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KAIZENA AND STUDENT WRITING
Abstract
This action research focuses on the online editing tool, Kaizena, and how its use in the writing
process affects students’ performance and confidence in writing in a second language. In this
study, 20 participants completed four writing assessments in French. For each assessment,
participants received written and audio feedback via Kaizena. Quantitative data were collected
that evaluated student-writing performance and survey questionnaires provided feedback on
perceived student ability, and confidence in writing. Survey questionnaires collected qualitative
data regarding participants’ opinions on feedback via Kaizena, as well as perceived confidence in
their writing skills. While this study found that student writing performance did improve,
students’ ability to notice changes in their own writing skills via Kaizena led to an increase of
student confidence in writing. Implications for this study include the use of Kaizena in the
classroom as an effective tool to empower learners to improve their writing skills.
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Continuous Improvement: The Impact of Kaizena on Student Writing
How to teach the “21st century student” has been the center of many studies, professional
development days, and much of my lesson planning time. Upon reflection, my 21st century
students become engaged when the methods used to teach are individually based, and
incorporate technology. My experience as a “late 20th/early 21st century student” is that my
confidence and my understanding of a subject improved when I recognized that teacher knew me
personally and was able to help me seek solutions to my individual needs. My own personal
language learning has taken place in three different countries (Canada, United States, and
France); this inevitably led to different ‘gaps’ and ‘overlaps’ in when and how I learned (or did
not learn) certain aspects of French. These language-learning experiences resulted in important
growth in the ability to express myself and my opinions in a variety of contexts, but the
presentation of my ideas lacked precision. It was not until my sophomore year of college when
my French professor was able to sit down with me and review my written work word-for-word
that I was able to grasp the pattern of my mistakes. I knew the grammar rules in isolation, but I
was not applying them correctly in context. We developed an individual plan for how I could
improve my writing and what tricks and techniques I should employ when creating and
proofreading my written work. This was a major breakthrough in my language progression and I
am so thankful to my college professor for showing an invested interest in my learning. It was
his time, effort, and clarity that helped me achieve my own goals and create better habits as a
second language learner.
It is this level of attention to detail and individual instruction that I endeavor to employ in
my own classroom by addressing the specific needs of my students. I have observed that writing
is generally a problem area with my students. As such, I chose to apply my personal beliefs in

4
KAIZENA AND STUDENT WRITING
exploring a way to give student explicit and individual feedback on their writing. Since feedback
delivered face-to-face is difficult to achieve within the constraints of class time and the school
year, I wanted to explore other options to maximize in-class time but still be able to work
personally with students. A colleague of mine suggested I try a website called “Kaizena” (n.d.).
Kaizena is an online editing tool that can also serve as a digital writing portfolio. When students
submit a writing assessment through Kaizena, both they and I can highlight or select specific
words or phrases within the text and add written and verbal comments to communicate how to
improve and negotiate sentence meaning, grammar tips, etc. We can also leave general notes and
comments to each other to create a dialogue about students’ writing or any questions we may
have. Kaizena allows me to directly reach a student and use technology that is user-friendly,
reviewable, and available inside and outside the classroom. In using Kaizena, the research
question I explored is: How does using Kaizena in the writing process impact students’
performance as well as confidence in writing?
No two students are the same and this tool allows me to individualize feedback to seek
out change in students’ written output. I want to show my students that their needs (personally in
confidence and academically in grammar) are important to me. My research was designed to
explore how use of this tool can give students a specific frame of reference for their own
individual and particular needs in writing improvement. Not every student is capable of
achieving an ‘A’ in class or scoring high marks; that goal is not realistic for all students. As a
teacher, I create a system by which students are able to see their progression and realize that they
are capable of improvement through effort and learning. In our district, we encourage the
students to have a ‘growth mindset’ in which they should value the progress of their learning
over time instead of individual achievements. This places value on effort in facing challenges in
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the bigger picture of expanding their knowledge and capabilities, rather than earning an ‘A’ for
the class. For writing, I would like to see my students acknowledge their progression and value
the learning process, rather than focus on their end grade. The growth mindset allows learners of
all levels to rise to individual challenges and value what they have learned and how it connects to
other skills in a bigger, real-life context (i.e., In French, improved writing skills can help
influence other language skills such as speaking or reading, which students could use in the ‘realworld’ with native speakers or culture.)
The name of this online editing tool Kaizena comes from the Japanese “Kai•zen” which
is a Japanese philosophy of continuous improvement. The philosophy of this tool is a great
companion to growth mindset, showing learners how they have progressed over time and to
value their improvements as well as how they can continue to improve. Having a growth mindset
in writing holds the potential to build confidence in students that can ameliorate their writing and
whereby they can see the progression of their skills. This mindset can be beneficial and
motivating to students of all skill levels, such that they can continually improve themselves and
their skills.
Espousing the ideals of growth, feedback, and differentiation via technology, this action
research endeavored to answer the questions: Will this explicit and reviewable feedback help
students identify and set their own personal goals for writing and overall language learner
improvement? Can feedback delivered via Kaizena be a possible aide in individualizing
education for students in working around the constraints of limited in-class time? I have a
personal investment in examining my own teaching and the growth of my students and this
action research process yielded multiple products that will help me shape the future of my class
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in a variety of ways. This could also benefit other teachers who may be looking for ways to reach
students individually but cannot spend large amounts of time doing so during the school day.
Literature Review
This literature review will be centered on the objectives behind Kaizena. This tool will be
explained in depth in the Methodology section of this action research, however it is important to
note that Kaizena is a tool through which a writer and a reader can create a dialogue about the
feedback regarding a certain text. The purpose of this tool is presented on the website
Kaizena.com; which focuses on the feedback a student can receive via its various functions:
High quality feedback means students are not only getting feedback, but also timely
feedback, personalized feedback, peer feedback, actionable feedback, continuous
feedback. Every teacher wants to help their students improve, but it’s impossible for them
to focus so deeply on the art of high quality feedback with every student for every skill in
every class. Our mission is to empower students to improve skills through feedback from
their peers and teachers (“Kaizena,” n.d.).
This literature review is focused on published research regarding the elements of Kaizena that
are purportedly beneficial to users. I have explored the revision step of the writing process and
its key elements: feedback, conferencing, and rewriting. Differentiating instruction and the use of
audio feedback in writing are key elements of Kaizena and are both factors that can impact
students’ writing process. The effects of differentiating instruction and the effectiveness of audio
feedback on students’ writing are addressed in this literature review. Additionally, Kaizena seeks
to “empower students to improve skills” (“Kaizena,” n.d.); this empowerment to improve
requires students to be open to the possibility of change in their performance and to embrace
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ownership as the catalyst to their own change. I have explored the idea of the growth mindset
versus a fixed mindset and how they affect students’ performance over time.
Growth Mindset
Kaizena’s philosophy of continual improvement shares a similar philosophy to that of the
growth mindset. A student’s mindset can have an important effect on his or her academic
engagement as well as academic success, especially at the high school level (Snipes & Loan,
2017). Carol Dweck (2008) is one of the foremost researchers of this concept and she states that
“students with this growth mindset believe that intelligence is a potential that can be realized
through learning. As a result, confronting challenges, profiting from mistakes, and persevering in
the face of setbacks becomes a way to get smarter” (p. 6). Students with a growth mindset value
effort and potential to learn over perceived intelligence and are willing to face challenges for the
sake of learning or their own personal goals (Dweck, 2007, 2008; Dweck, Walton, & Cohen,
2014). The growth mindset is in opposition to the ‘fixed mindset’. According to Dweck and her
co-authors, students with a fixed mindset believe that they naturally have a certain amount of
intelligence and may be unwilling to face challenges in learning because that may reflect badly
on the amount of intelligence, which they perceive that they already have (Dweck, 2007, 2008;
Dweck, Walton, & Cohen, 2014). A main difference between the two mindsets is the effort the
student is willing to put forth to continue learning. A student with a growth mindset will take on
challenges, work hard, and see setbacks as learning opportunities (Dweck, 2008). That is not to
say that the student with this mindset is eternally optimistic, but they believe that their abilities
will develop over time and their goals are based on learning rather than performing (Dweck,
2007, 2008; Dweck, Walton, & Cohen, 2014). This concept goes beyond self-efficacy, or
students’ beliefs that they can perform well or achieve a goal (Dweck, Walton, & Cohen, 2014).
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The growth mindset is not based on achievements, but rather resiliency to setbacks. If students
have a goal to perform well (fixed mindset), they are attempting to perform well to avoid
performing badly. Students with a growth mindset may set “mastery goals” or “learning goals”
that see improvement with effort and over time (Dweck, Walton, & Cohen, 2014). The main
goal of a student with a growth mindset is to learn, whereas a student with a fixed mindset may
only be focused on what they need to do in order to receive a certain grade (Dweck, 2007).
Growth mindset values tenacity and hard work over singular achievements; as best stated in
Dweck, Walton, and Cohen’s research: “students who are working with purpose feel that they
are learning so that they can become the kind of person they would like to be and contribute
something of value to the world. They are not simply memorizing material (that they soon
forget) to pass a test” (p. 10).
Changing students’ academic mindsets can motivate them towards their own success to
realize their own academic efforts and their personal goals (Snipes & Loan, 2017). Teachers also
have a role in creating an environment that promotes the growth mindset (Dweck, 2007, 2008;
Dweck, Walton, & Cohen, 2014; Meyer & Ryan 2010; Snipes & Loan, 2017). Teachers must be
aware of the types of praise and communications they give to students, because the beliefs of the
teachers or the type of praise given may affect students’ mindsets (Dweck, 2007, 2008; Dweck,
Walton, & Cohen, 2014; Meyer & Ryan, 2010; Snipes & Loan, 2017). Students who are praised
for their intelligence are less likely to seek out challenges in order to learn, and instead they will
choose to perform tasks in their comfort zone, on which they know they can perform well
(Dweck, Walton, & Cohen, 2014). Students who are praised for their effort are more willing to
try more difficult tasks and thereby maintain confidence and self-efficacy when faced with
challenges (Dweck, 2007). Educators can also influence students by teaching them about the
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growth mindset itself. When students were exposed to how their brain perceived challenges and
how they can learn over time, Dweck and her fellow researchers found that students felt
empowered by this knowledge, which translated to a positive correlation in grades and
confidence in their learning (Dweck, 2007, 2008; Dweck, Walton, & Cohen, 2014).
In the language classroom, students are constantly facing different challenges of learning
a new language. Mercer and Ryan (2010) worked with EFL students to gauge their opinions on
mindsets to learning English. Students involved with this research reported that teachers have an
influence over students’ mindsets and their perceived abilities. They advised that instead of
praising students’ natural language abilities, students would be more motived to be successful
through praise of their efforts and their emerging skills acquired through hard work in learning
the new language (Mercer & Ryan, 2010). Findings from students’ self-reports pointed to their
perceptions confirming teacher benefits; that keeping a growth mindset and persisting with hard
work would support learning a new language. In this study, students agreed that through keeping
a growth mindset and persisting to work hard, they would be able to learn a new language, but
added that having appropriate strategies and techniques of how to learn the new language were
also important (Mercer & Ryan, 2010). Mercer and Ryan suggest that educators use a variety of
instructional techniques and cultivate student reflection on their own skills to nurture the growth
mindset and motivate language learners.
Writing Process-Revision
In using Kaizena as a tool in the writing process, I have focused solely on steps
associated with the revision process; to include elements such as corrective feedback,
conferencing, and rewriting.
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Corrective Feedback. With respect to corrective feedback, Ghani and Ahmad (2016)
expressed that when language learners make errors, it is a sign that the language learning process
is taking place and that observing this process “is like a window through which a teacher can
peep into the mind of a learner” (p. 2). It is an inevitable fact that second language learners will
make mistakes in producing language. However, what happens in response to those errors is the
subject of debate. For this study, I will refer to teacher responses to these errors as “corrective
feedback” as defined by Ellis, Loewen, and Erlam:
Corrective feedback takes the form of responses to learner utterances that contain an
error. The responses can consist of a) an indication that an error has been committed, b)
provision of the correct target language form, or c) metalinguistic information about the
nature of the error, or any combination of these (2006, p. 340).
There are those who regard corrective feedback as ineffective (Truscott, 2007) or those who
propose reasons why corrective feedback from teachers may be viewed as ineffective (Egbert,
Huff, McNeil, Preuss, & Sellen, 2009; Ferris, Liu, Sinha, & Senna, 2013; Hyland & Hyland,
2006). According to these researchers, the reasons for which corrective feedback may be
ineffective are (a) students may misinterpret or do not understand the corrective feedback; (b)
teacher feedback could be inaccurate; and (c) the teacher corrects what they think the student
should say. These are all plausible explanations that attempt to communicate how feedback
could be rendered ineffective. Ferris, Liu, Sinha, and Senna (2013) conducted a study regarding
ESL student reception to written corrective feedback on texts written in the students’ second
language. Researchers concluded that for feedback to be effective to students, it should be
characterized as follows: (a) paired with discussion activities contextualized to individual student
needs in order to be relevant to students; (b) include clear and specific explanations with
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opportunities to ask questions; and (c) personalized in providing students insight to individual
writing strengths and needs.
Based on the recommendations of the Ferris, et al (2013) study (include opportunities for
teacher-student dialogue; and provide targeted, individualized feedback to students), in this
study, participants had the opportunity to indicate their feedback preferences and had the ability
to leave comments on specific parts of their written assignments or react to my comments. This
last function provided students the ability to ask questions if there was a misunderstanding of the
corrective feedback. My feedback was differentiated based on individual student work, making
the corrective feedback relevant to the students’ particular needs. This study took place over
several data collection cycles to provide many opportunities for correction. Students had the
ability and opportunities to ask questions if they believed a correction was inaccurate, or if they
wanted to use an alternative, yet comprehensible way of expressing an idea.
The debate of which type of corrective feedback is the most effective (explicit or
implicit) is also highly contested. While there are merits to both sides and scholars argue the use
of one over another (Amrhein & Nassaji, 2010; Egbert, et al., 2009; Egi, 2010; Ellis, et al.,
2006), many studies support the use of explicit feedback (Amrhein &Nassaji, 2010; Ellis, et al.,
2006; Ferris, et al., 2013; Ghani & Ahmad, 2016; Heift, 2004) Researchers supporting the use of
explicit feedback observe that the more explicit the corrective feedback, the more students are
able to ‘notice’ their errors. That is, explicit feedback helps the students realize there is a
problem with their utterance and that they need to make a change to be correct or understood
(Heift, 2004). In my study, the type of corrective feedback I delivered was based on the needs
and contexts of each student individually, designed to enhance ‘noticing’.
In their study of effective feedback practices for students writing in their second
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language, Hyland and Hyland (2006) observed that teachers, no matter whether the feedback is
explicit or implicit, felt obligated to give feedback, either due to students’ frustration at lack of
feedback, or teachers felt pressured to justify the given grade. Amrhein and Nassaji’s (2010)
study on written corrective feedback for students writing in their second language, remarked that
choice in corrective feedback could be a concern with respect to the teacher’s workload. Despite
frustration, pressure for grades, or amount of work, Ghani and Ahmad (2016) noted that teachers
believe corrective feedback is important to students in terms of growth. Corrective feedback, in
its various forms, is a staple in schools today and Ferris, et al. (2013) take a very practical
approach to this phenomenon. Ferris, et al.’s study attempted to determine how instructors could
provide effective, written corrective feedback to students on their written work in their second
language. After observing student responses to written corrective feedback, Ferris, et al. noted:
For most writing instructors, the questions around WCF [written corrective feedback] are
not if, but how best to provide it […] In other words, WCF is likely here to stay, so we
can most productively focus on questions about how to implement it as effectively as
possible (p. 308).
To follow the guidelines of effective corrective feedback from the findings of Ferris, et al. in my
study, students were able to indicate preference for the type of corrective feedback they felt was
most relevant to them in improving their French writing skills. Student voice in choice of
corrective feedback is highlighted across much of the literature I reviewed (Amrhein & Nassaji,
2010; Ferris, et al., 2013; Ghani & Ahmad, 2016). Student background, attitude, and motivation
can all play a part in determining the effectiveness of corrective feedback (Ferris, et al., 2013).
Numerous researchers observed that students found corrective feedback to be important and
wanted teacher input for accuracy (Amrhein & Nassaji, 2010; Ghani & Ahmad, 2016; Hyland &
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Hyland, 2006). Ferris, et al. (2013) found that students were very happy to receive helpful
corrective feedback and expressed that focused feedback, which detailed how their error patterns
changed or evolved over time was a positive part of their writing experience.
Student voice, which can be focused through a tool like Kaizena, can provide unique
guidance to each individual student. Egi (2010) notes this importance of individualized feedback
in terms of student uptake/post-reception of corrective feedback. Some students will respond
differently to different uptake moves; and for feedback to truly become effective, differentiation
between students must be taken into account.
Rewriting. Corrective feedback is not the only part of the revision process that this study
will include. Consistent with the perspective of Hyland and Hyland (2006) regarding repetitive
opportunities for revision, my study design will adhere to their position:
[w]e cannot, in other words, expect that a target form will be acquired either immediately
or permanently after it has been highlighted through feedback […] it needs time and
repetition before it can help learners to notice correct forms, compare these with their
own interlanguage and test their hypotheses about the target language (p. 85).
In order to provide the necessary time and opportunities for repetition of skills to encourage
student uptake of errors, implementing cycles of revision for writing assignments is an important
method. Both Hyland and Hyland (2006) as well as Ghani and Ahmad (2016) spoke to the
benefits of revision and the positive effects on student writing that have come from having
students revise their work once corrective feedback has been given. Revising writing
assignments allows students to demonstrate they can use teacher feedback and “[i]n processbased, learner-centered classrooms, for instance, it is seen as an important developmental tool
moving learners through multiple drafts towards the capability for effective self-expression”
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(Hyland & Hyland, 2006, p. 83).
When referencing the results of another study that included revisions and discussions on
errors in writing, Truscott (2007) conceded that rewriting is a natural part of the feedback and
revision process, even if he did continue to reiterate that “a finding correction-plus-rewriting is
(is not) helpful is clearly a finding that correction is (is not) helpful” (p. 259). Truscott purports
this practice to be the same as conferencing in conjunction with feedback. He claims that
teacher-student conferences regarding feedback should be a part of the natural writing process.
The steps of the writing process (corrective feedback, conferencing, revising) cannot each be
taken individually as separate interventions. Hyland and Hyland (2006) agree that the
relationship between corrective feedback and student improvement alone would be over
simplistic. Corrective feedback, communication (i.e., conferencing), and revision must all be
considered together as an essential part of the writing process.
Differentiated Instruction and Individual Attention
Through Kaizena, the steps of giving feedback and conferencing can be delivered
through the orally recorded and written responses posted asynchronously by students and
teachers. This communication can occur throughout the revision process at the convenience of
either party and is not restricted to class time or afterschool, when teacher-student conferencing
typically occurs. Scheduling and length of conference times in order to see all students who are
in need are barriers when trying to connect with students to improve their writing (Eckstein,
2013). Despite these constraints, teachers still view teacher-student writing conferences as a
valuable part of the writing process; they believe in the value on this practice, because
conferences with students can provide time to differentiate instruction (Eckstein, 2013; Shea,
2015). Through conferencing, teachers can target specific instructional concepts that need to be
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reviewed or retaught based on student need (Eckstein, 2013; Shea, 2015). With Kaizena, students
can leave comments on their own writing that indicate they need assistance or that they would
like to revise a certain aspect. Additionally, conferences can address overall needs of the
individual student, which extend beyond their writing skills such goal setting (Eckstein, 2013).
The opportunities for teacher and student interaction also strengthen rapport between teacher and
students (Eckstein, 2013). Fostering a better student-teacher relationship can be beneficial
beyond the students’ writing needs. Conferences can be a platform where teachers can
demonstrate their investment in student progress in writing as well as the student as a whole.
Kaizena allows for flexibility in collaborating with students, because the asynchronous
communication can work around the need to schedule specific times for one-on-one
conferencing. Furthermore, the teacher and student feedback is always connected to the
document, so students can go back and review exchanges and teacher explanations to help with
future writing assignments. Kaizena can provide a different avenue to access the social and
pedagogical benefits associated with conferencing.
All steps of the revision process (feedback, conferencing, and rewriting) are included to
meet the particular students and their writing needs. Findings from Ferris, et al. (2013) concluded
that students had positive reactions to having “repeated opportunities to receive clarification and
explanations” (p. 317) during interviews regarding their writing. Communication that is clear,
concise, and relevant plays a part, not only in feedback, but in the discussions on feedback as
well. Ferris, et al. conducted a study with ten ESL students who participated in essay prompts,
questionnaires, and retrospective interviews to study the effects of corrective feedback on their
writing. They concluded that students enjoyed the individual attention that came with
participating in this study. According to their study findings, the students who participated “not

