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Abstract

This paper examines a new type of instant text-based
feedback system that was implemented in a public speaking
course for Japanese foreign language learners. We begin by
examining past research concerning peer feedback during
student presentations and its limitations. Study 1 specifically
addresses the difficulty of analytic assessment in the practice
of peer evaluation of low proficiency learners. After
describing our feedback system and its actual use in a public
speaking course for English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
learners, Study 2 will demonstrate that text-based instant
feedback is beneficial for both evaluators and the evaluated.
The results of our study provide compelling evidence for the
development of future foreign language learning instant
feedback systems.
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Backgrounds

For well over a decade, university classrooms have
steadily shifted from a teaching to learner-centric
approach (Barr & Tagg, 1995). The traditional “one-
way” style of lecturing has been replaced by methods
that engage students in the learning process. Strong
empirical evidence suggests that active involvement in
the learning process is important in two areas: for the
mastery of critical thinking and problem-solving skills
and to increase the likelihood of a student completing
a program (Center for Faculty Excellence, University
of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 2009; Braxton, Jones,
Hirschy, & Hartkey, 2008; Prince, 2004).

Learning styles and classroom activities enhance the
learning process. Presenting a subject in a foreign
language provides students with an opportunity to
reconsider their approaches to critical thinking,

problem solving, collaborative learning, speaking, and
writing. Instant feedback activities that engage the
audience are one method of encouraging active
learning for both presenters and their audience. By
providing feedback immediately after a student
completes his or her presentation, the experience is
more authentic, and occurs precisely when he or she is
the most receptive to criticism, coupled with the
excitement of the reaction. Improving the quality of
instant feedback activities can motivate students to
become more involved in the learning process.

Traditionally, quantitative feedback has included
techniques such as rating presentations on a five-point
scale from very bad to excellent using popular
prompts such as “How good was the student’s
pronunciation?” The results are then shown instantly
in a graph or picture projected onto a screen in the
classroom. This approach usually involves sender-
receiver communication devices dubbed “Audio
Response Systems” or “Response Analyzers.” “Clicker”
is the most popular name for these products, and from
herein we would like to refer to its use as the “Clicker
Approach.” The use of this type of feedback system in
the classroom and its effects are addressed in the
literature review that follows this section (Fies and
Marshall, 2006; Mayer et al., 2009; Caldwell, 2007;
Collick, 2008). Although most studies echo the claim
that “interactivity” is key to improving class quality,
no study has examined the effectiveness of a text-
based qualitative instant feedback system.

This paper begins with a discussion of the Clicker
Approach’s limitations in terms of practicality and
ability to increase learner motivation; this is dealt with
specifically in Study 1, where the device’s relationship
to analytic and holistic assessments in peer evaluation
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is addressed. After providing an outline of our system
in detail, we demonstrate the superiority of text-based
instant feedback in Study 2.

The Use of Clicker in the Classroom

Suzuki et al. (2007) examined the cause of Clicker’s
widespread adoption throughout the United States.
This study revealed the limitations of traditional
lecture styles, which are listed in Table 1, and easily
observed in many Japanese classrooms.

TABLE 1 FOUR SHORTCOMINGS OF TEACHER-CENTERED LECTURES

*Class sizes are often very large which affects a lecture’s style

*Memorizing each piece of information that is presented during a
lecture is difficult

-Students have limited concentration and cannot retain each fact
presented during a lecture

 There is no way for teachers to individually assess student
comprehension during a lecture

Keller et al. (2007) conducted research at the
University of that,
“Although this breadth of use represents a tiny
fraction of all faculty on campus (3%), it represents a
significant fraction of the student body due to the high
average enrollment of courses using clickers. In this
semester, clickers were used by 10,011 unique students,
which include 9,941 undergraduates and 70 graduate
students” (pp. 128-129). According to Banks (2006), the
role of clickers varies. It can be connected to the
teacher’s PC, a content management system such as
Moodle, used with whiteboards, or incorporated into

Colorado and discovered

PowerPoint presentations. These possibilities have
largely contributed to clickers” widespread adoption in
various educational settings. The basic concepts and
merits of the Clicker Approach can be applied to
foreign language classrooms as well. In a public
speaking course, for example, instant feedback can
provide students with an opportunity to reflect upon
their performance and the task’s benefits. In a public
speaking course, audience feedback allows students to
contemplate both the positive and negative aspects of
their presentation.

