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Creating a Conscious Effbrt Among Engnsh as Second
Language Leamers through an Integated Feedback Loop

System via the Philosophical Underpmmngs of the
Japanese Organizational Concept of CGKaizen''

’

Ruby Tbshim Ogawa

A het"" Innovative ideas start with how we oIganize our daily lives to

incorporate task-based ieaming goals as part of our daily routine・In truth, we
need to re-examinc how we can achieve a certain level of success through incre-

mentai goal-setling communications Ihat can inspilEas well as motivate students

learning a second ianguage・Specifically, in view of evalualing how Japanese

university students acquire English as a SecOnd Language (ESL), there arEsig-

nificant and ongoing developmental methods of communicating to smdents

ihrough feedback loops based on online technological platfbnns･With these

modem capabiUties at this time, we can Plovide guidance and corrEctive meaa-

sures that can provide a madmap fbr students in reaaching theSe leaming goals

through small inc[Emental steps based on the Japanese "Kaizen" (改善) olgani-
zalional model･With the advent of newer technologyi newfbund nesearch on

feedback techniques, and educational policies that support higher leaming goals,

we can succeed in any given classroom selting.

TTlis paper wili discuss the potential ibr all smdents who may be able to

acquire new knowledge through a feedback loop with the instructom Each mdi-

vidual smdent who may or may not display lhe confidence needed to achieve hisノ

her goals can sct their own methods of learning thmugh our coHⅡnunicative

means. The ultimate objective is to have students gravitate toward a more selfL

satisfying levels of achievement through conscientious feedback with the
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120 Ruby Toshimi Ogawa

instruclor who can pi叩oint aI℃as !hat nced to be col･rected, and to lill･nish goal_

setting ohjectives in moving towald an incrcmental wave of achievemcnlS thal

can be fbund in the Japanesc concept known as $4Kaizcn"(改善).

INTRODUCTION: What is dle Japanse concept of "Kaizcn" (|改善) and

how can this be linked lo giving feedback to students leaming a second lan_

guage？InshorI,〔heorganizationalconceptof‘‘Kaizcn，，isapopularbusiness

model fbr dle Japanese pllilosophy of continuous i,,,,ﾉluvc皿｣Cnt､1n flct, @IKaizen''

has become so popular around the world that many busincsses outside of Japan

al･e implementing this in their oIganizational structures to improve areas that may
need more improvement.

The original Japancse word 4&Kaizen'' and continuous improvement are

rClated bUt not exaclly the Same・The most basic way to define 6SKaizen'' would

be as fbllows : cﾉzα"8e soﾉ"eﾉﾙ伽g加o"g､s "e〃αvior ro je be"": This may coI11rasl

with the English wol･d tmnslation of G6|"叩rol'e"J""" which just mcans io become

belter lhan a prior standard of bchavioIL Just to be clear, this does not neccssarily

mean something is already bad per se. The original Japanese word 4iKaizen'' is

more fbcused on the negative aspects ofa given business olganizational stmcture

and in deciding how io improve the quality of their pmducts and/Or to I℃duce

arcas of waStc・AIso, Ulc word does not need to mean thal one musl conlinue to

improve somelhil1g indennitely, but speci6cally, lfKaizen'' means to move in the

direction of improvement ibl･ oneself as wcll as in working on teams.

With regard to the $4Kaizen'' business model as a profbund approach to

continuous iu,,JL u v tsmem, encompassing various pri nciples and methodologies

fbr teaching and learning may go hand-in-hand in the educational syslcm between

instruclors and students. Fbr this general ovcrvicw of 46Kaizen'' though, the main

concePt fOr 4;imi,ﾌrcvcmcni'' will be the geneml stal1dard fbr elevating tllc com-

munication levels betweeIl thc instluctor and students in a given languagc

leaming classroom scenario. While there are business model processcs lhal lake

place in a ･6Kaizen'' scIting, the interactive communication levels through the

i℃edback loop System within a classroom setting and/or through online instmc-

tions will be discussed morc thoroughly ibr this paper. At ths time, there needs to

be more research in view of improving our classroom reperloilc, and lo crcale an
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pernnent in today' s modern and llighly technological socicties of the fUture.

ASKING THE FUNDAMENTAL QUESTI ON: WHY D O WE NEED

FF面DBACK WITHSTUDENTS？

Whydoweneedfeedbackintheclassroomsetting？Inmct,feedbackcom-

munications is a powe血 l way to achieve improvement in teaching and leaming.

Essentially, this is an integal part o f every teacher' s practice and when used

eifectively can improve student lcaming by as much as eight months according

tO rcCent 1℃search through instimtions like Cambddge University Press (2017).

As teachers and school leaders, it' s essential to understand evidenced-based

feedback if we' re lo unlock the greatest possible benefits fbr our students.
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WHATFxACTLYISFEEDBACK？

Feedback is an ongoing process of goal setting, ga u1ering evidence about

sIudent lcaming and providing insmlction that makes clcar the next actions to

mprovc perfOnnance・Feedback can be given by the teach" pcers, or the smdent
themselveS.

TWo evidcnced-bascd models ibr fbedback have been developed by Hatlie

and 'Iimperley and Black and WiUiam. BoIh models prol)ose imI)orlant questions

fbr both the sludent andにachertoconsid“WheIeis山eleamergoing？Smdents

and teachers need to be clear about the learning goals and what success looks

like. Goals need lo be appropriately cl1allenging so the students can succeed and

grow･

FINDING OUT WHERE STUDENTS' LEVELS ARE AND THE

BENEFITS FOR INSTRUCTORS

WhereisthelcamerrighInow？Evidenceisgathcrcdaboutdlestudents，

knowledge, skills and perfbmlance rclativc to the leaming goals and tasks. How

docs the learncr get lhere? This invoIves clarilying thc steps the student needs to

take lo achievc leaming goals.

If needcd, the tcacher adapts or changes lhe teaching and leaming activities

凸
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to meet the smdent's needs･Feedback can be dircctly relaにd to the leaming task,
which is usefill, howevcl; fbedback about the Proccsses underlying the task o,、
about how students selfrcgulate their leaming is more powerful

The most common qllestionhom i nstru clors is what are the bcncfi ts of

effbctive feedback? Rccent research indicates that eifective feedback can inclease

sludent effbrt and oulcomes, lead to more eiYEctive leammg stratcgies and

improve smdents､sellLregulation・The benefits lbr teachers are also signilicanl.

