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Abstract

This study investigates the impact of technology-mediated screencast multimodal feedback on
EFL students' writing skills in a remote teaching context in Oman. Conducted with two groups
of Post-Foundation students in a Technical Writing course, the research examined the
effectiveness of screencasting multimodal feedback, which combines video recordings of oral
commentary, written corrections, and visual highlights. Data collection included
questionnaires, analysis of students' written work, and informal virtual group discussions. The
findings revealed that students significantly improved in areas such as task response,
coherence, cohesion, lexical resource, and grammar. Multimodal feedback facilitated deeper
engagement with the revision process and helped students better understand and incorporate
corrections into their subsequent drafts. Despite technical challenges, the majority of students
preferred multimodal feedback over traditional methods due to its clarity, personalization,
and ability to cater to different learning styles. Students reported that the ability to pause and
replay the feedback videos was particularly beneficial for understanding complex corrections.
Additionally, the personalized nature of the feedback fostered a stronger connection between
students and the instructor, enhancing motivation and support. This study highlights the
potential of screencasting feedback to significantly enhance student writing proficiency and
suggests further research to explore its long-term effects across diverse educational settings
and learner demographics.
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INTRODUCTION

Feedback in EFL Writing

Feedback is an essential part of the teaching/learning process and has been widely
researched in second language acquisition (SLA), especially in second language (L2)
writing. Writing skills play a prominent role in developing students’ language and critical
thinking skills (Gammill, 2006; Wade, 1995). Therefore, it is imperative for teachers to
devise appropriate strategies to support student learning on a regular basis. Effective
feedback plays a crucial role in guiding students to meet their learning objectives by
providing insights into their strengths and areas for improvement. It is vital in writing
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courses to help students become acquainted with academic conventions. Over the last
decade or so, significant transformations have occurred in the methodologies educators
employ to provide feedback to students, largely due to technological advancements,
which have enabled them to utilize diverse digital tools to enhance student support.

Stern and Solomon (2006) emphasize that feedback should facilitate students’
comprehension of the actions necessary to achieve their learning objectives. Moreover, it
should help learners recognize their present competencies so that they can strive for
their desired levels of proficiency, as highlighted by Hattie and Timperley (2007). In this
context, Bitchner and Ferris (2012) stated that educators try to pinpoint students'
frequent, challenging, and recurrent linguistic errors that need to be addressed through
written Corrective Feedback (CF).

Types of Feedback - Written/Oral/Digital (Oral or Written or a Mix of Both)

This section offers a review of literature on various forms of feedback employed by
teachers in their classrooms, focusing on how multimodal feedback has emerged as an
invaluable tool for providing feedback on student work. Feedback in EFL writing can be
given in several forms: written, oral, and digital. Written feedback, comprising
annotations and summary comments, remains the predominant method of feedback in
higher education (Orlando, 2016; Ryan, Henderson, and Phillips, 2019). Ellis (2009)
categorized written corrective feedback into three main types. The first is direct
corrective feedback, which involves identifying errors and supplying the correct forms to
students. The second, indirect feedback, points out errors without providing the correct
forms, using methods such as underlining. The third type, metalinguistic feedback,
involves providing learners with error codes that indicate the nature of their errors, using
abbreviated labels for different types of errors to help students identify and correct them.
All these feedback approaches prioritize error correction and aim to enhance learners'
writing proficiency.

Teachers utilize various methods for corrective feedback. While indirect CF is common in
traditional classrooms, it may not be favored by less proficient learners (Lee, 2008;
Amrhein and Nassaji, 2010; Chen, Nassaji and Liu, 2016). Research indicates that learners
often prefer all errors to be corrected (Lee, 2005; Alshahrani and Storch, 2014) and
prioritize written feedback on grammatical errors over vocabulary or mechanical errors
(Zhang, 2018). Another study by Zhang, Chen, Hu and Ketwan (2021) found that Thai EFL
learners' preferences for written corrective feedback vary based on their proficiency
levels, with upper intermediate learners favoring underlining and error codes, while low
and upper proficiency groups preferred metalinguistic explanations and overt
corrections for lexical errors. However, oral feedback, through face-to-face meetings or
audio recordings, offers a personalized approach but lacks the visual aspect of written
feedback (Olesova et al., 2011). On the other hand, digital feedback, incorporating tools
like screencasting, blends text, audio, and video elements. This multimodal approach
caters to diverse learning styles, offering richer insights and a more engaging and creative
feedback process (Séror, 2013; West & Turner, 2015).
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Each feedback type has its advantages and limitations. Written CF is detailed but can be
perceived as impersonal and may not fully communicate improvement areas. Oral
feedback is more personal but can lack the visual aspect of written feedback.
Screencasting, which combines the strengths of both, is engaging, clear, and detailed,
though it may involve technical challenges and can be time-consuming for both students
and teachers.

Irrespective of the method followed by teachers, effective feedback, as proposed by Hattie
& Timperley (2007), should encompass feed-up (purpose of the task and method of
assessment), feedback (progress assessment), and feed-forward (guidance for
improvement). O’Malley (2011) emphasizes that feedback should be timely, meaningful,
constructive, and personal, addressing specific learner needs rather than general errors
(Espasa and Meneses, 2010).

However, it usually becomes impractical for teachers to give feedback considering a large
group of students in many teaching contexts. The Covid-19 pandemic and the shift to
remote teaching have amplified the challenges of providing effective feedback. The
absence of physical presence makes it difficult for teachers to gauge student
understanding and engagement during feedback sessions. This has led to uncertainties
about whether corrective feedback is being interpreted as intended, since few students
actively seek clarification or guidance on improving their writing. Thus, providing a
personalized learning experience to students is indeed a serious challenge to all
educators in the remote teaching context.

In remote teaching and learning environments, providing effective feedback is even more
significant. It is challenging for teachers to determine whether students are attentively
following synchronous feedback or facing technical difficulties. The inherent uncertainty
of online classes, where reactions and engagement levels of students remain largely
unknown, makes delivering impactful feedback a significant priority. Many teachers are
unsure if their comments are clear to students. Empirical observations indicate that few
students inquire about why their writing was marked as incorrect or seek advice on how
to improve it.

In addition, as O’Malley (2011) noted, written comments can often be misconstrued by
students. They may struggle to decode comments in teacher feedback, leading to repeated
errors in their subsequent writing assignments. This suggests that feedback consisting
solely of correction codes or written comments may not be effective or motivating. In
online classes, particularly, students benefit from additional explanations. Therefore, a
more detailed, personalized, and reassuring feedback approach is recommended.
Addressing these challenges requires teachers to proactively develop new skills and
strategies, utilizing available technologies to adapt their teaching styles and enhance
learning.