16
KAIZENA AND STUDENT WRITING
only improved the accuracy of their writing but also exhibited greater confidence and a more
positive attitude than some of the other students” (p. 317). My study was designed to explore
whether similar individual and targeted feedback delivered via Kaizena could also have benefits
for student confidence as well as performance.
Audio Feedback
The types of feedback delivered via Kaizena are made possible through the tools that are
available on this web application. One of the key functions of Kaizena is the capability to leave
audio feedback on students’ work. Teachers and students are able to record comments or
questions attached to a specific highlighted part of the students’ text. Many studies have tested
the effectiveness of audio feedback on students’ writing (Bunyan, King, & McGugan, 2008;
Cann 2014; Curran & Lunt, 2010; Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Rotheram, 2009). Numerous studies
haves been conducted that employ the use of audio feedback to student work in order measure
the effectiveness of the audio feedback on teacher time commitment/management, quality of
feedback, and student engagement (Bunyan, King, & McGugan, 2008; Cann, 2014; Curran &
Lunt, 2010; Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Rotheram, 2009).
Through their research in comparing students’ opinions on written versus audio feedback,
Curran & Lunt (2010) determined that one minute of audio feedback was equal to six minutes of
writing feedback. Their findings imply that teachers would be able to provide more feedback in a
quicker manner. However, other studies were unable to determine whether audio feedback was a
more effective use of teachers’ time than written feedback, due to the variables of teachers’
familiarity with the technology being used, as well as the length of commentary provided by
teachers (Bunyan, King, & McGugan, 2008; Cann, 2014; Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Rotheram,
2009). When considering the use of audio feedback, Rotheram (2009) suggests that this method
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is most effective when the teacher, or person doing the commentary, is comfortable with the
technology to deliver the feedback; writes slowly but can record quickly; commits to providing a
substantial amount of feedback; and has a quick and easy way to deliver the audio feedback.
Those who used audio feedback with their students in their investigations found that this
method allowed them to give more detailed and quality feedback to students, which could not
have been explained as well or could not be delivered via written comments (Bunyan, King, &
McGugan, 2008; Cann 2014; Curran & Lunt, 2010; Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Rotheram, 2009).
Audio files allowed them to elaborate and explain concepts for which space is limited with
written comments (Bunyan, King, & McGugan, 2008). As Curran and Lunt explain:
The spoken word can possess greater emphasis than the written word and the points
made can be more pointed […] This is, we believe, one of the most significant
advantages of audio feedback as the audio monolog can use a wider, richer and more
direct vocabulary than formal written English permits (p. 764).
Curran and Lunt found in their research that 75% of students believed that audio feedback was
more detailed than written. Moreover, 92% of students in their research wanted to receive audio
feedback with future assignments. Furthermore, students who received audio feedback were able
to implement that feedback more effectively, because the audio provided clarity and could
explain why something needed to be fixed in a students’ work, a finding also indicated in the
research of Merry and Orsmond (2008). In Merry and Orsmond’s research that observed student
reactions and opinions to receiving audio feedback to written work, students were very engaged
with the audio feedback, and all students in the study were able to listen to their audio feedback
while reviewing their submitted assignment. Specifically, 12 of the 15 students involved in the
research were able to alter or make revisions to their work while they listened to the feedback a
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second or third time.
In Cann’s (2014) research using audio feedback via different technology systems, three
different methods of delivering audio feedback were used: Turnitin GradeMark, Dropbox,
Soundcloud. These systems all involve uploading audio files and having students access or
download files. Cann found that students were reluctant to use the audio feedback if they had
trouble accessing or download files to hear feedback. Despite technological issues, the majority
of students in studies where audio feedback was provided were engaged by and felt positively
about audio feedback (Bunyan, King, & McGugan, 2008; Cann, 2014; Curran & Lunt, 2010;
Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Rotheram, 2009). Based on student responses on surveys and
interviews, numerous researchers found that students enjoyed the personal nature of the voice
comments and felt a positive connection with the person giving the feedback (Bunyan, King, &
McGugan, 2008; Curran & Lunt, 2010; Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Rotheram, 2009;). Students
enjoyed the personal connection and noted that the person commenting on their work had
carefully considered the feedback they were providing (Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Rotheram,
2009). Only one or two participants in both Rotheram and Merry and Orsmond’s studies reported
that they would have liked to have both spoken and written feedback to supplement each other.
Researchers also found that multiple students who received audio feedback indicated that it was
helpful to listen to the feedback multiple times, or to go back to the feedback to review it again
(Bunyan, King, & McGugan, 2008; Cann, 2014; Merry & Orsmond, 2008).
Additional benefits of audio feedback were found in Rotheram’s (2009) research where
students who spoke English as a second language enjoyed the benefits of practicing their
listening skills, while hearing their feedback for their course. A dyslexic student who took part in
the study expressed that it was easier to listen to feedback rather than to read feedback. Students
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could use the audio feedback and apply other skills (speaking, listening, reading etc.), or
supplement their own needs with the use of audio feedback. When observing student reactions to
the use of audio feedback, Curran and Lunt’s (2010) student surveys revealed that 88% of
students involved stated that audio feedback could help them overall with their coursework.
These sources informed the study design for this action research, which sought to answer
the question: How does using Kaizena in the writing process impact students’ performance as
well as confidence in writing?
Methodology
Participants and Setting
The Lindbergh School District is located in St. Louis, Missouri, in St. Louis County. In
2016, Lindbergh High School enrolled 2,059 students ranging from ninth through twelfth grade.
Our student body is comprised of 86.6% of students who identify as “white” and only 14.4%
percent of students qualify for free and reduced lunch. The composite ACT score for 2016 was
22.6. At Lindbergh High School there are two full-time French teachers and one French and
business teacher who offer courses starting at French 1 through French 5 AP/IB. There is a twotiered honors vs. ‘regular’ system that begins after French 1. The French program had 12
sections of courses taught during the time period of this research. Typically, students enrolled in
French classes are predominately female. Class sizes range from eight students to 28 depending
on level and yearly enrollment.
This research focuses on my French 3 Honors classes, of which there were two sections
with a combined total of 37 students. The majority of French 3 Honors students continue to the
AP/IB French 4 and 5 classes. Twenty of these 37 students chose to participate in the research,
and all but six of the participants will continue on to French 4 Honors classes next year. In the
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fourth cycle of the writing assessments, two students were found cheating. This invalidated their
results for their writing assessments in cycle 4 as their writing “performance” was not their own.
However, these participants’ comments on other cycles’ writing assessments, their opinions on
their confidence in writing, and their views on the use of Kaizena in the writing process remain
valid parts of this study.
Instruments and Materials
Explanation of Kaizena. Kaizena is an online editing tool with its name coming from
the Japanese “Kai•zen” reflecting the Japanese philosophy of continuous improvement. The tool,
Kaizena, promotes this idea of continuous improvement in a number of ways. When a teacher
creates a Kaizena account, he or she creates a ‘class’ for students to join and then creates
‘conversations’ with each student. This establishes two paths of communication for the teacher.
Teachers can post content to the class as a whole (including but not limited to: written
comments, spoken comments, documents, etc.), which could also incorporate general notes or
specific rubrics to each individual student. For this writing process in my research, students
posted their documents in their conversation with me, such that all posts could only be accessed
between us. Once a document is uploaded, Kaizena kept a scrolling log of comments, as well as
a way to access each uploaded document separately. This organization creates a writing portfolio
where students can look back to see previous comments that have been posted or to take stock of
the progress they have made through each new writing opportunity.
As for the individual document, both students and teachers have the ability to select parts
of the text and leave comments. Once a part of the text is highlighted, the user (whether teacher
or student) has the ability to leave a written comment, a voice comment, a lesson (for students to
go back and review a video or notes created by a teacher), or a skill. For example, if there is a