EIYective feedback practiccs provide cvidence about student leal･ning related to

leaming goaIs and the culTiculllm. This helps leachers understand the impact of
their teaching and, if nccdcd, where to adapt sImtegics to bctter meet the needs

of Uleir sludents. 'Ib improvc and sustain good itedback practices is vital so lhat

educators work collaborativcly. School lcaders can support teachers by plioriliz-

ing fbedback and implcmenting a wholc school approach, providi ng access Io
resourccs and opportunities lbr professional learn ing and collaboration . 'Ibachers

can develop their feedback pmctices by commlll1icating clear learning goals, !rial

activities that pmvide evidence of student leaming, planning fbr task process and
sclfregUlated fbedback, checking Ihat studemS UnderStand an(i act on the fecd-

back provided whi lc working with colleagues (o develop and refi ne fbedback

pmctices. Feedback is evidence bascd and inexpcnsive lo implement. II ofrbrs a

powc血l approach in cnriching teacher praclice and signiflcantly ellhancing
stu(lent growth. Fbl･ resourccs that will help you improve your ibedback pl･acticcs
visil aitsl.edu.au・In a vely widely-cited cducational article, fbedback was

described as &one of lhe most powerfUl innuenccs on leaming' (Hattie & Timpcra
lcy, 2007, p. 81). This innucnce can be both posilive and negative, and lhis paper
investigates what research can tell us aboul llow fecdback may bc shapcd to be
nlol･e positive. Feedback is infbrmation thal a lcarnel･ reccives aboul lllcir lan-

guage lcarning al1d most commonly refers to inlbrmation about their language
production (speaking and wIiting), although il can also concem reading and lis-
【cning, study skills, attitudes, eifbrt and so on .

In view of all of lhis, lhis paper ibcuses on ibedback on speaking and writ-
ing, wiUl more attention given to the lattem Whilc somc of this is relevant lo

leamerS of all agcs, ibcdback with youngel･ lcarncrs at less advanced stages of

－
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he learning task,

ying the lask or

cognitive, social and emotional growtl1 needs to be approached rather diHErentlyb

Further feedback can be both summalive (an evaluation, typically givcn by a

score, of a sludent､s work or at the end of a period of sludy) and fbnnaUve (infbra

mation dlat is intended to help !he leamer in some way, given continuously

during leaming) (Lee, 2017, p. 1 1). This distinction is ofien captured in the tenns

Gassessmcnl of leaming (AoL) ' and @assessment fbr leaming (AfL).､In pmctice,

feedback is almost always to some cXtent judgmental and il is often intended lo

serve bolh purposes, but how feedback is given will depend on the relative

imporlance that is given to these broad purposes. This paper is conccrned paF

ticularly wim fbrmative feedback: 4feed fbrWard' might be a better lenn, aS !hiS

kind of fEedback provides infbrmation about what the leamer can or should do

nCXt･

The most common fbrm of lbedback in language classes is probably error

correction (corrective feedback), where the objective is usually to filcilitale

mprovements in a lcamer's accuracy; but feedbackin this papcr is understood

more broadly. Its three fUndamental and interrelated purposes are:

･ improving lhe fluency, accuracy or complexity of learners' speaking and

writing,

･ motivating leamers

･ developing leamer autonomyb

In light of these oljectives, summative fEedback in lhe fbrm of scores is

often problcmatic. It is known that comments and prompis lead to morc learning

gains than providing scorcs (Hatlic & Timpcrley, 2007 . p. 92), and that com-

ments and prompls aIe more likely lo contribute to leaming when they are not

accompanied. Firsl, a more delailed discussion of feedback on spoken language

can be fbuil(l in another paper in this series: &Giving fbedback on speaking' (Kerri

2017a). McKay (2006) provides a good ovcrview of the reasons why assessment

of young leamers (including tl1e giving of feedback) is a ､Special case'.(Lee,

2017, p. 20). If, as is somctimes Ihe case wilh writtcn work, it is necessal･y fbr a
teacher lo combine dle fOmlalive and suHⅡnative fUnctions of feedback. This

mcreases the likelihood of leamerg paymg attenUon to qualitative comments

and of promoting a fbcus on filture leaming. AIso, note that commentS and

. the benefitS of
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pl･ompIs lead to more leaming gains than providing points, and ale more likely to

contl･ibute to learning wllell lhey are not accompanied by scolEs，

Furlh" there are often (l numbcl･ of dilferences bctwcen lbcdback on speak_

ing and on writin9. The ibrmel･ is often less direct, morc immediale and public

than the lattel; but it is possiblc to describe a set of chamcteristics of effective

ibedbackmat are Common to bOth.

1 . Effective ieedback is aboul leaming tasks. (Hattie and Timperley (2007, p.

90-9 1 ) distinguish feedback about the individual leal･nel; specifrcallyi the fecd-

back about the leamer' s perlbrmance on a particular task and fbedback about

thc way that a leamer has approached a task・Of these, the nrst is least likely to

coniribute to the realizalion of the goals of feedback. Converselyd it suggests

ways that a similar task can be moIEsuccessfillly tackled on a subsequent occa-

sion, offers the gr｣巳atest potenUal. In classrooms, leachers often combine these

kinds of feedback, but this mnS the risk of diluting lhe power of feedback on

task and approaches to task (Hattic & TYmperley, 2007.p､91).

2． Effective feedback is speci iIc and related to leaming goals・SUcceSSfill

leam ing is most likcly to take place when leamers havc clear and specific

lcaming goals. Feedback which Provides infbrmation about how to achievc

thesc goals (ibr example, fbr a particular task) is more eIIbctive lhan general
ibedback.

3． Efibcdve eedback is appropriately chaUenging. Effbclive feedback targets

areas where improvement is possible・This is most likely (o be the case when a

leamer has partial undersIzmding or con!rol of an aspect of their lcaming, 1･ather

than a complete lack of underslanding or control. As a lesull, efIbctive feed-

back typically fbcuses oI1 things that the learner has sllidied reccnlly ol･ has

previously received leedback on．It is more concemed with what a leamer

might be ablc to do better than it is with what a learner needs to gct right.

4． Efreclive fbedback entails the active involvemenl of the learncrk One key

role of eIIbctive feedback iS to nudge leamers towards grealer autonomyL Feed-

back iifom a tcacher is not (11e last event in lhis process (Hyland, 1990, p. 285):

'Ib be efrbctive, it needs to prompt a learner to modify thcir knowledge, lan-

guage production or leal･ning stl･ategies. Active involvemenl on thc part of Ule

’「
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leamer is therefbre necessary and this is likely, over time, to entail a change in

the teacher' s rolc, as they become less &centre-stage.､Thc importancc of feed-

back . ，receiveS feedback ... modifies their knowledge…actively engages

with the fedback…improves their language production.

5． Effective feedback is a combination of the positive and the negative.