Screencasting is one such technology that enables the provision of multimodal feedback
on students’ writing through tools like Camtasia. It has been extensively studied in the
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context of providing multimodal feedback on writing skills, especially in English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) settings. For the purpose of this research, Camtasia, a popular
screencasting tool, has been used to prepare and deliver multimodal feedback.

Camtasia, a widely used screen-recording software program, has been instrumental in
facilitating the creation of screencast feedback materials. Its features, such as screen
video capturing, audio integration, and the addition of animated effects, make it a
versatile tool for creating engaging and informative feedback materials (Bauk &
Radlinger, 2013). Studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of Camtasia in improving
student performance and engagement, particularly in subjects like physiology and
mathematics (Miller, 2014; Bauk & Radlinger, 2013). Furthermore, the use of Camtasia in
educational settings extends beyond feedback provision. It has been utilized in creating
interactive learning materials, improving students' pronunciation skills, and enhancing
the delivery of course content through flipped classroom approaches (Deiniatur, 2019;
Fitzgerald & Li, 2015; Noor, Octaviandra, & Hussein, 2022), as well as creating learning
videos and developing interactive learning materials to enhance students'
comprehension in various subjects, including mathematics and technology (Bull, 2013).
The versatility of Camtasia in creating engaging and informative educational content
underscores its significance in modern pedagogical practices.

Screencast feedback, through Camtasia, merges the benefits of textual, auditory, and
visual feedback, allowing a teacher to simultaneously record their screen activities and
verbal remarks while providing feedback. This approach has garnered significant interest
in EFL research due to its multimodal nature, which aligns with Mayer's cognitive theory
of multimedia learning (2014). According to Mayer, learning is enhanced when
information is presented both verbally (spoken or written) and pictorially (including
videos). This combination helps learners form mental representations and promotes
generative processing by encouraging them to actively engage with and make sense of
the materials, thus enhancing motivation and deeper learning (Mayer, 2014).
Consequently, screencasting technology has emerged as a potential solution to the
challenges of traditional feedback methods by providing rich and detailed feedback that
caters to various learning preferences.

Screencasting Software for Multimodal Feedback

The purpose of this section is to explore the effectiveness and implications of utilizing
Screencasting as a feedback tool in the context of language learning and writing
improvement. The review aims to investigate how the integration of multimodal
feedback, particularly through screencasting, can enhance students' writing skills,
engagement, and overall learning experience. By synthesizing various studies on
multimodal technology-mediated feedback, the review seeks to provide insights into the
benefits and challenges associated with implementing screencasting multimodal
feedback in different educational settings.
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Screencasting, defined as recording screen activities with voice narration (Peterson,
2007), caters to various learning styles and can be easily shared with students (Trail and
Hadley, 2010). Screencast feedback involves recording the computer screen showcasing
the student's work while the teacher provides feedback through actions like scrolling,
highlighting, and typing, accompanied by oral narration. This format may also include the
teacher's video in a small corner window (Henderson and Phillips 2014; Thompson and
Lee 2012).

This software has become popular among YouTubers, software developers, and
educators for its capacity to create audiovisual records in various ways, providing
feedback in online or asynchronous learning environments. Stannard (2007a, 2008)
pioneered the use of screen capture technology to provide multimodal feedback,
combining verbal comments with visual highlights on the student’s text. This method
proved to be aremarkable learning experience, offering innovative and effective feedback
(Brick & Holmes, 2008). Stannard (2008) provides guidance on using screencasting
technology for feedback through his website, demonstrating how different screen
capture software can be utilized. He also mentions that screencasting technology allows
teachers to employ novel methods to engage students, improve their work, and enhance
their learning in both traditional and online classes.

Research indicates that screencast multimodal feedback offers several significant
advantages over traditional text-based feedback. It has been shown to enhance student
engagement, understanding, and retention of feedback (Harper et al,, 2015; Ice et al,,
2007; Bush, 2020). Students better remember explanations given through screencasting
and find this form of feedback more encouraging and motivating (Harper et al., 2015).
Screencast feedback is considered more effective than text-based feedback because it
gives students a sense of the instructor’s immediate presence while correcting their
assignments (Thompson & Lee, 2012; Stannard, 2007a, 2008). Additionally, it allows
students to interact with the community and make social connections with the instructor
(Ice etal., 2007).

Screencast feedback has been found to significantly improve students' writing skills by
encouraging revisions based on the feedback provided, catering to different learning
styles, and enhancing feedback quality and clarity (Cunningham, 2015; West & Turner,
2016). This personalized feedback experience, which can be significant and worthwhile
for both students and teachers (Wade, 2016), has been found to positively influence
student perceptions of the revision process (Silva, 2012). Moreover, screencast video
feedback has been found to encourage students to revise their writing assignments and
focus on improving their mistakes (Pachuashvili, 2021). Additionally, Elola and Oskoz
(2016) found that students who received screencast feedback demonstrated better
revisions and a deeper understanding of their writing issues compared to those who
received only written feedback. Overall, the use of screencasting in providing feedback
significantly enhances student motivation, understanding of feedback, and the quality of
their revisions.
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The use of audio in screencast feedback allows for conveying emotions and providing
constructive feedback (Middleton and Nortcliffe, 2010; O’'Malley, 2011). It can also be less
intimidating for students who may find in-class discussions about their work daunting.
Mathieson (2012) found that screencast audiovisual feedback, when combined with text-
only feedback, was more effective than text-only feedback alone. This multimodal
approach not only enhanced student interaction with the instructor and improved
learning but also fostered a sense of connection and rapport, as students perceived the
feedback as more "real" and "personal” (Crim, 2006; Mathieson, 2012; Pachuashvili,
2021; Silva, 2012; Thompson & Lee, 2012; Zahro, 2023). Students appreciated the
personalized nature of screencast feedback and felt more connected to their instructors,
the conversational nature of addressing students helps establish an encouraging and
supportive interpersonal relationship (Thompson & Lee, 2012; Ali, 2016; Anson, Dannels,
Laboy & Carneiro, 2016; Zhang, 2018).