21
KAIZENA AND STUDENT WRITING
reoccurring skill that seems repetitive to explain, a teacher may highlight the error and create a
code that prompt students toward the needed content or skill related to that error, i.e., pronoun
agreement, capitalization, etc. For the purposes of this study, only voice comments and written
comments were used for feedback. Students were also able to highlight parts of a text and leave
comments that directed me to a specific issue (e.g., confirmation on word choice, not
understanding how to explain an idea, etc.). The ability for students and teachers to be able to
communicate on specific student-selected text allows for individualized targeted feedback, based
on the particular needs of the student. This tool was also used to create individual feedback on
writing as a whole or to address specific needs. This is another communication tool provided by
Kaizena that teachers and students can use to negotiate meaning of specific written skills as well
as discuss overall language issues or future student needs that can be addressed by the teacher as
evidenced by students’ work. Kaizena also allows for multiple views and reviews on individual
comments or assignments. This multiple passes feature serves as a tool for reflection on writing
progression throughout the use of Kaizena.
Instruments. Participants completed the Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire (Appendix A)
to establish a baseline level of participants’ confidence and areas of concern in French, which
was compared to their confidence in writing later appraised in the Post-Study Survey
Questionnaire (Appendix E). In the Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire there are five Likert-scale
survey items, which asked students to evaluate their confidence in writing prior to the study.
There are two open-ended questions pertaining to writing, and one about the use of technology in
writing. This instrument addressed the confidence and use of technology aspects of the research
question: How does using Kaizena in the writing process impact students’ performance as well
as confidence in writing? Responses to this instrument demonstrated participants’ opinions of
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their confidence in writing skills and their perceived ability to improve, as well as their thoughts
about using technology in the writing process before using Kaizena or beginning the study.
Participants completed writing assessments for each cycle during this study. After writing
their text and directly before submitting their writing assessment, participants completed the
Writer’s Memo (Appendix B): a questionnaire where participants explained the process and
opinions they had while completing the writing assessment. The Writer’s Memo was designed to
provide me with information on the participants’ individual needs in writing and how confident
they felt in their writing at the time. The Writer’s Memo consisted of five open-ended questions.
These questions targeted participants’ areas of concerns while writing, which I was able to
address when providing feedback.
I provided feedback on the writing assessment with my written and spoken comments
using the editing tool Kaizena. I evaluated participants’ writing performance using the PALS
Rubric (Appendix C), an analytic writing rubric that measures six domains of written work: task
completion, comprehensibility, level of discourse, vocabulary, language control, and mechanics.
For the purposes of this study, I chose to examine the domains ‘language control,’ ‘vocabulary’
and ‘level of discourse’ on the PALS Rubric. Language control refers to students’ ability to use
appropriate language structures correctly (e.g., sentence construction, gender agreement, verb
conjugations, etc.). The vocabulary section of the rubric evaluates students’ ability to use
vocabulary appropriate to their level (in this case French 3) and their thematic unit. In this
section, I examined if were students able to demonstrate their ability to use new vocabulary as
well as to repurpose old vocabulary learned in previous units, in order to complete the task at
hand (described more fully in the Data Analysis section). Level of discourse refers to
participants’ use of sentence variety, transition words, etc. In each domain, scores range from 4
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to 1; a score of 4indicates that the participant exceeds expectations and a score of 1 indicates that
the participant does not meet expectations.
After submitting the revised version of the writing assessment, participants completed the
instrument entitled Reflection (Appendix D). The Reflection consisted of five open-ended
questions regarding feedback and technology use. Results from the Reflection questionnaire
evaluated if the feedback provided was meaningful to the student, did the student take notice of
the feedback, and can/how will the student use feedback to enhance future performances.
Additionally, questions on the Reflection addressed how students used the functions available on
Kaizena and how Kaizena affected their writing process.
After the last writing assessment for this study, students completed the Post-Study Survey
Questionnaire (Appendix E). This survey questionnaire featured four of the five Likert-scale
items previously used in the Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire (Appendix A). The fifth item in the
Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire (Appendix A) addressed the use of technology in the writing
process, whereas the fifth item in the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire (Appendix E) explicitly
addressed the use of Kaizena in the writing process. There were three open-ended questions on
the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire, which addressed opinions about three important topics.
The first question asked the participant about the effectiveness and meaningfulness of the type of
feedback used in corrections. The second question addressed what the participant thinks about
writing in French, a duplicate item from the Pre-Study Survey-Questionnaire (Appendix A) that
allowed the results to be compared. The third question explicitly addressed what the participant
liked or did not like about using Kaizena.
Research Design
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For my action research project, I used a mixed-method approach. Quantitative data were
obtained via Likert-scale survey items regarding participants’ opinions on writing and perceived
ability to grow in their writing performance. Additionally, I tracked participants’ writing
performance scores in the domains of language control, vocabulary, and level of discourse for
each chapter’s writing assessment using the PALS Rubric (Appendix C). Results from collected
quantitative data served to address the student performance in regard to language accuracy as
posed in my research question: “How does using Kaizena in the writing process impact
participants’ performance as well as confidence in writing?”
Qualitative data were collected to examine participants’ perceptions over the course of
the study in several categories: (a) Student Performance Accuracy: students’ ability to notice
grammatical inaccuracies and value grammatical accuracy, (b) Student Performance Confidence:
students’ confidence and beliefs regarding their capabilities of growth in French writing through
the view of the growth mindset, (c) Technology: students’ perception on meaningfulness of
Kaizena technology in the writing process and (d) Individualized Instruction: students’
perceptions that feedback was meaningful to their own work. Throughout the study I made notes
in a Teacher-Researcher Journal to document in-class and outside-of-class observations, which
served as qualitative data as well.
The instruments of the study provided results to specific sections of my research
question: How does using Kaizena in the writing process impact students’ performance as well
as confidence in writing?
Data Collection
After consent forms were collected from participants in the beginning of the school year
(August), participants completed the Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire (Appendix A). This tool
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served to collect baseline data via a Google form on the participants’ perceived confidence, their
opinions, and their personal goals in writing at the beginning of this school year. Two cycles
took place in the first semester (beginning of September and the end of October) and two cycles
occurred in the second semester (end of January and beginning of March).
In total, there were four cycles of data collection. Each cycle of data collection began
when students submitted an assigned writing assessment. Before submission of the writing
assessment, participants completed The Writer’s Memo (Appendix B) via Google form, which
allowed them to reflect on the beginning of their writing process without teacher feedback or a
grade. Students had the opportunity to highlight or leave comments on specific parts of their
writing assessment in order for me to notice and in turn provide them with targeted, meaningful
feedback. These could be elements they had trouble within their writing or a section they were
proud of completing. The goal of delivering targeted feedback is that students find the feedback
more directly meaningful and therefore take notice in the corrections given. Data collected from
the Writer’s Memo (Appendix B) guided me in generating targeted feedback when editing their
writing assessments to address the participants’ specific concerns during each cycle. It provided
me with the opportunity to give participants personalized, meaningful feedback and I was able
expressly target the areas they perceived to be important or where they required assistance.
The next step in data collection took place during each cycle as I graded participants’
assignments using the PALS Rubric (Appendix C) and recorded quantitative data on each
participant’s writing performance in grammar accuracy, vocabulary (specifically unit and
language level-appropriate vocabulary), and level of discourse (sentence complexity, the ability
to recycle concepts from previous knowledge). These areas of writing performance correspond to
the categories ‘language control,’ ‘vocabulary,’ and ‘level of discourse’ from the PALS Rubric.
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Participants received a score of 4 through 1 in each domain of the rubric, where a score of 1
indicates does not meet expectations and 4 indicates exceeds expectations. The scores in these
three domains were collected and recorded throughout the research period (four cycles).
Participants then reviewed my written and audio feedback (in the form of corrections,
questions, and comments) and had the opportunity to submit a revised version of their writing
assessment based on the feedback provided. Participants had one week to review the feedback
and make revisions. If students had questions about feedback, they could ask, or leave comments
via Kaizena to the original assignment. This weeklong time frame allowed for a dialogue
between teacher and student about corrections, needs, or any questions the student may have had.
Additionally, participants completed the Reflection (Appendix D) via Google form,
through which they were asked about their reactions to individualized feedback, their willingness
to positively change in their own writing performance, how they revised their writing, and their
perceptions of the use of Kaizena as a technology tool in writing progress. Again, this reflection
process occurred over four cycles.
Upon completion of all four cycles, participants completed a survey questionnaire via
Google form, the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire (Appendix E). As described above, the Likert
scale survey questions were identical to the questions from the Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire
(Appendix A). The open-ended questions addressed participants’ opinions on their confidence in
writing, their ability to write in French at the end of French 3, as well as their use of and their
perceptions of Kaizena in the writing process.
In terms of another key source of qualitative data, my thoughts and observations and
thoughts were recorded throughout the entire study in my Teacher-Researcher Journal. This
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instrument allowed me to record my observations pre-study, during the four cycles of the study,
and post study.
Table 1
Data Collection and Analysis Time Table
Data Source