Although fEedback is often seen first and fbremost as the drawing of attention

to errors, it has been lbund in general cducational contexts that ibedback on

correct responses is mol･e effective than feedback on incorrect rcsponses (Hat-

tie, 2009, p. 175).It is all too easy in thc course of a lesson to fbcus on crrors

and mss positivc contributions (D6myci, 2001, p・124), but learners need to

know when they are doing something well. What is more, whcn feedback is

pubnc (ibr example, during or aficr a speaking activigr), con6rming that a

student has produced accurate and appropriate language in a particular instance

(such as their having avoided a very common mistake) is likely to bcnefit both

the individual student alld others in the class, who will have their allention

drawn to the language item in question (Ur, 2012, p. 91).

More generallyj it can be said that fbedback is most effective when it is

given in the conlext of a supportive, non-(hreatemng leaming environment.

'Ibachers have to balance differcnt linguistic and interpersonal olliectives when

deciding what kind of feedback to give, how to give it and who to give it to

(Hyland & Hyland, 20 1 9a, p. 5), so tllcy invariably adopt some sort of stance

towards their sludents. The giving of feedback can be a sensitive momenl. Know-

ing that students will respond to it in diffbrcnt ways (and some will feel

(hreatencd), many teachers seek to soften ibedback by fbcusing, in part, on the

positive (Rinvolucri, 1994, p､288). As explaincd prioIB it is all too easy in Ule

course of a lesson to fbcus on errors and miss positive contributions, but lcamers

need to know when they aI℃doing somcthing well.

Thus, praise is olle way in which leacllers attempt to build a supportive

leaming environment and to mitigate lhe dangers of critical comments, but it

needs to be approached with caution. Most, bul certainly not all, leamers like to

be praised, publicly or privately (Hattie & Timperleyi 2007. p. 97), but praise

may be discounted as $melEdressing' (Hyland & Hyland, 2019b, p. 1 81). Gen-

are moIe likely to
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eral pmisc (such as @Good work! .) may lead to short-term bursts of motivation,

but is more efibctive in the long-term when it fbcuses on the process of a leam_

er's work (fbr example, Uleir usc of sUategies or improvemcnt in a speciEc area)

rather than on me end product (Mercer & RyaI1, 2013, P. 30).

T℃achcrs may also lly lo lin血the polential damage or negativity by using

what is known as thc tedbaCk Sandwich'､where positive ibedback is presented

first, fbllowed by morc crilical comments, befbrc being rounded off with more

positive feedback. Although popular as a fbedback strategy, there is little evi-

dence that it is eftclive･

Thc manner of fee(lback delivery will aIso play an important rolc. Many

tcachcrs instinctivelV lbel that it is best to tonc down the fbrce of critical com-

ments by using vague language or avoiding pcrsonal pronouns and impemtives

(Hyland & Hyland, 20 1 9b, p. 168). Desirable as Ihis may bc, the danger is that

the ibedbilck may be misundcrstood. Non-vel･bal behaviour (filcial expressions,

eye movements, body poslures) may also be used by teachers to sollen the direct-

ness of feedback, but it is difncult to make clear recommendations in this aIl℃aP

given bolh !he lack of I℃search (Nakatsukasa & Loewen, 2017. p､1 69) and the

number of individual and cullurai variables.

Thcre are, howcv" two aIもas where researchers aIe ummbivalent･In nolL

mal school classroom conにxts, rewards (in thc lbrm of stickers or badges, fbr

example) correlate negatively with both task perfbrmance and enhanced motiva.

tion, and should not, perhaps, be thought of as fbedback al all (Hattie &

TH mperley, 2007 ｡ p. 84). Li kewise, authori lal･i fln fbcdback, which is negative in

content and manner and which discourages discussion, will do liltle to molivale

learners; nor will it help ihem dcvclop their languagc proficiency.

The rest of this paper will consider the more detailed questions that need io

be considel℃d. These include:

l What sort of fedback is most bencficial lo learncrs: corl･eclivc ol･ no脈CO酷

rectivc？

2． Whichaspectsofaleamcr，sperfbnmncewillmostbeneiil伽mfeedback？

3. Who should leamers I℃ccivetheir妃edback師m5teachcrsorpeers？

4. How sllould feedback be given: directly or indir℃ctly？Orallyorinwriling？

－
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5． Whenwilll“mersmostbenent伽mbeinggiven雌edback？1rsLs of moIivation.

process of a leam-

t in a specific area) MOST COMMON FEEDBACK FOR STUDENTS: CORRECTIVE

FEEDBACK

The most common Wpe of feedback given by most teachers in most class-

rooms is corrective feedback, which fbcuses on lcamers ' errors (Hattic &

Timperley, 2007, p. 91).It has been argued, most notably by Krashen (1982,

1 985) and 'IIFuscott ( 1996, 1 999), lhat corrective fbcdback can be harmfUl to lan-

guage acquisition, that it leads lo no demonstrable gains in grannnatical accuracy

and that it can impact negatively on learnexs. feenngs. Tbachers, are advised to

consider dropping such feedback altogethem

HowcveI; a considerablc bo(ly of Iもsearch (al least cighteen meta-analyses

to date) now indicates that colTcc(ive feedback on botll speaking and writing can

indeed promote language lcaming, bul will not necessarily do so. This iinding, in

itself is not tcrribly helpfill. What iS necded is clearer guidance about which

kinds of errors should be fbcused on, which feedback techniques are most effbc-

tive, when the ibedback should be given and who should give it.

1egativity by Using

)dback is Presented

lde(I oIT with more

there is little evi-

]ortant mle. Many

ce of critical com-

ms an(l imperatives

, the dangel' is that

facial expressions,

o soficn the direct-

ations in this area,

7, p. 169) and the

WHATIS THE MAINFOCUSFORCORRECTIVEFEEDBACK？

There is evidence that many leachers tend to fbcus on grammatical issues

when giving fbedback on their students' performance (Iyster ct a1., 2013, p. 22),

but grammar is not the only aspect of a learner' s languagc production that may
benefit fi･om feedback.

In feedback on speaking, lcamers may benefit more, fbr example, from

fbedback on their use of speaking sIrategies (such as checking understandi ng,

buying time or selfLcorrection) than they wiU iifom coITection of their grammati-

cal errors・Research also suggests (hat feedback on vocabulary and pio,lunciation

issues may be more helpfill than grammar correction becauSe they may lead to

greatel･ leaming gains (IJster el al,, 2013, p. 22).

