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Abstract 

This multiple case study examined leaner engagement with teacher-generated electronic 

formative feedback (TEFF) on EAP writing. Building on Ellisô (2010) framework for 

investigating corrective feedback (CF) and Han and Hylandôs (2015) multiple case study 

employing this framework, this study used the three dimensions of behavioural, affective 

and cognitive engagement to explore learner engagement in the wider context of TEFF 

on both CF and text-level issues in writing. Furthermore, the TEFF in this study was 

received via Turnitinôs GradeMark tools, and thus this study explored the relatively 

unresearched area of how learners engage with Turnitin as a formative feedback 

platform. 

 

A mixed methods approach was adopted. Firstly, text analysis of feedback on first drafts 

and revisions in final drafts provided quantitative data about TEFF uptake. Secondly, 

participant interviews involving stimulated recall and follow-up questions provided 

qualitative data regarding affective and cognitive engagement. The participants were 

three Chinese students in the final term of an international foundation programme for a 

UK Russell Group university. 

 

The study found that all three participants produced highly successful revisions based 

on TEFF received via GradeMarkôs in-text feedback functions, with all participants also 

stating that the in-text feedback functions were more helpful than GradeMarkôs overall 

summary and grading functions. Secondly, affective engagement was found to vary 

significantly across the three participants, from negative emotions and attitudes to 

overwhelming positivity. However, unlike previous studies (e.g. Storch & Wigglesworth, 

2010), this study found that the participant demonstrating the most negative affective 

engagement revised as successfully as the participant with the most positive attitude.  

 

Finally, a wide range of cognitive and metacognitive operations were reported, with two 

participants demonstrating extensive metacognitive and deep processing operations. 

Consistent with previous studies (e.g. Han & Hyland, 2015; Storch & Wigglesworth, 

2010), this study also found no direct link between depth of processing and successful 

uptake of feedback. Overall, these findings suggest a complex relationship between the 

three dimensions of engagement with feedback and a need for further in-depth case 

studies investigating how individual differences, for example proficiency, might affect 

learner engagement with TEFF.   
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Problem statement and research aims 

For teachers of English for Academic Purposes (EAP), giving formative feedback (FF) 

on student writing is a core competence (BALEAP, 2008, p.9). In this context, FF has 

been defined as feedback ñintended to shape learningò enabling teachers to ñsupport a 

performanceò (Alexander, Argent, & Spencer, 2008, p.305). Provision of FF is an area 

on which EAP teachers are investing increasing amounts of time and effort (Alexander 

et al., 2008; Han & Hyland, 2015) and thus its significance as a research topic is 

increasing. For example, I teach on an EAP programme at a UK pathway college and 

teaching hours in the final term are reduced by thirty percent to enable sufficient time for 

provision of FF on assessed writing, demonstrating the significance placed on FF for this 

module. 

 

However, research shows that the increase in teachersô time and efforts to provide FF 

does not always seem matched by studentsô efforts to engage with that feedback (Ferris, 

1997), which can lead to teachers feeling frustrated with the feedback and revision 

process (Ferris, 2014; Goldstein, 2004). This phenomenon is also evident at my 

institution, where teachers, including myself, anecdotally share disappointments that 

students appear not to have utilised their FF to revise final drafts. 

 

Due to the significance placed on the provision of FF within our EAP programme, and 

the concerns about student engagement with that feedback, I believe a deeper 

understanding of the feedback and revision process from a student perspective is 

necessary. Therefore, this project investigates student engagement with FF on an 

assessed EAP writing task by conducting a multiple case study with three international 

foundation students in their final term. It is hoped that a better understanding of how 

these students engage with FF may ultimately assist teachers to adopt feedback 

practices that are helpful and engaging for students.  

1.2. Research context 

1.2.1. The Institution and the EAP module 

The Institution offers foundation programmes for international students with conditional 

offers for a UK Russell Group University. The EAP module is a three-term compulsory 
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course for all students at the college with the aim of providing ñthorough training in the 

language and related academic skills which will enable [students] to best achieve [their] 

academic potential at Universityò (Institution, 2017, p. 2). 

1.2.2. The students and teachers 

The student cohort featuring in this study is the International Foundation year (IFY) 

cohort for academic year 2017-2018. This comprises 349 students from 32 different 

countries, with 61% from China. Ages range from 17 to 26. Students enter the college 

with a minimum overall IELTS score of 5 and have conditional offers for a variety of social 

science, science and engineering degree courses. 