Pre-Study

Consent Form

✔

Survey-Questionnaire

✔X

Cycle 1

Cycle 2

Cycle 3

Cycle 4

Post-Study
✔X

Writer’s Memo

✔X

✔X

✔X

✔X

Writing Assessment

✔X

✔X

✔X

✔X

✔X

✔X

✔X

✔X

✔X

✔X

✔X

✔X

(PALS Rubric )
Reflection
Teacher-Researcher

✔

✔X

Journal
Note. “✔” denotes when data were collected and “X” indicates when data were analyzed

Data Analysis
In examining my research question “How does using Kaizena in the writing process
impact participants’ performance as well as confidence in writing?” I developed three categories
of analysis through which to interpret data results and determine findings. These categories are
Student Performance Accuracy, Student Performance Confidence, and Technology. These three
categories represent the performance impact, the confidence impact, and the technological
impact that Kaizena has on the students’ writing process.
Student Performance Accuracy pertains to students’ progress in the areas of grammar, the
quality and quantity of use of vocabulary, and level of discourse (variety in sentence structure,
transitions etc.) in their writing assignments. Quantitative data related to Student Performance
Accuracy were collected through the PALS Rubric (Appendix C). I tracked participant scores
over the four cycles of this study in three of the six domains of the rubric: language control, level
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of discourse, and vocabulary. I analyzed how the continued use of Kaizena in the writing process
affected the participants’ writing performance in these three domains. For each domain, a student
could receive a score of 1 does not meet expectations through 4 exceeds expectations. I noted if
the participants’ performance scores were affected positively, negatively, or if the participants
maintained their level over time. A detailed description of my analytical procedures for these
positive, negative, and maintaining designations follows.
If participants were consistent or maintained their score over four cycles, (at a score of
three or above) I would consider this a positive outcome. Specifically, I designated a
performance as positive if the participants were able to synthesize new information (vocabulary,
specific grammar structure) and performed consistently at grade level expectations. If the
participants maintained their score below three, I was compelled to identify other interventions
that might better affect positive change in their writing. If the participants improved, I considered
this a positive outcome. This improvement indicated that the participant was able to add new
material to their arsenal as well as show prior knowledge and depth of knowledge of the
material. If the participants did not show improvement, I did not designate it as a positive
outcome, but rather a negative outcome.
The second major category of analysis, Student Performance Confidence, refers to
students’ beliefs that they can make or have made progress in their writing. I attributed student
confidence to their ability to demonstrate ‘growth mindset’ (the ability of students to value
progression/improvement of skills) about writing in French. Did the participant believe they
could improve their writing? Did they notice they were making progress?
In order to measure Student Performance Confidence, quantitative data were collected via
Google form for the Pre-and Post-Study Survey Questionnaires (Appendices A & E). The survey
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questionnaires featured growth mindset inspired Likert scale items (e.g., “I have confidence that
I can improve my French writing skills.”), which were designed to measure if a student believes
improvement is or was possible in their writing. Results were analyzed to compare participants’
thoughts from the pre- and post-study survey administrations.
Qualitative data were collected from a variety of sources. Continuing with Pre- and PostStudy Survey Questionnaire results, participants responded to open-ended questions regarding
their opinions of their ability to write in French. Responses indicating that growth or progress
was possible in their writing pertained to Student Performance Confidence. For the open-ended
question, “What are your thoughts about writing in French?” presented on both the Pre- and
Post-Study Survey Questionnaire, I sorted the participants’ results into three categories: positive,
neutral, and negative. These categories are explained as follows:
Positive: Participants liked or enjoyed writing in French. Example participant responses
include: “I enjoy writing in French because it expands my knowledge of a foreign language and
it makes me look smarter in front of my friends and family” and “I like writing in French and I
usually do not find it difficult.”
Neutral: Participants compared their skills in writing to another skill (i.e., speaking,
reading, etc.) or used the phrase “I like writing, but…” and included doubts they had about their
skills. For example: “I am better at writing than speaking.” or “When I write in french [sic] I like
to double check, but I am not that confident into it.”
Negative: Participants expressed their dislike for writing in French or indicated that they
did not perceive themselves as good writers. Participant examples include: “I feel i [sic] am not
the best at it” and “I am not very confident with my writing.”
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The Writer’s Memo (Appendix B) served as a pre-assessment self-evaluation
questionnaire on students’ own writing. The Writer’s Memo elicited questionnaire responses
indicating participants’ views on improvement, progress, or growth in writing, in response to the
question “What do you think you did well on in this assignment?” The results of the Writer’s
Memo were used by me to inform the ongoing study procedures and help interpret PALS Rubric
scores to help explain why a student may have performed/received a certain score on their
writing assessments. I provided individualized feedback to participants based on what they
wished the reader to notice in their writing and/or the features participants wanted to improve. I
looked at participants’ areas of concern on their assessments before grading, so I could address
concerns individually, as well as identify commonalities among participants.
Qualitative results from the Reflection (post-assessment self-evaluation questionnaire of
students’ own writing) were coded for each of the categories of analysis (Student Performance
Accuracy, Student Performance Confidence, and Technology). Open-ended questions (items 1,
2, 4, and 5 in Appendix D) gave students the opportunity to indicate if they perceived
improvement, progress, or growth in their writing. Keywords like “improve” or references to
how prior performance affected the current performance (i.e., “last time I…”), or references to
future assessments (i.e., “I will learn more for…”) were used as demonstrations of participants’
confidence that they could improve their writing.
For the Technology category of analysis, quantitative data were collected from the PostStudy Survey Questionnaire (Appendix D) responses to the Likert scale statement “Corrections
from my teacher on Kaizena helped me improve my writing.” These data results were collected
and graphed to demonstrate overall student opinions on the use of Kaizena in the writing process.
Further, student opinions on Kaizena’s perceived impact on students’ writing process were
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analyzed with qualitative data from this instrument. For example, responses to the question
“What did you enjoy/not enjoy about using Kaizena?” indicated which functions were
helpful/not helpful that specifically involve the Kaizena web application functions used in the
revision process. Students’ opinions of the most effective uses of Kaizena were analyzed at the
end of the study to reveal which functions of Kaizena were ultimately helpful or used by
students. Throughout the study, Reflection (Appendix D) responses to the question “How did
you use Kaizena to review and revise your assignment?” as well as responses to the Reflection
question “Did you find the feedback helpful? Why/why not?” (which directly mention Kaizena
or its functions) demonstrated which functions of Kaizena improved or hindered/did not affect
students’ writing process.
All responses to open-ended items in the Reflection (Appendix D) as well as in the PostStudy Survey Questionnaire were coded in the same fashion, as explained here. First, I
summarized the participants’ responses into a list of ways participants use Kaizena to revise.
Then I created sub-categories of coding, where I differentiated which uses were actions in the
revision process that a participant would typically take to review an assessment in any class (i.e.,
I look at the corrections the teacher made). I separated these actions from the writing process
actions enhanced by Kaizena (i.e., I listened to voice comments; I made comments on my own
original paper). This helped me distinguish between the typical revision process functions and
the use of Kaizena in the revision process. The frequency references to participant use for each
function are presented and discussed in the Findings section.
For each cycle of the study, participants were required to use Kaizena to submit
assessments online; make comments or ask questions using the Kaizena functions; read and
listen to feedback; and submit a revised copy of the assessment. The number of highlights used
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or questions participants asked were voluntary. Some participants took advantage of the Kaizena
web application tools, whereas, others did not. However, this study focuses particularly on the
participant responses/opinions to the different Kaizena functions used or the students’ perceived
value of Kaizena functions. That is, participants’ opinions of the usefulness or impact of Kaizena
on their writing is more informative in understanding the impact of Kaizena on the participant’s
individual writing process. (i.e., A participant may have used several functions of Kaizena, but
only found a few of those functions impacted their progress in writing.) Moreover, examining
participants’ perceptions more fully addresses the research question: How does using Kaizena in
the writing process impact students’ performance as well as confidence in writing?
A subcategory that pertains to all of the previous categories of analysis is Individualized
Instruction. This subcategory pertains to the students’ perspective that their individual needs in
regards to progress in writing were met. A student’s needs may be grammatical, may relate to
confidence in writing, or may be technology related. An individual student’s perceived need
might be strictly grammatical (i.e., Was corrective feedback needed?). Or if an individual student
attempted a new grammatical structure, could I teach them something new that pertained to their
level and the context of their assessment? A student’s need might be under the category of
confidence (i.e., Was feedback supportive, empowering, or individualized to help the continual
progress of a student reach their potential in writing?). An individual student’s perceived need
might also be technology related since Kaizena provided the opportunity for students to
communicate with me, their teacher, one-on-one, for specific questions.
Qualitative data collected from the Reflection (Appendix D) were sorted into five total
groups: growth, grammar, technology, individual attention, and cycle specific/ too vague.
‘Growth’ refers to student references to the growth mindset. Participants’ responses elicited their
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goals for future assessments, the progress they have made in writing, past or future
improvements, or their ability to notice their own progress. ‘Grammar’ refers to students’
perceptions of their grammar accuracy needs or accomplishments. Participants mentioned
specific grammar or writing skills they were able to use, needed to be able to use, or learned
during a particular cycle or over the course of the four cycles. Any participant references to
Kaizena functions were coded under ‘technology.’ Responses coded for ‘individual attention’
were those indicating how students’ individual needs were met in varying domains (e.g., writing
skills, grammar, details, goals for the future, growth etc.). Any responses that were too vague to
classify (i.e., “I think I did good”), because they did not provide context or detail, or responses
where content only applied to the assessment of a particular cycle and were not
transferable/comparable between cycles, were coded under ‘cycle specific/ too vague.’ While I
was coding of responses, I also recorded the number of times a participants’ comment was coded
for a specific code category. Some student responses could be sorted into multiple code
categories. I then graphed the percentage of mentions of each of the five code groups received by
cycle for questions 1, 2, and 4 of the Reflection. This allowed me to see which code was most
important to students for each of the questions in each of the cycles (i.e., Was grammar accuracy
more important to students than their noticing of their progress in writing?)
Findings
For the research question: How does using Kaizena in the writing process impact
students’ performance as well as confidence in writing? I will present the findings as drawn from
collected data over of this research in three categories: Student Performance Accuracy, Student
Performance Confidence, and Technology. The Reflection (Appendix D) elicited results, which
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touch on all of these categories and will be presented following presentation of results related to
the three categories, as stand-alone domains.
Student Performance Accuracy.
Student Performance Accuracy addresses students’ writing progress over four cycles in
the areas of grammar accuracy, quality/quantity use of vocabulary, and level of discourse
(variety in sentence structure, transitions etc.). Student writing assignments were evaluated with
the PALS Rubric (Appendix C), of which language control, vocabulary, and level of discourse
are three separate domains. I tracked the scores in these three domains for each student’s
assessments over four cycles. Each cycle included a writing assessment with a different prompt
and writing style, according to the material pertaining to the specific chapter. For example, Cycle
1’s writing style and prompt comprised a postcard reviewing vacation terms and various tenses
learned the previous year, whereas Cycle 4’s writing style and prompt involved a blog describing
the writer’s daily routine using reflexive verbs.
According to the PALS Rubric, a score of 1 designates does not meet expectations, 2
means almost meets expectations, 3 indicates meets expectations, and 4 designates exceeds
expectations. The averages of all the participants’ scores across the three domains over four
cycles are shown below.
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Average of Participants’ Scores in Three
Domains
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Figure 1. Shows results from PALS Rubric over four cycles
The participants’ average score increased in all three domains over four cycles. In the
domains of language control and there was a 23% increase in the level of discourse domain. The
participants’ average score in the vocabulary domain was maintained over three cycles, but
increased 16% for Cycle 4. Participants’ average score for language control also increased, this
time by 20%. The average performance scores increased from Cycle 1 to the average scores in
Cycle 4 in all three domains.
The following table demonstrates the change in students’ performance, as measured by
scores in the three domains in which student progression was evaluated over four cycles. Twenty
students participated in this research. Unfortunately, two of the participants cheated on the Cycle
4 writing assessment and rendered their Cycle 4 data results invalid for this study. This is the
reason for two different participant numbers across cycles, as seen in the Total Number of
Students row in Table 2.
Table 2
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Student performance progression between cycles: PALS Rubric- Language Control
Cycle 1 to 2
Number and
percentage of students
whose score
improved
Number and
percentage of students
who maintained their
score
Number and
percentage of students
who did not show
improvement
Total Number of
Students /cycle

