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Sl y 3, 2 A T R R S, 2 A T
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A SIS 15, 33X o S 5 T T AR 22 ) 1
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o[BS A e oa o 1D E D 5l @i I A (R DA
WU SEAE Tk S i, X AEAR KRR T e Trix 2t
A SRy AN o A S i, 2L
D R <32 57 e ANV I 31 S= W e X E AT T
BRI AR OC 2, B 7 A sk Tt

(=) B4 R b 69 ik Jm R 3
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B ) BRI CAATT N 155 1 27 > i I
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FC SR AR B 3R = AN UM A A = A, JF e —
MRS A2 A (PRI o AHXIT &, WSR2
Uil 2 A A A AU S, WU T R 2 fulf 2 A b B T
kA5 B ZERE Iy R AT, AT B0 R B A, [7)
I TG 78 43 1 27 AR L8 RT3 o B 48 A8 T
- ) 2 R R AL AR

2) AT ) o MR A A (Hattie, 2015) AT
WAL RS, s R A S, A
FEIR T U] BRAR BT BT 2 5] A BE R I L 52
b 1 AT AR 2 >0 WM & O A W8 M e (H R 7
R oA R NN SR o R (Bl N ks o B 1 P
— ] 2 AR TR O R R B 7 . 2 A IRl T
SR BRI, LE AT fifR At A1 T ek ) i)

X AT AR AR 2 BEAE A 5 ) BRI A L
BILRFE 78 45 ( Killingback et al. ,2019) #5 1, A0
AN PRHE R ARTE B AT B T oA R B, TR AR AR
F|EHr ( Henderson & Phillips,2015) BHF5E /R, 2
AR S Bt LB 48 T4V o X RGP PRI
B AsE T RAA AR E R BGE , AR R
W SRR, — O, B B S W5 2R
Tk R A, B R E SRR BGE . FE iR
SATAT RALE S At e b s ke i BRI 2
X R YRR S, SR AR B AR R
P PR T Fs S 25551 2 &l B OCE B
FOMAT DU OGRS B0 5 B A0 i 45, 5 I 5 Ak
F1R) TR 5353 XU s PR S ) X, A i A P A R
H S, 54t B it e — MR A B 38 i 5 =0, 12
AT DA B 1 ik 8000 0 e R % ( Kay & Edwards,
2012)

3) RBAEA . BERE AL 45 R e Rt T
PRALZE T 2 AR FZ 2 TR 1Y 2307, B8 RE NG 21>
R 72K . G, B — & BT RS2 A R
PR S, T B0 BLAA S A 25 R AT X S A5t
R RERIM . FAERRFIIER] LT ( Henderson &
Phillips ,2015 ) 5 i , #L451 J 153 7] B8 B0 B X6 2 A2 19 1

TR o FEREIUATAE g — R AL, 45 AN AE 45 77
A2 TER AN, AT ARG © AR o, fE
Zo I (] 4 B A A RS R 1 R R N 2 o

4) ZHEE . BRGNS F o H LA
tho FERE A B AR S G B YRR, R T Sk
B XA GBI A TR EIE b ) F ]
AR 3008 | SO RN 3 45 20 B R IR S, BT
H . B4 (Al Batel, 2014 ; Sprague , 2016 ) J & T —
TUE B SIS, LU 16 S A AR R AR, S
HWE 8RS X BRZH B S AH DG i A5 2
RIG R, DR R R, s 4 i st L T
T, XRWIZECE R, BT T
B}, AT LB 3 2 A I B ) RN ) B . X
ot 22 R RIEAL, 30 TS Bl AR 0 A R R e i )
BEAT Y 7 2E 35 A B 12 B A% 19 2 2] & (Bissell,
2017 ; Jones et al. ,2012)

( =) Bh4& B AR 2T 2 0 69 P 4

XK, Bk S A 78 2 0%, G iR
Tt T ST, T A I (] ok SE AT AR e AR
W o 2278 (Hyland, 2013 ) £E 7 s — T R 58 &Y
KA FUTRIT R E P9 . WF9E AN LU R ik
T 24 250 TR A BB o BFSE
B, e e BBt A R S AL EE R
Ik R B MO AR — 2 RS A B st )2
AT HAE H 5 ANFRTIEK . o i8I st , 1
PR BAE BRI A Az DUTHT o |y T I 8] 46 2, LTI 2
IIELVF C R IC S SRR N 2, A S T G,
ANBE S K B SR C 58 ML ) 2% R AR G
W A RIGR% S5t 8 I SEAE LG AT S22 T 1R
W, RN IR A . (el Z IR B b, 20
AT LATE AT ST HT & AT VIS, DL g 2s A4 B s A
BRI,

Wik 7e4F (Spector, 2005) HIBF5E & B, TELL 2L
P R 2 B M DM AR B I SO e A, TR B
52 SERAR EL , T BRI, PRI o BR324 b
R X R R4 1 &0 1 R PR R
Wtk o POURETAEIT ], ANTE T IR, R o iRt
PESEAE AT 2 AE . AR AT TI03F, HL2% /]
B Sl BN A I ] o FE I 32 S A AR R A A
M E B AR AR R Bt b - 7 - IRTE R A
(Van de Vord & Pogue,2012) 5% T —IWF 57, Bk

.51 -



Atk AR RS A T iR

OER. 2020,26(6)