 

There are twenty-three teaching groups, ranging in size from nine to twenty students. 

The seven teachers on the module are qualified to TEFLQ level (see British Council, 

2015, p. 46) and all have taught on the module for one to three years. As I am an 

experienced teacher on the module, this study represents a form of insider research, in 

which the researcher is also part of the system under investigation and has intimate 

knowledge of the context (Teusner, 2016). To separate my functional role as a teacher 

from my research role as much as possible, the participants in this study were selected 

from a teaching group that I do not teach (see section 3.3.). 

1.2.3. Writing skills assessment 

Writing skills on the EAP module are assessed by means of an end of course exam 

(40%) plus a 1,000 to 1,500-word essay (60%) called Coursework 3 (CW3). The latter 

piece of writing forms the focus of this study. CW3 task instructions are provided in 

Appendix 1 and the CW3 timeline is shown in Figure 1. All drafts are submitted 

electronically via Turnitin on the Institutionôs VLE. 

 

Term, week* 
*Each term consists of 10 weeks 

CW3 Activity 

Term 2, week 8 CW3 set 

Term 3, week 4 (Sunday) Submit first draft CW3 

Term 3, week 7 Feedback tutorials for CW3 

Term 3, week 7 (Sunday) Submit final draft CW3 

 

Figure 1: CW3 Timeline 



3 

1.2.4. Formative feedback on writing 

Teachers provide FF on CW3 using the GradeMark tools in Turnitin, which enable 

provision of both in-text feedback and overall comments in a variety of formats. Four 

GradeMark feedback functions are used: the QuickMark (QM) and Comment functions 

for in-text feedback; and the Feedback Summary and Grading Form functions for overall 

feedback. Usage of these functions is detailed below. 

 

Firstly, the QM function is used to provide indirect feedback based on the moduleôs error 

correction code (Appendix 2). This consists of indirect metalinguistic feedback on 

language errors and academic conventions, for example óAô for mistakes with articles 

and óRô for incorrect register. When a student clicks a QM, the explanation from the error 

correction code appears (Figure 2). The error correction code is printed in student 

workbooks, is available on the VLE and has been used on previous writing tasks to 

ensure that students are familiar with it by this stage of the course. 

 

  

Figure 2: Screenshot of QM feedback in a sample CW3 first draft 

 

Secondly, GradeMarkôs Comment function enables teachers to highlight a section of text 

and write a comment in a similar way to comment functions available in other 

programmes, such as Microsoft Word. Once the comment is saved, a speech bubble 

icon is created on the page, which the student can click to read the full comment (Figure 

3). 

 

The guidance given to teachers when marking first drafts is to highlight examples of 

common errors in early parts of the writing using QMs and Comments, and to encourage 

students to proofread the rest of their work to find and correct further errors of a similar 
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Figure 3: Screenshot of a Comment in a sample CW3 first draft 

 

nature. This principle is explained to students by their teachers and in a Turnitin 

Feedback Guide on the VLE. 

 

Thirdly, information about overall performance against the assessment criteria (Appendix 

3) is provided with the Grading Form function. Statements from the assessment criteria 

are copied into the Grading Form boxes to provide an indication of level. An example for 

Task Achievement is illustrated in Figure 4. Students can compare their Grading Form 

feedback to the assessment criteria printed in their workbooks and gain a broad 

understanding of their level. 

 

 

Figure 4: Screenshot of Grading Form and corresponding CW3 assessment criteria 

 

The final GradeMark function used is the Feedback Summary (Figure 5). Guidance to 

teachers is to summarise three points done well and three areas for improvement. The 
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current study will investigate student engagement with all four GradeMark feedback 

functions described above. 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Screenshot of Feedback Summary in a sample CW3 first draft 

 

1.3. Theoretical background and research gap 

Formative assessment is commonly framed as assessment for learning, in contrast to 

summative assessment which is for grading and certification purposes (Seviour, 2015, 

p.84). It follows that FF on L2 writing is provided for learning and is intended to help 

students revise and develop their writing (Alexander et al., 2008; Hyland & Hyland, 

2006a).  

