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Abstract  

Screencast feedback is higher in quantity, explicit and engaging and may better enable 

uptake compared to written feedback. However, most studies deploy screencast feedback 

as ‘transmission’ of feedback comments, positioning learners as passive and neglecting 

the importance of agency and action within the uptake process. This study attempts to 

overcome this limitation by conceptually positioning and deploying screencast feedback 

in a way that supports agency by providing technology-mediated opportunities for 

learners to request feedback and initiate uptake-oriented dialogues with providers. Taking 

a qualitative case approach, using written data, reflections (N=14) and surveys (N=14) to 

progressively focus interviews with 13 undergraduate advanced writing students in South 

Korea, three themes were developed. First, screencasts appeared to enhance 

understanding of feedback, helping learners understand standards and to set and achieve 

goals. Second, through initial feedback requests and opportunities to seek and clarify 

feedback, responding to feedback dialogically enabled learners to better understand and 

enact it, supporting their agency. Finally, the perception that the feedback was supportive 

and caring encouraged trust and motivation to engage with and use feedback. The findings 

have several theoretical and practical implications and are especially relevant to higher 

education practitioners wishing to support agency and uptake with a relational approach. 

Keywords: Agency, Dialogic Feedback, Feedback Uptake, Relational Pedagogy, Socio 

Constructivism, English for Academic Purposes. 
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Enabling feedback seeking, agency and uptake through dialogic 

screencast feedback. 

 

Introduction 

In recent years, technology has been increasingly recommended to provide a medium for 

practices to support feedback engagement and uptake (Carless and Boud, 2018; Carless 

and Winstone, 2020; Wood, 2021). In particular, the practice of screencast feedback, in 

which educators can record screens while reviewing and providing feedback information 

on student work, has been suggested as a method that can improve perceptions of 

feedback quality and quantity while building rapport and communicating effort and care 

(Dawson et al., 2018; Mahoney, Macfarlane, and Ajjawi, 2019). However, the existing 

body of work on screencast feedback has also been critiqued for deploying it feedback as 

cognitivist, information ‘transmission’ (Boud and Molloy, 2013) in which feedback is 

delivered one-way and so merely replicates ‘old paradigm’ (Carless, 2015) feedback 

practices in a digital setting (Pitt and Winstone, 2020, 82). Consequently, such feedback 

fails to promote the agency needed to seek (Molloy, Boud and Henderson, 2020) build 

on or clarify feedback, or the sense of shared responsibility learners need to proactively 

engaging with and use feedback (Winstone et al., 2017a). Instead, it tacitly positions them 

as ‘passive recipients’ (Ajjawi and Boud, 2017) which may also undermine their agency 

to make comparisons (Nicol, 2021), generate evaluative judgements about their own work 

(Tai et al., 2018), or seek help enacting feedback. Thus, ‘feedback as transmission’ also 

denies learners opportunities to learn through an agentic socio-constructivist process of 

dialogic co-construction and sense-making with the feedback provider (Carless and Boud, 

2018). This is important because if students make changes to work after transmissive 

feedback, learning may or may not have occurred. However, if feedback uptake is 
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understood as an open-ended process of dialogic co-construction and reflection, students 

are left to make agentic decisions about how to improve their work (Torres, 2022). They 

can also decide whether further dialogic exchanges with the feedback provider are 

necessary to support their learning and uptake process.  

 

This paper attempts to position screencast feedback for uptake conceptually by 

considering how the feedback uptake process (Carless and Boud, 2018) can be supported 

by providing technology-mediated opportunities for learners to request feedback and 

initiate uptake-oriented feedback dialogues with providers to enable a socio-constructivist 

dialogic learning process (Wood, 2021). It then illustrates how this can be efficiently 

realised in practice, while offering learners support in engaging with, using and learning 

from feedback, through a small-scale inductively analysed case study.  

 

In this article, I first explore findings relevant to the proposed conceptual argument and 

then outline how the ‘information transmission’ (Mahoney, Macfarlane and Ajjawi, 2019) 

issue with screencast feedback can be overcome through dialogues with the feedback 

provider, which can be mediated expediently through technology. I then demonstrate how, 

in an undergraduate advanced English academic writing context, technological mediation 

enabled feedback requests and the ability to ask further questions about using feedback. 

This enhanced learners’ ability to understand performance, set goals, and, where the 

initial information transmission process failed, served their agency to elicit additional 

information and challenge or question feedback in uptake-oriented dialogues. The study 

further illustrates how the affordances of a particular technology can encourage 

willingness to initiate uptake-oriented dialogues and how motivation to enact screencast 

feedback can be enhanced if feedback is perceived as sincere and effortful support of 
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learners’ goals. It concludes by exploring why educators may consider taking up dialogic 

screencast feedback to support high-quality feedback uptake processes as a relational 

pedagogy (Gravett and Winstone, 2020) which also supports the development and 

exercise of learners’ agency within the feedback uptake process.  

The Benefits of Screencast Feedback 

In recent years, much has been gleaned about the potential beneficial effects of 

screencast feedback as a method that can improve perceptions of feedback quality and 

student-teacher relationships, despite its old paradigm positioning. From a practice 

perspective, screencasts are often considered more workload sustainable and efficient 

than providing text comments (Dawson et al., 2018; Mahoney, Macfarlane, and Ajjawi, 

2019), or at least, comparable to written feedback (Crook et al., 2012). This suggests 

that producing screencasts can be considered a practical use of the feedback providers’ 

time. The consensus in the feedback literature is that screencast feedback results in 

greater quantity and detail than text-only methods (Mahoney, Macfarlane, and Ajjawi, 

2019). Learners have also reported that the medium affords a clearer understanding of 

feedback comments, with features such as voice tone improving clarity and detail while 

helping to avoid ambiguity and the risk of misinterpretation (Anson et al. 2016; 

Henderson and Phillips, 2015). Screencasts can also reveal instructor thought processes 

as they review the work in real-time, facilitating an additional layer of meaning transfer 

(Fernández-Toro and Furnborough, 2014; Vincelette and Bostic, 2013). In several 

studies, screencasts may have also encouraged more constructive enactment-oriented 

feedback production (Lamey, 2015; Mahoney, Macfarlane, and Ajjawi, 2019), perhaps 

because of the additional time afforded for feedback through the medium (Henderson 

and Phillips, 2015). There is also evidence that, in screencasts, comments tend to shift 

towards more substantive ‘global’ aspects of performance such as structure, argument, 
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evidence, and answering the question (Henderson and Phillips 2015; Lamey 2015; 

Orlando, 2016; Cheng and Li, 2020; Wood, 2022b). These combined factors may help 

to account for the conclusions of studies that learners make more successful changes in 

response to screencast feedback than written comments (Cavaleri et al. 2019; Yiğit and 

Seferoğlu 2021) and also more substantive, global level (as opposed to surface level), 

changes after receiving screencast feedback (Thompson and Lee, 2012). However, the 

nature of the impact of screencast feedback on feedback engagement, uptake and 

outcomes is an underexplored area of screencast scholarship requiring more attention 

(Mahoney, Macfarlane, and Ajjawi, 2019; Penn and Brown, 2022).   