While earlier studies noted challenges in creating and sharing video feedback due to file
size and technological limitations (Brick & Holmes, 2008; Silva, 2012), advancements in
screencasting tools have mitigated these issues. The ability to create high-quality videos
with smaller file sizes has facilitated the wider adoption of screencast feedback. Several
researchers have successfully utilized screencasting software like Jing to provide
multimodal feedback, with students reporting positive experiences related to the
constructive nature of feedback and the option of replaying feedback videos (Standard,
2007a, 2008; Brick & Holmes, 2008; Mathisen, 2012; Silva, 2012; Seror, 2012;
AbdRahman, Salam, & Yusof, 2014; Henderson and Phillips, 2015; Stannard, 2017).

Research on screencast feedback has shown its positive impact on various aspects of
learning. McGarrell and Alvira (2013) found that screencast feedback improved students'
understanding of teacher comments compared to handwritten feedback. Orlando (2016)
and Alvira (2016) highlighted its role in increasing student autonomy. Additionally,
Alvira (2016) reported that screencast feedback not only enhanced student autonomy
but also served as a motivating strategy that produced positive results in students’
writing. Studies by Ali (2016) and Henderson & Phillips (2015) further revealed that
students perceive screencast feedback as detailed, constructive, personal, engaging,
motivating, and helpful, leading to a preference for this method over traditional feedback
approaches.

Studies across diverse contexts, including EFL learners of Arabic (Ghosn-Chelala & Al-
Chibani, 2018), business and accounting students (Marriot and Teoh, 2017), and general
EFL learners (Kim, 2018), have consistently shown that screencast feedback is positively
received due to its multimodal nature, which enhances students' comprehension and
perception of feedback compared to traditional single-modality methods like typed
annotations or just audio files (AbuSa’aleek & Shariq, 2021; Ghosn-Chelala & Al-Chibani,
2018; Laelasari et al, 2019). This positive reception of screencasting feedback is
attributed to its engaging and supportive nature, clarity, personalization, and
comprehensiveness, which fosters better understanding and engagement.
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Students have reported that screencast feedback is clearer and more useful than
traditional written feedback, indicating its potential to enhance the feedback process
(Ghosn-Chelala & Al-Chibani, 2018). Screencasting multimodal feedback, unlike
traditional feedback methods, allows for a richer and more interactive feedback
experience, which can be especially beneficial for subjects like writing instruction
(Ghosn-Chelala & Al-Chibani, 2018; Setiyani, Putri & Prakarsa, 2019). The integration of
screencasting technology addresses the limitations of single-modality feedback
approaches and provides a more dynamic feedback environment for students (Setiyani
etal, 2019).

Research consistently demonstrates that students prefer individualized technology-
mediated feedback, such as screencasting, over traditional written corrective feedback
because it allows students to monitor their performance, caters to different learning
styles, and provides them with more encouraging feedback (Soltanpour & Valizadeh,
2018). Screencasting feedback has been found to be particularly pleasing and engaging,
as it allows students to clearly understand their writing lapses and offers a more
individualized and detailed approach that can be reviewed at their convenience
(Mathieson, 2012; McCarthy, 2015; Orlando 2016; Mayhew, 2017; Silva, 2017; Bush,
2020).

A comprehensive review of numerous studies by Bakla (2017) highlights the promising
nature of screencast feedback, emphasizing its advantages and acknowledging potential
disadvantages. The study suggests that screencasting is a versatile tool that can be
adapted to various teaching contexts. Stannard and Salli (2019) further support this
notion by outlining the potential applications of screen capture technology in teacher
training contexts, showcasing its versatility and potential for broader educational use.

Cunningham (2019) found that convenience, clarity, and efficacy are key factors
influencing students' preference for video feedback. In a separate study, Cunningham
(2019) explored how the choice of feedback mode (video or text) affects the language
used by teachers. He argues that text feedback positions the instructor as an authority
figure, employing "contracting resources,” while video feedback utilizes "expanding
engagement resources,” empowering students to make their own decisions. In video
feedback, teachers offer guidance through suggestions and advice, often casting future
changes as opportunities for improvement” (P. 96).

While screencast feedback has been shown to have numerous advantages in enhancing
students' writing skills and improving teacher-student interactions (Bush, 2020), there
are also some disadvantages associated with its use. One potential drawback, according
to Green (2022) is the time-consuming nature of creating screencasts, as instructors may
need to invest more time compared to providing written feedback. Furthermore, while
screencast feedback is praised for its personal and engaging nature, it may inadvertently
position learners as passive recipients of feedback, thereby neglecting the importance of
student agency and active engagement in the feedback process (Zahro, 2023).
Additionally, Irwin (2022) opines that the implementation of screencast feedback may
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require specific technical skills and resources, which could pose challenges for educators
and institutions.

Despite these challenges, the benefits of screencast feedback, such as enhanced clarity
and the ability to provide multimodal, personalized feedback, often outweigh these
disadvantages, making it a valuable tool in modern educational practices. Overall,
screencasting multimodal feedback has proven to be highly beneficial for students,
significantly improving their writing skills, engagement, and overall learning experience.
This method enhances the quality and clarity of feedback by combining visual and
auditory elements, making it more comprehensive and easier to understand. Students
perceive screencast feedback as more personalized and motivating, which fosters a
stronger connection with instructors and encourages them to engage more deeply with
the revision process. The ability to cater to different learning styles and provide detailed,
constructive feedback helps students better grasp their mistakes and make meaningful
improvements. Despite initial technological challenges, advancements in screencasting
tools have made this feedback method more accessible and widely adopted, leading to
positive student experiences and outcomes in various educational settings.

Driven by the objective of providing more detailed and constructive feedback, the present
study focuses on the effectiveness of multimodal feedback, which combines text, audio,
and video, in improving students’ writing skills. This study targets Post-Foundation
students at a university in Oman, and, by introducing multimodal feedback, this research
aims to provide insights into its effectiveness and encourage other educators to adopt
similar methods to enhance their teaching practices.

Despite the growing body of research on feedback methods in second language
acquisition (SLA), there is a notable gap in the literature concerning the use of multimodal
feedback in the EFL context, particularly in Oman. Previous studies have primarily
focused on traditional written and oral feedback methods, with limited exploration of the
potential benefits of combining multiple modalities in the present context. Additionally,
the effectiveness of multimodal feedback in remote learning environments remains
under-researched.

Notwithstanding the research work done by some researchers on how multimodal
feedback can be implemented in different scenarios, there is still a need to explore its
impact on student learning outcomes, its effect in the present remote teaching context,
and the different aspects that could be incorporated when giving feedback to students. As
new technologies continue to emerge with advanced features, there remains substantial
scope for research in this area.