T 432 VR AR X TR U 73 531 %o A 2 A BT AR I TR AR— H
AT IR, — M & , mH A AL DR ] 5
Z ABAERE U, U H R TE S S A5t | 23 T I
FR DR (0] 7 T, I ERZIMAE SR Int B SE 22, fildn,
TETH IR L, 220 g J 4L el B 57 27 2R VR BT AR B
]2 22. 49 Jp4, T AR 2 2000 5 47. 84 734, id
SRINGTT- AR T A2 2. 03 4350, 1 [ BRE I )
N 446 S35 R DREOR R I ] TR AL
Ui FIT AR ) 535302 0. 11 4370 0. 86 734,

HO 225 52 3 B4 BB — DA 2 1 A VR
el it E] , B 2 P 54— (Woodard , 2016 4F) , ¥
1l 2% AN JE Ay ( Henderson & Phillips, 2015) A FfR,
— AN NS AT 7 AR 2 625 A Hi] . A WFoE
R, — 438 BB AR T 7S 4 B o T S5t ( Lunt &
Curran, 2009, 5| T Cann,2014.2) . [F¥E,IRT%X
( Cunningham, 2019) 42 3, { F 5 4% S 5t 5 £ JH 3¢
FAHEG, WP 0T LA 4 33% MR . X AR T
b ) A S — AR L il ASE BRI . A B — IR A
DB BT THER 58 36, AR E 5%, 25k
BRIFE] . PR T EE, SRS 2 R N T2
J& AT IG5 SV P TR] 98 A TR ) AR A
o MRS IR]AY AR B2 25 ., A 2R B 2z A P o
5t , FI T B R A B — A B R BEAT, Bl D20
TELRIN ], SGHR AR B 5y o a3 AR 23 Wil B 22 22
A P ERECE TR G IR B .

R Bk B 0 AR UR

BEE ML, FIRA BRI AL, T4
[ 70 2 BRE , TERL U E DL TS iy 5 # iX L
FRAT AR AH SCSCHR I 5T F TAE 256, 443t — S iy
1802, MERE S 7873 K 45 571 St A0

(=) FET &, R4 B4R

I, ¥4 J2 4% ( Mahoney et al. ,2019) 254 T 37 Tl
WEIT, A BRI B A5 27 AE 0 2 U rh B8 B AR AR i 1Y)
B (A E A R AR B, AR A
AL AN TR G | AR N2 R 05 B, 72307 i
AR ) o AERBUNR A S 224 38R %
R RORAEAE 4T

(D) XERE, MR~ mN

A% HL3E R ( Grigoryan,2017) i FYR & MESE R
56— B8 A R 2 — AR 9 A AR ST e
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WSS SRR, Btk S ot 33 5 B0 H Y W ARix
i VA o (14 72 AR 40, KB A a5 2 LR SR T,
MBHRGEA . B RIS FET RS,
FERR G A ISR~ A BT R A B IN, 5 A
SRS

(Z)RSHFAEMA LN

AT WO B A LA MR B LA,
WA UL, AEE R 7 B4 A, T HAU
i T AR AR R B G I Tk . BB A B 4 AR
IBAIRIESEIRE, Al B o AE AR Y
AT, 22 A2 W] DL RS AR LA IR B ( Bissell,
2017) , B2 B E AL, A © 28 Bkl ( Cranny,
2016) 20 HUG 18 B 1 LA o fid R s ARl
(A Ry R BSR4 P Ta) 8, LE 22 AR RN L, B 4T
ZE, A S THE T 55 A AT T Dk 2 ) & ( Harts-
horn,2008) ., B /R 447 ( Alvira,2016) fff 58 %01,
R AR 5 T, LE 2 B 22 by I 28 A 6, X
BT A B ERCRRIREERSCR . fEE S
Uiir, JEHIZ MBI, A 1 Sk RS MeE S Ak

(v9) it AT

R UE C RART, 93N feedback , ] H T
“IRIE” (back) BAVEM KB, BORBRZ 174
Ny, % 2 3 R R4t (feed forward ), o5
RN R TR B 2832 ek, A E A 1R
Ml 525t , 2 HE R R AL 1 ek . IR TRk 1Y
“R” BRI TR 4R R Bt B R RE A
JPE (van Haren, 2017 ; Brereton & Dunne, 2016;
Cranny,2016; Henderson & Phillips, 2015; Jones et
al. ,2012; Planar & Moya,2016) ., Ri#fEA A ,(HEA
SO AR [F] TR, RE R IUET B AROR, K
PRI N B9 I 55 2 M B ( Brereton & Dunne, 2016
Planar & Moya,2016) , #8152 {5t ik 2 B 1Y) 4
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(R REE)

Using “Veedback” for Personalized Learning

FANG Berlin

(Adams Center for Teaching and Learning, Abilene Christian University, Abilene Texas, 79699 ,USA)

Abstract: In this paper, we explore the value of using screencast videos for feedback and how it can improve the
quality of feedback, student learning, as well as teacher’ s work satisfaction. Traditional text alone feedback has
many issues: It is often not specific, not timely, and it does not always promote student agency and autonomy in mak-
ing changes for their current and future work. Using screencasting for feedback has cognitive and emotional benefits for
both the teachers and students. It is therefore a worthwhile pedagogical tool to add to a teacher’ s toolkit. The paper
also gives recommendations for teachers in using this method for feedback to make their feedback more timely and effec-
tive so that students can use teacher feedback to improve their current as well as future work.

Key words: screencasting, feedback , benefits, limitations, recommendations
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