the first usability test comparing SUS scores between different modes o...
	In addition, the product reaction surveys for both modes appeared to triangulate with the SUS survey findings. Users predominantly chose adjectives/expressions that implied they enjoyed and appreciated each mode of feedback. Nevertheless, a number of ...
	One additional caveat worth noting, however, is that it is possible the lack of efficiency expressed and experienced by audio feedback users may have been a result of the mode of feedback or a result of their instructors’ approach to feedback. It is p...
	H1b: System Usability Scale (SUS) scores and product reaction survey results will show that students prefer audio feedback above written feedback. As for H1b, I posited that audio feedback users would experience higher satisfaction than those who used...
	It is important to note, however, that users of audio feedback seemed to be better able to articulate the reasons behind their choice of descriptors following the product reaction survey, while users of written feedback tended to offer more mundane re...
	On the surface, the response from users of feedback appears to be positive, but my analysis of the difficulty involved in students applying instructor comments in each mode implies that the feedback users of written feedback received was less abundant...
	In addition, while it is clear the overall SUS test results show that written feedback users technically expressed the highest levels of satisfaction among all three modes, product reaction survey feedback implies that screencast users experienced at ...
	Verbal feedback provided by students about their experiences showed a significant contrast in tone and topic that may provide additional insight into which mode seemed to induce a greater sense of satisfaction among users. As previously noted, users o...
	In the end, perhaps both modes have the potential to produce similar levels of satisfaction, depending on the circumstances and the approach of the instructor, and it’s worth acknowledging that the advantages inherent in either mode or instructor appr...
	Whatever the case, these findings somewhat align with some of the existing research on screencast feedback that implies students aren’t unanimously in favor of one mode versus the other and that both modes offer perceived advantages that respectively ...
	H2a: Screencast feedback will show higher effectiveness than audio feedback for students. With H2a, I posited that screencast feedback users would experience higher effectiveness (fewer errors and less severe errors) than users of audio feedback, a su...
	To explain why, first, there were only 1.3 more errors experienced on average by users of audio feedback compared to screencast users when they revised their entire assignments (see Figure 5.2), and there was less than one point of difference between ...
	Similarly, the average error scores between each mode were less than one numeral apart in difference (see Figure 5.4).
	In addition, the number of errors accrued by users in each of the two modes was identical at 73 (see Figure 5.5). The greatest difference found between the two modes was in the distribution of error severity scores. Screencast users accrued more sever...
	As for the comparability of each mode, the instructor who gave audio feedback and the two instructors who gave screencast feedback provided fairly comparable experiences for their students, in terms of the expectations of the assignments and the level...
	In addition, when I compared the average percent increase in assignment scores between screencast and audio users, the results were exactly the same as well (see Figure 5.8).
	Overall, it would be difficult to definitively prove that screencast feedback provided a more effective experience for users than audio feedback. While screencast users experienced slightly fewer errors on average, they also experienced slightly more ...
	H2b: Screencast and audio feedback will show higher effectiveness than written feedback for students. As for H2b, I posited that audio and/or screencast feedback would provide a more effective experience for users than written feedback. This assumptio...
	As was discussed in the previous chapters, the instructor who gave written feedback only required that students provide a resume, whereas the other three participating instructors all required that students turn in a resume, application letter/email, ...
	Once I did that, the results implied that, at least according to certain key measures, users of written feedback had a comparably effective experience. Again, the average number of errors experienced by users of written feedback was less than a point ...
	Users of written feedback also produced nearly identical average error scores compared to users of audio feedback (see Figure 5.10).
	According to certain measurements, however, written feedback appears to provide a more effective experience than audio and screencast feedback. Again, when comparing resume-related data only, out of 77 errors incurred by all users, users of written fe...
	However, these results are complicated by the assumption that the difficulty level involved in applying feedback affects if and how effectively students are able to apply that feedback. When comparing the number of comments that were applied, somewhat...
	This discrepancy in difficulty or the level of rigor required by the participating instructor is also reinforced by comparisons between the average scores students received on their assignments before and after revision. The average score of users of ...
	Both users of screencast and audio feedback showed an average score increase of 12%, while the average score increase for users of written feedback was only 7%, their average score post-revision being 98 percent.
	All of this shows that the comparability of the effectiveness data between different modes of feedback can be dramatically diminished if any of the participating instructors take a significantly different approach to providing feedback than the others...
	In addition, these findings serve to complicate the idea of what “effective” feedback is and how it should be defined. In terms of how the field of usability typically defines an effective experience and the findings in this study, written feedback ap...
	Another natural implication of these findings is that “effectiveness” heuristics may not provide the optimal method for discovering what is needed or effective in this use case. As Redish (2007) noted, complex systems may be best explored using heuris...
	H3a: Screencast feedback will show higher measures of efficiency for students than audio feedback. With H3a, I posited that users of screencast feedback would experience higher levels of efficiency than users of audio feedback, which was prompted by a...