Hence, the present study aims to investigate the effectiveness of giving corrective
feedback to students using screencasting (multimodal feedback - written, audio and
video simultaneously with a webcam) on their writing and explore their perceptions of
adapting it to improve their writing skills. This study will provide valuable insights into
its applicability and effectiveness in enhancing language learning outcomes in Oman.
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Research Questions

Propelled by the objective of providing more detailed and constructive feedback, the
author implemented multimodal feedback for post-foundation students at a university in
Oman. This study addresses the following research questions:

1. How do learners perceive the screencast multimodal feedback, compared to
traditional written feedback, in terms of ease of access and technical issues,
understanding and clarity, effectiveness and application of feedback, instructor
interaction and its emotional impact?

2. Is there any perceptible engagement from learners with screencast video
feedback, and do they integrate this feedback into their subsequent writing drafts
to support their progress in writing?

3. What are the perceived advantages and disadvantages of multimodal screencast
feedback?

4. Is there any improvement in various aspects of students’ writing in their first and
second drafts, based on the multimodal feedback?

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research Design

The study employs a mixed-method "within-subjects design" to analyze how students
perceive the effectiveness of multimodal feedback compared to traditional written
feedback in a remote teaching writing course. In this design, the same group of
participants is exposed to two distinct feedback methods - initially written feedback, and
subsequently multimodal feedback incorporating audio, written correction symbols, and
explanatory videos - to ascertain their comparative effectiveness. This approach
integrates both qualitative and quantitative data, offering a comprehensive
understanding of the research problem (Creswell, 2012; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010).
Using both data types helps “better understand the research problem and questions than
either method by itself” (p. 537), enhancing data triangulation and improving validity in
educational research (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2018).

Context and Participants

The study was carried out in a Technical Writing course at an Omani university during
the remote teaching period necessitated by the Covid-19 pandemic. There were 38
participants, all of whom had qualified at the advanced level in the General Foundation
Program of the university. They were enrolled in a pre-requisite writing course for their
diploma or advanced diploma in their respective specializations. The participants
included both males and females, aged between 20 and 25.
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Sampling

The study utilized convenience sampling, which involves selecting participants based on
their availability and willingness to participate, making it a practical choice for
educational settings where researchers use pre-existing groups. This method allows for
easy access to participants and can provide valuable insights, although it may limit the
generalizability of the findings (Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim, 2016). The present study chose
students assigned for teaching and this ensured that the selected group of students were
readily accessible for data collection, facilitating an efficient and effective research
process.

Instruments for Data Collection

The study collected data from various sources to gain a comprehensive understanding
of students' engagement with different feedback methods and their perceptions of these
methods. Quantitative data was gathered through a questionnaire administered using
Google Forms. This questionnaire aimed to capture students' perceptions of using
screencasting for video feedback. Adapted from Bush (2020) and Orlando (2016), the
questionnaire was modified to suit the present context and validated by two
experienced English language lecturers. It included both closed and open-ended
questions, providing a mix of quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell, 2014).

Qualitative data was collected through students' written work at different periods during
the teaching process to analyze how they engaged with feedback in different areas of their
writing - task response, coherence and cohesion, lexical resources and grammar - and
self-corrected their essays. This qualitative data was essential for understanding the
practical impact of the feedback on students' writing skills. Furthermore, informal virtual
group discussions were conducted at the end of the semester to gather in-depth insights
into students' experiences and perceptions of both feedback methods. These discussions
aimed to collect additional responses to the questionnaire and obtain oral feedback from
students who might have found it difficult to provide written responses.

By integrating these methods, the study offers a nuanced understanding of how
multimodal feedback can enhance language learning. Combining qualitative and
quantitative data from questionnaires with rich, descriptive narratives from written
samples and informal virtual group discussions helps validate and inform the findings,
providing a strong assessment of the impact of the multimodal feedback method
(Creswell, 2014; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010).

Procedures

In this study, participants were required to write essays on various topics aligned with
their course requirements. Throughout the semester, the teacher delivered lessons on
three prescribed topics and conducted two writing tasks per week. Initially, students
received written feedback on their first two essays each week. For the subsequent two
essays, they received technology-mediated multimodal feedback. Camtasia, a software
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application, was utilized to create the video feedback using screencasting technology.
Each student received a screencast video that included written comments, symbols, and
highlighting, along with the teacher’s video in a corner of the screen. The duration of these
videos ranged from 3 to 5 minutes. As this was a remote teaching scenario, both kinds of
feedback were given asynchronously. After receiving feedback on each draft, students
were instructed to revise and submit a final version of their essays based on the feedback
received.

Data Analysis

The quantitative data from the questionnaire was analyzed using descriptive statistics
with SPSS (Version 25) software. The qualitative data from students’ written work was
examined to determine whether the given feedback was accurately incorporated into
their subsequent essays. Qualitative content analysis was performed manually, following
procedures to identify themes and patterns in students’ writing improvements and errors
corrected (Newby, 2010, as cited in Cohen et al., 2018). Thematic analysis was applied to
the qualitative data from the questionnaire and informal virtual group discussions,
identifying common themes and perceptions (Braun & Clarke, 2006).

Ethical Considerations

All ethical considerations were meticulously adhered to during data collection.
Participants were fully informed about the study's purpose, procedures, and potential
risks, and their informed consent was obtained prior to participation. Confidentiality and
anonymity were strictly maintained to protect their privacy. Participation was entirely
voluntary, with no coercion involved. The study received ethical approval from the
relevant institutional review committee, ensuring that all research activities complied
with established ethical standards and guidelines. This adherence to ethical principles
ensured that the rights and well-being of all participants were safeguarded throughout
the research process.

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

In an effort to evaluate the effectiveness of feedback methods used in the instructional
approach, a questionnaire was administered among students. The primary objective was
to gather insights on the accessibility, understanding and clarity, effectiveness,
application of feedback, quality of instructor interaction and perception, and emotional
impact of the multimodal technology-mediated video feedback. This section aims to
analyze the common themes and key trends that emerged from the responses, which are
essential for understanding the overall effectiveness and perception of the feedback
provided. The responses from the questionnaire highlighted several recurring themes,
which are discussed under the four research questions.
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RQ1: How do learners perceive the screencast multimodal feedback,
compared to traditional written feedback, in terms of ease of access and
technical issues, understanding and clarity, effectiveness and application of
feedback, instructor interaction and its emotional impact?