Limitations: Quantitative Approach

In this section, we begin by discussing the traditional
Clicker Approach and its limitations when applied to
analytic assessments in peer evaluation.

Analytic Versus Holistic Evaluation

In the field of language education, holistic and analytic
scorings are primary methods of assessing free writing
activities. In an analytic approach, several subscales
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are used to rate characteristics of a composition
separately, while a holistic approach involves a single
global rating to do it. In this context, holistic scoring is
more advantageous than analytic approaches due to
the speed at which a writing sample can be evaluated
(Davies et al., 1999). One possible disadvantage of
holistic judgment, however, is that evaluators may
each focus on a different aspect of the writing. On the
other hand, analytic scoring requires evaluators to
consider specific aspects of the writing, so that
identical criteria are used to evaluate the student's
performance. A simple comparison between the two
scales is made in Table 2 is below.

TABLE 2 A COMPARISON IN TERMS OF SIX QUALITIES OF TEST USEFULNESS

Quality Holistic Scales Analytic Scales
Reliability Lower. than analytic, Higher than holistic.
but still acceptable.
Assumes that all More appropriate for
relevant aspects of L2 (Second
Construct writing ability La.nguage) writers as
1 develop at the same | different aspects of
Validity . -
rate and can thus be writing ability
captured in a single develop at varying
score. rates.
Practicality Relatively fast and Time-consyming;
easy. expensive.
More scales provide
A single score may useful diagnostic
mask an uneven information for
Impact writing profile and placement and/or
lead to misleading instruction; more
placements. useful for rater
training.
White (1995) argues Raters may read
that reading holistically and adjust
Authenticity | holistically is a more analytic scores to
natural process than match holistic
reading analytically. impressions.

However, the disadvantage of analytic scoring, as
indicated by Davies et al. above, is that it is more time-
consuming. Table 2 summarizes the advantages and
limitations of both methods (Nakamura, 2004).

Arguments in Favor of Instant Feedback

Choosing a scoring method is not an easy task
(Nakamura, 2004). It is natural to assume that only
using either scale can result in insufficiency depending
on the context of the test. Yamanishi (2007) actually
proposes the blended implementation into a classroom.
It is natural to assume that the students will have
sufficient time for making evaluation in either way
and the traditional two approaches
incorporated in the course plan.

may be

In our scenario of providing real time feedback when
the presenter is the most receptive to reaction, either
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traditional approach leaves much to be desired. First,
the audience has only limited time to provide
feedback, say, in a few minutes, because the task is to
express real time impression or comments on each
presentation. Moreover, unlike a writing assessment,
students cannot go back to unclear parts or where they
fail to follow in a presentation.

Answering only small numbers of question items in a
clicker approach might be a helpful task in this sense,
since the task is simple and less time consuming.
However, we are skeptical about this alternative
concerning a motivation perspective. In these
situations of real time peer assessment, the audience
tends to make generally holistic assessments since it is
very difficult especially for less confident learners to
provide each rating in a limited time, even though
there are only small numbers of question items. The
situation will become more serious if the instructor
tries to enhance quality of feedback and increase the
number of question items to cover a wider range of
focus of evaluation For example, if there are five
perspectives such as  pronunciation, layout,
organization, visual, source, with each perspective
involving four questions, the audience must answer 20
questions in approximately three to five minutes.
More sophisticated require
questions that elicit greater detail, and subsequently
take more time to complete.

assessment rubrics

Another issue for analytic assessment concerns the
audience’s proficiency. In the present study, since the
participants are EFL learners, peer assessment’s
reliability unequivocally depends on the audience’s
language proficiency. To date, studies have examined
the relationship between proficiency and the reliability
of an analytic evaluation. One such example is in Ono,
Ishihara and Yamashiro (2013), which suggested that
the analytic assessment tends to be more holistic
especially for less proficient learners. It implies the
possibility that less proficient learners will not be
confident on their language skills with the result that
their grading average becomes holistic and higher
compared with high proficient learners.