 

Screencast feedback may be especially beneficial in online courses, as online learning is 

inherently more socially isolated than learning in person (Lowenthal and Dennen, 2017; 

Lowenthal, 2021). However, according to self-reports, learners are more likely to view 

screencast feedback as ‘conversational’ (Anson et al. 2016), view it several times 

(Grigoryan, 2017), and feel it is more human than text-only (Marshall, Love, and Scott, 

2020). Learners also find it more personalised (Henderson and Phillips, 2015; Gould and 

Day, 2013) than written feedback. Screencasts may also support learning because they 

strengthen socio-affective aspects of the teacher-student relationship (Dawson et al., 

2018), convey indicators of instructor social presence (Thomas, West, and Borup, 2017;  

Lowenthal et al., 2020), and generate more rapport (West and Turner, 2016). Because 

screencasts facilitate more feedback content in less time, they may also bolster positive 

socio-affect by offering comparatively more time and space to provide comments that 

highlight strengths or build relationships (Mahoney, Macfarlane, and Ajjawi, 2019; Ryan, 

2021), as well as providing detailed comments on areas to improve (Harper, Green and 
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Fernandez-Toro, 2018). Thus, screencast feedback may be especially suited to feedback 

provision on online or blended classes or as part of a relational pedagogic strategy.  

 

However, it should be noted that screencast feedback can also carry socio-affective risks. 

Students may feel more sensitive when receiving screencast feedback, perhaps due to the 

potential for screencast feedback to convey emotion (see Lamey, 2015). Thus, it is 

important to consider how such risks can be mitigated in setting up and deploying 

screencast feedback practices. Deploying screencast feedback dialogically may offer a 

potential solution by offering opportunities for initial feedback seeking, co-regulation and 

co-construction of learning after feedback.   

Positioning Screencast Feedback for Uptake Conceptually 

Despite encouraging findings regarding the potential benefits, screencasts cannot be 

considered a panacea to the problem of learners engaging with and enacting feedback due 

to the one-way transmission approach utilised in existing studies (Mahoney, Macfarlane, 

and Ajjawi, 2019). However, screencast feedback can be conceptually positioned for 

uptake and deployed as an agency supportive, ‘new paradigm’ dialogic approach, as 

illustrated in the following two-stage conceptual argument.  

 

First, screencast feedback can potentially better support feedback uptake compared to 

written feedback because it can facilitate the efficient communication of high-quality, 

clear, and well-contextualised dual-channel feedback information (Dawson et al. 2018; 

Mahoney, Macfarlane, and Ajjawi, 2019). These enhancements may, in turn, help 

develop learners’ ability to make better-informed comparisons (Nicol, 2021) and 

evaluative judgements (Tai et al. 2018) to help them to understand the gap between the 

academic standards and the current quality of the work (Sadler, 1989). They can also, in 
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theory, help learners better understand how to set and achieve goals (Wood, 2021). 

Similarly, as screencast feedback may enhance relatability, social presence, and the 

perception of care, learners may be motivated to enact feedback.  

 

Nevertheless, in discussing the benefits of screencast feedback, it is essential to note that 

even if richer, more comprehensive and contextualised feedback is provided, there may 

still be a gap between the suggestions made within the feedback and learners’ ability to 

understand and implement it. Consequently, feedback receivers may still require 

additional support in negotiating its meaning and building upon their understanding to 

improve their work, skills or understanding. Not understanding feedback or knowing how 

to use it is considered a significant ‘barrier’ to feedback uptake (Winstone et al., 2017b), 

and screencast feedback is no exception. In one study, sixty per cent of students reported 

not fully understanding screencast feedback (West and Turner, 2016). Feedback receivers 

may also feel the need to respond to feedback received somehow (i.e. Lamey, 2015) to 

help process, or decide what to do with it.  

 

To address the issue of one-sidedness and transmission failure, the main conceptual 

contribution of this article is the argument that if screencasts are produced together with 

a cloud text editor, such as Google Docs or Microsoft 365, learners can make reflective 

initial feedback requests (see Winstone and Carless, 2019) for screencasts to answer. The 

combination with a cloud document can provide a contextual ‘anchoring point’ (Wood, 

2022a) for requests for additional information or questions about feedback (see figure 1).  

 

Figure 1: Student makes an initial reflective feedback request 
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Instructors can also mark out ‘local level’ errors on the document while screencasting, 

which may be perceived as a more comprehensive form of feedback (Wood, 2022b) and 

preferred by learners (Grigoryan, 2017). Technological mediation may also be more 

convenient, practical, and be considered more informal than, for example, writing an 

email or setting up a meeting to ask questions. By efficiently mediating the creation, 

delivery, and notification of comment threads in direct response to highlighted text, fewer 

words and less effort are required to convey meaning; this, in turn, may encourage the 

dialogic engagement of both providers and receivers. Such dialogues can then support a 

potentially multi-turn, dialogic, socio-constructivist meaning-making and uptake process 

(Carless and Boud, 2018; Wood, 2022b).  