Cycle 2 to 3

Cycle 3 to 4

Cycle 1 to 4

8

40%

7

35%

11

61%

13

72%

8

40%

8

40%

6

33%

4

22%

4

20%

5

25%

1

6%

20

20

18

1

6%
18

Language Control in French 3 Honors shifts as a new type of grammar structure is
introduced in each cycle (Cycle 1- review of French 2, Cycle 2- passé composé and imparfait
tenses, Cycle 3- comparatives and superlatives, Cycle 4- reflexive verbs in the present tense). In
previous years of teaching and again during these four cycles, I observed in student written work
that accurate use of the past tense, as well as language control of comparatives and superlatives
was challenging for French 3 Honors students and this study’s participants. For this period of
more challenging language structures (from Cycle 3 to Cycle 4), 33% percent of participants
maintained scores, and 6% of participants did not show improvement. In contrast, Cycle 4’s
writing assessment was in the present tense with reflexive verbs. In participant responses to the
Writer’s Memo for Cycle 4, they indicated feeling comfortable with the present tense and
reflexive verbs in the question “What do you think you did well?”. Participants’ feelings of
confidence in their language skills in the present tense may explain the increase of students who
improved, and only 6% of participants (one participant) that did not improve their language
control score. Overall, after four cycles, 72% of participants were able to improve their language
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control score; whereas 22% percent of participants (4 participants of 18) that maintained their
score did so by maintaining a score of 3.5, which is between 3 meeting expectations and 4
exceeding expectations.
Table 3
Student performance progression between cycles: PALS Rubric- Vocabulary
Cycle 1 to 2
Number and
percentage of students
whose score
improved
Number and
percentage of students
who maintained their
score
Number and
percentage of students
who did not show
improvement
Total Number of
students/ cycle

Cycle 2 to 3

Cycle 3 to 4

Cycle 1 to 4

9

45%

5

25%

15

83%

11

61%

2

15%

6

35%

2

11%

3

17%

8

40%

8

40%

1

6%

20

20

18

4

22%
18

There was immediate increase in performance scores in vocabulary from the Cycle 1
writing assessment to the Cycle 2 writing assessment. 45% of participants improved their scores
from Cycle 1 to Cycle 2. Through students’ written work and comments in the participants’
responses to the Writer’s Memo, I observed that Cycle 3’s assessment was difficult for most
students in terms of using new vocabulary to show what they knew from this chapter’s material;
this may have been a factor in the decreased number of students who improved from Cycle 2 to 3
(45% from Cycles 1 to 2 and 25% from Cycles 2 to 3). The 35% of students who maintained
their scores from cycles 2 to 3 all maintained scores of 3 or 3.5 which meets expectations
according to the PALS Rubric. Cycle 4’s vocabulary and grammar were closely related and I
observed in students’ written work that they were able to use a lot of additional vocabulary for
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this cycle. In their Writer’s Memo responses to the question “What did you do well?”
participants responded that due to the writing assessment being in present tense, they felt
comfortable using a wide variety of vocabulary and creative sentences (e.g., “I used a lot of
reflexive verbs, and tried to say things with words I know”; “One thing I did well in this
assignment was that I used plenty of reflexive verbs”; and “I feel like I had a good combination
of new and old vocabulary”). These student comments (qualitative data results) support the
results from the vocabulary rubric scores, showing a positive increase from Cycles 1 to 4.
Overall, 61% of participants were able to improve their use of vocabulary in their writing from
Cycles 1 to 4. The 17% of participants (3 of 18 participants) who maintained their vocabulary
score from Cycle 1 to 4, maintained scores of 3 or 4 (3 meets expectations, or 4 exceeds
expectations according to the PALS rubric).
Table 4
Student performance progression between cycles: PALS Rubric- Level of discourse
Number and
percentage of students
whose score improved
Number and
percentage of students
who maintained their
score
Number and
percentage of
participants who did
not show
improvement
Total number of
participants/cycle:

Cycle 1 to 2

Cycle 2 to 3

Cycle 3 to 4

8

40%

8

40%

9

50%

16

89%

10

50%

5

25%

9

50%

1

5.5%

2

10%

7

35%

0

0%

1

5.5%

20

20

18

Cycle 1 to 4

18

Level of discourse refers to the complexity of students’ sentences and the variation of
sentence constructions. Of the three domains observed, the scores in the level of discourse
domain showed the greatest increase from Cycle 1 to Cycle 4 (89% of participants). According
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to descriptive criteria in the PALS Rubric, students who increase their level of discourse score
are able to make sentences that are more complex and employ a variety of sentence
constructions. Yet, there was an increase in number of students that did not show improvement
in level of discourse from Cycle 2 to 3. Supporting these results from the scores are student work
and participant responses to the Writer’s Memo for Cycles 2 and 3. As evidenced in these data,
six of the 20 participants self-reported that they needed to work on “more complex sentences,”
“variety of sentences,” or needed to “add more detail.” However, Cycle 4’s assessment was in
the present tense and students were more comfortable being creative and using a wide variety of
ideas and constructions. In their Cycle 4 Writer’s Memos, participants’ responses to the question
“What do you think you did well?” included “Adding details and transition words to the blog”; “I
feel like I had a good use of details!”; and “I tried new things and tried to use more than enough
objects and verbs.” In comparing the change in scores from Cycles 3 to 4 in the domain of level
of discourse, seven of the nine participants who maintained their score (39% of all participants)
did so, because they had already reached the maximum score of 4 exceeds expectations on the
PALS Rubric in Cycle 3 and were able to maintain that level of writing in Cycle 4. After four
cycles, 16 of the 18 valid participants had improved their scores over time, from Cycle 1 to
Cycle 4. This domain saw the most participants improve from Cycle 1 to Cycle 4. As evidenced
from their PALS Rubric scores over four cycles and the overall quality of work I observed via
Kaizena and noted in my Teacher-Researcher Journal, level of discourse was a domain where I
observed positive change in students’ written assessments through the use of Kaizena. I delivered
audio feedback to students about the repetition of words/expressions, the flow of sentences or
paragraphs, and the authenticity of their written language (i.e., sounding like they translated a
sentence directly from English versus how to express themselves in the way a francophone
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person would express themselves). From Table 4 we can see that level of discourse was one of
the domains in which students steadily increased their performance scores over the four cycles of
assessments. Moreover, considering the participants’ averaged scores across domains (see Figure
1), the percentage of change over time (from Cycle 1 to Cycle 4) was greatest in level of
discourse. Whereas the level of discourse domain showed a 23% increase in performance over
time, language control showed a 20% increase, and vocabulary a 16% increase.
Student Performance Confidence.
Whereas students’ writing may not earn them high scores on writing, their confidence in
their own capabilities is important to their success in continual improvement of their writing
skill. To measure student confidence, I focused on the growth mindset approach to evaluate the
participants’ perceptions of their ability to progress in their writing. Student demonstration of
growth mindset (I can’t do it…yet!) was measured quantitatively and qualitatively in the Preand Post- Study Survey Questionnaire (Appendices A & E), and additional qualitative data were
collected from the post-assessment Reflection (Appendix D).
Quantitative data were collected from Pre- and Post-Study Survey Questionnaire
(Appendices A & E) items 2 and 4, which related specifically to confidence in writing. Item 2- “I
feel confident when I write in French.” is very direct; whereas item 4- “I have confidence that I
can improve my French writing skills.” enters into the growth mindset approach, where students
perceive progression in their writing skills. Figures 2 and 3 below reflect participant perceptions
of confidence in writing before using Kaizena (Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire) and after using
Kaizena (Post-Study Survey Questionnaire).
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Figure 2. Shows percentage breakdown of responses from the Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire.

Figure 3. Shows percentage breakdown of responses from the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire
Although a sizeable minority of participants responded “agree” that they feel confident
when writing in French in the Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire, the majority of participants
responded positively in the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire that they feel confident when they
write in French. The percentage of students who responded “neutral” to this item dropped 20%
from the Pre-Study to the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire.
With respect to results linked to a growth mindset, whereas 10% of participants still
responded “disagree” to item 2 in the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire, no participants
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responded “disagree” to item 4 in either the Pre-Study or the Post-Study Survey-Questionnaire.
Rather, nearly all students responded positively (“agree” and “strongly agree”) to item 4 for both
Pre-Study and Post-Study Survey-Questionnaire, indicating that they have confidence they can
improve their writing.
Item 4: I have confidence that I can improve my
French writing skills

40%
60%

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Figure 4. Shows percentage breakdown of responses from the Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire
Item 4: I have confidence that I can improve my
French writing skills
5%

45%
50%

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Figure 5. Shows percentage breakdown of responses from the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire
There were fewer students who indicated they “strongly agreed” with item 4 in the PostStudy Survey Questionnaire (45%) than the Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire (60%). However,
when considered collectively, positive responses (strongly agree and agree) comprised 100%

43
KAIZENA AND STUDENT WRITING
and 90% respectively of participants’ pre-study and post-study self-reported confidence that they
are able to improve their French writing skills. Moreover, across both pre-study and post-study
administrations of the survey-questionnaire, no one responded negatively; no participants
indicating no confidence to improve their writing skills. It is worth noting that the only non-agree
response to item 4 was given by a participant who replied “neutral” to item 4, who was one of
those caught cheating on their Cycle 4 writing assignment. Overall, these results of students’
self-reported agreement that they could improve their skills serve as evidence of a growth
mindset among study participants.
In the Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire, participants were asked the open-ended question
“What are your thoughts about writing in French?” I sorted the participants’ results into three
categories: positive, neutral, and negative as previously described in the Data Analysis section.
Most students did not respond positively to this question, and only one student expressed the
growth mindset belief of not being good at writing yet, but being able to improve with time and
effort. Figure 6 and Figure 7 compare results from open-ended question 1 of the Pre-Study
Survey Questionnaire and the Post- Study Survey Questionnaire.