In the following section, we will describe our first
study.

Study 1: Proficiency and Analytic Evaluation

In order to observe how scoring tendencies differ
according to proficiency level, we carried out a pilot
study implementing quantitative instant feedback
with participants from two different classes and
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proficiency levels.

Method

Following the work of Yamamoto (2010), who
extracted questions by mining data collected from a
public speaking course, we drafted 20 questions. The
participants answered each on a 5-point Likert scale.
The statements are shown in Table 3.

The participants were students at a national university
in Japan. The high-proficiency group (Class A)
included 38 students majoring in the humanities and
cultures; the other group (Class B) comprised 35
students majoring in information and design. Every
freshman has to take placement examination to
determine the class. The examination is composed of
reading and listening sections on the basis of TOEFL
test. The average placement test scores for both classes
were 71.0 and 41.0, respectively (Max =80).

We presented both groups ten video clips that were
created by students the prior academic year (Ono,
Ishihara, and Yamashiro, 2012). The videos focused on
various aspects of Southeast Asian culture; the subjects
of the videos are shown in Table 4.

TABLE 3 QUESTION ITEMS FOR THE SURVEY

1 I'made a lot of new discoveries.

2 It was informative.

3 It contained a lot of vocabularies; thus it was convincing.
4 English is easy to listen to.

5 Visuals are easy to watch.

6 It contained proper uses of colors.

7 It contained clear messages.

8 The organization is easy to follow.

9 The title was proper.

10  Itis a well-researched presentation.

11  Speaking speed is proper.

12 Volume of voice is proper.

13 The speech had a proper pauses.

14  Layout of the slide is good.

15  Figures and tables are used effectively.

16  The size of the letters in the slide is proper.
17 Uses of colors are proper.

18  Story and slides are consistent.

19  Description of quotation is correct

20 Quoted information is reliable.

TABLE 4 TEN TOPICS FOR THE STUDY

- Technical Experts

- Fashion in Thailand

- My home in Thailand

- Japanese NGO and Thai flood
- Military in Thailand

- Siriraj Medical Museum

- Second life in Thailand

- Symbol of Thailand

- Thai economy
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Results

The average score for each item was calculated and the
results were subjected to a t-test to determine whether
a significant difference existed between either group.
The descriptive statistics and the results of the t-test
are shown in Table 5, and reveal that the most
significant items are “visual” and “aural” in nature,
and that for nearly all significant items lower-class
participants scored higher. These students paid less
attention to the presentation’s visual or aural features
rather than its linguistic and organizational elements.
We believe that this is attributable to a comprehension
strategy that depends on visual aids to decipher the
film’s spoken or written linguistic information. The
results revealed that scoring tendencies can differ
between two distinct classes and proficiencies.

TABLE 5 THE RESULT OF T-TEST

High-level Low-level
t-value
M sb M sb (Two-tailed)
1 Imade a lot of new discoveries. 4.46 .69 435 85 .055
2 ltwas informative. 4.36 67 4.26 72 042 +
3 Itcontained a lot of vocabularies; thus it was convincing. 4.24 70 415 228 453
4 English is easyto listen to. 3.95 90 4.04 87 168
5 Visuals are easy to watch. 4.18 76 438 .73 .000 ®k*
6 It contained proper uses of colors. 4.00 74 441 278 003 **
7 ltcontained clear messages. 4.27 71 427 76 943
8 The organization is easyto follow. 4.21 73 412 72 111
9 The title was proper. 457 .65 449 66 .108
10 Itis a well-researched presentation. 4.44 .65 4.46 66 649
11 Speaking speed is proper. 4.19 79 430 74 061
12 Volume of voice is proper. 4.03 .80 4.28 82 .000 ***
13 The speech had a proper pauses. 4.13 83 4.14 81 881
14 Layout of the slide is good. 4.09 .70 437 .73 .000 *®kk

15 Figures and tables are used effectively. 4.15 72 428 .83 026 +
16 The size of the letters in the slide is proper. 3.84 76 4.19 77 .000 dkk

17 Uses of colors are proper. 3.96 70 422 .78 .000 ***
18 Storyand slides are consistent. 4.39 .68 4.49 .66 052
19 Description of quotation is correct 3.86 72 3.94 85 144
20 Quoted information is reliable. 3.95 .68 4.03 77 113