 

Through such a process, the role of peer and teacher feedback and the dialogue that 

accompanies it relates to the expansion of the ‘zone of proximal development’ (ZPD) 

(Vygotsky, 1978), and can be viewed as ‘co-regulation’ (Pandero, Andrade and Brookhart, 

2018; Wood 2021), of the process of expanding individual’s ZPDs enabling them to use 

feedback or learn from it. Deploying screencast feedback in a two-way dialogue aligns 

with much of the key literature on feedback literacy (Winstone et al. 2017a; Carless and 

Boud, 2018; Molloy, Boud and Henderson, 2020), which considers a socio-constructivist 

process of meaning-making to be central to successful feedback engagement and uptake. 
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However, much empirical work on screencasts and teacher and peer feedback in general, 

is deployed as the one-way transmission of feedback comments without opportunities for 

dialogic negotiation of how feedback can be understood, learned from and used (Wood, 

2022b). This can render feedback an inefficient use of time for providers and receivers 

because feedback that cannot be understood is often ignored (Winstone et al. 2017b). 

Similarly, feedback applied before it is understood or aligned with students’ own 

evaluative judgement may not contribute to longer-term development.  

 

The proactivity inherent in initiating and seeing uptake-oriented feedback dialogues 

through to a satisfactory conclusion also helps solve the issue of learner passivity in the 

screencast feedback and general feedback literature. Encouraging learners to agentically 

seek initial feedback, as well as further dialogues to help them understand how written or 

screencast feedback can be interpreted, built upon and enacted, and supporting them with 

appropriate tools to mediate the process, better aligns the practice of screencast feedback 

with the ‘new feedback paradigm’ (see Carless 2015; Winstone and Carless, 2019). 

Furthermore, providing informal opportunities for learners to engage in dialogues with 

the feedback provider in digital ‘spaces’ that may be perceived as less unequal (Gravett 

and Winstone, 2019) and with tools perceived as more informal, convenient, and valuable 

(Wood, 2022a), may also support learners’ agency, defined here as the ability to act 

purposefully and autonomously (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998). More specifically, such 

tools may serve learners’ agency to engage in uptake-oriented dialogues from a 

sociomaterial perspective (Gravett, 2020; Nieminen et al., 2021; Wood, 2022b). They 

may also help mitigate the power imbalance perceived in screencast feedback provider-

recipient relationships, potentially helping to avoid the anxiety and sense of helplessness 

that may result from one-way approaches.  
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Research Gaps and Aims 

While the number of studies related to screencast feedback has proliferated in the past 

few years, to date, there appear to have been no empirical attempts to position and deploy 

teacher screencast feedback focusing on the use of dialogic methods to support the 

feedback seeking and the uptake of feedback information while departing from a 

monologic ‘information transmission’ approach. This has been considered a serious and 

enduring limitation of the medium (Mahoney, Macfarlane, and Ajjawi, 2019; Pitt and 

Winstone, 2020). Thus, there is a clear imperative to explore dialogic teacher screencast 

feedback practices empirically. Accordingly, this study seeks to make this original 

contribution to the literature guided by the following research question:  

 

What were the perceived and actual effects of dialogic screencasting feedback practices 

on feedback understanding, engagement, goal setting, and uptake processes?  

Methodology 

Context and Participants 

The study context was an elective credit-bearing advanced English research writing 

course at a prestigious South Korean university. After permission from a UK university 

ethics board and the necessary local permissions, a convenience sample (14 out of 15) of 

South Korean undergraduates (eight females and six males) chose pseudonyms and 

provided verbal and written consent to participate. Participants were between advanced 

to near-native in linguistic ability (TEPS 815 or above: the equivalent of IELTS 7.5+ or 

more) and came from mixed-majors (social sciences, humanities, and sciences), around 

half in their first year, and half from diverse year groups. Ages ranged between 19 and 25 
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years old. Within the greater study context, students generally have experience receiving 

summative but not formative feedback on writing and tend to hold negative views about 

the value and purpose of feedback (see theme three). Such views were also common for 

the students in the study sample, none of whom reported having experienced formative 

feedback prior to this class or having positive views about feedback (see results).  

Procedure 

Working from an assumption that students might require some support in becoming 

receptive to feedback, the course began with an attempt to scaffold feedback receptivity 

based on the model described in Wood (2021). Following the model, participants were 

asked to reflect (through forums and in-class discussions) on previous emotions and 

reactions to feedback experiences. They were also asked to consider popular concepts 

like growth mindset and grit and formulate personal accounts of how learning might occur 

from feedback and co-regulative feedback dialogues by considering how they might 

influence their zones of proximal development (Vygostky, 1978).  

 

Learners were introduced to the essay marking criteria and practised applying them to 

exemplars at different grades (a standard classroom practice to internalise standards) and 

were tasked with writing a 1,200-word research paper on a discursive topic selected by 

students and co-developed with the teacher. After three weeks, students engaged in 

technology-mediated peer feedback on their first drafts in line with the model in Wood 

(2021) and as described in Wood (2022a) (also standard classroom practice). After a 

week, students produced a second draft of their work and submitted it to the teacher. They 

then received hybrid (screencast/Google Doc) formative feedback and had the 

opportunity to ask questions via the Google Doc comment function over another week. 

Finally, students produced and submitted a third draft and received summative comments, 
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with grades visually mapped against the marking criteria to assist with self-assessment 

and goal setting for the final assignment. Once again, students had the opportunity to raise 

questions if required to enhance learning opportunities from feedback.  

 

Loom.com was chosen as the screencast medium for the study because it enables viewing 

at different speeds, pausing/resuming recordings, and provides high-speed link generation 

and sharing with no discernible lag in the workflow. Google Docs was chosen to mediate 

text comments during screencasts because it is free and can generate forum-type 

discussions linked to a specific highlighted section of text. Google Docs has also been 

found to mediate multiple exchanges and enhance engagement with peer-to-peer 

feedback because students perceive it to be especially useful and convenient (Wood, 

2022a). These considerations predict the uptake of new technologies according to the 

Technology Acceptance Model (Rejón-Guardia, Polo-Peña, and Maraver-Tarifa, 2020) 

and student self-reports (Winstone et al. 2020). Before using the chosen technologies, 

students were introduced to the privacy statements of the two companies, the potential 

implications of their business models (through class discussion), and were given an 

opportunity to opt out of their use.   