Similarly, in discussions aboul feedback on writi【】g, it is common to diffelz

entiate fecdback on the content and oIganization of Ulc writing from feedback on

the language fOrms that have been used. It is generally agrced that fEedback on

.mbivalellt・In norz

:ers or badgcs, fbr

enhanced motiva-

at all (Hatlic &

1ich is negativc in

コliUlc to moUvate

1cy.

stions that need to

ectlvc or non-cor-

ItiromfEedback？

sorPec庵？

allyorinwriting？
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content is at least as important調,脆edback on fbrm / accuracy. One meta-analy_

sis (Biber ct a1.,2011, p. 47) fbund that there were greater gains in grammatical

accumCy when feedback ibcused on bOth content and accuracy, than when it

fbcused on accuracy alone. Tbachers who fbcuS plもdomimntly on grammatical

aCCul･acy in their lbedback are well adviscd lo reconsid"

'Ib recap, leamers eamers may bene6t more from fbcdback on their use of

speaking snPategies, such as checking understanding, buying time or selfcorrec-

tion，lhanfromcorrectionoflheirgramma【icalelrors･

Hel･e al･e some examples of the mnge of areas that teachers should consider

when deciding on feedback fbr a speaking and a writi ng lask as fbund below.

Thcse weIe decided during lesson-planning and, in the lesson, the students welも

notined that feedback would only be given on these points.

：

A ROLE PLAY (CEFR LEVEL: B1) FLUENCY AND

INTERACTIVE COMMUNICATION

Does the speaker speak nuently and coherently withoutIoo much hesitation

or repetition? Does lhe speakcr maintain lllc conversation (11rough appropriale

turn-taking (initiating and l･esponding lo ultcrances) an(l lhc use of a val･icty of

speakingslmtegies？Doesthespeakermakeuscofarangcofdiscourse markcrs？

PRONUNCIATION, VOCABULARY AND GRAMMAR: How

intelligible is the speaker (i.e・do l)1･0blems witll sounds, stress o1･

intonation cauSe problems with comprehenSion?) Consider tllis: Does

thespeakerhaveawideenoughrangeofvocabulaxytoexprcsstheirideas？Does

thespeakerusegmmmaraccuratelycnoughIobecomprcheI1sible？

WRITING A NARRATIVE (CEFR LEVEL: B1) CONTENT AND

COMMUNICATIVE ACHIEVEMENT: Is the stol･yintercstmg？

Doesthestoryholdtllel･eadel･'sattention？Seetllcsepoints:ORGA‐

NIZATION;Isthcstolyorganizedinacle“readableway？IsthesequeI1ceof

events mUlcstolye“ytolbllow？DoesthcstoIyhavcacl“l･beginning,middle
andend？

－
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IN THE AREA OF LANGUAGE: DoeS the writing contain a good ranJ of

a”ropnatevocal〕ul“ytotellthestory？
Does the wl･iter use appropriale past lenses and nnking words lo help the

readerfbllowtheSIory？

Do eITors of gramm" vocabulary, Punctuation or spelling make it diificult
tounderstandthestory？

Examples of the range of areas fbr which fbedback could be given on a
typical speaking or writing task. Both common sense and research suggcst that
coITective feedback will only be eifective if it suits a leamer' s levcl of language

development (Sheen, 201 1 p. 11), and lherefbre, their readiness ibr the fecd-
back.

In spoken language, this means that mistakes caused by time prcssure or
competing attenlional resourccs arc likely to be most aPpropriate as targets fbr
fbedback. In bolh speaking and wriling, ibrms Ulat a learner llas no( yet begun to

acquire may bc bclicr ignored fbr illc ti mc being. Since difitreni sludenis in o
class will be at diIYbrent levels of language development, a degree of personaliza-
tion in feedback will be necessary. Howeveri judging a leamer' s readiness fbr a

particular kind of fbedback will remain an art, not a sciencc.
Notc lhal it is common praclice lo categorize eITors as a way of deciding

which correctioIIs will be most benencial. Usefill calegories include dlc fbllow-

ing:

･ @Global crrors' , i.e. thosc which interfcIEwith comprehension, rather than
alocal erroIT,which do not affect intelligibility,

。Enors that are made frcquently by the student(s), rather than infrequenl

error typcs,

o GStigmatiZing crrorS,, i.e. thOSe which may offend lhe talget reader or
interloculori

｡ Errors that are specifIc to the kind of spoken interaction that students aIc

engaged in, or to the genre of text they are writing (such as degrees of
fOrmality),

。Erl･ors that are specific to the kind of spoken interaction that studen(s are
engagcd in or to the genre of text tlley are writing (such as degrees of

yb One meta-analy-
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fbrmality).

･ EIToIs that are related to al℃as oflanguage which have recently been smd-
ied in class.

In itedback on both spoken and written languagc, therEappears to be a
StrOng p確企唾nce lbl･ indiI℃ct fbedback on the part of languagc teaching method-

ologists and among many teachers・There are two main reasons ibr this. Firstly,
il is thought that indiIect fbedback may induce less anxiely in leamers, eSpecially
in lhe case ofibedback on spoken language. Secondly, it is believed !hat illdil℃Ct

lbedback is morc likely to lead to leaming because it rcquires leame鴎lo do more
of the work themselves, in that, they are required to take a more active mle in

thei r own leaming, and this should help memorization and automatization.

In feedback on writing, coITection codes are popular with mally leachels

(see below). An illlel℃sting val･iatioll O11 coIx･cction codes has becn ontl･ed by
Vnienzuela (2005), who suggests a colour system wherc good work as well as
eITors can be highlighにd.

Ｗ
ｐ

Ｇ
Ｍ

Ｐ
Ｓ

grammal･ T tense g not necessary

missing wol･d WC word choice / start a new sentence

punctuation WO woIxl ordcr K something is missing
spelling WW wrong word ??? veIy uncleaI:

The above is an example of a col･rcction code fbr giving feedback on written
work

A maiority of leamers, howeveI; both adults and those in secondaly cduca-
tion, seem to preibr more diIcct, explicit feedback (IJIster et a1., 2013, p. 7:
Zhang& Rahimi, 201 4, p. 433 : Li & Vuono, 20 1 9, p. 1 04).

It is possible that students like the idea of direct coITection more than the

realily of it: fbr examplc, when dilect correction is too negative and too public,
they might in flct prefbr something more indirect. In some cases, direct fbcdback

is thc only realistic possibility (Ferris, 2002). Another example, there may be
occasionS when a teacher wishes to cor】｣℃ct an crror bccause it intcrferes with

communication, but il is unlikely lhatthe learner will be able lo selfLcorr℃ct aRer

－
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promptmg･

Nole Ulat direct feedback may also, at times, be preferablc to indirect fbed-

back because there is less risk of leamers misu nders"ndi ng the teacher' s signal .

Fbr these reasons, it is likely that dilect feedback will feature more ofien in

classes of loweralevcl students than with more advanced learners. Researchers

are divided on the issue. Some, like Ellis el al. (2006), have fbund direct correc-

tion to be moIEeffective lhan indirect correction. Others, like Li (2010), have

fbund direct corl･ection to be more eireclive in the short-lerm, but less so in the

long-tem. Still othcrs, likc lyster & Saito (20 1 0), have ibund little differcnce

between the two. It iS unlikely that researchers will ever be able to state that one

kind of feedback is always better than anothelz ln the absencc of a vcrdict, practi-

cal considerations, specilic to particular classroom momenls, will inevitably

innucnce the teacher's approach.