Next, we conducted factor analysis to determine the
structural difference of the inter-relationship among
questions of both classes. All the items were subject to
principal factor analysis with Promax rotation. The
results are displayed in Table 6. The high-level class
factors are named “Content and organization,”
“Visuals,” “Pronunciation and English,” and
“Correctness of Information source.” Factor 1 of the
low-level class, in contrast, includes Factors 1 and 2 of
the high-level class. This indicates that low-level
learners tend to integrate analytic standards into one
abstract evaluation. This is not desirable in terms of
reliability, although it may be attributable to the
participants” low proficiency or lack of confidence in
determining the scores. This leads us to suggest that
heavily analytic quantitative feedback could be
inappropriate, especially for low-level learners.

These results clarified the limitations of analytic
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quantitative evaluation for instant feedback activities
in public speaking courses. The key finding was that
students with low proficiency tend to evaluate items
too positively and holistically for some points.

TABLE 6 RESULT OF OUR FACTOR ANALYSIS

Class A (High)
Factors
1 2 3

17 Uses of colors are proper. .888 -170 -.061

14 Layout of the slide is good. .853 =124 -.097

16 The size of the letters in the slide is proper. 741 .028 .000

15 Figures and tables are used effectively. .664 -.074 .076

5 Visuals are easy to watch. .654 153 -.148

18 Story and slides are consistent. 616 27 -.004

8 The organization is easy to follow. .548 .063 114

7 It contained clear messages. .508 192 .068

2 It was informative. 491 126 104

9 The title was proper. .359 .078 148

10 ltis a well-researched presentation. .343 .295 153

13 The speech had a proper pauses. .057 .834 -.110

12 Volume of voice is proper. -.092 .804 .027

11 Speaking speed is proper. .063 758 -.049

4 English is easy to listen to. -.085 .755 .058

20 Quoted information is reliable. .01 -.054 .893

19 Description of quotation is correct. -.029 .018 .863

KMO=.913, Total Accumulative Varience = 60.1%

Class B (Low)
Factors
1 2 3 4

2 It was informative. 812 -.067 -.089 .069
3 It contained a lot of vocabularies; thus it was convincing. 761 -.061 .008 101
7 It contained clear messages. 727 .064 -.034 -.085
1 I made a lot of new discoveries. 707 -.101 .033 .013
18 Story and slides are consistent. .699 .096 -.043 -.020
9 The title was proper. .663 -.058 .103 -.005
10 ltis a well-researched presentation. .639 104 .039 .067
8 The organization is easy to follow. .566 .150 135 -.183
17 Uses of colors are proper. -.069 .904 -.068 .020
6 It contained proper uses of colors. -.058 .823 -.024 -.013
14 Layout of the slide is good. .054 671 -.057 .016
16 The size of the letters in the slide is proper. -.083 613 202 -.042
5 Visual is easy to watch. .066 611 17 -.018
15 Figures and tables are used effectively. .253 .506 - 141 122
13 It contained properly-paused speech. -.110 .016 .850 .083
12 Volume of voice is proper. .064 -.085 704 .004
11 Speaking speed is proper. .029 .057 .700 .026
4 English is easy to listen to. .261 .024 454 -.063
19 Description of quotation is correct. .014 .015 .005 .894
20 Quoted information is reliable. -.002 .010 .072 767

KMO=.907, Total Accumulative Varience = 63.2%

System Description

The results of Study 1 compelled us to design and
construct “text-data” based instant feedback systems
that allowed participants to write freely about their
impression of a presentation. Our expectation was that,
first, low-level students would feel comfortable
commenting on their points, since there was no need
to pay attention to each one in the feedback activity.
Secondly, we anticipated that presenters would
express their true feelings regarding their performance
more clearly and directly.

The system is based on natural language processing
technology and basic levels of text mining. A rough
overview of our system is provided in Figure 1. The
system was installed in our Learning Management
System as a Moodle module. This enabled participants
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both outside and inside the classroom to provide
feedback. Participants wrote comments freely on the
LMS that were then collected by the system, which
calculated frequencies categorically and produced a
graph containing the results.