Question 1: What are your thoughts on writing
in French?
20%

30%

Positive Response
Neutral Response
Negative Response

50%

Figure 6. Shows student responses coded from the Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire
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Question 1: What are your thoughts on writing
in French?
5%

Positive Response
40%

55%

Neutral Response
Negative Response

Figure 7. Shows student responses coded from the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire
Participants responses were not only more positive post-study, but out of 20 participants,
ten participants (50% of participants) made mention of their progression in their writing skills
over this past year, or the continual improvement they can make in the future. Five participants
also mentioned that their improvement in writing skills has helped improve or increase
participation in other skills like speaking, reading, or cultural activities. In the post-study
responses, many students showed awareness of their progress and the goals they have for the
future. On the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire, one participant reflected “I feel my writing can
still improve, but I feel like I’ve made a lot of progress this year such as writing more complex
sentences, and making a paper flow more smooth.” This participant implied that she was able to
notice her progression in writing skills and acknowledged that she may face future challenges in
writing. Another participant wrote:
“I like to read the final copy of my papers and it is cool to see how far I have come, and I
like using new vocab, but sometimes it is very stressful because I don't know which
words to use, like a or en. Also, figuring out the irregular conjugations of verbs can
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confuse me sometimes. It is often good for me to learn new grammar techniques that I
can utilize in future papers and tests.”
This participant has clear goals for the future and is able to feel pride in the progress that she has
made since the beginning of this research.
Technology
Another major category to evaluate, in addressing my research question: How does using
Kaizena in the writing process impact students’ performance as well as confidence in writing? is
the technological aspect. How did the students use Kaizena and what were theirs views on its
impact on their writing process?
Quantitative data were collected from the Pre-and Post-Study Survey Questionnaire
(Appendices A&E) responses to the Likert-scale item 5. The pre-study item 5 stated “Corrections
from my teacher help me improve my writing,” whereas the post-study item 5 read “Corrections
from my teacher on Kaizena helped me improve my writing” Results from item 5 pre- and poststudy are illustrated in Figure 8 and Figure 9 below.
Item 5. Corrections from my teacher help me improve
my writing

35%
65%

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Figure 8. Shows participant responses from the Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire
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Figure 9. Shows participant responses from the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire
The same number of participants who “strongly agreed” in the pre-study also “strongly
agreed” in the post-study after using Kaizena for the duration of the study. No participants at any
point in the study perceived teacher feedback to be not helpful. The 5% of participants who
responded “neutral” to perceived usefulness of teacher feedback via Kaizena represented only
one of the 20 participants in this study.
In each cycle, qualitative data were collected from question 3 of the Reflection
(Appendix D) “How did you use Kaizena to review and revise your assignment?” The writing
assessment for each cycle required students to post their assessments to Kaizena, then listen to
teacher feedback and resubmit a revised version of their assessment. Other activities in the
writing process that allowed students the opportunity to use Kaizena included student
highlighting of their own text for specific feedback, leaving questions or comments to the
teacher, and responding to teacher feedback- all of which were optional to students. The results
from question 3 of the Reflection highlight the Kaizena-mediated student activities in the writing
process that students perceived as useful or helpful to their writing process. I coded each
participant’s response for each cycle and established key student activities available via Kaizena
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as mentioned by participants for each cycle. Results generated by this qualitative analysis are
presented in Table 5 and 6. Table 5 presents student activities on Kaizena that students were
required to use on their writing assessments during the writing process. Table 6 indicates other
optional Kaizena activities that students perceived to have value in their writing process. The
asterisk (**) beside an activity indicates that this was an opportunity of the revision process
made possible through the Kaizena web application. Student activities that do not have the
asterisks (**) are not uniquely available via Kaizena, representing activities that can also be
considered part of a ‘typical’ revision process (student hands in work, teacher provides feedback
with the option of student revisions).
Table 5
Number of mentions of required Kaizena functions students perceived to have value in
their writing process
Student Activity on Kaizena

Cycle 2

Looked at Highlights/corrections
Listened to voice comments/audio feedback **
Made revisions

Cycle 3

Cycle 4

7

9

4

11

8

8

9

10

9

Table 6
Number of mentions of optional Kaizena functions students perceived to have value in their
writing process
Student Activity on Kaizena

Cycle 2

Cycle 3

Cycle 4

Posted questions to the teacher**

3

2

3

Added comments to original writing assessment **

4

7

8

Posted responses to teacher feedback **

1

0

3

4

4

2

0

1

0

Posted comments indicating growth/progression in
their writing**
Posted comments indicating what they did well/
were proud of in their writing **
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Of the student activities in the writing process, listening to audio feedback and making
revisions were the most frequently mentioned opportunities that students perceived to aid in their
writing progression in each of the cycles of this research. Listening to audio feedback, an
opportunity for students unique to Kaizena, was the most frequently mentioned writing process
activity in Cycle 2. The number of mentions by students double from Cycle 2 to Cycle 4 related
to adding their own comments to their writing to receive specific feedback from the teacher as
helpful. However, by Cycle 4, fewer students mentioned that simply looking at highlights or
teacher feedback was a valued part of their writing process. Instead, the number of mentions
increased for more interactive and Kaizena-unique activities, such as posting comments (pre- and
post-feedback) or questions to the teacher.
In the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire (Appendix D) participants were asked “What
feedback helped you the most (you could list a type of feedback, a Kaizena function that helped,
or something else that helped you in your writing)?” In their responses, students indicated the
aspects they perceived to be useful and that affected their revision process after using Kaizena
over four cycles. I coded each response to situations and opportunities provided by the Kaizena
web application. Results are shown in Table 7.
Table 7
Kaizena opportunities students reported to have favorable impact on participants’ writing process
Kaizena Opportunity

Number of times mentioned by participants

Individualized feedback

11

Voice Comments

8

Asynchronous communication between teacher

4

and student
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Students can highlight their work to indicate/

3

receive specific feedback from teacher
Students can ask teacher questions about aspects

2

of their writing
Students can comment on their work to receive

2

feedback from teacher
The top three Kaizena opportunities that the students perceived as beneficial to their
writing were the (a) individualized feedback the teacher was able to provide and explain via
Kaizena, (b) the voice comments the teacher could leave, and (c) the asynchronous
communication that allowed the students to be able to guide and participate in their own
feedback and revision process. Additionally, in the student comments collected for the question
“What feedback helped you the most?” a few students mentioned that they the opportunity of
using Kaizena lead to them to notice their growth in their writing skills. Others students indicated
in their comments that the audio feedback helped them with French skills other than writing,
such as improving pronunciation or using more culturally authentic language expression versus
language directly translated from English.
Post-Study Survey Questionnaire responses to the open-ended question “What did you
enjoy/not enjoy about using Kaizena?” yielded a list of the aspects of Kaizena that students
perceived to aide them in their progression of their writing skills. I synthesized the participants’
responses into a list of situations/opportunities made possible by the Kaizena web application
that participants perceived to benefit their writing progress. The participants of this study
indicated in their responses to this question that these Kaizena activities were beneficial in
improving their writing skills (in no particular order):
● Student can make comments on/about their own work
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● Students can highlight their own work to indicate perceived problem areas or
requesting specific feedback from the teacher
● Students can listen to feedback from the teacher
● The teacher can provide individualized feedback via voice comments
● Asynchronous communication is possible between teachers and students
● Personal connections are made between teacher and student
● The Kaizena app is well organized with convenient and easy to use tools
● Detailed explanations can be provided as to why errors occurred and how to fix
errors, not that errors simply occurred.
According to the results of the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire, students enjoyed
participating in their revision process via asynchronous communication. Qualitative data results
from the question “What did you enjoy/not enjoy about using Kaizena?” indicated that students
appreciated the specific feedback that I, the teacher, could provide based on of the notations,
questions, or highlights they left via Kaizena on their writing assessments. Participants’
comments indicated that Kaizena provided ownership over the writing process and students were
able to self-direct their improvement and progression in their writing skills. Three of the 20
students involved in this study did mention some drawbacks to using Kaizena. However, none of
these perceived faults in Kaizena hindered student progression of writing skills, because the
criticisms of Kaizena indicated by participants were specifically related to the technical
functionalities, not the teacher-student feedback cycle. Criticisms of Kaizena included these:
sometimes the voice comments were hard to hear, and a couple participants did not like that they
could not revise the same document that included the teacher feedback. The complaints were not
problems with Kaizena, but inconveniences to the students in using the web application.
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Reflection Results
Above I have presented the categorized findings via the three individual categories drawn
from the research question: How does using Kaizena in the writing process impact students’
performance as well as confidence in writing? (Student Performance Accuracy, Student
Performance Confidence, and Technology). Now I will turn to results from the open-ended
question items in the Reflection (Appendix D) tool, which touched on all of these categories in
addition to this subcategory: the impact of individualized instruction on the writing process of
students via Kaizena.
Responses to Reflection question 1 (What are your thoughts on the paper in general/
reaction to your assignment after seeing the feedback?), question 2 (Did you find the feedback
helpful? Why/why not?), and question 4 (What is one thing you think you did well after going
through the feedback?) were similarly coded for analysis. Responses to these questions were
synthesized and sorted into five groups: growth, grammar, technology, individual attention, and
cycle specific/ too vague, as previously described in the Data Analysis section. Results from
Cycle 1 administration of the Reflection could not be coded and sorted on a per-student
individual basis, because the data collection through Google forms did not have a place for
students to indicate their name or collect their e-mail address. All students in my French 3
Honors classes responded to this Google form and there was not a way to preserve the anonymity
of the research participants’ answers from each other and differentiate who sent in which
responses. As such, the Google forms were adjusted for the data collection of Cycles 2, 3, and 4
for the Reflection to include a place for students to indicate their name. The results of this
qualitative coding from Cycles 2, 3, and 4 are presented below. Each figure represents the
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participant responses for a different question from the Reflection questionnaire (items 1, 2, and
4).

Figure 10. Shows coded participant responses from Reflection question 1
As evidenced by the results of the Reflection question 1, 50% of coded participant
responses were related to “grammar” in cycle 2 and responses coded as “grammar” continued to
be an area of focus across all cycles. There were 35% of participants who mentioned “grammar”
in their responses to question 1 of the Reflection in Cycle 3, and 32% of participants in Cycle 4.
However, students’ perceived growth in their writing skills became an increasingly greater
priority focus in each continuing cycle, evidenced in participants’ mentions of “growth” in 41%
of responses in Cycle 4. The number of mentions of “growth” and “grammar” were equal in
Cycle 3 (both 35% of participant responses). Among the five coding categories, the perceived
importance of “growth” by participants increased 23% from Cycle 2 to 4. In Cycle 3, uncoded
responses to the question “What are your thoughts on the paper in general/ reaction to your
assignment after seeing the feedback?” featured comments where participants gave enthusiastic
responses in the Reflection item on their perceived growth in writing. One participant wrote “I
WAS SO HAPPY! I was surprised to see that I did better than I thought I did in areas I struggled
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with like imparfait vs passé composé and the flow of the writing.” This participant was able to
identify growth in her writing, as well as cite specific grammar aspects she used in her
assessment. Another participant responded, “My general reaction after seeing the feedback was
that I really have come a long way from the beginning of the year with my writing skills in
French. I have been able to greatly improve.” These examples of participant responses point to
students’ ability to notice and celebrate their improvements and progress with the continued use
of Kaizena.
The coded category of “individual attention” received 18% of participants’ responses to
question one in Cycle 4. In the qualitative data collected for question 1 of the Reflection,
participants commented on the attention to the “small details” that could be explained or
corrected via Kaizena. Over time, I observed that students were increasingly familiar with the
capability to receive more individualized instruction via Kaizena functions. This familiarity and
ease of use could have attributed to the decrease in percentage of responses that mentioned the
Kaizena functions (“technology”) and those coded for “individual attention,” whereas the
percentage of mentions of “growth” by participants increased (18% to 41% from Cycle 2 to 4) as
students became focused more on the progression of their writing skills over the four cycles.
Question 2 of the Reflection (Appendix D) “Did you find the feedback helpful?
Why/why not?” always received the answer ‘yes’ which students clarified with responses as to
how the feedback helped their writing. Results from the coding of those responses are illustrated
in Figure 11.
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Figure 11. Shows coded participant responses from Reflection question 2
Similar to question 1, students were concerned with grammatical accuracy in Cycle 2, as
evidenced by 42% of participant responses, in which students mentioned they found feedback
helpful to their “grammar.” “Growth” in writing skills was mentioned the most frequently in
Cycle 3 (39% of participant responses), with grammar and individual attention receiving many
mentions as well (28% and 21% of participant responses respectfully). In the qualitative data
collected for question 2 of the Reflection, a participant commented, “i [sic] would rather have a
ton of revisions than none at all. feedback [sic] helps me see what i [sic] did wrong and how i
[sic] can fix them not only now but later on.” The responses of this participant pointed to a
recognition that individualized attention was given to her assessment via Kaizena and implied an
acknowledgement of how her revisions would help her progress in her writing skills in the
future. In Cycle 4, “grammar” and “individual attention” received an equal (the highest)
percentage of student responses (32%) as to how feedback via Kaizena was helpful to their
writing procures, and the number of references to “growth” received the second highest
percentage of mentions by participants (24%). Yet another student responded to the question
“Did you find the feedback helpful?” by stating “I did because I want to sound more authentic
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and with the help I was able to edit and make the blog better”. This participant’s response
reflects a goal beyond simply accomplishing the task required by the assessment prompt in Cycle
4 required of her. She self-reports that through teacher feedback via Kaizena, she wanted to, and
was able to improve her language competency, which she reportedly intends to apply to language
skills beyond writing. Her written responses imply a capacity to improve beyond what was
required for the language class and apply this to the big picture of learning, which is a tenant of
the growth mindset.
Results from my analysis of participant responses to question 4 of the Reflection
(Appendix D) “What is one thing you think you did well after going through the feedback (be
specific!)?” almost always referred to a specific grammar structure. In the qualitative data
collected for this question in the Reflection, many students mentioned that they had improved
certain structures, which they had been working on; that they had achieved goals in varying their
level of discourse; or that they were able to use new or diverse vocabulary. These mentions were
coded under the category of “grammar.” The results of the all coded responses can be found in
Figure 12.