Approach and Data Collection 

The study aimed to illustrate and evidence the conceptual contribution of this article and 

answer the research question by deeply exploring participant feedback experiences by 

engaging with and using dialogic screencast feedback from an interpretive perspective, 

in a naturalistic setting (Denzin and Lincoln, 2017). Thus, I adopted a qualitative 

instrumental case study design utilising the chosen context as a ‘typical case’ of the 

phenomenon of research interest (Crowe et al., 2011). Data collection occurred at various 
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points and included one round of participants’ reflective writing after summative 

feedback (see figure 2), qualitative surveys (see figure 3), and semi-structured interviews 

(audio-recorded and 30 minutes to an hour) over a month (see figure 4). Due to my 

positionality as both teacher and researcher in this study, I attempted to be particularly 

rigorous and reflective (Cohen, Manion, and Morrison, 2017) within the ethical approval, 

data collection and analysis process, following guidelines for high-quality qualitative 

research processes (Tracy, 2010) which included consultation with senior UCL-IOE 

academics and an external ethics advisor. In addition, to provide methodological 

triangulation (Twining et al., 2017), data from reflections, surveys and interviews were 

compared for consistency, and to improve credibility and trustworthiness, permissions 

were sought to use data from students essays to establish what types of questions students 

asked, and what (if any) action resulted from ensuing dialogues with the teacher. Hence, 

many of the perceptual claims in this article are also backed by documentary evidence.  

 

Figure 2. Reflection questions to stimulate metacognition after feedback 
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Figure 3. Qualitative Survey Questions (through Google Forms) 

 

 

Figure 4. Semi-structured Interview Questions 
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Data Analysis 

In week 12 (of 16), after summative feedback on the first essay, aligning with an 

interpretive orientation, data from student reflections and surveys (N=14) were printed 

and analysed by hand in a close reading process. These informed the study and provided 

contextual understanding to help ‘progressively focus’ (Cohen, Manion, and Morrison, 

2017) semi-structured interviews (N=13) held over the subsequent two weeks. Questions 

were designed to address areas of potential interest from analysis of the written data and 

to be broad, non-leading and exploratory regarding how learners understood standards, 

noticed the gap between current and target performance, set goals and whether there were 

emotional aspects of the experience.  

 

To avoid the influence of preordinate themes in the data analysis process and to 

thoroughly engage with the data, an inductive thematic method was chosen based on 

Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-stage approach. In following the approach, I first became 

familiar with the data, transcribed, and analysed the interview, then the survey and 

reflection data in separate NVivo 11 files to allow methodological triangulation, deriving 

numerous codes from each which were consistent throughout the two data sets. Codes 

were then reviewed and refined into themes through several iterative cycles. Finally, 

Google Doc data were used to verify and exemplify participant accounts and provide 

insight into actual uptake behaviours.  

Results  

Three main themes were derived from the thematic analysis of the reflection survey and 

interview data, answering the research question by providing evidence that:  
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1. Screencast feedback enhanced understanding of feedback and helped learners 

understand standards, current performance, and set feedback enactment goals.  

 

2. Dialogic screencasting using Google Docs allowed students to request feedback and 

elicit additional information to bolster understanding, build on feedback, challenge or 

enact it in an agentic process. Technological mediation appeared to increase convenience 

and willingness to engage in further feedback seeking and uptake-oriented dialogues with 

the provider.  

 

3. Screencasts inspired trust in a pedagogic alliance and motivated learners to engage with 

and enact feedback as a relational pedagogy, as did creating a ‘safe space’ for learning 

from mistakes.   

Theme 1: Screencast feedback quality, quantity and context aided feedback use  

In the most prevalent theme derived from the data analysis process, all respondents (in 

29 excerpts) reported that screencast feedback increased the clarity and depth of the 

feedback. Participants reported that the additional context and directive aspects of the 

feedback helped them to understand and use it. Screencasts also enabled the feedback 

provider to visually show assessment criteria and exemplar essays in the videos, which 

aided their self-assessment and comparison processes (Nicol, 2021). All of this reportedly 

helped learners understand what a good essay is (standards), how their work fell short 

(current performance) as well as how the work could be improved (setting goals). 

  

To provide context for this theme, participants first pointed out that in previous 

experiences of feedback, it was a ‘red pen, like a little scribble’ and that they ‘don’t get 

the context’ and that this makes it ‘hard to draw a connection between them and integrate 
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them smoothly into the essay’ (Grace interview). However, participants also pointed out 

that screencast feedback better communicated this missing information in comparison 

with text feedback: 

 

‘you can underline a certain line that I wrote in the sentence, and can give 

context and thoughts in more detail’ (Grace interview). 

 

Indeed, the ability of the screencast video to highlight aspects of the text with cursor, as 

well as the additional words it afforded, seemed to enable participants to ‘connect’ the 

feedback with the parts of the essay they referred to:  

 

Loom (screencast feedback) helps me to see where exactly I made errors, what 

parts of the writing contribute to form that sort of impression (Grace reflection) 

 

Using Loom made it easier to understand the teacher's comments, and the most 

important thing is that I could connect the suggestions. It made it easier to get 

what the teacher was thinking. (Survey 1) 

 

Due to this detail, context, and ability to connect the feedback to their work, participants 

believed that the screencast feedback they received helped them understand not only 

‘what’ but also ‘why’ they needed to improve and how they could do so:  

 

After watching and taking notes on areas I need to change to improve my 

coherence/cohesion, I understood my weaknesses and HOW I could change it. 
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This is super important because many times, students are told “you need to fix 

this part” but not “how” or any suggestions regarding it. (Judy reflection) 

 

Because Loom feedback gave me a clearer direction on what I was supposed to 

fix and focus on for my next draft, it was easier to set goals. (Survey 10) 

 

In addition, participants reported that the ability of screencasts to discuss achievement 

visually against assessment criteria made it easier to understand current achievement:  

 

Because the class had clear marking criteria for the essay, and with the video, I 

could easily understand how my essay was. (Survey 11) 

 

While the ability to use an exemplar essay to offer a visual comparison and example of 

how an essay could improve also reportedly helped students to use their feedback:  

 

Loom can show what is wrong, why it’s wrong, and how to improve. It will be 

better to do like this or suggest the other’s essay with the monitor. (Survey 13)   

 

Participants also pointed out that the screencast feedback ‘imitated face-to-face 

feedback’ and conveyed additional meaning through voice tone (survey 8). Rewatching 

the feedback (Kevin Interview) and watching at different speeds (Kylie Interview) may 

also have positively influenced the ability to use feedback to set enactment goals. 