B & Ly
H‘"\._\_‘/ - R w
v ¥ &

Collected Raw Data
e

[ Results

Input Text Data

Dictionary,
Categories

*Frequency by categories
*Frequency by positive/negative

P

Reference to
raw data from
keywords
resulted

FIG. 1 OUTLINE OF THE SYSTEM

Japanese Natural Language Processing

The process of mining Japanese text usually comprises
the four following stages:

* Analysis of morphology
* Analysis of structure

* Analysis of meaning

* Analysis of discourse

The first stage is unique to the Japanese language,
because unlike the English language, there are no
spaces between words. The analyzer first divides the
text according to Japanese morphological rules. We
selected an open source program MeCab for this task
due to its extreme versatility.

At the next stage, the analyzer identifies dependency
relations between words. CaboCha is a high-level free
Japanese syntactic parser, which enables us to analyze
the syntactic dependency of Japanese sentences. For
example, let us consider a case concerning a relative
clause.

RERE [fEFA BHATLD]RE RBIZ ELE
[Taro-SUB Hanako-SUB read-ing book-ACC Jiro-DAT give-PAST

Taro gave the book [Hanako was rpzding]

FIG. 2 ANALYSIS OF A JAPANESE RELATIVE CLAUSE

CaboCha analyzed the collected sentences and the
results are shown in Fig. 3, cited from

http://code.google.com/p/cabocha/.

In order to process the textual data according to our
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needs, the authors created a dictionary for evaluation.
For the selection of lexical items, the data collected
from the pilot study was used. 50 students
participated and made open-ended comments for each
of the ten presentations. After analyzing these data
with CaboCha, approximately 410 lexical items were
selected, and two kinds of properties were assigned to
each item. The first property concerned students’
impressions of the presentation; the other addressed

Vs

semantic categories such as “design/layout,” “interest,”
“English,” “pronunciation,” “citation,” and “others.”
A screenshot the evaluation dictionary is shown in

Figure 4.

% cabocha -f1
FERIXTEF hish A Tl DR [ TIEL

* 05001 1.062087

HER SEEEEHEAS S, HEA0Y, 20 -
[ E R e I =
*1200/11.821210

ftF BFABEFEHASE, BT AT AT]
hi BNEA FRENEE — M e b A

* 2300/2 0.000000

iAo B@EBIccEE VT AR HE I I
T OPhEL BT ST

LA B gE Y s~ B EER LD Tl
* 3500/1 0.000000

* OEE T R R

E 1 EC 3 EC Rk - I

* 450 1/2 0.000000

Eo R AR R E JRE

Bp  EEE B OD 0

IZ  EhEE gEENEE M eI

* 5-1D 01 0.000000

L @I E R B BT SRR ET TR 0at
o EENE e SR AEER kAN

EOS

FIG. 3 OUTPUT FROM CABOCHA

A =] O [
37 |EIE- FEE M=™W
a8 Wi SeE A

99 |TEAR- SE AR
40 EIB-RE R

41 |EERE RE OEE

42 |EERE- FEH M

43 |WiE- BT 2 —F
44 TEEE- WO

45 RS- W ST

46 BERE- FE AEL
47 HIE- WY EL A
48 |HEER- FH A

49 HiE- HW BAD
50 FEfE- EEH E

o O

11
— s kb i i i kbl k)

51 | EERE- FEE AW

52 WEIE-HYT TH

53 mog A 2,

54 ik E Ry

55 | Mick B 0
56 DUOE WD) o
57 ok Bl< 1
58 Mok By 1
50 miok HELAS L
A0 ok fEL 1
61 ok Ly 1
62 Mo xF 1
A3 Mk F5 6L 3Ly 1
o4k b PliotEy R L |

FIG. 4 DICTIONARY FOR EVALUATION
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Roughly three minutes after the students finished
writing their comments the instructor shared the
results shown in Figure 5, and the instant text mining
results in Figure 6. Figure’s 5 include the ratio of
positive/ negative words appearances, and the
frequency of each semantic category. Additionally, the
presenter can refer to the original text by clicking on
key words as shown in Figure 6.