A m"ority of leamers secm to prclbr more direct, explicit fEedback to more

indircct approaches, bul research is divided on the issuc. lt is unlikely thal
researcllel･s will ever be able lo statc thal one kind of feedback is always bctler

than anothert

gcenlly been smd-
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THE TIMING, AUDIENCE AND CHANNEL OF CORRECTIVE

FEEDBACK

Tllc questions of when, to whom (to individuals or to groups) and how (spo-

ken, written or digilal) ibedback should bc given are closely interrelated.

Infcedback on spoken language, teacheIs may choose to wait until the cnd

of an aclivity or to corrcct errors immediately・The fbrmer is olien rccommended

by methodologists fbr as fbllows:

dback on written

econdaly educa-

a1,, 2013, p. 7;

HERE ARE THE REASONS WHY AS FOLLOWS:

1 , This does not intemlpt the now of communicaticn

2. This will bc less likely to cause anxiety (since fbedback can bc directed

Iowards the whole class rather than one i l1dividual)

3． This makes it possible to fbcus Ulc attention of the whole class on an eITor

and its correction (it allows teachers to be more selective in Uleir choice of

)n moI℃than the

3 alld too public,

, direct feedback

le, theI℃may be

t interi℃res with

selfLcorrect afier
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crrors to ibcuS on)

4, Final ly, lhiS will make il easier to combine PoSitive, non-coIrective fbed_

back with the crror correction. Sucll feedback can bc given via audio or video

Iecordings, as can Eanscriptions of speech lhat have been made with specch-to_

text soIIwaIE｡､Mth smaller classes, individualized feedback sheels may bc

provided'

IMMEDIATE FEEDBACK IS MORE POTENT AND EFFECTIVE

Researchers, in contmst to methodologists, have shown mole inにrest in

immediate ibcdback than in delayed ibedback and have suggested that it may

lcad to mol･e leaming gains (Doughly, 200 1 ). Somc research has shown that

leamels gencrally prefer immediate feedback (Zhang & Rahim.2014, p. 433),

but olher stlldies have painted a pictu1℃that is less cle" In short, there is no clear

consensus abollt whether immediate or delayed fbedback is better (Ellis & Shin-

tani, 2013, p､276). Given the di価culties in separating out the various issues that

are invoIved, it is unlikely that therc will ever be a consensus.

As fbr lbedback on written language, this can take place during or after lhe

writing itself In the fbnner case, leachers may go around lhe class correcting as

smdents write, but this raises two significant problems・The first is practical: how

i℃asibleisitloallocaleequaI狐tentiontostudentsinalargcclass？Thcsecond

conccrns the impact on the writing: Will the feedback bl･eak a leal･llel･' s llow or

concentration,and mightitdeprivetheleameroftheoppormmtytoselfcorrect？

This is not to say that on-the-spot correction of writing has no value, but it may

be better left to occasions when the feedback is requested by the leamer or when

the leamer is ofILtask. Feedback oll wriUen language most oiien takes place after

Ihe wriling assignment, bul leachers are still ibced with a large llumber of

options・Writlen fbcdback is probably the most fi･equently used appmach and has

Ihe advantagc of providing a pcrmanent lCcord, bul oral fecdback allows fbr

more dialogue and ncgotiation. Tbachers can begin with less di1:℃ct lbedback,

encouraging leamers to selfcorrect, befb1℃moving on, if necessary, to morc

direct comments (N"sajl, 2017, p. 120).

Many learners prefer ibedback when there is an opportunity to discuss it,
｜

’
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and the more actively lllcy take part in sucll discussions, the more likely thcy are

to benefit ifom it・As with delayed feedback on spoken tasks, teachers may

choose to give feedback to the whole clasS (especiany if there are conunon prob-

lems); or they may choose to give illustrative feedback. Nation (2009, p. 141)

suggests that one way of doing this is by selecting the work of two or three siu-

den(s (with their permission, and, poSsibly, withollt naming the students

conccmed), prqjecUng il on to the board and going through il orally wilh lhe

whole class, using a combination of dilcct and indirecl comments. Individualized

oml feedback may be possible in some contexts, but it is extremely time-consu m-

ing.

In-coneclive feed-

via audio or video

de with speech-to-

ck sheets mav be

) EFIECIIVE

l more interest in

3ested that it may

h has Shown that

ni, 2014, p､433),

･t, there is no clear

tter (Ellis & Shin-

Jarious issues Ulat

CONTEMPO RARY APPRO ACH IS "CONFEREN CING" WITH

STUDENTS

One approach Ulat is widely used in higher educalion scttings is known as

4conibrencing' , whele fbedback is givcII on a portfblio containing several picces

of a smdent's work. Conferences are usually popular wilh both teachers and

students, but still require a lot of lime・In order fbr them lo be timc-eHective, they

rcquire carefill planning and a range of interaction skills from both the tcacher
and the student (Hyland & Hyland, 20 19a, p. 6).

In delayed ibedback on speaking activilies, it is colnmon fbr teachers to

invile all the smdents in a class to suggest mprovemen(s on an enfor from an

anony"zed utterancc. When working with recordings or transcriptions of

speech, it is possible fbr peer feedback to be more cxtensivc and morc indepen-

dent of the teacher' s promptings, ill a very similar way lo peer fecdback on

wrillcn work・This can be done with learners working in pairs or in small groups.

Bo(h require suitable matches of the attitudes, personalities and intemctive sldlls

of the participanIs・An appropriate match of ianguage proficiency lcvei will also
be dcsirable if the lbcus of feedback is on accuracy.

Groups may offer a wider and mole interesting range of feedback (Burkerl

& WaUy, 2013, p. 75), but pails are ofien more manageable, cspecially widl

younger learners, as long as both learncrS get along (Lee, 201 7. p. 94). Fbr col-
laborative writing, this is where two or more leamers work together to produce a

iuring or after the

:lass col･lccting "

t is praclical: 11ow

:lass？Thesccond

leamer' s flow or

tyIoselfcolrect？

valllC, but it may

e leamer or when

1 takes place aftcr

laIge number of

approacll and has

dback allOws mr

direct ibCdback,

*essary, (o more

1ity to discuss it,

‐ →

蕊鱗 罐 獅騒謝 ‘。 班 罵鍵譲職pl1

騨 篭
鼎

聞

調 蟻鰯騨製蕊瀧,雷、
一

篭騒謝罷

蕊 鴎登j鰯



T
l

134 RIlby Tbshimi Ogawa

jointly composed text, necessarily entails considerable amounts of peer feedback

(Alshuraidah & SIoI℃h, 2019, p. 166). This may take place in the classroom or

with online sharing tools, such as Googlc Docs and wikis, which are two of the
most popular fbr this purpose, especially in EAP contexIs. Since lhe leamers

sharc responsibility lbr shaping and priol･ilizing theil･ ideas, and because the

dividing line between writing and editing becomes blumed, a 91|℃ater quantity of
more consmlctive fbedback may be o施!肥d than in ibedback on individuallv

ご

produced texts and the participants are likely to be more motivated by and
responsivc to it (Tigchelaar & Polio, 20 1 7, p. 108).