 

There is an enormous body of literature on the topic of FF in the context of EFL and EAP 

(Ferris, 2006; Hyland & Hyland, 2006b). The focus of many empirical studies has been 

the efficacy of different error correction techniques in improving the accuracy of student 

writing (e.g. Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 2006; Sheen, 2007). Many studies have been 

quantitative, comparing the uptake of feedback from one writing draft to the next, but few 

have qualitatively explored student engagement with feedback on writing (Han & Hyland, 

2015).  
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However, as Ellis (2010) argues, feedback will only influence learning outcomes if 

students engage with it. To research the phenomenon of engagement, Ellis (2010) 

proposes a three-dimensional approach, examining cognitive, behavioural and affective 

engagement. This framework was used by Han and Hyland (2015) to conduct a multiple 

case study into learner engagement with written corrective feedback (WCF); they found 

that students engaged differently with WCF, even though contextual variables such as 

language level, teacher and feedback type were the same for each participant. 

Several further case studies have investigated engagement with FF from a single 

dimension, for example Ene & Upton (2014) investigated behavioural engagement, and 

Mahfoodh (2017) explores affective engagement. However, there is a noticeable lack of 

further studies investigating learner engagement from a three-dimensional perspective 

in an EAP context. Furthermore, the study of Han and Hyland (2015) focused narrowly 

on corrective feedback on language errors, ignoring FF on text-level issues. This study 

therefore seeks to add to the small body of multi-dimensional research into learner 

engagement and to broaden the context to include written FF on text-level as well as 

surface-level issues.  

 

In addition, the study focuses on how learners engage with electronic FF received via 

Turnitin. Teacher-generated electronic feedback, is a further under-researched area of 

practice (Ene & Upton, 2014; Watkins et al., 2014) with the small number of studies on 

the topic tending to focus either on the functionality of the software (Kostka & Maliborska, 

2016) or on the educatorôs perceptions of the tools (Buckley & Cowap, 2013; Henderson, 

2008). Research on the student perspective, and specifically on L2 learner engagement 

with teacher-generated electronic FF (TEFF) in an EAP context is considerably lacking. 

1.4. Research questions 

Based on the research gap identified above and the context described in section 1.2, this 

study seeks to answer one overarching research question: How do IFY students engage 

with TEFF received via Turnitin on an assessed EAP writing assignment? 

 

This broad question will be addressed through the investigation of three related sub-

questions: 

RQ1.1: What revisions do students make to their writing in response to TEFF? 

RQ1.2: How do students affectively respond to TEFF? 

RQ1.3: How do students cognitively process TEFF? 
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1.5. Methodology 

The study employs a multiple case study approach involving three Chinese IFY students 

from the same teaching group. A mixed methods approach has been adopted to enable 

both qualitative and quantitative exploration of the research questions to gain as broad 

an understanding as possible of the complex phenomenon under investigation. 

 

The research instruments include quantitative text analysis of TEFF provided on first 

drafts and uptake of TEFF in the final drafts to provide data about revisions for RQ1.1. 

The qualitative research instrument is prompted interviews with participants after 

submission of final draft to provide insights into RQs 1.2 and 1.3.  

1.6. Potential benefits of the study 

The immediate beneficiaries of the research are teachers and students at the Institution 

involved in the study. For teachers, the research will offer insight into what cognitive 

operations students use to attend to feedback, what affective impact TEFF has on those 

students and which types of feedback they revise from most successfully. Understanding 

more about the feedback and revision process from a student perspective may help 

inform teachersô approaches to provision of feedback. This may in turn benefit students 

at the institution as they will receive TEFF from teachers with more awareness of the 

complexity of the feedback and revision process and of the potential responses from 

students during that process. 

 

For the wider TESOL profession, this empirical study will add to an increasingly important 

body of research on learner engagement with TEFF, and in particular with the 

GradeMark functions in Turnitin. As electronic means of providing FF become more 

widespread in HE, a deeper understanding of the impact of TEFF on learner engagement 

is paramount. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1. Introduction and scope 

In 1982, Sommers, referring to FF on student writing, wrote: ñWe do not know in any 

definitive way what constitutes thoughtful commentary or what effect, if any, our 

comments have on helping our students become more effectiveò (Sommers, 1982, 

p.148). One of the main reasons for the lack of research on FF at that time was the 

prevalence of the product approach to writing over the preceding decades. However, 

from the late 1970s onwards, a process approach to writing, involving multiple drafts, 

gained popularity (Ferris, 1997), resulting in increased significance for the concept of FF 

and its impact on student writing (Goldstein, 2004). Since Sommersô wrote her article, an 

enormous body of academic literature on FF has developed in the context of ESL and 

EAP on what constitutes thoughtful commentary and many empirical studies have sought 

to demonstrate what effect our comments have on helping our students become more 

effective at writing.  