	When we compare the average amount of time users spent addressing individual units of feedback, users of screencast feedback averaged 79 seconds each, while users of audio feedback averaged 96 seconds, a difference of 17 seconds per feedback subtask (...
	This finding was reinforced when comparing the average amount of time it took users to revise only their resumes (see Figure 5.16). For example, users of screencast feedback completed this portion of the overall task 14 minutes sooner than users of au...
	Comparing all relevant measures puts the efficiency of screencast feedback well ahead of audio feedback. Product reaction survey data also validate that a lack of efficiency was one of the few negative aspects of the experience brought up by users of ...
	One caveat worth mentioning is that the limitations and glitches related to the audio feedback tool used in this study (Vocaroo) could have influenced efficiency metrics to some extent. However, some users experienced glitches when using the screencas...
	Another possibly more significant caveat to consider in these findings is that the participating instructor who gave audio feedback presumably could have, with more experience, been able to provide students with more succinct feedback and enabled them...
	That said, the comparability between the data provided by audio and screencast feedback users wasn’t necessarily affected that much by instructor efficiency as much as other factors, especially given that Instructor 2, who gave screencast feedback, to...
	Based on my observations, it appeared to be much easier for users of screencast feedback to more quickly identify the parts of their assignments that the instructors were referring to in their comments. In the audio feedback, instructors had to spend ...
	In addition, users of audio feedback had no tags, marks, or visual references in the audio feedback timeline that could help them quickly skip to parts of the feedback they wanted to review. Several users of audio feedback spent an ample amount of tim...
	In contrast, users of screencast feedback had visual context embedded in the video timeline itself. This allowed them to drag their cursors to the points they were interested in, such as the Skills section of their resumes, and the screenshots along t...
	All of this stacks up to strongly indicate that screencasting feedback can offer substantial efficiency advantages for students over audio feedback.
	H3b: Written feedback will show the higher measures of efficiency for students than either screencast or audio feedback. As for H3b, I posited that written feedback would show the highest measures of efficiency for users, which is reinforced by the fi...
	This last assumption seems to be validated by the data. Users of written feedback received a total of 42 units of feedback, while users of screencast and audio feedback received 135 and 131 units of feedback, respectively (see Figure 5.18). Even when ...
	In conjunction with this finding, users of written feedback also received much less difficult tasks from their instructors. In fact, data on the difficulty level involved in applying comments showed the starkest contrast between written feedback and t...
	These findings would, understandably, lead one to assume that the revision experience of users of written feedback would be significantly more efficient than the other two modes, at least given the approach of this instructor in providing feedback. Ho...
	When comparing the average amount of time users spent addressing a revision task, users of written feedback spent an average of 43 seconds on each task, while users of screencast and audio feedback spent 79 and 96 seconds on each task, respectively (s...
	What is interesting is that when comparing how long it took users of each mode to revise only their resumes, it appears that users of screencast feedback finished addressing resume-related tasks an average of 12 minutes faster than users of written fe...
	At this point, it is most important to emphasize that even though users of written feedback received fewer tasks and fielded less difficult tasks, they spent 12 more minutes (on average) revising their resumes when compared to users of screencast feed...
	Given the circumstances and metrics outlined thus far, it appears that written feedback and screencast feedback can both provide seemingly comparable experiences for users in terms of efficiency, depending on the style of instruction and breadth of th...
	H4: Instructors will express higher satisfaction and desirability in giving written feedback when compared to audio or screencast feedback. Regarding instructors’ experience with giving feedback in either the form of audio or screencast, I posited tha...
	Though I conducted retrospective interviews, product reaction surveys, and follow-up surveys with participating instructors, my previous Results chapter does not go into detail on all of those findings at this time. This is mostly because I was dealin...
	Nevertheless, while the results showed mixed feedback from instructors that implied more or less satisfaction with using audio or screencasting tools to give their students feedback (see Appendices K, M, and N), the most critical fact emerged after re...
	This evidence strongly indicates that, at least in my small sample group, H4 is a fair assumption. What is interesting to note, however, is that all but one of the student participant respondents wanted to receive audio or screencast feedback again, s...
	This, of course, begs the question of why instructors chose to revert to their default approach to giving students feedback even when students preferred the alternative. Two instructors provided several reasons or motives for why they had stopped usin...
	One possible reason is that instructors may have felt that they could save time by going with the familiar written feedback. The two instructors claimed that this was the case, though the data in this study and previous studies implied that this is le...
	While research already exists that supports the assumption that instructors can be more effective and efficient in providing students with feedback if they use screencast or audio instead of written, more research would need to be conducted in various...
	The next obvious problem, then, is to address the change management or resistance involved when instructors are invited to use what are possibly more effective and efficient methods of feedback delivery. How do we minimize that resistance or make it e...
	5.3 Research Questions

	Now let’s circle back to the larger research questions I asked in the first chapter. The purpose in answering the following questions is either to validate or complicate several claims or assumptions stated by other researchers or my own assumptions t...