 

However, one participant also pointed out that the length of the screencast feedback 

made it harder to re-access and that screencast feedback can be more emotionally 
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challenging, and less organised than paper feedback (Haeley interview). Thus, the 

medium may present risks as well as opportunities that should not be ignored.   

 

Discussion of theme 1:  

Overall, the data in this theme inform the research question by providing evidence that 

the screencasts were perceived to be higher in detail, quality, and quantity (see Mahoney, 

Macfarlane, and Ajjawi, 2019) and included other helpful cues such as mouse movements 

and vocal inflexion. This is also because the medium affords other enhancements, such 

as making a visual comparison with an exemplar and assessment criteria, which has also 

been reported in other studies (Henderson and Phillips, 2015; Mayhew, 2017). It also 

seemed that the ability to view the feedback multiple times or at different speeds may 

enhance these processes. Overall, these factors reportedly made it easier to engage with, 

understand and implement than written feedback alone, as reported by Cavaleri et al. 

(2019).  

 

The data also substantiate an aspect of the claimed contribution of this article that 

screencast feedback can enhance the process of understanding feedback and how it 

connects to their work (current performance), why their work needs to improve (standards 

and target performance), and how it could be used to set enactment goals (Winstone et al. 

2017a; Wood, 2021). This was considered to aid the uptake of the feedback information, 

aligning with the inconclusive findings of Lamey (2015), Henderson and Phillips (2015), 

and Edwards, Dujardin, and Williams (2012) that screencast feedback can better support 

the provision of feedback enactment-oriented feedback.  
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Theme 2: Technology-mediated Dialogues Contributed to Agentic Uptake  

Despite the reported advantages of the screencast medium for providing clear, usable 

feedback, participants reported that viewing the screencasts did not always result in an 

understanding of how to improve. However, initiating dialogues and asking further 

questions reportedly facilitated participants’ ability to understand, engage with and enact 

feedback. Documentary evidence revealed that participants made eight types of feedback 

requests, including initial feedback requests and questions regarding changes made after 

teacher feedback. According to the documentary data, all of the questions participants 

asked within Google Drive resulted in demonstrable feedback uptake (see figures 12 and 

13). The technology's perceived informality, low imposition, and convenience also 

encouraged willingness to ask questions. 

 

First, with teacher encouragement, students demonstrated reflectivity in making initial 

feedback requests on the Google Doc. Some students requested feedback at the foot of 

the Google Doc, (see figure 5).  

 

Figure 5: Feedback request at the start of a Google Doc and as a comment (below) 
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Others made requests within the context of specific highlighted sections of texts (see 

figure 6). This also demonstrates a potential advantage of using Google Docs for 

feedback requests as opposed to an interactive cover sheet (see Winstone and Carless, 

2019) which would not allow the highlighting of a particular section of text to provide 

context for the process of initiating and answering questions.  

 

Figure 6: Reflective initial feedback request about a specific problem  

 

 

Furthermore, participants pointed out that they initiated dialogues with the teacher after 

feedback when noticing something they could not understand or apply: 

 

If I did not understand something in the video, I could go to Drive and leave a 

comment (tag the teacher) asking for further clarification. (survey 10) 

 

At first, I felt huge confusion because I couldn’t understand what was said in the 
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feedback video fully. This led me to question things I didn’t get, and during the 

process, my confusion went away a great deal. (Kylie reflection) 

 

Dialogues were also initiated when participants were unsure of how to enact feedback 

or when considering making new changes (see figure 7). 

Figure 7: Student’ tags the teacher’ to clarify how to enact screencast feedback 

  

 

Participants also initiated dialogues to check new plans (see figure 8 left) and after 

creating new sections to ensure they were on the right track (see figure 8 right). 

 

Figure 8. Participants elicit feedback on changes to make and changes after feedback.  

 

 

After receiving feedback, some participants disagreed with the feedback and decided to 

question or challenge it, to understand why or if it should be enacted (see figures 9 and 

10). In doing so, they appeared to position themselves as the primary agent in the 
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feedback uptake process, taking responsibility for understanding the feedback before 

attempting to use it, rather than blindly applying feedback they did not agree with or 

understand:  

 

After I get teacher feedback, I try to compare it to my understanding …if I find 

something that I disagree with, I try to think of why. Then I raise a question. If 

the explanation is reasonable enough for me, I understand why, and I find some 

points that I can work on. (Kylie interview)  

 

A related strategy to questioning was attempting to justify arguments or original content 

decisions so they could clarify what they were trying to say (see figure 9):  

 

Figure 9. A student attempts to question feedback by justifying the original argument 

 

In addition to questions, participants also challenged or rejected feedback, which again 

demonstrates their agentic self-positioning. This was also exhibited in the Google Drive 

data. In the example below (Figure 10), one student rejects feedback (which I accepted), 

while another challenges a recommendation (which led to further clarification and learner 

acceptance).  
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Figure 10. Students reject and challenge screencast feedback.  

 

 

In interview, the same student elaborated on her choice to challenge the feedback rather 

than ignore or apply it without understanding it. She explained that the strategy allowed 

her ‘seek the truth’, which suggests a highly agentic self-positioning in the learning from 

feedback process. 

 

Either because I did not understand it or because I did not agree with the 

feedback, I tried to argue with the feedback to seek the truth. (Tonya interview) 

 

This except also suggests that without asking the question, the feedback may have been 

followed but not understood, implying uptake but not learning, or ignored. This may 

signal a broader problem in higher education contexts in which further opportunities for 

clarifying the meaning of feedback are seldom offered. Other students also reported 

‘refuting’, ‘discussing’ or reflecting on and developing the feedback, suggesting that 

dialogues assisted in the negotiation of meaning and co-construction of actionable 

feedback.  
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‘Through dialogue with the teacher, I could reflect on and develop the feedback 

and eventually improve my writing’ (survey 7).  

 

Another participant also suggested that this ‘room for discussion’ offered by the 

technological mediation made it possible to ‘extend and apply’ this learning to her ‘actual 

writing’ (Grace reflection). This evidence suggests that in some cases, an intermediary 

dialogic process between teacher feedback and enactment was required before feedback 

could be enacted or contribute to learning.  