 

This chapter will present and critique the literature and studies that have framed and 

fuelled this debate over the past four decades, and will demonstrate, that although much 

has been learned about the impact of different types of FF since Sommersô comment, 

there is still a significant way to go until a comprehensive understanding of student 

engagement with FF is reached.  

 

This chapter begins with a focus on the nature of FF, including the appropriacy of text-

level and surface-level feedback on first drafts, the efficacy of different corrective 

feedback forms, approaches to categorising feedback comments, and the current trend 

towards e-feedback in HE. Secondly, the chapter addresses learner engagement with 

FF and explores the constructs of cognitive, behavioural and affective engagement.  

2.2. The nature of formative feedback on writing 

2.2.1. Text-level versus surface-level feedback 

Whether FF should focus on text-level or surface-level issues in drafts of student writing 

is one of the original debates in the field. Text-level issues concern meaning, content 

and organisation, whereas surface-level issues refer to grammar, lexis and the 

mechanics of spelling and punctuation (Goldstein, 2006). In the context of L2 writing, 
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feedback on surface-level issues is frequently termed error correction or corrective 

feedback (CF). 

 

A number of researchers have argued that feedback on first drafts of L2 student writing 

should prioritise text-level issues (Goldstein, 2006; Mahfoodh, 2017; Zamel, 1985), 

thereby motivating the student to engage fully with the purpose and content of the writing 

(Goldstein, 2006) and recognising the draft as a work in progress that will undergo 

revision cycles (Zamel, 1985). Despite this, studies demonstrate a tendency for teachers 

to focus first draft feedback on surface-level issues at the expense of, or even in conflict 

with, comments on text-level issues (e.g. Goldstein, 2006; Montgomery & Baker, 2007).  

 

The logic of providing text-level feedback before surface-level feedback on early drafts 

of student writing seems clear; It appears futile for a student to correct a sentence that 

might later be deleted. This argument implies that surface-level feedback should be left 

until later drafts. However, this leaves a question over the place of surface-level feedback 

on courses where students only submit one draft of their writing before the final 

submission, and therefore have only one opportunity for FF. The module in this study is 

an example of this format.  

 

Truscott (1996, 1999) argued that there is actually no place for surface-level feedback 

on any drafts of L2 student writing, claiming that no research had shown a positive impact 

on writing accuracy. His controversial conclusions about CF inspired a surge of empirical 

studies to challenge his theory, as well as direct responses from Ferris (1999, 2004) to 

counter his claims. Her meta synthesis (Ferris, 2004, p.51) provides overwhelming 

evidence that CF can help improve writing accuracy. 

 

Since Ferrisô responses to Truscott, there appears to be a general acceptance in the 

literature that CF is helpful, even in first drafts of student writing (Bitchener, 2008; 

Bitchener & Knoch, 2009; Goldstein, 2004; Kang & Han, 2015; Sheen, 2007), and 

especially in the context of EAP (Evans, Hartshorn, McCollum, & Wolfersberger, 2010; 

Hyland & Hyland, 2006a). Indeed, Hyland and Hyland (2006a, p. 4) now argue that 

ñadmonishments to teachers to focus exclusively on meaning ... seem misplacedò.  

 

There are two further arguments that support provision of surface-level feedback in an 

EAP context: Firstly, international students are writing for an audience for whom 

accuracy may be an indicator of competency, namely university tutors and the wider 

academic community, and therefore need to become proficient in producing accurate 
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texts (Evans et al., 2010; Ferris, 2004; Hyland & Hyland, 2006a); and secondly, there is 

extensive evidence that international students value and expect CF on their writing, 

especially students from cultures where such practice is the norm (Evans et al., 2010; 

Ferris, 1999; Goldstein, 2004; Hyland, 1998; Hyland & Hyland, 2006b). 