	In addition, while pieces of the discussion below overlap with some of the preceding analysis, it seemed important to also analyze the results of this study through the lens of these specific questions in addition to the lens of the four hypotheses di...
	What are the apparent themes in usability problems experienced by users of all three modes of feedback? One of the general goals of this study is to identify possible patterns of problems that students experience regularly when using instructor feedba...
	Using affinity diagramming, a method often used in the field of usability to identify patterns in observation data (Hanington & Martin, 2012; usability.net, 2006), I was able to determine two major categories that errors tended to fall under: errors t...
	Errors that appear to be initiated by students. Among the several sub-categories of errors, the most prevalent appeared to occur as a result of either students’ unwillingness to apply or fully apply pieces of feedback they received, or students’ unawa...
	For example, there were at least two cases where instructors told students to base their applications off of actual job ads, and each instructor emphasized to their students that doing so was critical for not only designing a realistic job application...
	In another related example, an instructor specifically requested that a student go into more detail on the specific tasks they performed while assisting in the emergency room of a hospital and providing examples to prove they had some rudimentary medi...
	During retrospective interviews, I asked students if there was feedback they felt they couldn’t apply and if they could identify the feedback they had failed to apply, and the majority of them claimed that they had applied almost all of the feedback t...
	The affinity analysis also showed that a number of students struggled because of a lack of formatting knowledge or training in sentence mechanics (see Figure 5.23). What is interesting to note as well is that, while many students were able to fully ap...
	In cases where students appeared to lack the ability or knowledge to address sentence mechanics issues, if their instructor identified the error, they were typically able to fix it. However, if an instructor said something like, “I noticed several pla...
	Analysis also showed several cases where students inadvertently introduced grammar or punctuation errors to their assignments in the midst of applying instructor feedback (see Figure 5.23). In at least a few cases, an automatic spell check tool could ...
	Errors that appear to be initiated by instructors. Among the errors that seemed to come about as a result of instructor choices or missteps in their feedback, the most common theme to emerge was the use of what appeared to be vague, ambiguous, or abst...
	In the first two preceding examples, the instructors appeared to be giving a form of global feedback, but in both cases the instructors left the students to fill in the blanks of what they could specifically do to apply that feedback. In the third exa...
	This pattern error points out one of the primary drawbacks of asynchronous feedback and communication in general. It is likely unrealistic to expect that instructors will always be able to identify all of the statements they need to clarify or that re...
	In this case, it seems that one primary pain point experienced by instructors—time—is working against a primary pain point experienced by students—the need for more detail. What remains is to determine whether there is a feasible solution or way to am...
	Affinity analysis also identified several cases where instructors misspoke or unintentionally misdirected users (see Figure 5.23). One clear example of this is when an instructor told a student, “[You] don’t need to say ‘References furnished on reques...
	In conjunction with this issue, affinity analysis also showed at least two cases where instructors asked students to provide information they weren’t comfortable providing. In one case, an instructor asked a student to provide evidence of one year of ...
	What modes or combinations of modes of feedback might be more usable than others, in what situations, and why? Each mode of feedback seemed to offer both potential disadvantages and advantages to users. One apparent disadvantage of both audio and scre...
	Many experts in writing pedagogy often recommend less prescriptive and sentence-level responses to students’ work, but whether or not this approach is more advantageous to the student is still up for debate, given that some revision or assignment cont...
	In addition, observations indicated that students are less likely to address issues with sentence-level mechanics unless the instructor marks specific occurrences of errors and explains exactly how to fix them, and it appears that giving audio or scre...
	Another possible disadvantage of audio feedback is that the medium disallows instructors to gesture to the parts of the assignments they are referring to in their comments. In the least, this makes identifying a given location of focus less efficient ...
	If, however, audio or screencast feedback were accompanied by written notes on the students’ work, this might ameliorate the problem with a lack of gesturing. In fact, several users of both audio and screencast feedback confirmed that they would prefe...
	That said, all of the instructors that participated in my study added highlights or comments on their students’ assignments before doing their recordings. Perhaps it isn’t unreasonable to expect instructors to share those notes, at least, even if thes...
	An additional potential drawback of screencast feedback is that when users could see notations and revisions requests in the screencast video and the instructor didn’t comment on those requests in the audio track, students seemed to be more likely to ...
	Disadvantages. As for disadvantages unique to written feedback recipients, there were a few students that struggled to use the MS Track Changes feature. Otherwise, there are a few other possible disadvantages, mostly related to conventional assumption...
	For example, users of written feedback in this study received much less feedback than users of screencast and audio feedback, even though pre-study surveys indicated that students more often desire more feedback rather than less. In addition, the feed...
	However, the results in this case may be somewhat amplified or unique in relation to Instructor 4. For example, in my personal experience and observations of the feedback habits of dozens of other writing instructors, they usually give their students ...