Figure 12. Shows coded participant responses from Reflection question 4

56
KAIZENA AND STUDENT WRITING
In Cycles 2,3, and 4, references to “grammar” received the highest percentage of student
responses to what students think they did well on their assessment, followed by “growth” that
received 9%, 14%, and 15% respectively, of mentions in student responses, where participants
mentioned improvements they noticed in their writing. In Cycle 3, qualitative data from student
responses featured comments about the format of the assessment as something they did well.
These were coded for the category of “cycle specific” because student comments about the
format of the assessment could not be compared between cycles (each cycle featured a different
format and different writing prompt).
As I noted in my Teacher-Researcher Journal, responses to the Reflection questionnaire
after each chapter featured responses from students that implied that they were tracking their
results and making connections between assessments as to what they could improve and what
they had improved. In one response from the Reflection in Cycle 4 to the question “What was
one thing you did well?” one participant stated “I think I did well on trying to make more
complex or creative sentences for that was one of my goals in the past Kaizena.” This participant
self-reported to having set a learning goal for her writing in the domain of level of discourse and
indicated that she was able to notice when she started to perform on her goal level, and implied
that opportunities provided by Kaizena aided in her improvement. Looking at the individual
results of the PALS Rubric, this participant earned a score of 3.5/4 for the level of discourse
domain for Cycles 1 through 3; however, she earned a 4/4 on her assessment for Cycle 4. That is,
she was already performing above the meets expectations level, yet she reportedly set a goal that
was skills based and not grade dependent, which therefore can be tied to the growth mindset
ideal of setting goals for learning and not just for achieving.
Summary of Findings
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The guiding question of this research: How does using Kaizena in the writing process
impact students’ performance as well as confidence in writing? was examined in the domains of
Student Performance Accuracy, Student Performance Confidence, and Technology (the students’
use and opinions of Kaizena). Quantitatively speaking, participants were able to improve their
writing performance as evidenced by their scores in the three chosen domains (level of discourse,
vocabulary, and language control) from the PALS rubric. Student Performance Accuracy did
increase over the four cycles; however, the overarching revelation from this study is that Kaizena
was a tool through which students were able to notice their growth in writing which led to
increased confidence in their writing skills. Qualitative Data collected from participants’
responses to Reflection questionnaires and Writer’s Memos over four cycles revealed increased
value in the growth of their own language skills. The tools which students self-reported to have
found useful on Kaizena, were related to opportunities for students to personally connect to their
writing. This personal connection was two fold: Qualitative data results from participant
responses revealed that students valued Kaizena opportunities that allowed them to be invested
in their own writing process (e.g., leaving comments for the teacher, asking questions about their
writing). Furthermore, students valued functions of Kaizena that allowed them to receive
personal feedback that specifically related to them as individual students. Qualitative data from
student responses to the Reflection questionnaire and Pre- and Post-Study Survey Questionnaires
showed that individualized attention was important to students and students expressed that it
helped them notice changes in their writing skills. Based on qualitative data from student
responses in the Reflection as well as qualitative and quantitative data results from the Pre-and
Post-Study Survey Questions, students expressed that their Student Performance Confidence was
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improved in noticing the growth of writing skills, which in this study, was provided via the
unique opportunities on the Kaizena web application.
Discussion
I have used Kaizena to revise writing assignments with my students for four years. It was
not until the 2017-2018 school year that I examined the use of the tool for its potential benefits to
the writing process for my students and for me. I crafted the research question: How does using
Kaizena in the writing process impact students’ performance as well as confidence in writing?
because I wanted to explore the ways Kaizena could enhance students’ skills as far as accuracy
(Are they actually learning to write better?), and confidence (Are they able to see the progress
they are making?). I also wanted to explore the students’ perception of the time I was taking to
make the audio feedback shared via Kaizena: Was it actually helping them, or just perceived as
another way to deliver feedback with technology?
After reviewing the results at the end of the study, I could see the positive changes in
students’ writing over the course of the study. The most impressionable finding from this study is
that despite not achieving grades at the top level, students were able to notice the progression in
their writing skills. The confidence in writing for almost the entire participant group improved
from the pre- to post-study. In Dweck’s research on growth mindset she explains that students
with a growth mindset are more likely to set learning goals, be resilient to setbacks, and be more
willing to accept challenges to continue to learn (Dweck, 2007, 2008; Dweck, Walton, & Cohen,
2014). Findings from my study show that Kaizena’s philosophy of continual improvement
enabled students to take more challenges, to see progression of their writing skills, as well as to
develop techniques to advance those skills in the future. From my vantage as the teacher, I
discovered that when students asked questions about their work prior to receiving teacher
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feedback, their queries were focused on whether they had correctly written a sentence or
expressed an idea. They were asking such questions because they were trying out a new sentence
construction or including a vocabulary word they were challenging themselves to use correctly.
There was varying success in whether students correctly used the concepts in question, but their
queries showed me they were attempting challenges. Their questioning also gave me an
opportunity to positively praise their efforts, even if their attempts were not completely correct. I
could praise and explain concepts via audio feedback and supplement with written feedback as
needed. As Dweck explained, students who are praised for their effort are open to the growth
mindset and are more likely to attempt challenges in the future to further their learning (Dweck,
2007, 2008; Dweck, Walton, & Cohen, 2014). Kaizena audio feedback functions provided me
with the ability to offer praise for specific efforts that could not be expressed similarly, solely via
written comments.
The students’ capability to notice their skills stemmed greatly from the use of Kaizena
and the amount of individual communication, attention, and connection Kaizena’s tools
facilitated. Similar to Merry and Orsmond’s observations in their 2008 study, students were able
to listen to their audio feedback via Kaizena and make positive changes to their submitted work.
All students were engaged when given time to make revisions. When asked how students used
Kaizena in the revision process, one participant commented, “I would listen to your comments
one by one and go back and fix what I messed up. It’s better to hear you speak and give me
advice than to just copy and paste.” Students responded very positively to the audio feedback as
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reflected in their responses to the Reflection questionnaire (see Tables 5 and 6) and the PostStudy Survey Questionnaire (see Table 7).
Based on analyzed results from qualitative data gathered with the Reflection and the
Post-Study Survey Questionnaire, students enjoyed the individual attention they received in
written and audio feedback. This finding is consistent with published research studies showing
students enjoyed the personal connection between the person making the comments and
receiving the audio feedback (Bunyan, King, & McGugan, 2008; Curran & Lunt, 2010; Merry &
Orsmond, 2008; Rotheram, 2009). In Cycle 2, one participant left this written comment on their
Kaizena pre-teacher feedback:
“thank you so so so so much for helping me with this. I am always a little bit unsure of if
I am saying or understanding things correctly. I really appreciate the time and effort you
put into my papers to make sure I understand what I did wrong and how I can fix them. It
really means a lot!”
In my role as teacher, I felt a more personal connection to my students when I left audio
comments. I could explain corrections more clearly than I could with written feedback and I had
the opportunity to praise student effort in a more meaningful way than a written comment. I
could tell students that I was proud of their efforts and how I had seen a progression in their
writing. I could express to them their strong points, but also explain ways to continue to grow as
a learner that could enhance their language skills.
I also felt a more personal connection to students who would used the Kaizena
highlighting and commenting functions to indicate sections of their assessments that they found
valuable or were proud of. Being able to see and respond to their pride was empowering to me as
a teacher; to see my students take positive ownership of their work and confidently face the
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challenges they set for themselves. Only one student specifically mentioned a sense of pride in
response to the Reflection question on how students’ use Kaizena; however, there was a
consistent pattern of students highlighting or commenting something they were proud of. I felt a
closer connection to those students as they developed the growth mindset mentality and accepted
more challenges to push their language skills forward. This advancement of their language skills
was evidenced by the content of their assessments and the improvements they made throughout
the four cycles of research.
Additionally, I was able to see more of the students’ personalities in the types of
commentary or highlights they indicated via Kaizena tools. Some students would write little
jokes, or leave sarcastic (good-natured) comments, whereas others asked a lot of questions or
would highlight and clarify sentences they had written (i.e., “ In this sentence I was trying to
say…”). I got to know their senses of humor and joke along with some students as well as
support those who needed encouragement, based on the types of comments and questions they
left for me via Kaizena. Eckstein (2013) wrote about the teacher-student rapport, which is very
important to student success, and that relationship supports goal setting within the writing
process. The asynchronous communication between teacher and student was the third most
popular Kaizena function to the writing process according to results from student responses to
the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire (see Table 7), and I strongly agree with the participants’
conclusion.
The most important Kaizena function resulting from students’ responses to the PostStudy Survey Questionnaire question “What feedback helped you the most” was individualized
feedback. The importance of individualized feedback was also evidenced in the results of each
cycle of the Reflection questionnaire (see Figures 10 and 11). The popularity and benefit of
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individual attention in the writing process evidenced in this research is consistent with that of
Ferris, Liu, Sinha, and Senna’s (2013) research findings, in which students who received
individual attention improved the accuracy of their writing as well as their positive attitude
towards writing. Average participant scores in the domain of language control showed
improvement over the four cycles in my study (see Figure 1), and participants demonstrated
more confidence in their writing after four cycles of individual attention and feedback via
Kaizena, as evidenced in results from Post-Study Survey Questionnaire.
Additionally, it should be noted that feedback delivered via Kaizena functions does not
fall into the trap of ineffectiveness (students may misinterpret or did not understand the
corrective feedback; teacher feedback could be inaccurate; and the teacher corrects what they
think the student should say), as alerted by some researchers (Egbert, Huff, McNeil, Preuss, &
Sellen, 2009; Ferris, Liu, Sinha, & Senna, 2013; Hyland & Hyland, 2006). In regards to these
concerns, students had the opportunity to engage in asynchronous communication with the
teacher and ask questions if they did not understand the feedback. As the teacher, I was also able
to leave comments (both written and audio), which would prompt student responses. I was also
able to ask students to explain themselves further if I did not understand part of their assessment,
but did not want to suggest how they should say something without the context they hoped to
use. The students’ ability to communicate with the teacher via highlights, leaving comments or
asking questions, was one of the more popular features of Kaizena as described by participants in
their responses to the Reflection (see Tables 5 and 6) and the list of preferred Kaizena functions
from the Post-Study Survey Questionnaire (Table 7).
In addition to students self-reporting that audio feedback helped improve their writing,
results from qualitative data collected from the Reflection questionnaire demonstrated that
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students were able to take notice of their problem areas from the audio feedback and use them to
correct other sections of their same assessment, or apply the knowledge to other content in the
target language (French). When asked how students used Kaizena in the revision process in the
Reflection questionnaire, participants responded, “I listened to what you said, and corrected
those mistakes in my paper. I also learned a lot from what you said.” and “I listened to the
feedback and tried to use the tips in other parts of the story by applying the corrections to other
sections.” Students reported the ability to use the audio feedback to aid other skills in the target
language, just as in Rotheram’s (2009) research where the audio feedback benefitted English as
second language speakers practicing listening skills. One participant of the Kaizena study
commented that “ hearing what you [the teacher] say what I did wrong makes it click in my head
that while it may look ok on the screen, it doesn’t sound correct out loud.” When asked what
feedback helped the students revise their writings, one participant found value in connecting the
audio feedback to listening and speaking skills, stating “I liked being able to hear the edits on the
paper so that I not only can fix my mistakes on the paper, but also hear the pronunciation of the
sentence.”
Limitations
The findings of this study have various limitations. First, the participants in this study
were a unique group that may not share characteristics with other language learners. They were
learners of French enrolled in the level 3 honors program at my school. All students completed
their writing assignments in their second language, and no participants speak French as their first
language. Feedback provided to students was done primarily in English and sometimes French
when appropriate. Students provided responses and Kaizena comments in English. Reactions to
the use of Kaizena in other courses may vary depending on the first language of students, the
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written language of students, as well as the language of commentary. Participants’ language
abilities also varied based on their skills and different domains (e.g., speaking, reading, writing,
etc.). An individual participant’s ability to acquire new language skills also varied depending on
the participants’ competences and capacities in the target language.
A second important limitation relates to the specific content to which the writing
assessments were linked. The assessment topics were determined by material presented from
Vista Higher Learning’s French textbook Espaces, which is used in our French 3 Honors course.
Moreover, the writing assessments varied over the course of the study. In each of the four cycles
of the study, the writing assessment required students to use a specific writing style, grammar
structure, vocabulary, and format, which were different for each cycle. This writing styles,
grammar structures, vocabulary, and format required for each cycle was determined by the
material taught during that cycle and how students may have to use the material in the real world.
One example would be Cycle 4’s writing assessment where students had to write and informal
blog, using reflexive verbs to describe their daily routine. The variability of the writing style,
grammar structure, and vocabulary impacted the comparison of the writing assessments scores in
the domains of the PALS rubric over the four cycles.
An additional limitation is related to the Kaizena tool itself. I required all students to use
the free online web application version of Kaizena. There are a variety of other functions
available for use in the Google add-on version of Kaizena. Integration of thee other functions in
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my investigation could have generated different results. The other Kaizena functions were not
explored in this study, but will be addressed in the Future Research section.
Implications
The Kaizena web application is a free education tool that can be used as the
application/website itself to create a digital portfolio for each student or as an add-on to Google
docs. Kaizena’s application and functions are transferrable to all levels of learners and a variety
of subjects. I use Kaizena in multiple classes and levels to provide feedback on various student
works. Teachers should evaluate the tasks they wish to assess via Kaizena and follow the advice
for effective feedback use as set forth by Rotheram (2009). The teacher should be comfortable
with using Kaizena to deliver the feedback and the teacher should only use Kaizena provided
that assigned tasks require a substantial amount of feedback in response.
For future writing assignments, I will not continue to use the Writer’s Memo, Reflections,
or pre- and post-surveys. I believe that these instruments provided students with the
metacognitive opportunities to reflect on their ongoing progress in language skills; however, the
process of utilizing all of the instruments was time consuming for my students and myself. At
least a fourth of the students were unable to meet deadlines for turning in their responses, which
slowed down data collection and elongated the period between the assessment due date and when
students could receive feedback and then complete their Reflections on the feedback. To avoid
repeating this arduous and time-consuming process, I plan to merge the Writer’s memo with the
comments and highlights students can leave on their work via Kaizena. The students can still
have the reflective moments of reviewing their work prior to teacher feedback and continue to
receive targeted, specific feedback. I also plan to merge the Reflection with comments and
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highlights as well and require students to revise their assessments and leave reflective comments
attached to their revised work.
Future Research
The amount of time required to provide audio feedback was important in determining the
effectiveness of audio feedback for students according to numerous studies (Bunyan, King, &
McGugan, 2008; Cann, 2014; Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Rotheram, 2009). I did not specifically
track the amount of time I spent giving feedback to each individual student; however, I can
anecdotally account for an average of 20 minutes per student assignment (for audio and written
feedback). Future research into the effectiveness of Kaizena on student writing improvement
versus time spent giving feedback could justify to some educators whether Kaizena is indeed an
effective tool to deliver feedback. Personally, after seeing the increased number of students’
comments about growth on the Reflection questionnaire, the students’ marked improvement in
the average scores from the PALS Rubric domains of language control, vocabulary, and level of
discourse, I choose to continue using Kaizena in the classroom.
For this study, I used the free web application of Kaizena. Kaizena is also available as a
Google add-on where students and teachers can use Kaizena’s functions, and students can make
direct edits to the same document, instead of creating a new one. There are limitations to the free
version as a Google add-on (i.e., Kaizena’s voice comments only allow for 30-second maximum
recordings). The limitations of the free version have to be weighed against the benefits of the
organization of the documents in the Kaizena web application, designed to create an online
portfolio of students’ work. Additionally, Kaizena allows teachers to create “lessons.” As such,
instead of re-explaining recurring concepts, teachers can highlight areas of students work and
attach the lesson (or explanation of a certain concept) to a comment for students to review. This
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can save time for teachers. However, I did not use this function for this research, because I
wanted to have a personal connection with students and explain each situation in a case-by-case
basis. In the future, I would like to explore this option to determine whether it decreases the
amount of time I spend providing feedback per student. I would only adopt use of this option if it
did not detract from the individualized student-teacher personal connection, which I highly
value.
Students can also track their rate and progress with the “skills” feature of Kaizena. This
could have interesting implications for students to track progress on individual skills or their
writing skillset as a whole. However, the teacher must input and rate the skills students can track,
which would again add to the time it takes to evaluate and give feedback to each student’s work.
In regard to all of the additional features provided by Kaizena, future research on the connection
between student engagement with Kaizena in their continuous language improvement and its
impact on the students’ writing accuracy and confidence- with the additional features provided
by Kaizena- would also be interesting to explore. Such research might examine students’
reflection practices and investigate the effectiveness of self-reflection on in their writing process.
Concluding Comments
This research set out to explore the question: How does using Kaizena in the writing
process impact students’ performance as well as confidence in writing? After reviewing results
from various data sources throughout this research, my findings show a marked improvement in
students’ writing performance and a positive, marked change in students’ confidence towards
their writing. The most compelling reason for Kaizena’s use in the writing process was the
students’ ability to notice their own improvement. They were able to take ownership of their
various faults and express pride in their improvements throughout the year. As their teacher, I
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felt a stronger connection to my students and a keener sense of their progress as a result of taking
the time and using Kaizena’s tools to encourage and praise their efforts, as appropriate,
throughout the year. The compatibility of the growth mindset and Kaizena’s philosophy of
continuous improvement was key to the success of the use of Kaizena in the writing process. The
students’ capacity to see and track their progress in writing via Kaizena empowered them to face
new and continual challenges when writing. Kaizena is a support system where students can ask
questions to the teacher, show their personality, and take pride in their work. Personally, this was
the most valuable aspect of using Kaizena in the writing process. As Dweck (2007, 2008) and
Dweck et al. (2014) found in their research, students with the growth mindset felt empowered
when learning about how they can accept new challenges and be resilient in the face of setbacks.
They concluded that once this mindset is established, higher achievement is seen in students that
adhere to the growth mindset. In the future, I will continue to use Kaizena as well as explicitly
discuss with students the benefits of having the growth mindset, with the aspiration to witness
continued improvement in my students and with the hope of empowering my students to succeed
beyond writing and into their personal learning goals.
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Appendix A:
Pre-Study Survey Questionnaire
Please circle the response that best represents your opinions with 5 indicating that you strongly
agree with the statement and 1 indicating that you strongly disagree with the statement.
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