 

Thus, it can reasonably be argued that both text-level and surface-level FF have a valid 

place in first drafts of EAP writing, and for these reasons, this study investigates student 

engagement with both types of feedback. What remains to be established is the format 

the different levels of feedback should take to most effectively engage students and 

ultimately achieve the greatest learning outcomes. This forms the focus of the following 

sections.  

2.2.2. Types of corrective feedback 

The most prominent debate in the CF literature focuses on the efficacy of direct and 

indirect feedback types. Direct feedback involves ñsupplying the correct lexical forms and 

grammatical structures of student errorsò (Hendrickson, 1978, p. 393). Conversely, 

indirect feedback ñindicates that an error exists but does not provide the correctionò (Ellis, 

2009, p.98), for example underlining incorrect words. In the EAP context, indirect 

feedback is often accompanied by metalinguistic explanations in an error correction code 

(Fielder, 2016; Jordan, 1997), such as the one used on the module in this study 

(Appendix 2). Thus, the QMs used to provide CF on the module in the current study 

(section 1.2.4.) represent a form of indirect metalinguistic feedback. 

 

Whilst there is still no consensus on which CF approach is most effective at improving 

writing accuracy (Evans et al., 2010; Ferris, 2012; Kang & Han, 2015; Mawlawi Diab, 

2015), there appear to be two identifiable trends in the studies published to date. Firstly, 

the majority of studies have found no significant difference between the efficacy of direct 

and indirect feedback when students revise from one writing draft to the next (e.g. Kang 

& Han, 2015; Robb, Ross, & Shortreed, 1996; Saadi & Saadat, 2015). Secondly, 

numerous studies have found indirect feedback to be more effective at improving writing 

accuracy in the long-term, i.e. in future writing tasks (Ferris, 2006; Lalande, 1982; Storch 

& Wigglesworth, 2010), whereas, it seems that only one study (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010) 

has found direct feedback to be more beneficial than indirect feedback for long-term 

improvement of writing accuracy. 
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In addition to empirical findings in favour of indirect feedback for long-term improvement 

of L2 writing accuracy, there are also theoretical arguments in its favour. Firstly, the 

cognitive process theory of language learning (Piaget, 1950) emphasises that the learner 

plays an active role in constructing language knowledge through cognitive processes 

such as analysing and problem-solving. Indirect CF requires the learner to use such 

mental processes in order to revise their writing (Fielder, 2016; Hyland, 1996). Secondly, 

the depth of processing theory (Craik & Lockhart, 1972) argues that the deeper mental 

processes, such as these, lead to better long term retention. 

 

Ferris (1999, p. 6) added the concepts of treatable and untreatable language errors to 

the direct-indirect feedback debate. Treatable errors are defined as having easily 

accessible linguistic rules, such as verb tenses, whereas untreatable errors do not have 

easily accessible explanations, for example wrong word. Ferris (1999) argues that 

indirect feedback is most effective on treatable errors because learners can 

independently look up linguistic rules on the item in question, but is less effective on 

untreatable errors, as learners are unlikely to find the answers in available resources.  

 

The notion that there might not be a one-size-fits-all approach to effective CF has 

become more prominent in the literature over the past decade and research is moving 

towards seeking greater understanding of how individual students respond to differing 

feedback types (Evans et al., 2010; Goldstein, 2006; Kang & Han, 2015). For this reason, 

the current research aims to offer a deep and contextualised insight into how three 

learners engage with CF on an EAP writing assignment. 

2.2.3. Categorisation of feedback comments 

In addition to using an error correction code to provide CF on student writing, teachers 

on the module under investigation also provide TEFF in the form of written comments, 

both in the text using the Comment function, and in the final Feedback Summary (section 

1.2.4.). The form that written comments take and the implications that has on improving 

writing is another area of FF on which significant literature has been published. 

 

One of the most frequently cited typologies for written feedback comments is that of 

intended purpose. Ferris (1997), for example, divided teacher comments into four 

categories of purpose: asking for information, making a request, giving information and 

making a positive comment. Similar typologies have been used in subsequent studies 

(e.g. Mahfoodh, 2017). However, Hyland and Hyland (2001) criticise the complexity of 



12 

this approach, suggesting that intended purpose is not something the reader can discern 

with any degree of certainty. They advocate instead that comments be categorised 

simply by their functions as Praise, Criticism or Improvement suggestion. Figure 6 shows 

the definitions Hyland & Hyland (2001) assign to these functions. It seems pertinent in 

the current study, which does not gather information from the teacher about their 

intentions, to employ Hyland and Hylandôs (2001) more objective functional typology. 