	All of that stated, it is also important to identify a few likely reasons why instructors who give written feedback may show a tendency to provide both less feedback and less challenging feedback to their students in comparison to instructors who use ...
	Advantages. This leads us into a discussion of the relative advantages of certain modes over others. To start, screencasting appears to show the most potential for improving the efficiency of the revision experience for students. Use of this tool woul...
	In my testing, screencasting allowed users, in most cases, to quickly identify the areas of their assignments that their instructors were referring to. Also, instructors were able to provide far more detailed and abundant feedback, typically providing...
	Based on the findings in this study, audio feedback doesn’t appear to offer any distinct advantages over screencast feedback for instructors or students. Both modes showed about the same levels of effectiveness, at least when comparing error count, se...
	If we assume all of these findings are advantages, then screencasting appears to be the mode of feedback delivery showing the best usability. However, the findings discussed in the previous chapter imply that written feedback should technically be giv...
	Observations in this study and assertions made in previous studies, on the other hand, imply that the best way to take advantage of the usability positives of both screencast and written feedback is to provide students with an amalgam of both modes. T...
	While written feedback might not be as robust in this case as when the instructor provides written feedback alone, both modes can be applied according to their strengths, with screencast being used to explain context, detail, and strategy and written ...
	Nevertheless, while it is obvious that audio feedback users had a much less efficient experience, the judgement on each mode’s effectiveness could be a matter of perspective. In the case of this study and the user ecosystem, a user’s judgements about ...
	How might a comparison between instructors’ and students’ experience with the three modes of feedback highlight the cross-purposes that may exist between these two parties? While there is relatively limited research data available on the how students ...
	Expectedly, students prioritized “getting a better grade” among the available list of options. However, survey respondents rated improving their writing as an equally high priority, which is typically the conventional writing instructor’s top goal as ...
	However, the survey responses and user behaviors recorded in this study at least imply inconsistencies between stated preferences/goals and behavior, which add to the possibility for cross-purposes between students and instructors.
	To offer one example, students expressed that they wanted more detailed, thorough, and clear feedback. In the case of audio and screencast feedback, the instructors may not have always been clear or provided enough detail, but, based on feedback provi...
	As further support for this point, observations showed that students appeared to experience competing motives when deciding whether or not to apply a piece of instructor feedback. The difficulty involved in applying certain pieces of feedback may have...
	An additional layer of complication comes from the experience of the instructor. Most writing instructors are familiar with the stress resulting from of the amount of time and effort it takes to provide feedback for all of their students multiple time...
	While it was initially apparent to at least Instructor 3 that giving his feedback via screencast was saving him time because he could articulate his thoughts more quickly as well as provide more detail than he could give otherwise, his thoughts expres...
	Both of the instructors who used screencast and the one instructor who used audio feedback expressed similar ambivalence about whether or not the mode of feedback was actually saving them time. Interestingly, the other instructor who used screencastin...
	However, in the post-study survey sent to her two months after she’d participated in the study, she expressed that she wasn’t convinced that the mode was saving her time in providing feedback compared to written feedback as one of her rationales for s...
	Additionally, Instructor 1, who gave audio feedback, wasn’t necessarily convinced that this mode was enabling him to provide clearer feedback. For example, he stated, “I’m not able to articulate as well or as clearly as I think I can in writing…but it...
	All three of these instructors were hesitant to claim audio/screencast feedback was a better experience. Yet they also claimed that their willingness to continue using this method of feedback might depend on what their students said about it and wheth...
	Retrospective interviews with instructors produced at least one possible reason for this disconnect between what they claimed they were willing to do and what ended up happening in reality. To varying extents, all three instructors who used screencast...
	Two instructors believed that this stress came from the lack of ability to easily go back and edit what they’d said, which is an affordance they are accustomed to having when giving written feedback. Another instructor implied that the experience was ...
	In the case of Instructor 1, who gave audio feedback, he expressed more discomfort with the experience than otherwise: “I don’t feel like I gave them the type of feedback I would like…in that I wanted to give them more and less… [I] feel like I gave t...
	Even more interesting are the rationales at least two instructors provided in follow-up surveys sent to all three of them a few months after their observations. Both instructors, each of whom used screencasting, admitted that they had stopped using sc...
	For example, Instructor 2 claimed that she had security concerns about screencasts, stating that a feedback video might be let loose around the Internet. This reason seemed curious, given that instructor feedback given in any mode could be potentially...
	Instructor 3’s first claim was that, because the subsequent assignments in the course were focused on writing, it made more sense for him to give his feedback in writing. This claim was puzzling, given the fact that he regularly met with students to g...
	Both instructors, however, felt that screencasting caused them to focus on more holistic or big-picture issues, and they felt providing written feedback was more appropriate for helping students with sentence-level issues, which is consistent with the...