Ease of Access and Technical Issues

Accessibility was a significant factor, with most respondents finding the video feedback
easy to access and watch. Based on the analysis of responses to Q1 and Q2 (table 1), it is
evident that the majority of respondents found the video easy to access. The mean value
for Q1 is approximately 5.16, indicating a strong agreement towards the ease of accessing
the video, with most responses leaning towards "Agree" (45%) and "Strongly Agree"
(35%), highlighting the general ease of access. Conversely, Q2, which addresses technical
issues, has a mean value of approximately 2.05, indicating that respondents generally
disagreed that they had technical problems while trying to watch the video. The results
suggest that technical problems were not a significant issue for most respondents,
indicating that the majority did not encounter substantial technical difficulties.

Table 1. Ease of Access and Technical Issues

N Minimum Maximum Mean S.t d'.
Deviation
Ql.- [ had some techr.ucal problems while I was 38 3.00 6.00 51579 94515
trying to watch the video
Q2 - Thad some technical problems while I 38 1.00 3.00 20526 76925

was trying to watch the video.
Valid N (listwise) 38

Informal virtual group discussions conducted at the end of the semester reinforced these
findings. A majority of students reiterated that they could easily access and watch the
video feedback. Some students mentioned that the ability to revisit the video feedback at
their own pace was particularly beneficial, allowing them to review the feedback as many
times as needed without any technical difficulties.

Understanding and Clarity

The analysis of Q3, Q11, and Q18 (Table 2) provides insights into the understanding and
clarity of feedback. The high mean value of 4.76 for Q3 suggests that video feedback is
generally clear and easy to understand for most respondents. However, the mean value
of 2.71 for Q11 indicates that a significant number of respondents felt they still needed
the video to understand the feedback, suggesting that written feedback alone may not be
sufficient for everyone. Finally, the mean value of 2.45 for Q18 indicates that while most
respondents did not frequently struggle with understanding video feedback, there were
occasional issues that need to be addressed to ensure clarity.
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Table 2. Understanding and Clarity

N  Minimum Maximum Mean S.t d'.
Deviation
Q3 - It was easy to understand my instructor 38 2.00 6.00 47632 1.05098

and the feedback in the video.

Q11 - I could understand the feedback my

instructor wrote on my essay and did not 38 1.00 4.00 2.7105 .89768
need the video feedback. (inverse 22)

Q18 - I could not alyvays unde.rstand_what my .o 1.00 500 24474 1.08297
instructor was talking about in the video.

Valid N (listwise) 38

The virtual group discussions further supported these findings. Many students
mentioned that multimodal video feedback helped them understand their mistakes
clearly and provided clarity on what was expected in each type of writing. The
combination of audio, visual, and text elements in the feedback accommodated different
learning preferences and enhanced information retention and comprehension. This is
consistent with the findings of Harper et al. (2015), Ice et al. (2007), and Bush (2020),
who also noted the clarity and comprehensibility of multimodal feedback.

Effectiveness of Feedback

When it comes to the effectiveness of multimodal feedback, the analysis of responses
reveals a generally positive reception among the respondents. With mean values
consistently above 4.4 for most questions, it is evident that respondents found the
combination of written and video feedback highly effective. For instance, questions Q5,
Q8, Q9, Q14, Q17, Q20, and Q21 (Table 3) all scored mean values close to or above 4.8,
indicating strong agreement that multimodal feedback aids in memory retention,
motivates further study, helps organize writing, and engages students actively in the
revision process. Despite the overall positive feedback, some variability in responses was
observed. For example, Q22, which deals with the usefulness of having both video and
written feedback, had a higher standard deviation, indicating mixed feelings among
respondents. Furthermore, Q23's lower mean score of 2.76 suggests that some
respondents still found written feedback alone to be more effective than video feedback,
highlighting the importance of providing both types to cater to different preferences.
These findings align with the results of Mathieson (2012), Thompson and Lee (2012), and
Orlando (2016), which demonstrated that combining audiovisual feedback with text
improves student interaction and comprehension.

Table 3. Effectiveness of feedback

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std'. .
Deviation
Q5-1 found 1t.ea51§r to ljemember jthe feedback 38 2.00 6.00 47632 112548
when it was given in written and video form.
Q6 - The video helped me to think about the 38 1.00 6.00 44474 128814

techniques of writing different essays.
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Q8 - Getting video feedback motivated me to

. 38 1.00 6.00 49211 1.14801
study more and learn more about writing.
Q9 - Receiving feedback.through s.c1.‘eer1cast 38 2.00 6.00 49211 1.09992
videos helped me organize my writing.
Q14 - My 1nst.ructor used some highlighting in the 38 2.00 6.00 48947 1.00779
video, and this was very helpful.
Q17 - I remember what is said in the video more 38 2.00 6.00 48684 111915

than what is commented in writing on my essay.
Q20 - I felt that receiving feedback through
screencast videos engaged me actively in the 38 3.00 6.00 4.9474 .89887
revision process.

Q21 - I have a positive attitude towards receiving

feedback through screencast videos. 38 2.00 6.00 4.9474 1.01202
Q22 - I thought it was really useful to have the

video feedback along with the written feedback. 38 1.00 6.00 44737 163966
Q23 - : I found that just the written feedback is

more effective than the video feedback. 38 1.00 >.00 2.7632 1.23975
Valid N (listwise) 38

During the virtual discussions, students emphasized that video feedback was more
engaging compared to traditional written feedback. The use of visual aids, such as the
cursor pointing out errors and providing explanations, was highlighted as particularly
helpful. Students appreciated the personalized and specific feedback, which addressed
their individual needs and learning styles. These observations are similar to those
reported by Ice et al. (2007), Stannard (2007a, 2008), and Thompson & Lee (2012), who
noted the increased engagement and personalization of screencast feedback.