THE IMPORTANCE OF TEAMWORK WITHIN

THE CLASSRO OM SETTING

Rcsearchers have fbund that collaborative writing leads Io more accumte

texIs than tl1ose produced by individuals and that the proccss of discussing lhe
oIganizalion of ideas and issues of languagc use is likely to be beneficial to lan-

guage lcarning more generallyL As a fbllow-up to a collaborativc writing lask,
leamers may exchange their work with anolher pair or groul) of students to oifer

and rcccive filrther fbedback. Resear℃hers have fbund lllal collaborativc writing
leads lo more accurate lexls than thosc produced by individua1s. It was suggestcd
above that pcer feedback may be a valuable s(eppmg-stone on thc way towards
more independent lcarning. On the pa!h towards this goal, fbedback will need to

accommodate individual expectations and this means that some sort of dialogue
about tllc kind of ibcdback (11al is desircd will be appropriale (Hyland, 2003､p･
180). Nancy Campbell and Jennifbr Schumm Fauster (2013) have pmposed a
system where smdents prepare a set of questions to gllide the ibedback fTom lheir

teachers on a picce of acadelmc writing・Sludents are given suggestions, mnging
加m broad questions about lhe oIganizalion of their text ol･1･cadelzhiendlineSs Io

more detailed questions ilbout word choice, sentence structure or layout.
Although their suggestions and filrther discussion of theSe ideas (such as by
Maas, 20 1 7) concern teachcr feedback on academc writing, lhe approach may
also be used with more advanced lcamel･S as a way of sIrucluring pcer ibedback
on spoken as well as wri tlcn language. For mol･e detailed in lbrmation about co l -

ー
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laborative writing, see Storch,N (2013).Collaborativc Writing in L2 Classrooms.

Bristol: Multilingual Mattcrs・Note that fbedback of whatever kind is, of course,

of little or no value unless leamers leam from it. Some leamers, some of the time,

pay more attention to feedback than others (see &Individual di fIerences, ' below).

]f peer ibedback

he classroom or

h are two of the

]cc the leamers

ind because the

)ater quantity of

on individuaUy

)tivated by and

CREATIN G A NATU RAL "FEEL" FO R FEEDBACK EXCHAN GE

IN THE CLASSRO OM

Leaming hom feedback cannot be fbrced: the teacher' s task is to try lo cre-

ate the light conditions ibr lcarning to take place. Direct, explicit feedback in
which Ule teacher provides a correcにd relbimulation of an error often requircs

the leamer to repeat lhe correction, especially in feedback on speaking. Sincc

Ihis may be no more than Simplc parroting, there is littlc guarantee that benefiIs
will accrue.

More indirect feedback, which rcqui l･es leamers to selfLcorrect, wou ld scem

to offer more potential fbr leaming (but sce the discussion above in the section

6T℃chniques fbr corrective feedback'). In ibedback during or immediately after

speaking activities, there is very littlc delay between the teacher's prompt and the
sclfcorrection.

An alternative lo asking a leamcr to sclfcorrect is a repetition of Ule task

(with a different role, a diffbrent parm" or after additional planning time).

Leaming from feedback cannot be fbrced: lhe teacher' s task is to tly to create the

right conditions fbr leaming to take place・Leamers ofien respond positively to

task l･epetition with speaking activities. But with writtcn work, many sUldcnts,
however, value a teacher' s corrEctionS. They alBofien reluclant to engagc in

second or fUrther iterations of their work. Ncvertheless, most researcheIS and

methodologists agree that redrafting, 01･ what is known as &process writing､，

which should fbrm a key part of classroom practice (McGarrel, & Verbeem,

2007, p, 228).

Process writing can be seen as the most effective way of improving learn-

crs ' wdting skiUs (Sheen, 2011 p. 35) as it needs considerable amounts of Ume
and takes students through a sequence of planning (brainstor皿ng, evalualing

and organising ideas), quick first drafts (leaving gaps or using thc first language
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if necessary) and subsequcnt drafts moving towards a linal product. The fbcus at

first, fbr both Ule leamers and fbr thc teacher in givmg feedback, is on content

and fluency, and only moves towards queStions of grammatical accuracy in Ule

laler stages.

The fbcdback on process writing is, therefbre, mostly indiI,℃ct, taking the

fbrm of personalized, nonj udgmental questions that arc designed to help Ule

writer belter express their mcanings. One of the key oijectives of this ibrmative,

dialogic stmtcgy is to motivate learnel･s lo undertake revisions to their earlier

drafis (McGarrel & Verbccm, 2007. p､229). As such, process wliting represents

a ve'y signi6cant departurc from morc【職ditional approaches to writing instmc-

tion whel･e a single dran is evaluated with a gmde, accompanied by mol･c dctailed

feedback comments. As with collaborativc writing, which can be combincd with

process writing, it will lead to greatest leaming gains if it becomes a rcgular

feamIEof classmom practice. Used most frcquently with mole advanced learners

in boUl facc-lo-face and onlinc contexts, i( also lends itself readily to sccondary

school contexts, where filrtllcr motivation may be gcnerated by posting lhe final

product on a blog, wiki or school magazinc.

FEEDBACK AND MODERN-DAY TECHNOLOGY

In the last twenty ycars, we have seen a lluge rise in the numbers of leamers

fbllowing English courses partly (blcnded) or fillly online. At the same lime,

theIEhas been a massive increase in lhe number of IooIs that are available to

lilcilitate tlle provision of fbcdback on learners､spoken and written English. Any

altempt to give recommendations fbr specinc tools is l ikely to be out of date

within a matlcr of months, so this xevicw will limit ilself to more gencral consid-

erations wilh only occasional l･eference io parlicular products.

The first alfbrdance of digital technology in the ama of feedback is tllc case

wiUl which langllage can bc recorded. 'IbXting and emailing, voicc and video

messaging, along with automatic lranscription of speech on smarlphones and

laptops, are becoming or have become part ol. everyday lilb. These IEcordings

cnormously extend the range of feedback possibilities, cspccially when com-

pared to the short-lived nalure of spoken clKIssroom speech. A broad distinction

ー
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,nay be drawn between f|eedback that is mediated by technology (such as written
ieedback from a tcacher on an electronic document) and feedback that is auto-
mated through technology (such as a spcllcheck). Once they are accustomed to
this, it appears !hat most students prefer multimedia feedback to purely written
comnlents.