	Whatever the case, screencasting and audio feedback methods appear to leave at least some instructors’ needs unmet, and each mode apparently adds some pain points into their experience as well. These unmet needs and pain points, for whatever reason, a...
	What this study and other studies I’m aware of have not been able to confirm is whether instructors notice a difference in student success as a result of providing their students feedback in audio/screencast vs. written form and whether that factored ...
	It would seem, however, that this disconnect between instructors’ choices and students’ desires could arguably be diminishing their user experience in comparison to the feedback they received while participating in this study.
	What factors in the ecosystem of use may be affecting the usability and user preferences in connection with these modes of feedback? Pre-study survey results as well as some observations during the user tests highlighted several possible aspects of th...
	For example, the data showed that the approach of Instructor 4, who gave written feedback, was significantly different from that of the other three participating instructors, specifically regarding the amount of feedback provided and the difficulty of...
	In addition, a majority of respondents in the pre-study survey indicated that having enough time set aside to revise their work influenced how they use instructor feedback, and it is possible that, by agreeing to participate in my study, the study its...
	Another possible factor is that the usability lab employed for this study required that students use a PC, even though 45% of the participants indicated that they typically use a Mac. The lack of familiarity with the PC operating system and the PC ver...
	It is also worth noting that the usability lab had an occasional tendency to keep a cooler room temperature than is comfortable for some people. With this in mind, I encouraged participants to bring a pull-over, just in case. And two students ended up...
	5.4 Chapter Summary

	Overall triangulated analysis of the data shows these results and indications for the following hypotheses in Table 5.4.
	One of the overall goals of this study was to explore questions about the usability of instructor feedback and how it affects user revision behavior, and this goal was borne of an apparent lack of empirical data available to help confirm, dispute, or ...
	To address these goals, I leveraged patterns in instructor feedback research as well as my own experience to formulate and test four hypotheses using usability methodologies, and I employed the results of the usability research to explore answers to f...
	6.1 Overview of Hypothesis Testing Results and Analysis

	First, H1 posited that SUS survey scores and product reaction survey results would indicate that students show a higher level of satisfaction for screencast feedback than both audio and written feedback and that audio feedback would also provoke more ...
	Second, H2 posited that screencast feedback would show the highest measures for effectiveness, with audio showing the second highest measures in this category and written feedback showing the lowest ratings. However, after comparing user error counts,...
	Third, H3 posited that written feedback would show the highest measures for efficiency, with screencast feedback showing better efficiency measures than audio feedback. By comparing users’ time spent on task and subtasks as well as time spent revising...
	Fourth, H4 posited that participating instructors would indicate higher levels of satisfaction in relation to using written feedback, as opposed to screencast or audio feedback. Using data from retrospective interviews, product reaction surveys, and p...
	In combination, these hypotheses implied my initial assumption that screencast feedback would show the highest usability measures for success overall, but that written feedback would nevertheless remain the preferred method of feedback delivery for in...
	6.2 Overview or Research Questions and Related Analysis

	What are the apparent themes in usability problems experienced by users of all three modes of feedback? My first research question focused on the apparent themes in usability problems experienced by users of all three modes. This led me to explore the...
	What modes or combinations of modes of feedback might be more usable than others, in what situations, and why? The second research question I asked explored the apparent usability advantages and disadvantages associated with each of the three modes of...
	It is also important to note that the instructor who provided written feedback, Instructor 4, provided much less feedback in general and more feedback focused on easy-to-apply, formatting, and sentence-level errors. She also directed students how to f...
	Nevertheless, when it comes to efficiency, screencast feedback seemed to show a clear advantage over audio feedback, and it showed itself as a competitor for being a more efficient experience when compared to written feedback as well. In terms of effe...
	How might a comparison between instructors’ and students’ experiences with the three modes of feedback highlight the cross-purposes that may exist between these two parties? The third research question I asked explored how comparing student and instru...
	Nevertheless, both audio and screencast feedback seemed to satisfy values espoused by both instructors and students, such as a desire for detailed examples and strategic suggestions on how to improve their work. In addition, screencast feedback, in pa...
	It would seem perhaps most critical to address the issue of instructor aversion to adopting new feedback technologies, given that all of the possible advantages associated with using multimodal feedback methods are uninfluential if instructors are pre...
	What factors in the ecosystem of use may be affecting the usability and user preferences in connection with these modes of feedback? The fourth research question seeks to explore possible factors in the user ecosystem that appear to contribute to the ...
	Analysis Summary. Overall, findings and analysis indicate that screencast feedback encompasses all of the usability advantages that users might get from using audio feedback and also incorporates some of the advantages of written feedback. However, th...
	6.3 Affirmations, Contradictions, and Complications in Connection with Existing Literature on Feedback Pedagogy

	How Results in this Study Compare to General Claims about Instructor Feedback. A vast amount of literature in the fields of composition and, to a lesser extent, technical communication, focuses on pains, processes, and strategies associated with instr...