I enjoy writing in French
5

4

3

2

1

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

I feel confident when I write in French
5

4

3

2

1

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

I want to improve my French writing skills
5

4

3

2

1

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

I have confidence that I can improve my French writing skills.
5

4

3

2

1

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Corrections from my teacher help me improve my writing.
5

4

3

2

1

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Please answer these open-ended questions in your own words:
What do you want to learn about writing this year?
What are your thoughts about writing in French?
How/Do you use technology to help with your writing?
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Appendix B
Writer’s Memo
Step 1: If you have not done so already, go through your assignment and highlight or leave
comments on anything you wish the reader to address. These may be grammar, vocabulary, or
contextual issues. If you would like to point out anything you are proud of doing, please
highlight that too!
Step 2: Please respond to the following short answer questions about your assignment. Use your
own words and thoughts.
1. What did you do well in the assignment?
2. What could you improve upon in the assignment?
3. Which part of the assignment was easiest to write? Which was most difficult?
4. What would you like the reader to look for in your assignment?
5. What have you learned through writing this paper?
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Appendix C
PALS Rubric

The PALS analytic rubric for writing tasks is copyrighted by Foreign Language Program of
Studies, Fairfax County Public Schools, 2013. This rubric can be accessed at:
https://www.pwcs.edu/common/pages/DisplayFile.aspx?itemId=5836422
Information on PALS Rubrics from Prince William County Public Schools, Manassas, VA:
https://www.pwcs.edu/academics___programs/WorldLanguagesNew/p_a_l_s_rubrics/
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Appendix D
Reflection
Step 1: Submit a revised version of your assignment using the feedback to your original
assignment. Be sure to address any questions posed in the comments. If you have questions
about the feedback or need clarification, please leave a comment on the original assignmentremember this can be a dialogue! If you’re not sure how to fix something, ASK!
Step 2: After revising, and submitting your revised assignment, please respond to the following
short answer questions about your assignment. Please use your own words and thoughts.
1. What are your thoughts on the paper in general/ reaction to your assignment after seeing
the feedback?
2. Did you find the feedback helpful? Why/why not?
3. How did you use Kaizena to review and revise your assignment?
4. What is one thing you think you did well after going through the feedback (be specific!)?
5. What is one thing you would like to work on for next time?
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Appendix E
Post-Study Survey Questionnaire
Please circle the response that best represents your opinions with 5 indicating that you strongly
agree with the statement and 1 indicating that you strongly disagree with the statement.
1.

I enjoy writing in French
5
Strongly Agree

2.

1
Strongly Disagree

4
Agree

3
Neutral

2
Disagree

1
Strongly Disagree

4
Agree

3
Neutral

2
Disagree

1
Strongly Disagree

I have confidence that I can improve my French writing skills.
5
Strongly Agree

5.

2
Disagree

I want to improve my French writing skills
5
Strongly Agree

4.

3
Neutral

I feel confident when I write in French
5
Strongly Agree

3.

4
Agree

4
Agree

3
Neutral

2
Disagree

1
Strongly Disagree

Corrections from my teacher on Kaizena helped me improve my writing.
5
Strongly Agree

4
Agree

3
Neutral

2
Disagree

1
Strongly Disagree

Please answer these open-ended questions in your own words:
1. What feedback helped you the most (you could list a type of feedback or something
that helped you in your writing).
2. What are your thoughts about writing in French?
3. What did you enjoy/not enjoy about using Kaizena?