 

Other dialogues were initiated to discuss technical questions such as citation rules or 

choices about content that participants were still uncertain of when handing in their drafts 

(see figure 11)  

 

Figure 11. Feedback Requests on technical or content issues.  

 

 

Participants also initiated questions when groups of peers were discussing feedback and 

could not resolve a problem together (see figure 12):  

 

Figure 12. Participants ‘tag the teacher’ with a peer discussion generated question about 

academic practice 
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Overall, throughout the essay, the 14 participants asked 25 questions, a mean of 1.8 per 

student (a mode of 2); however, five students asked no questions. In formative cases, the 

dialogues led to improvements in the learners' texts, and I estimate that answering the 

questions took an additional 1 to 2 hours of teacher time for the group of 14 students. 

Interestingly, although the class was for non-native speakers, no questions were asked to 

about language. Instead, teacher questions focused on issues learners seemed to find more 

challenging to solve individually or with peers.  

 

The data also suggest that the provision of communication methods perceived as informal 

or low imposition on the feedback provider (i.e., Google Doc comments) may have also 

increased participants’ willingness to engage in feedback uptake-oriented dialogues with 

the educator: 

 

Instead of writing an email, using @jameswoodsnu@gmail.com on a doc made 

it feel less formal, so I was more comfortable asking the teacher. (survey 10) 

 

If I use email, if it feels more formal to me, so I feel more reluctant to send an 

email, but then if you do it on Google docs, it feels more casual, so you’re more 

willing to send a comment or remark. (Holly interview) 
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Participants explained that this increased wiliness to interact with the teacher compared 

to email because such comments ‘bothered people less’ (Holly, interview). Similarly, 

another participant felt that emails might be ‘annoying’ and thus, a more ‘informal way 

of communicating with the teacher was helpful’. According to this account, the effect of 

this informality was to increase willingness to engage in feedback dialogue:   

  

when you’re in doubt, you usually end up asking, whereas, if there were no such 

means, when you’re in doubt, you most likely do not ask. (Judy, interview) 

 

In addition, participants indicated that the rich context afforded by Google Doc dialogues 

encouraged further questions because the technology provided context:  

 

It made the question clearer and more straightforward, so I would be more likely 

to ask questions. By Google Doc, I can easily immerse myself and feedback-

giver into my writing, with no necessity to repeat the writing. (Tonya, interview)  

 

Participants also reported that using the technology-mediated dialogues lowered logistical 

and affective barriers to communication:  

 

Google Drive allowed us to easily access teacher's help or opinions by tagging 

the teacher in our comments (no need to look for the teacher face-to-face). 

(survey 10). 

 

Also, it may be uncomfortable to get feedback face-to-face, which might make 

students hesitate about getting feedback. (Survey 3) 
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Discussion of theme 2:  

As described in theme 1, for feedback to be effective, a rich understanding of the 

standards, how current performance falls short and how this gap can be bridged (Sadler, 

1989) is needed. Data in the second theme inform the research question and the key 

conceptual contribution of the article by illustrating that technology-mediated dialogues 

can enhance learners’ ability to seek feedback, elicit additional information, challenge, or 

question feedback to better understand and use it to set and achieve enactment goals. Data 

from the participants illustrate that, at times, the use of feedback was contingent on 

interpretations and decisions which were ‘developed through dialogue, sense-making 

and…co-construction’, aligning with the socio-constructivist underpinnings of the 

concepts of feedback uptake and literacy (Carless and Boud, 2018, 1316).  

 

Evidence suggests that dialogues between the feedback provider and recipients helped 

participants overcome the barriers to feedback uptake of not understanding or knowing 

what to do with feedback (Winstone et al. 2017b). This is significant because although 

dialogue underpins socio-constructivist conceptualisations of feedback in the ‘new 

paradigm’ (Carless, 2015; Carless and Winstone, 2019), there have been relatively few 

successful empirical examples illustrating how bi-directional dialogues support feedback 

uptake in the literature. These findings represent the first evidence of the provision of 

technology-mediated dialogues with the teacher supporting participants’ agentic 

positioning and uptake of screencast feedback within a ‘new paradigm’ approach. This 

has important implications for improving the practice of screencast feedback within 

higher education more generally.  
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Data analysis also provides a non-exhaustive taxonomy of eight reasons for initiating 

dialogues or seeking further feedback (Joughin et al., 2021) to self and co-regulate within 

uptake processes. These include initial feedback requests, clarifying understanding, 

seeking reassurance, checking improvements, challenging or rejecting feedback, 

justifying, asking technical or content questions, and adjudicating or assisting peer 

feedback uptake processes (see Wood, 2021). This also elucidates the processes learners 

undergo in engaging with, learning from and using feedback. It also illustrates that rather 

than simply imposing an additional burden on educators, opportunities for further 

dialogic co-regulation of all types of feedback through technological mediation may help 

make feedback processes more efficient by improving uptake and learning from feedback, 

while adding opportunities to repair understanding or fulfil the learning potential of 

feedback.  

  

In initiating dialogues, learners also demonstrated a highly agentic orientation, clearly 

positioning themselves as the key agents responsible for regulating their own uptake 

process while seeking additional help when deemed necessary. This accords with current 

understandings of the agentic role of students within the evolving concept of feedback 

literacy (Molloy, Boud and Henderson, 2019; Joughlin et al. 2021). It also substantiates 

the argument that by inviting dialogue into the feedback uptake process through 

technology, it may be possible to open new spaces for dialogue and, with them, 

opportunities for collective self-reflection and decision making (Wegerif, 2022), that may 

not have been possible or practical without technological mediation.  

 

Together these data suggest that complementing a socio-constructivist understanding of 

how students learn from feedback, the convenience in overcoming spatial and temporal 
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barriers, as well as the perceived power neutrality of the technological ‘space’ provided 

for feedback dialogues (Gravett and Winstone 2019), or the informal mechanism for 

requesting help, may have positively impacted participants’ agency to engage in feedback 

enactment-oriented dialogues. For this reason, the data suggest a potential explanatory 

role for social-material theory. From this perspective, feedback practices (and student 

engagement in general) are framed as being ‘entangled’ with ‘social, material, spatial and 

temporal actors’ (Gravett, 2020, 9). Data from this study provide empirical evidence that 

material factors such as technologies should not be considered a ‘neutral’ backdrop to 

communication, but instead, factors that can potentially serve or limit learner agency to 

engage (Tai et al., 2021; Wood, 2022b) in feedback uptake-oriented self and co-regulative 

dialogues. 