	Subsumed in the goals provided at the beginning of this chapter, this study supplies data that can be used as a point of triangulation for multiple claims currently posited within the field regarding instructor feedback, but it also acts as a disrupto...
	Several studies have previously identified that students struggle to effectively use instructor feedback or find value in it (Sommers, 2006; Gibbs and Simpson, 2004; Bardine et al., 2000; Still and Koerber, 2010; Clements, 2006; Nurmukhamedov and Kim,...
	While previous studies have also claimed that students struggle to use the feedback they receive (Haswell, 2006; Goldstein, 2004; Bailey, 2009; Chanock, 2000, Gibbs and Simpson, 2004; Weaver, 2006), however abundant it may be, which was also affirmed ...
	In combination with Still and Koerber’s (2010) findings, the above example demonstrates the complexity of the environment of use in connection with instructor feedback. In contrast to more typical product use scenarios where the optimal path to a goal...
	This study also affirmed the findings of Montgomery and Baker (2007) that indicated that instructor feedback is sometimes less effective and even misleading from the student perspective. In addition, Chapin and Terdal (1990) claim that students who re...
	However, results in this study appear to somewhat contradict the claims of some researchers regarding students’ desire to avoid having their power coopted in connection with revising their assignments, in the form of, for example, overly directive fee...
	This study also affirmed research that indicates pain points related to instructor feedback for both instructors and students can be a result of incongruent values or other less explicit goals or needs among both groups (Myers, 2008; Neiderhiser, 2015...
	Another important finding within this study was how it pointed out how dramatically the preferred pedagogical approach of one instructor versus another can affect the amount of feedback, the focus of the feedback, how they score student drafts, and th...
	Nevertheless, this study contradicted the concerns expressed by Haswell (2006) regarding whether instructor feedback can “lead to its purposeful end,” which is “improvement in the student’s writing (7).” Students in this study were clearly able to app...
	How Findings in This Study Compare to Literature on Multimodal Feedback. Regarding the advantages of typed feedback, this study affirmed that students at least did not struggle with legibility issues in the feedback, which were reported to be a source...
	This study also affirmed the findings of Still and Koerber’s (2010) study regarding how instructors’ use of certain ambiguous terms or jargon familiar to writing instructors, but not to students, can make it more difficult for students to effectively ...
	Regarding audio feedback, multiple scholars have claimed that it offers a better feedback and learning experience for both students and instructors than what written feedback can afford (Anson, 1997; Kates, 1998; Medlicott, 1980; Mellen and Sommers, 2...
	While there was evidence to indicate that many users were often able to effectively apply audio feedback and that they usually liked it more than written feedback they’d received in the past, it was inconclusive, from a comparative standpoint, whether...
	And even though audio feedback did not appear to enable a more efficient revision process than written feedback, it appeared that the audio platform enabled Instructor 1 to provide more feedback, more detail and context around revisions requests, and ...
	Regarding the contrasting affordances of written and audio feedback, this study also affirms Neuwirth et al.’s (1994) claim that written feedback offers users the advantage of being able to skim feedback more quickly than they can with audio feedback,...
	This study also appears to contradict one core claim in the literature regarding how audio feedback enables instructors to be more efficient in giving feedback (Cryer and Kaikumba, 1987; Hunt, 1989; Hyland, 1990; Ice et al., 2007; Olsen, 1982; Sommers...
	In addition, this study also seems to affirm several of the points made by Killoran (2013) about possible reasons why instructors fail to adopt audio feedback as a regularly employed method for providing their students with feedback, such as value inc...
	My study also affirms the existence of a few of the possible barriers to adoption identified in other studies (Still, 2006; Neuwirth et al., 1994). For example, Instructor 1 clearly felt uncomfortable using audio feedback, as expressed in follow-up su...
	Instructor 1 also appeared to show concern about how students would perceive his feedback in the recording, specifically saying, “I’m afraid that students will be like ‘What is he talking about?,’” which is consistent with statements made by Neuwirth ...
	Similar to audio feedback, screencast users in this study also reported that the experience felt more personal, similar to sitting down with their instructors to go over their work, which is consistent with reports in previous studies (Ali, 2016; Thom...
	As for how screencast feedback may affect performance, this study supports preceding claims that this mode appears to facilitate relatively efficient understanding or effective use of the feedback and memory of what was stated (Edwards et al., 2012) a...
	In connection with affordances associated with screencast feedback, this study affirmed research that claims the aural element within the feedback appears to enable increased explanations and tends to enable instructors to provide more global versus s...
	Also consistent with previous reports (Thompson and Lee, 2012; Edwards et al., 2012), this study also found indicators that written feedback offers a unique affordance missing from both screencast and audio feedback—the ability to rapidly scan the fee...
	Consistent with Bolter and Grusin’s (1996) arguments regarding the adoption imperative of immediacy, or a technology or media mode’s capacity for immediate communication or resolution of needs, this study appears to validate the immediacy principle as...
