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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—
twe 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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