tEon18 HEch
FHili
Hza7 127 ]
FAFT 2 |

o

Eult 40 | ]
FHF 2 LAT Sk 40 ]
T a7 [ |
Lt 2 ===

FIG. 5 OUTPUT GRAPHS

Fan1E HEck
PR a0 EEv0-F
F-0-F TSR 2545 g || alr
L= FE -1 Fa—F s
- SLBERE OB BSESL TSI NSNS TLE, TRUSTULLE ST, il
= FRPMITAZ | BHTNTT
i
- ENGBTETENRUPT W TT, ASFOF TN AH5EBLEL 1. FEE AR ODY
N FRM29TAZ | OTLE.
aa
- BEE L RE NFE TR AN TTY, - WARSRT AL EBLE L, A3 HETER

o FRBOTAZ | TEF

BEOREET - T2 L3N ARG L3 mTT. BISFRUR5F . 2502 B 8E. 7
FAFMATAZ  PUEEE

Y AR

FIG. 6 FEEDBACK COMMENTS REFERENCE

Study 2: Comparison Between Two Systems

In order to gauge the students’ feelings about the text-
based instant feedback system, we conducted a survey
concerning their impressions of the systems. Study 2
attempts to answer two research questions: (i) Is there
any difference in usability? and (ii) Is there any effect
on student’s self-awareness or motivation?

Method

Thirty-five students from Class A participated in this
study. The participants gave presentations in the class
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as presenters while they acted as peer evaluators in
either method. Before the introduction of text-based
instant feedback system, the students were required to
evaluate the 20 question items just as we did in Study
1.

The survey was conducted after the feedback sessions.
After they answered the general impression of the
text-based instant feedback system, they answered ten
questions concerning the difficulty or degree of
satisfaction they felt as an evaluator, and how their
feedback might have motivated the presenter. We
compared the results for both instant feedback
systems. The participants also provided open-ended
feedback regarding the new system. The questions are
shown in Table 7.

TABLE 7 THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO SYSTEM

20 items textmining t-value
Mean SD  Mean SD  (two-tailed)

Significance

It was difficult to give
evaluations to others.

It took long time to give
evaluations.

To was troublesome to give
evaluations.

Giving evaluations was
beneficial for my study.

| was satisfied with my

3.167 1.090 2958 1.197 707

3542 1141 2958 1.197 1.664

2.583 1.060 2.667 0.816 -.358

3208 1103 3.750 1.032 -2.184 *

. 3.583 0974 4.000 0.933 -2.460 *
evaluation to others.
Their evaluations were 3792 1103 3792 1103 .000
helpful.
| realized how the audience 39017 1283 3958 1.160 43

feel to my presentation.

g Mecontent of theirfeedback 3765 1031 3833 1120  -225
was convincing.
Their feedback gave me a
hint for the next opportunity.
| got confident at their
feedback.

3792 0932 4167 1.129 2.099 *

3.667 1.049 3542 0.977 1.000

skk: p<.001, **: p<.01, *: p<.05, +: p<0.1

Results

The result of the first question on the general
impression of the new system was in agreement with
our expectations during the system’s construction:
most (67 percent) of the participants responded
positively (Very Good or Good) to the system. Figure 7
illustrates this.

12% 3%
m Very good
18% B Good
Average
M Not good
m Bad

FIG. 7 GENERAL IMPRESSION OF THE SYSTEM
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The statistical and t-test results are indicated in Table 7.
Of them, three items were statistically significant: Item
4 “The evaluation was beneficial to my studies,” item 5
“l was satisfied with my evaluation of others,” and
item 9 “Their feedback gave me good advice for the
future.” This result was expected since participants
were required to reflect deeply about each
presentation, and express their opinions concretely;
subsequently, this encouraged them to refine their
critical thinking skills. On the other hand, they did not
perceive a significant difference between the two
feedback systems nor the difficulty performing
evaluations. No significance concerning their self-

confidence or anxiety was evident, either.

Next, we conducted factor analysis to observe the
structural difference among question items between
the two systems. All the items were subject to
Principal factor analysis with Promax rotation. Items
with loadings higher than 0.35 on any factor without
high cross loadings were retained in the list. The result
is given in Table 8. In the case of instant text-based
feedback, the factor analysis resulted in two factors,
while one in the case of 20 multiple-choice questions.
This means that the students consider the two systems
are different.