	That said, written feedback also shows significant advantages in terms of immediacy for students, especially in light of the fact that multiple participants expressed that they missed some of the advantages of receiving written feedback and in light o...
	From the instructors’ perspective, while audio and, more likely, screencast feedback may eventually offer them augmented immediacy in terms of their ability to more thoroughly articulate helpful feedback to their students and in far less time it would...
	Whether the lack of adoption among instructors is due to the lack of “emotional immediacy” afforded by screencasting or whether this is due to the persistent and more familiar immediacy advantages of written feedback, there appears to be a hurdle to a...
	6.4 Core Implications of this study

	While there are multiple potentially valuable takeaways for this study, overall, the triangulation of the results in this study and reports in the literature indicate the following most pertinent points:
	As for more general calls to action, there is enough evidence in the literature and in this study to suggest that writing programs, especially those charged with training instructors on how to effectively provide students with feedback, should, in the...
	However, we have to acknowledge what could prevent a program from even getting to this point. To explain at least part of the possible impetus for conditions in the instructor feedback ecosystem that may be inhibiting its success overall, it’s helpful...
	For example, Administration in the writing program context is driven or constrained by a limited set of factors similar to the equivalent of the business “profit” imperative that often ends up driving the ecosystem in which instructors are expected to...
	In many cases, this ecosystem leads to…
	All of these conditions tend to combine in a way that places instructors in an complex and shifting goal hierarchy or environment where there may not be enough time to qualitatively respond to student work in the way they would prefer to under other m...
	Similar to how programmers would prefer to be solely driven by “quality enhancement” in the product (Cooper, Location 734), many instructors would also prefer to focus on qualitative, individualized student learning and progress, instead of scores/gra...
	In addition, unlike the business world where profits can be tied back to product quality improvements, university educational systems are often so complex and convoluted that it is difficult to tie measured student learning in a writing class that res...
	As for comparing what instructors produce to what programmers produce, a learning experience is typically less tangible, straightforward, and measurable than, say, a software application designed to enable bank customers to easily transfer funds to th...
	One other key limiting factor is the established culture within composition and technical communication departments worldwide. In reference to technical communication academics, Spilka (2009) claimed that “just about every aspect of our work has chang...
	A lack of cultural adoption of multimodal feedback within the fields of technical communication and composition is also likely related to the maxim offered by Sharma Burke of Levine Communications: "people don't resist change, they resist the unknown....
	From this perspective, at least one more key need is to change or implement adoption management strategies that work, if any strategies exist at all in the first place, beyond ad hoc demonstrations or trainings.
	6.5 The advantages of observing feedback in an ecosystem of use

	Perhaps the greatest advantage of this study is the breadth of data points and the stages at which they were gathered to produce a glimpse of a highly representative instructor feedback user ecosystem. It takes account of the experiences and perceptio...
	As opposed to a more typical laboratory experiment, where the participants may not know each other, don’t interact outside of the experiment, and are extricated from several of the triggers or consequences of success or failure, this study takes advan...
	This study leverages a reliably representative user group and provides insights into user motivations that informed the heuristics, research questions, hypotheses, and methods employed in the study rather than the other way around. In addition, wherea...
	In addition, the inconclusive results in this study connected to measuring effectiveness show that complex systems of use may benefit more from a focus on methods designed to produce learnability metrics instead. Contextual and longitudinal research m...
	This study also makes strides toward better triangulation of satisfaction data, gathered at multiple stages using multiple methods. In particular, this study shows how a product reaction survey, typically used only in the context of business products,...
	Finally, approaching an ecosystem like this from a holistic perspective allowed this study to explore multiple claims within the literature ranging from general perspectives about what constitutes effective instructor feedback, to the effects of multi...
	6.6 Limitations of this study

	As with most studies, this one carries with it several limitations, some of which were more or less avoidable than others. However, most of the following limitations were primarily unavoidable due to the scope of this project, the fact that only one r...
	First, the product reaction survey has been historically applied to customer-centric products, and, as far as I know, this is the first time it has been used to measure satisfaction or emotional response in the context of a learning experience. Instru...
	In addition, this study relied on correlations between three self-reported sources of data (SUS, product reaction survey, retrospective interview) to establish the level of satisfaction users experienced. Ideally, it would have been best to have an ob...
	Regarding the measurement of satisfaction, this study is also limited by the fact that it is hard to know exactly how much more satisfaction students might express or experience if they were allowed to use two or more of the modes of feedback represen...
	Probably one of the most significant limitations of this study developed as a result of soliciting the help of a participating instructor whose approach to the job application assignment was significantly different than the approach of the other three...
	In connection with this limitation, this study only solicited the help of four instructors, whereas it would have been far more ideal and representative to involve at least four instructors for each mode of feedback delivery (Faulkner, 2003). Because ...
	In addition, it is important to note that the order in which instructors reviewed users’ documents seemed to make a difference in the order in which students revised and how well students were able to revise. For example, students who decided to revis...