Application of Feedback

Analysis of student responses regarding the application of multimodal feedback shows
successful implementation and positive perception of the multimodal feedback. The
question evaluating the respondents' experience in accessing and watching the entire
video received the highest mean score of 5.32, suggesting that students found the video
feedback highly accessible and fully engaged with the content. Question 4, which assesses
the immediate use of feedback for making corrections and improvements, had a mean
score of 4.50, indicating that respondents generally agreed they could quickly apply the
feedback to enhance their work. Similarly, Q15, with a mean score of 4.82, shows that
students found the video feedback helpful for subsequent writings, suggesting that the
benefits of multimodal feedback extend beyond immediate revisions to future work.
However, there is some variability in responses, particularly for Q13, which examines the
frequency of re-watching the video feedback to ensure understanding. The mean score of
4.08, while still positive, indicates that not all students felt the need to revisit the feedback
multiple times, reflecting varying levels of initial comprehension or confidence in
applying the feedback. These insights are consistent with findings from Harper et al.
(2015), Cunningham (2015), Orlando (2016) and Bush (2020), which indicated that
multimodal feedback facilitates better application and understanding of feedback.
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Table 4. Application of feedback

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std'. .
Deviation

Q4 - I used the feedback right away and made
some corrections and improvements on my 38 2.00 6.00 4.5000 1.22474
paper.
Q7 - I accessed and watched the entire video. 38 1.00 6.00 5.3158 1.29667
Q13 - I watched the video several times to make
sure | understood the feedback. 38 1.00 6.00 4.0789 114801
Q15 - The video feedback I received on my essays 38 2.00 6.00 48158 1.11149

helped me with my subsequent writings.
Valid N (listwise) 38

Students in the virtual group discussions also mentioned that video feedback allowed
them to correct their mistakes effectively and understand the contents better. The ability
to pause and replay the video at their own pace was particularly beneficial, as it allowed
them to fully grasp the feedback and apply it directly to their work. These findings
corroborate studies by West & Turner (2016) and Bull (2013), which highlighted the
importance of revisiting feedback to enhance understanding and application.

Quality of Instructor Interaction

Regarding instructor interaction and perception of video feedback, analysis of responses
(Table 5) suggests multimodal feedback fostered positive instructor interaction and
perception. Question 16, which measures respondents' hopes that their instructor
continues to use video feedback in the future, has the highest mean score of 5.39. This
suggests strong agreement and a high level of satisfaction with the video feedback
method, indicating that students find it beneficial and effective. Question 10, which
assesses whether students felt connected to their instructor because of the video
feedback, had a mean score of 4.58, indicating that respondents generally felt that the
video feedback helped foster a connection with their instructor. Question 19, which
evaluates whether respondents felt their instructor spent enough time on the video
feedback, had a mean score of 4.97, suggesting that students generally agreed that
sufficient time was dedicated to providing detailed and helpful feedback. These
observations are in agreement with findings from Anson et al. (2016), Crim (2006), and
Harper et al. (2015), which noted that screencast feedback enhances the feeling of
personalized and supportive interaction.

Table 5. Quality of instructor interaction

N Minimum Maximum Mean S.t d'.
Deviation
%tovéééeol’;eceo;bnaeied to my instructor because of 33 200 6.00 45789 1.08133
Q16 - I hope my instructor continues to use this
form of feedback in the future. 38 4.00 6.00 5.3947 71809
Q19 - I think the instructor spent enough time on 38 200 6.00 49737 1.07771

the video feedback.
Valid N (listwise) 38
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The virtual discussions echoed these sentiments, with many students appreciating the
personal touch of video feedback. Hearing and seeing their teacher in the feedback videos
fostered a strong teacher-student connection, which many students found motivating and
engaging. These findings support the conclusions of Stannard (2007a, 2008) and
Thompson & Lee (2012), who also found that audiovisual feedback enhances the teacher-
student connection.

Emotional Impact

Insights from student responses for Q12 (I felt the feedback on my essays was very
negative and made me feel uncomfortable) on the emotional impact of multimodal
feedback suggest a generally positive experience with video feedback. This is supported
by the average score of 2.63, which indicates students disagreed or slightly disagreed
with feeling uncomfortable. This suggests that most students did not find the feedback
overly negative or distressing. However, the standard deviation of 1.05 indicates some
variability in the responses, meaning that while most students felt comfortable with the
feedback, a few may have had different experiences.

RQ2: Is there any perceptible engagement from learners with screencast
video feedback, and do they integrate this feedback into their subsequent
writing drafts to support their progress in writing?

Engagement and Comfort with Screencast Multimodal Feedback

In contrast to the traditional feedback, multimodal screencast feedback kept students
engaged with feedback to a greater extent. On whether they stopped or paused the
screencast multimodal feedback video at any time and why, the majority of respondents
(79%) said ‘Yes’, while just over one-fifth of the respondents (21%) said ‘No’. Those who
paused the video did so to enhance their understanding of the feedback provided, make
immediate amendments to their written work, or due to distractions. Comments like "I
wanted to hear the comments again for my own understanding" and "l wanted to amend
and make changes to my essays based on the feedback provided" were common,
indicating active engagement with the feedback.

Regarding their comfort with multimodal feedback, an overwhelming majority of 35
respondents (92%) answered 'Yes,' citing a variety of reasons that highlight the
effectiveness and clarity of this feedback method. Many respondents appreciated the
method for its usefulness and comprehensibility, with comments such as "Because it is
more useful and more understandable” and "Because this way makes me understand
easily and quickly." The ability to accurately identify and correct mistakes was another
frequently mentioned benefit, as seen in responses like "Because | was able to know my
mistakes very accurately and thus helped me to improve my writing" and "Because it
helped me find my mistakes.” These insights are in agreement with findings from
Mathieson (2012), Thompson and Lee (2012), and Orlando (2016), which indicated that
multimodal feedback facilitates better application and understanding of feedback.
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However, three respondents (8%) expressed discomfort with the method, attributing
their feelings to the quantity of negative feedback and personal challenges in handling
criticism.

RQ3: What are the perceived advantages and disadvantages of multimodal
screencast feedback?

Advantages of Multimodal Video Feedback

Students provided a range of positive comments on the advantages of multimodal video
feedback, emphasizing the clarity and speed with which they could understand and
correct their mistakes. Many noted that video feedback helped them remember and avoid
repeating mistakes, with comments like "It helps to understand errors and correct them
in a very clear way" and "It helps me avoid making the same mistakes." The personalized
nature of video feedback was also appreciated, with students feeling a closer connection
to their instructor. These observations align with findings from Zhang (2018), Ghosn-
Chelala & Al-Chibani (2018), and Bull (2013), who highlighted the benefits of multimodal
feedback in improving error correction and personalization.

Problems Faced with Video Feedback

When discussing the problems faced with video feedback, students highlighted both
technical and comprehension-related issues. Technical difficulties, particularly related to
internet connectivity and audio clarity, were common concerns. Despite these issues, a
majority of students reported no problems with the video feedback, indicating that for
many, the feedback method was seamless and effective.