TABLE 8 RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS

Instant Text-based Feedback 1 Factors 2
Giving evaluations was beneficial for my study. 915 -013
I was satisfied with my evaluation to others. .825 174
The content of their feedback was convincing. .760 .010
| got confident at their feedback. 754 -.043
Their feedback gave me a hint for the next opportunity. 740 .367
I realized how the audience feel to my presentation. .688 -176
Their evaluations were helpful. 675 .338
lttook long time 1o give evaluations. 102 784
To was troublesome to give evaluations. -183 .783
Itwas difficult to give evaluations to others. .156 .646

accumulative variance = 61.7%

20 multiple-choice questions Rac%
Their evaluations were helpful. .853
The content of their feedback was convincing. .816
I realized how the audience feel to my presentation. .808
| got confident at their feedback. 779
Itwas difficult to give evaluations to others. -.381

accumulative variance = 56.0%

The result of our factor analysis showed that they are
feeling that the two systems are different. As to the
text-based feedback. two factors, say, “Satisfaction”
and “Difficulty”, were abstracted in our factor analysis,
while only one, say, “General merits”, was abstracted
in the 20 multiple question feedback. The fact that two
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factors were abstracted in the former has an
interesting implication; the students are considering
“Difficulty” and “Satisfaction” are independent factors
of each other. The difficulty here implies that the
students have to understand sufficiently enough to
make some comments to the presentation, compared
with the situation where the students give grades in a
clicker approach. These things can be summarized as
“They are difficult tasks but they are very helpful to
their study.” Of course, answering 20 questions real-
time is also a difficult task in a sense. The findings
from our factor analysis, however, has an interesting
implication that the quality of difficulty is different
between the two feedbacks and that the students are
satisfied with the task.

As for the results of open-ended of feedback in our
questionnaire research, we were able to collect various
kinds of textual data, which were then analyzed
according to four points. These points were: (i) a much
simpler interface compared to traditional quantitative
feedback;  (ii)
presentation’s positive and negative aspects; (iii)

deeper understanding of the

usefulness of keyword reference and graphic output;
and (iv) greater excitement in the class.

Lastly, we would like to show some of the open-ended
comments from the participants below:

TABLE 9 OPEN-ENDED FEEDBACK FROM THE PARTICIPANTS

* The analyzing function is very exciting. The questions were
reduced and simplified, which helped me concentrate more on the
presentation.

* Graphs displaying the positive/negative ratios and the list of
keywords were really helpful. It also helped me a lot to understand
my presentation by considering the audience’s comments.

-It is enjoyable to see the evaluation and the comments from the
audience instantly and the class is really exciting. I think it is
important to know how the audience perceived my presentation in
an objective, not subjective, way.

*In my presentation, I personally made a great effort to create the
slides and layout. So, I was really pleased and encouraged that some
members of the audience made comments about my slides.

+It is important to know what points to evaluate, such as content
and pronunciation. Receiving comments in detail on these points
was really helpful.

These comments indicate that the participants found
that giving scores to 20 questions just after the
presentation was a tough task and that the situation
has improved because the procedure has been
simplified by the use of qualitative feedback system.
On the part of the presenter, the participants seem to
respond positively to the comments, especially when
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addressing the effort they devoted to the presentation,
as illustrated in the fourth comment. They felt that
their efforts were truly and instantly understood and
that peers sympathized with them, which led them to
feel a sense of achievement. This clarifies the
advantage of the text-based instant feedback as we
proposed in this paper. In summary, the practical and
motivational limitations of the Clicker Approach have
been solved by implementing a new system.

Concluding Remarks

In the first study, this paper examines the limitations
of the traditional clicker-based approach to instant
feedback activities in public speaking courses. On the
basis of our questionnaire research, our second studies
demonstrated that text-based instant feedback
provided students with opportunities to have a deeper
reflection on their own presentations and evaluate
peer’s presentations more deeply. We conclude that
the text-based feedback  system is
advantageous to the traditional clicker-based analytic
approach for foreign language learners in terms of
learner’s attitude and motivation.

instant
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