	Another limitation of the longitudinal, post-study feedback survey was that only approximately 50-75% of participants, among them both students and instructors, responded to the survey. In addition, in terms of effective longitudinal feedback studies,...
	Another limitation of this study dealt with its effectiveness in investigating the reasons behind student and instructor decisions. Using retrospective interviewing and the product reactions survey feedback, I was able to establish, in multiple cases,...
	First, invoking a think-aloud protocol method would have inevitably affected efficiency metrics and, essentially, rendered those metrics unrepresentative of an authentic user scenario. Second, due to the fact that user observations and follow-up surve...
	Another accepted limitation of this study involves elements of the user observations that were not necessarily representative of an authentic user ecosystem. For instance, participants in this study were all required to participate on a schedule, with...
	Thus, the circumstances of the test may have created conditions that influenced users’ behavior differently than if they performed under conditions more typical of their experience. For example, there were a number of users in this study who took adva...
	In addition, this study highlights some of the limitations of measuring usability in a learning scenario using EES (effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction) metrics. Specifically, this study complicates the value of efficiency in a learning contex...
	6.7 Future research possibilities

	In addition to calling for researchers to attempt similar studies as this to establish better baseline heuristics or benchmarks regarding the usability of multimodal forms of feedback, this study also highlights the need for greater understanding in c...
	For example, this study highlights how the amount of time instructors take to provide feedback may vary widely, regardless of the mode of feedback they employ. This points out that it may be difficult to determine whether the mode itself might improve...
	Conducting a research project such as this could go a long way for providing evidence that instructors may need to strongly consider using one more or another feedback mechanism to save themselves time and, effectively, ameliorate at least one highly ...
	In addition, more research needs to be conducted on the effectiveness component of instructors’ experiences when providing feedback in one of the three modes. If it could be more definitively shown that instructors show tendencies to experience fewer ...
	As far as opportunities for more research on the student experience, there are several. For example, it became apparent in this study that, while students often believe they have applied all or almost all of the feedback they have received, this is so...
	Regarding heuristics to aid analysis, it would ideal to work towards better, clearer definitions of what constitutes easy, somewhat difficult, and difficult feedback, or if there need to be more defined categories for measuring these metrics. In this ...
	Another interesting observation from this study that deserves more research is how the idea of memorability is complicated in a learning scenario. For example, while it may seem like having to listen to an audio recording again would be a memorability...
	One other product of this study is how it highlighted the “scannability” limitations of audio and screencast feedback, in contrast to written feedback. For example, some students and previous studies (Chang et al., 2012) have stated that it is easier ...
	Another accidental finding of this study relates to how students might use or not use rubrics to aid in their revision efforts. For example, among the 20 students observed in this study, only one student reviewed the rubric for the assignment as part ...
	An additional issue that deserves further investigation is how students react to abstract feedback and what their thought processes are as they attempt to use it to improve their work. For example, though it seems to be the exception more than the rul...
	In connection with such an exploration, observations in this study proved that students occasionally make changes that weren’t specifically requested by the instructor. While observations showed that students typically addressed commentary they most r...
	Another interesting behavior I noted in this study was that, similar to users who received audio feedback and listened to all or parts of that feedback again and again, a number of users who received written feedback also showed a tendency to reread i...
	One final observation of student behavior in this study that deserves more attention is how students show a surprising level of unwillingness to go online to look for Microsoft Word formatting help resources or even to review samples of other resumes ...
	6.8 Conclusion

	This study achieves its primary goal of providing other researchers with heuristics they can reuse or adapt for similar usability projects. It also provides an array of insights into what makes instructor feedback more or less usable and what alternat...
	First, how does the mode of feedback affect the usability experienced by the student?  All student participants in this study seemed to have a relatively effective, efficient, and satisfactory experience, implying that, in whatever mode it was given, ...
	While some of the findings and conditions within the study led to inconclusive results as to defining a clear winner between screencast, audio, and written feedback and their relative usability, it was clear that screencasting showed greater usability...
	Second, it is also clear that multimodal feedback methods struggle, when experimented with, to encourage instructor adoption and a lasting sense of satisfaction among this group, even if the affordances of these modes enable participating instructors ...
	As for why this study is relevant to the fields of technical communication, not only did Still and Koerber’s (2010) similar study (which was the  model for this study), prove the value and insights that usability research methods offer researchers int...
	This study serves as yet another indicator of the value the field of technical communication can find in empirical and user-focused studies about how both instructors and students experience interactions with each other and how we can ameliorate the p...
	As for why this study is relevant to rhetorical studies, while it approaches sites of communication from the lens of user experience and usability, the empirical findings within this study are ultimately situated in and open to and invite rhetorical d...
	Ideally, this study is also perceived as a relevant resource for all fields seeking to understand and improve how they provide feedback to their students and enable those students to improve their ability to use that feedback. While primarily applicab...
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