Theme 3: Screencasts Inspired Trust in a Pedagogic Alliance and Motivated 

Learners to Engage with and Enact Feedback as a relational pedagogy 

To provide context for the final theme, first, participants disclosed that screencast 

feedback felt relational and was ‘connected’ (Judy Interview), ‘soothing’ and ‘less 

distant’ (Kylie interview) and ‘like I was one-on-one with you (Judy interview). One 

participant even felt that this provided a ‘sort of substitute for office hours’:  

 

Without Loom, though, there will be a necessity for visiting or making 

appointments. I felt like I’m already having office hours. (Grace interview) 

 

Overall, the data suggest that the practice of screencast feedback supported learners’ 

perceptions of connectedness with the teacher. When asked about any emotional impacts 

of engagement with feedback, many participants talked about previous negative 

experiences. For example, in the past, learners had only experienced summative feedback 
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and reported viewing the purpose of feedback as simply ‘justifying the grade’ (Jenny 

interview). Another participant disclosed a ‘fear’ of feedback (Kevin interview) which 

came from feeling helpless to implement it in future work:  

 

so, getting feedback means getting evaluated or criticised…it was just like 

declaring that you’ve done wrong, or you have to fix this, but there was no 

chance to fix it. (Kevin interview) 

 

However, participants disclosed how the screencast feedback ‘changed their attitude’ 

(Jane interview) towards feedback because they viewed it as part of a sincere and caring 

effort to help them to improve their work and learning. This perspective appeared to 

help position the practice as a relational and caring pedagogy and also motivated 

engagement as a form of reciprocation for perceived effort:  

 

You can see the teacher made so much effort you feel like you need to 

reciprocate it. (Survey 2) 

 

I am amazed and excited that I can have 20+ minutes of a PROFESSOR’s 

feedback. It seems rare that professors carefully read students’ papers, but going 

beyond, reading our papers carefully, you make these videos which I am so 

thankful for. It really motivates me to do better in my final draft knowing that 

you have chosen to give us a chance to improve our essays using the 

feedback…. (Survey 3) 
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In addition to enhancing perceptions of sincerity and trust, participants described feeling 

like they mattered to people who cared and spent time helping them:  

 

…and it felt like my work really mattered to someone that really cared about it, 

you spent time on my work, for it to get better, I could feel that. (Judy interview) 

 

Participants also described feeling that their work is seldom read carefully. Screencast 

feedback proves that the work is ‘being respected’ (Kevin interview):  

 

I literally know that you’ve seen every sentence in my work, and you know, that 

makes me more, trusting. I can know, how much time you’ve took, and I know 

that you’ve seen every sentence… That gave me a, ‘do I deserve this?’. Even in 

university, I haven’t felt like getting this much affection. (Kevin interview) 

 

13 out of 14 participants made extensive changes after formative feedback, many made 

notes on their Google Doc on what the screencast was telling them to change, made the 

change and then checked the changes were successful against the feedback as described 

below and illustrated in figure 13 and 14:  

 

When watching it the first time, I made a brief note on specific time and what 

was talked about. Then I made changes based on it, then rewatched the video 

while looking at the document simultaneously so that I would not miss any 

point. (Jane reflection)  

 

Figure 13. A student makes notes on Google Docs based on screencast  



34 
 

 

 

Figure 14. The same paragraph (final draft) showing extensive improvements in line 

with feedback:  
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In the final aspect of this theme, there was also evidence of the cumulative effect on the 

students’ feedback receptivity of the teachers’ attempt to create a conducive and ‘safe 

atmosphere’ for students to make mistakes, as well as the teacher’s explicitly stated 

beliefs and attitudes regarding the efficacy of feedback:  

 

I think the supervisor's attitude quite important, if the supervisor is reluctant 

about the idea that feedback is not helpful in learning, then the students will also 

be. (Survey 11)  
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I think the class environment was well-established to foster a very open (growth) 

mindset and positive climate of feedback. (Survey 6) 

 

 I knew it was safe, safeness was established because everyone was notified how 

important feedback is, and no one's in danger, I think you made it very clear to 

us that this is a whole process, and no one's gonna get penalised by making 

mistakes.        (Judy Interview) 

 

In interview, several students elaborated on this in more detail and claimed that the 

activities designed to scaffold receptivity to feedback (described in the procedure 

section) motivated them to continue through the feedback uptake process until a 

satisfactory result was achieved. These activities may have also supported willingness 

to engage in dialogic interaction with the teacher to better understand and use 

feedback:  

 

We studied some theoretical backgrounds to why feedback is so important, 

which gave us reasons to motivate ourselves (Kylie Interview)  

 

I think that (discussion to scaffold feedback receptivity) helped me not to give 

up and keep fixing my essay after feedbacks (Minseung Interview)  

Discussion of theme 3:  

The data in theme 3 provide evidence to inform the studies’ research question and 

illustrate the proposed conceptual contribution. They also demonstrate that from an 

emotional perspective, screencast feedback represented more than the digital 
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‘replacement’ of written feedback (Pitt and Winstone, 2020) with additional quality detail 

and context. Participants also reported that the experience of screencast feedback felt like 

an in-person meeting and was potentially an acceptable substitute for office hours. While 

face-to-face meetings described by Hill and West (2020) achieved similarly positive 

results, face-to-face dialogic feedback is often not workload sustainable, as the authors 

note. In-person dialogic feedback meetings can also be underattended and may not result 

in a purposeful two-way dialogue that aids feedback uptake and learning from feedback 

(see Duncan, 2007; Gravett and Winstone, 2019). This may be due to the many social and 

material factors that may serve or hinder their success (Gravett, 2020; Tai et al. 2021). 

Technology-mediated dialogic screencast feedback may offer a workload sustainable 

alternative that can achieve similar results, increasing feedback efficiency by mediating 

opportunities for students to ask questions that can enhance uptake and learning. This 

may positively impact the cost-benefit of teacher-student feedback practices in higher 

education environments in which feedback is often wasted or underutilised (Price, 

Handley and Millar, 2011; Winstone et al. 2017a).   