Suggestions for Improving Feedback

Many students expressed satisfaction with the feedback process, stating that they found
it clear and comprehensive. However, some provided constructive suggestions for
improvement, including enhancing audio quality, using consistent color coding, and
providing more detailed explanations. While a few students requested model essays for
every question, it is important to balance providing support with encouraging
independent learning. These suggestions resonate with the findings of Alvira (2016),
Marriott & Teoh (2012), and Ghosn-Chelala & Al-Chibani (2018), who discussed the need
for technical enhancements and detailed explanations in feedback.

Preferred Form of Feedback

When asked which form of feedback they would prefer for their essays, approximately
87% of students expressed a preference for multimodal video feedback, while around
13% indicated a preference for written feedback. The strong preference for multimodal
video feedback suggests that students find this method more engaging and effective,
appreciating the combination of visual and auditory elements. However, the 13% who
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prefer written feedback may value its directness and ease of reference, highlighting the
need for flexible feedback options to accommodate diverse preferences and learning
styles.

Overall, the feedback collected through the questionnaire provides valuable insights into
the strengths and areas for improvement in our feedback methods. Students generally
found multimodal video feedback to be clear, useful, and motivating. They appreciated its
ability to quickly and effectively convey corrections, foster personal connections, and
provide a resource that they can revisit as needed. However, addressing technical issues,
ensuring clarity, balancing multimodal feedback, and maintaining a supportive tone are
crucial to enhancing the effectiveness and positive impact of feedback on students.
Providing flexible feedback options that cater to different preferences and learning styles
will further support student engagement and learning outcomes.

RQ4: Is there any improvement in various aspects of students’ writing in
their first and second drafts, based on the multimodal feedback?

In examining how students incorporated feedback into their essays, it becomes evident
that significant improvements were observed in various areas of writing, such as task
response, organization, lexical resource, and grammar. This section will analyze these
improvements and discuss how the multimodal feedback contributed to these
advancements.

Task Response

One of the primary areas where students showed noticeable improvement was in task
response. Initially, many students struggled with understanding the complete question
and often focused only on familiar words or phrases. The feedback process emphasized
the importance of reading the prompt carefully and identifying the specific question
being asked. Through repeated training and practice, students learned to approach the
task methodically, ensuring they fully understood the requirements before starting to
write. This shift in focus helped students craft more appropriate and relevant responses
to the essay prompts. Understanding the task better allowed them to address all parts of
the question, which is crucial in an EFL context where students might otherwise miss key
elements of the task.

Another critical area of improvement was adherence to task requirements, particularly
regarding word count. Initially, many students failed to meet the minimum word count
specified in the task instructions (typically 250 words). The multimodal feedback pointed
out these shortcomings, prompting students to aim for the minimum word count in their
subsequent essays. This focus on meeting task requirements ensured that students
provided more comprehensive responses, further enhancing the quality of their writing.
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Coherence and cohesion

Feedback played a critical role in helping students improve the coherence and cohesion
of their essays. Initially, many students' essays lacked a clear structure, often missing
cohesive elements like a well-defined introduction, body paragraphs, and conclusion. The
feedback provided specific strategies for planning and structuring their essays,
encouraging students to jot down key points or arguments before starting to write, which
helped them organize their thoughts coherently. Additionally, the importance of a clear
thesis statement was stressed, leading many students to include strong thesis statements
in their later essays.

Students also learned to ensure that all their arguments and examples were directly
relevant to the topic and the essay prompt. The use of a checklist to verify that each topic
sentence had adequate supporting evidence became a common practice. When examples
were not properly connected to the given topic sentences, students corrected these issues
in their subsequent drafts. Moreover, many students initially wrote very brief
conclusions, often just one or two sentences. The focused feedback highlighted the
necessity of a proper conclusion that summarizes the main points and, when appropriate,
includes a prediction related to the topic or advice based on the essay's content. As a
result, students began writing more comprehensive and cohesive conclusions in their
later essays.

Lexical Resource and Grammar

In terms of lexical resource and grammar, students showed considerable improvement
through the feedback process. Despite initial challenges with grammar, students made
efforts to use a variety of sentence structures and practiced important grammatical forms
relevant to different essay topics. They also worked on incorporating proper linking
words and phrases to create a logical flow of ideas between sentences and paragraphs.
While some of these elements might have been missed in the first draft, students ensured
these were addressed in subsequent drafts, reflecting their commitment to improving
based on the feedback received.

Vocabulary usage, although still developing, showed progress as students employed
strategies suggested in the feedback to enhance their lexical resource. They attempted to
use more varied and precise vocabulary to express their ideas more clearly, even if their
proficiency level posed challenges. This effort to implement feedback to the best of their
abilities demonstrated a significant step forward in their writing development.

Engagement and Revision Process

The multimodal feedback also encouraged students to engage more deeply with the
revision process. Students were motivated to pause and revisit the feedback videos as
many times as needed, allowing them to fully understand the comments and make
necessary improvements. This iterative process of reviewing and revising their essays
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based on detailed feedback helped students refine their writing skills and produce
higher-quality work.

Exceptions and Unwillingness to Correct

However, not all students showed the same level of engagement or willingness to correct
their essays. A notable exception was the group of students who never bothered to revise
their work despite the feedback provided. Some students were not interested in writing
a second draft and simply submitted their initial attempts without any revisions. This lack
of interest could be attributed to several factors, including a lack of motivation to improve
their writing or difficulty in understanding and correcting more complex errors.

For example, while some students were able to correct simple issues such as using
connectors and writing a clear thesis statement, they often struggled with more complex
grammatical errors. Despite repeated feedback on these errors, these students found it
challenging to make the necessary corrections. In the remote teaching context, the
absence of face-to-face interactions may have further contributed to this issue. Without
direct supervision and encouragement, some students might have felt disconnected from
the learning process, leading to a lack of motivation to engage deeply with the feedback.

Other examples of students’ unwillingness to correct their work included ignoring
detailed feedback on the organization and coherence of their essays. Some students
continued to write disorganized essays without clear introductions, body paragraphs, or
conclusions, despite receiving specific instructions on how to improve these elements.
Additionally, a few students did not aim to meet the word count requirements, even after
being reminded of its importance in the feedback.