The online equivalent of immediate classroom feedback on spoken lan-
guage is possible with most platibrlns (such as SkyPe or Messenger) Wre
spoken interaction and text commenls may be combined・Digital technologies,
however, are most often used lbr asynchronous (or delayed) fEedback wilh bolh

spoken and written EngUsh. These may be in the fbnn of lext, audio (wi山or
､fithoul video), or a combination of the two. When introducing onUne feedback
to leamers, il is probably a good idea to begin with text-based fbedback bcfbre
moving onto lllldio, which, if given in Engnsh, may be harder lo undersland
(Olesova & Richardson, 2017, p. 89).

Most text-based feedback is delivered by means of a word processor, such

as Microsoft Word or Google Docs, where texlual annotation､underlining,

highlighti I唱), comment boxes, fOomotes, tracked changes and the possibility of
comparing lWo docllments al･e pOssible. In addition, hypcrlinks to useful
resouiccs (diclionaries, grammar refcrences or model answcrs) can easily be
included・Audio feedback, using either the sound-recording tool on a mobilc

phonc or lapiop, or a more specializcd audio rccordcr like Vbcamo or 4ud3cily,
mllows fbr more extensive feedback, since Ihree to fbur times more feedback can

be spoken than writlen in thc samc amount of time.
When accompanied by writtcn notes, greater clarity can also be achieved・It

also allows lcachers to provide a mixlure of direct and indireci commenls, and to
appear morc personalizcd in order to build mpport. Once !hey arc accus(omld to
tmm, it appcars (hat most smdenis prefer lhis kind of feedback to purely wrillel!
comments (Stannard, 2017, p. 181)･
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BLENDED LANGUAGE LEARNING

By combining texIEbased and audio feedback through screencapmre "
ware (such as Sc【EenCaSt戸O-Matic or Snagit) oHers even greater potential. This
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allows a video-capture of a teacher' s screen as they go through and annotate a

student' s work whilst r巳cording commcnts at the same time. It is, as Stannard

(20 17) obsel･ves, compamblc to having a ieacher silling in the room next to ll,e

student, but with the addilional advantage of allowing the student lo play back

the screen-capture multiple times, oITbring oppormnities fbr extensive listening
and reading practice. The danger of audio- and screen-captuIe sofiware is that

teachers may be encoumged to ovcrload lhe ieedback.

As notcd earliel; less is oiten more. Dccisions taken befbrehand about what

type of fbedback to fbcus on may help to prevent ovcrload. With all the options

fbr tecllnologically medialcd feedback (wI1ether it is lcacller- or peel･-lcd), feed-

backgivers wi ll benefit ii･om tl･aining, in terIns of both the ibcus of their fbedback

and its delively (tonc of voice, speed and clarityb and the ordering of ideas).

In addilion, training may be needed ibr ihe praclical side of ihe lechnology
and to avoid distl･actions whilc using il. In rccent years, automated lbedback have

also seen rapid advances in technologies・Using a combination of compulational

linguistics and artificial intelligence, Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE) sys-

1ems scan a text (either a written text or a transcription of spoken language) in
order to fInd possible erro1･s.

Most of (hese systems have not bcen designed lbr English languagc leamers

and arc not really suitable ibr them・One example of an automaled feedback tool

that has been developed fbr lhis pulpose is WI･ite & Iml)rove・Leamers copy and

pasIe a text lhey havc wriltcn into a box and receive a gl･ade (using the Common

European Framework) fbr their work, along with sugges(ions fbr improvement.
Aftel･ making rcvisions, the text can be resubmi(led as ofien as desired.

Under (levelopment iTom lhc same team is Speak & Improve, where learners

communicalc widl a specch robot and reccive ibedback on their language・Auto-

matic writing evaluation sysにms are best used in combination with teacher and

Peer feedback AWE syslems are nol fbolproof and will sometimes suggest
modificalions to col･rect language that is aiready appropriale or miss some errors,

but their accuracy is improving. It is unlikelyi howev" that AWE will ever be
100% reliable.

These sys!ems typically llse a probability score lo calculate the likelillood of

4
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h and annotate a

【t iS, aS Stannard

room next to the

lent to play back

KtenSive listemng

B software is that

an elTor and offel･ mdirect, semi-directive ibedback. They are more efrCctive at

picking up lowel､level errors than lhey are at idemifying problems with content,

organization or style (Stevenson & Phakiti, 20 19, p. 134). Due to lhese limita-

tions, AWE is best used in comb伽ation with teacher and peer feedback, in the

context, fbr example, of a process wriUng approach・It may ftce teachers from

some oftheir workload, but, if used as a replacement fbr oUler fOrms of feedback,

risks promOting a restrictcd view of language proficiency as concerned primarily

with grammalical and collocational accuracy.

Wc can expect AWE sysにms to develop fUrther fbr the purposes of summa-

tive evaluation (in fbrmal,…min割↑inns, fbr examplc), but successfill automation

of the complex inten･elations of fbrmative ibedback (inlcnded lo promote indi-

vidual learning) may not be achievable (Ferreira, et a1 ., 2007,p. 398).

As we have seen, reseal℃h hndings may help us to move inmc direction of

al1 appropriate policy towards fbedback but they need to be considercd in combi-

nation with all understanding of individual diffelences. Feedback is a highly

complex psychological and social acnvity' (Sheen, 201 1 : 1 6) and individual

leamer differences of the kind listed below will impact on the way thai leamers

l･cspond to it. Fbr age, level and cognitive differences, vel･y liltle rCSCarCh has

been carricd out into the signifIcance of a lcamer's age i n their response to feed-

back. LearncrS・level has been studied more ofien, but the findings are

contradicIoIy. For writing, one meta-analysis fOund that lhe accul･acy of lowerb

level lcarncrs improved more with feedback, while another fbund that more

advanced leamers bencfiled more. FOr speaking, the piclure is no clcarem Besides

age and level, it is likely that cognitive differences, such as language leaming

aptitudc and working memory, will also play a rolc.
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CONSIDERING AFFECTIVE DIFFERENCES AMONG

INDIVIDUAL STUDENTS

One of lhe most important afrective differences is tlle anxicty levels of the

leameL Low anxiety will almost certainly llelp leamers to benefit fifom corrective

feedback on their speaking (Zhang & Rahimi, 2014), but may be less signifIcant

with their writing, as the feedback is usually delayed. AIso, no[e that molivationthe likelihood oi
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will aifbct the degree to which a lcal･ncr attends lo feedback, and persol1al learn_
ing goals will play a part here.