 

Significantly, participants in the present study revealed that screencast feedback was 

interpreted as an effortful and caring attempt to support learning and personal growth. 

This understanding reportedly motivated participants to reciprocate by engaging with and 

using their feedback. These results are similar to a study of online peer screencast 

feedback (Wood, 2022b), in which participants reported that peer screencast feedback 

encouraged a deeper appreciation of their peers’ efforts in providing feedback, supported 

the development of reciprocal relationships and led to the formulation of an online 

learning community. The results of both studies suggest that screencasting can help 

learners view feedback as more of a partnership and less an act of judgement within a 
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relationship of unequal power (Gravett, 2020). The practices may also communicate that 

learners are engaged in an ‘educational alliance’ (Telio, Ajjawi and Regehr, 2015) with 

feedback providers. Such alliances may improve receptivity to engaging with future 

teacher feedback (Telio, Ajjawi and Reghr, 2015), as well as willingness to ask questions 

(Leighton and Bustos Gómez, 2018) and perhaps seek further feedback. The present study 

confirms this and suggests that learners can experience the provision of dialogic 

screencast feedback as a relational pedagogy that makes them feel that they matter to 

feedback providers (Gravett, Taylor and Fairchild, 2021). This is highly significant for 

students and educators in an era of seemingly increasing depersonalisation and 

commodification of higher education (Gravett and Winstone, 2020). 

 

Participants also commented on the importance of positive teacher beliefs about the 

efficacy of feedback and establishing a ‘safe’ class environment that supports a ‘growth 

mindset’, and that encourages making and learning from mistakes. In several cases, they 

also reported that understanding how learning occurred from feedback motivated them to 

continue within the feedback uptake cycle (see Wood, 2021) until successful changes 

were made. In this sense, it is important to highlight that just as proposed in Wood, (2021), 

scaffolding for feedback receptivity may be required to foster full engagement with 

feedback and support engagement in feedback uptake-oriented dialogues with the teacher. 

Opportunities for engaging with exemplars, criteria and peer feedback, provided before 

teacher feedback, may also contribute to greater receptivity to teacher feedback and 

willingness to engage in further feedback seeking dialogues. Thus, the data suggest that 

participant enthusiasm for dialogic screencasting may be due to a combination of support 

for feedback receptivity together with dialogic screencast feedback, which may be seen 

as a more holistic and person-centred response to student learning (see Turnbull 2022). 



39 
 

The results also align with recommendations from work considering the impact of 

emotions in response to feedback (e.g. Hill et al., 2021) and with studies asserting the 

need for formal support for feedback literacy and receptivity early within education 

programmes (see Molloy, Boud and Henderson, 2020).  

Limitations and Future Work 

As this study has revealed, feedback uptake processes are mediated and influenced by 

various social and material entanglements. These also include the role of feedback 

dialogues and agency to take part in them and the characteristics of the context, provider, 

message, and receiver (Winstone et al. 2017a). These factors undoubtedly influenced this 

study and may also impact attempts to replicate findings. However, the goal of this paper 

has been to explore and illustrate the conceptual contribution in the form of a pilot study 

and, through it, invite readers to consider the extent to which findings resonate with their 

own experience and understanding and which may thus be ‘naturalistically generalisable’ 

or ‘transferable’ (Smith, 2018) to local contexts or larger-scale deployments.  

 

It is important to remember that providing opportunities for in-person (see Duncan, 2007) 

or technology-mediated dialogues (see Filius et al., 2018), can also fail to enhance 

feedback uptake processes. The use of technology is not being proffered here as a panacea 

for feedback uptake and learning issues. However, the evidence from this study suggests 

that judicious use, with holistic attention to scaffolding, receptivity and sociomaterial 

factors, can help educators support students within the feedback uptake and learning 

process in significant ways. Future work should attempt to ascertain the impact of dialogic 

screencasting practices on attainment, explore workload sustainability issues, how the 

practices can be scaled up to larger classes with less favourable staff-student ratios, and 

consider implications for training and technology acceptance in various contexts. Further 
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work should also examine the potential influence of practices to scaffold feedback 

receptivity and engagement in teacher-student or student-student feedback dialogues, as 

well as the impact of socio-material entanglements and their impact on feedback seeking, 

dialogues and the productive uptake of feedback.  

Conclusion and Implications 

By considering some of the existing literature on feedback uptake and screencast 

feedback, this paper has attempted to address some of the issues and gaps, the most 

pressing being the general positioning of screencast feedback as the ‘old paradigm’ 

‘transmission’ of comments with little consideration of learners’ role in engaging with 

and using the feedback in the design or implementation of existing empirical studies. It 

has done this by conceptually positioning and deploying screencast feedback in a way 

that helps overcome barriers to students learning from and engaging with feedback, 

following formative and socio-constructivist ‘new paradigm’ (Winstone and Carless, 

2019) principles.  

 

The study has helped elucidate a non-exhaustive taxonomy of reasons students may wish 

to engage in dialogues with feedback providers, the types of conversations students and 

teachers have when reflecting on and co-constructing action on feedback, and the roles 

these can play in learning from and using feedback. The findings illustrate the importance 

of additional factors that come into play in serving (or potentially limiting) engagement 

in student-teacher dialogues and uptake processes that may be further elucidated utilising 

an additional sociomaterial lens (see Wood, 2022b) or by considering the role of methods 

to support greater receptivity to feedback. It has also shown how dialogic screencast 

feedback can be perceived as a relational strategy that promotes motivation and agency 

to engage with teacher feedback. 
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The findings also demonstrate that it is possible to deploy dialogic screencasting using 

straightforward and convenient technologies. In comparison to face to face meetings (see 

Hill and West, 2021), it can also do so in a potentially scalable and workload-sustainable 

manner. Thus, the practice may offer a potentially worthwhile trade-off between the 

additional resources needed to handle additional student questions, efficiency gains in 

learning from feedback, and greater satisfaction with the quality, communicative and 

relational aspects of the feedback experience. This is especially significant considering 

students' comparative dissatisfaction with assessment and feedback in global higher 

education environments (Winstone and Boud, 2020; Wood, 2021), and the ongoing need 

to improve in these areas of practice.  
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