Overall, the incorporation of feedback into students' essays led to noticeable
improvements in task response, organization, lexical resource, and grammar for many
students. The multimodal feedback provided a comprehensive and engaging method for
students to understand their mistakes and learn how to correct them. By addressing key
areas such as understanding the task, structuring the essay, using varied sentence
structures, and meeting word count requirements, students were able to enhance their
writing skills significantly. However, the challenges faced by some students, particularly
those who were unwilling or unable to engage deeply with the feedback, highlight the
need for continued support and motivation, especially in remote teaching contexts.
Providing additional guidance and fostering a more connected learning environment
could help address these issues and further improve the effectiveness of feedback
methods.

CONCLUSION

This study contributes to the field of language education by demonstrating the efficacy of
screencasting multimodal feedback in scaffolding students' writing, particularly in
remote teaching within the Omani EFL setting. By integrating audiovisual elements with
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traditional text-based feedback, screencasting provides a comprehensive and engaging
method that significantly enhances the feedback process. The findings of this study
indicate that screencasting feedback not only improves the clarity and
comprehensiveness of feedback but also personalizes the learning experience, fostering
a stronger connection between students and the instructor.

The effectiveness of screencasting feedback was evident in several key areas. Students
reported a better understanding of their mistakes and felt more motivated to engage in
the revision process. The multimodal nature of the feedback, which combines visual and
auditory elements, helped cater to diverse learning styles, making it easier for students
to grasp complex concepts and apply the feedback to their writing. The ability to pause
and replay feedback videos allowed students to review the feedback at their own pace,
ensuring they fully understood the corrections and suggestions provided.

Moreover, the study revealed that screencasting feedback positively influenced students’
writing skills across various dimensions, including task response, coherence and
cohesion, lexical resource, and grammar. Students showed noticeable improvements in
addressing essay prompts more accurately, structuring their essays coherently, using
varied vocabulary, and applying correct grammatical structures. This comprehensive
improvement underscores the potential of screencasting feedback to enhance overall
writing proficiency in EFL learners.

The personalized nature of screencasting feedback also played a crucial role in fostering
a sense of connection and rapport between students and instructors. Hearing and seeing
their teacher in the feedback videos made the feedback feel more "real” and "personal,”
which was highly appreciated by the students. This personal touch not only motivated
students but also made them feel more supported and understood, which is particularly
important in a remote teaching context where face-to-face interactions are limited.

Despite these advantages, the study also highlighted some challenges associated with the
implementation of screencasting feedback. Technical issues, such as internet connectivity
problems and audio clarity, were common concerns among students. These issues
sometimes hindered the smooth delivery and reception of feedback, pointing to the need
for reliable technological infrastructure and clear audio-visual standards in remote
teaching settings.

Another challenge was the varying levels of student engagement with the feedback. While
many students actively engaged with the feedback, paused, and replayed the videos to
fully understand the comments, some students showed reluctance to revise their work
despite the detailed feedback provided. This reluctance could be attributed to a lack of
motivation, difficulty in understanding complex grammatical errors, or a preference for
traditional written feedback. These findings suggest that while screencasting feedback is
highly effective, it must be complemented with strategies to boost student motivation and
ensure they are adequately supported in the revision process.
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In summary, this study underscores the potential of screencasting multimodal feedback
as a valuable tool in language education, particularly in remote teaching contexts. The
enhanced clarity, comprehensiveness, and personalization of feedback provided by
screencasting significantly improve student engagement and writing skills. However, to
fully leverage the benefits of this feedback method, educators must address the technical
challenges and varying levels of student engagement. Future research should focus on
developing strategies to overcome these challenges and further explore the long-term
impact of screencasting feedback on student learning outcomes.

Overall, the findings of this study contribute to the growing body of literature on the use
of technology-mediated feedback in language education. By demonstrating the
effectiveness of screencasting feedback, this study provides valuable insights for
educators and policymakers aiming to enhance the quality of language instruction,
especially in remote and online learning environments. The implications of this research
highlight the need for continuous innovation and adaptation of feedback methods to meet
the evolving needs of students and to ensure that educational practices keep pace with
technological advancements.

Limitations of The Study

This study has several limitations that should be considered when interpreting the
results. Firstly, the duration of the research was relatively short, spanning only 12 weeks,
which may not be sufficient to observe long-term effects of screencasting feedback on
students’ writing skills. Secondly, the sample size was limited to 38 participants, which
may not provide a comprehensive representation of the broader EFL learner population.
Additionally, technical difficulties such as internet connectivity issues and audio clarity
were common concerns among students, potentially affecting the smooth delivery and
reception of feedback. Furthermore, some students struggled with more complex
grammatical errors and exhibited reluctance to revise their work despite receiving
detailed feedback, indicating variability in student engagement. The study was also
conducted in a remote teaching context, where the absence of face-to-face interactions
could have influenced students' motivation and understanding. These limitations
highlight the need for further research with larger sample sizes, extended durations, and
varied educational settings to fully understand the impact of screencasting feedback on
student learning outcomes.

Educational Implications

The findings of this study have several important implications for language educators and
policymakers, particularly in the context of remote teaching environments. Firstly, the
positive impact of screencasting feedback on student engagement and writing skills
suggests that educators should consider integrating this method into their feedback
practices to cater to diverse learning styles and enhance the clarity and
comprehensiveness of feedback. However, the technical difficulties experienced by some
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students highlight the need for robust technological infrastructure and training for both
teachers and students to effectively implement screencasting feedback.

Given the variability in student engagement and the struggles with complex grammatical
errors, it is crucial for educators to provide ongoing support and motivation, particularly
in remote teaching contexts where face-to-face interactions are limited. This can include
offering additional resources, such as grammar workshops or one-on-one tutoring
sessions, to help students overcome their challenges.

The study’s short duration and limited sample size indicate that further research is
needed to explore the long-term effects of screencasting feedback and to validate these
findings across a broader population of EFL learners. Future studies should also examine
the effectiveness of screencasting feedback in different educational settings and with
varied learner demographics to develop a more comprehensive understanding of its
impact.

Moreover, the findings suggest that a selective approach to written corrective feedback,
particularly for motivated learners, can be effective in engaging students and improving
their writing skills. Educators should feel confident in using more explicit types of
feedback and tailoring feedback strategies to individual learner needs to maximize the
benefits of feedback and support student learning outcomes.

In conclusion, while screencasting multimodal feedback offers significant benefits in
enhancing student writing skills and engagement, educators must address the associated
challenges to fully realize its potential. By providing continued support and fostering a
more connected learning environment, educators can ensure that students effectively
incorporate feedback and achieve meaningful improvements in their writing.
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