EMPHASIZING LESS ACCURACY, BUT IN DEVELOPING

"SURVIVAL" ENGLISH SKⅣ』I"R

A learner who necds immediate ､survival English , fbl･ examplc, may well

bc less interested in accuracy than another who is preParing fbr an exammation.

For one, leamers will aIso bri ng diifercnt sels of beliefS and attimdes to feedback.

'Ib a cerlain extcn(, these will be shaped by prcvious learning experiences, and it

is not uncommon fbr smdents in sccondary education to bc accustomed to having
all tlleil､crrors conCcted. Tlle somewhat pmblematic rcsull of this practice may
be that lcamers come to associa にgood speaking or writing with good grammar

(Hyland, 2019, p. 270-271). Reseal℃11 (Li & Vuono, 20 19) has repeatedly shown

that mosI smdents expecL and wallt to be corl･eCにd (compmhensively, dircctly
and by lhe teacher) and that they are more interested in grades than they are in

ibrmalive comments (Lam & Lee, 20 1 0). Pal･adoxically, of course, lhey may not
be happy with the actual ibedback that they receive! The research reibrxed to heI℃

can be ibund in Biber et al.(201 1) and Kang & Han (2015). A Ulird factor of

importance is the context in which ibcdback is given and l･eceived. Schools an(1

coUeges, and the classes in (11em, vary in thc exlcnt to which accuracy is priori-

tized over communicative compctencc. In addition, social relalionships in lllc

classroom betwcen students and between a student and a leacher are also likely
to influencc the cxtent to which feedback (bolll non-colTective and coITective)

lcads lo learning gains・Icy Lee (201 1) has suggeSled that i:℃cdback stl･ategies will
only work if teachers bclievc they can work・HoweveIB it would seem that thal

ImsmatcheS betwcen teacherr beliek and thei l･ fbedback apprOaclles al℃com－

mon (Sheen, 201 1, p. 49). ReseaI℃hers llave fbUnd, fbr eXample, that although

leachers may believe that the awarding of grades may detl･act aUenUon away
ii℃m othel･ comments, they ofien colltinue lo score studcnts' work. Likewise,

although Uley may have doubts about the payolf from delailed feedback, thCy
oftcn conlinue lo provide il.

In order lo minimize thesc mismatches, tcacher educaUon may bc helpfill,

ー
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but institutional support and allowing teachcrs to be molE autonomOus in their

classroomS will also be necessary (Lee, 201 1). All of thesc factors interact in

complex, int"related and dynamic ways (Bitchener & S torch, 2016, p. 26),

meaning that it is vexy difficult to pIEdict how a Particular leamer will react to a

particular piece of feedback on a particular aspect of their perfbrmance. Clearly,
the better teacherS and their students know each other; thc more nkely it is that

rcaction to feedback will be as hoped fbr and needed to make our fUtul･e brighter

fbr students on thc road fbr higher leaming goals.

lnd pcrsonal leam-
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CON CLUSION

The book entitled, @GTHE JAPANESE EDUCATIONAL CHALLENGE''

( 1 987) by Merry White is a conunenlary on JaPanese elementary schooi pedo-

gogy. @6Matemal socialization is based on the belief that the teacher' s job is to get
all children to commit themselves wholeheartedly to hard work. In the United

StateS, a teacher iS eXpecにd to evalualc individual ability and to praisc any level

of accomplishmen(, even in the face of mistakes・血Japan, if the child gets 99

out of l OO right, the teacher will still say, :cNot Pcrfect, but it could bc so if you

REALLY pay atlendon.''

Furthel; Merry White invokes the concept of how our rhetoric can affbCt

leal･ning. She clari fies by this compari soll, GGAmerican educalional rlletol･ic does
invoke the idea of fGthe whole child,'' values ｡0SelfLexpression'' and promotes

emotioml engagement to discovery leaming､'' HowevclB Japanese teaching style,

at least in primaly schools employs all three in a way tllat surpasSes effbrts.

WI血c was smlck by the spontaneity, excitement (to American eyes) unmly

dedicalion of the children to the new idea. She was similal･ly imprcssed with thc

teacher' s ability (o cIeatc thc mood and cultural assumptions. American peda-

gogy Usually separates cognition and emotional affect, and lhen creates artificial
means ibr reintroducing 4Clbeling'' into abstract mllsteIy. Il is rather l ike Ule way

canncd ftuit juices are produced-first denamred by the preserving process and

then iIUccled with vitamins to replace what is lost. IIl comparison, Japanese cul-
mrc is more holistic.'' (p. 121-122)

II1 conclusion, although the feedback procesS can bc a daunting challcngemay be helpfill,

－ 司
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fbr most instructors, the idcal goal is to have each student regulate Ulcir oWII
levels of improvements. While lhe concept of the Japanesc CGKaizcn'' may be
something lo think about here, it is only a stepping slonc towards creating a
leamingenvironmcntfbr JapaneseuniversiWstudents to become more indel)cn_
dent in lheir mndsel to bccome the Person they are seeking to be in the nea,.

fillure. For the feedback sessions between the instmctor through peer and/br

individual levels of interacUon, thc most important aspcct of the whole learning
experience is to have each student eilioy what thCy a[℃learning in their course-

work to be applied in some iillllre setting at a workplace scenario・In this way,
lhey can wol･k in team-related prqjccts in moving towaKl lhe step ladder of suc_

cess and accomplishmcms yet to be seen in (heir fillure carecr goals ancr

graduating li･om the llnivelsity programs.

As @QKaizen'' stands as a dynamic philosophy tha[ permeates through Japa-
nesc cultul･e which has gone bcyond Japan･s borders, this conceiX emphasizes

the relentlcss pursuil of continuous impmvement. Rooted in the principles of
eificiency, waste reduclion, and a commitmcnt to ongoing enhancemcnt,
GCKaizen" lranscends mere melhodologics-it becomes a way of life・As we dclvc

deeper into the Japancse ethos, and ils dedication to quality and improvcment,
anolhel･ concept, "Kodawari'' cmelges. Kodawari encapsulates a meticulous

attcntion to detail, a devodon lo perfEction. and an unwavering dcdication to

craitsmanship. 'Ibgelher, "Kaizen'' and $CKodawari'' fbrm a harmonious duo,
showcasing tlle Japanese commilment to excellcnce in both the incrementill

1℃finementS of processcs and the uncompromsing pursuil of peribclion in every
delail・Thesc principles not only shape industries but also reflect a proibund
cullural mindset that continuously strives fbr embracing the beauty of refinement

and the pursuit of exccllence. Keeping this in mind, the ibedback communica-

tions are the key to the bettennent of our educational system fbr the iilmre.
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