Function Definition (Hyland & Hyland, 2001, p.186) 

Praise ñan act which attributes credit to another for some characteristic, 

attribute, skill, etc., which is positively valued by the person giving 

feedback.ò 

Criticism ñAn expression of dissatisfaction or negative commentò 

Improvement suggestion ñan explicit recommendation for remediation, a relatively clear and 

accomplishable action for improvement, which is sometimes 

referred to as óóconstructive criticism.ôôò 

Figure 6: Hyland and Hyland's (2001) feedback comment functions 

 

Hyland and Hylandôs (2001) study was conducted on an EAP course similar to the one 

in the current study and found that the most common functions of FF on first drafts were 

Criticisms and Improvement suggestions. This finding appears to corroborate previous 

studies demonstrating that first draft feedback tends to focus on areas of weakness 

rather than things done well (Connors & Lunsford, 1993; Daiker, 1989). 

 

However, although focussing first draft feedback on improvement areas seems to be 

common practice in EAP, some writers caution that too much constructive criticism can 

negatively impact student motivation (Connors & Lunsford, 1993; Gee, 1972). 

Consequently, Ferris (1995) recommends giving praise alongside constructive criticism. 

However, this represents a further contentious issue in the literature, for whilst the 

motivational aspects of constructive and specific praise seem to be well documented 

(Ferris, 1995), it has also been found that unconstructive or gratuitous praise is not well 

received by international students (Hyland & Hyland, 2001), in particular Chinese 

learners (Hu & Ren, 2012).  

2.2.4. Linking GradeMark functions to FF types  

This section has examined the nature of FF in terms of focus, CF type and comment 

function. Figure 7 maps the GradeMark functions used to provide TEFF in the current 
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study (section 1.2.4.) against the key FF typologies presented in this section of the 

literature review. 

 

GradeMark function 

FF typology 

QM Comment Feedback 

Summary 

Grading 

Form 

Focus Text-level V V V V 

Surface-level V V V V 

CF type Direct x V   

Indirect V V   

Comment 

function 

Praise  V V V 

Criticism  V V V 

Improvement suggestion  V V x 

Figure 7: GradeMark functions in current study mapped against key FF typologies 

2.3. Electronic feedback (e-feedback) 

In addition to the form that written FF takes, the mode by which students receive it may 

also influence learner engagement. At tertiary-level there is an increasing tendency for 

written FF to be provided electronically (Ene & Upton, 2014; Reed, Watmough, & Duvall, 

2015). The reasons for this appear to be twofold: Firstly, the majority of UK EAP courses 

now involve computer assisted language learning (CALL), employing VLEs to facilitate 

the entire learning process (Hampels & Pleines, 2013). Secondly, electronic 

management of assessment (EMA) is becoming increasingly prevalent in HE (Reed et 

al., 2015, p.92) and is boosting the requirement for feedback to be provided 

electronically.  

 

When discussing e-feedback on L2 writing there is an important distinction to be made 

between computer-generated e-feedback and teacher-generated e-feedback. The 

former utilises software that automatically checks for, and either highlights or corrects 

language errors; whereas the latter utilises software which enables teachers to give 

feedback, often resembling what may traditionally have been written by hand on hard 

copies of student submissions. Whilst there are significant developments in computer-

generated e-feedback on writing (Saadi & Saadat, 2015), the EAP context is still 

dominated by teacher-generated electronic feedback, abbreviated to TEF by Ene & 

Upton (2014). This study therefore focusses on TEF, and specifically on TEF providing 

FF rather than summative feedback. Thus, Ene & Uptonôs (2014) acronym is expanded 

to TEFF for the purposes of this study. 
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One tool for providing TEFF is Turnitin, which, although predominantly viewed as 

plagiarism detection software (Kostka & Maliborska, 2016), is receiving increasing 

interest as an effective means of also providing asynchronous TEFF via its GradeMark 

function (Buckley & Cowap, 2013; Reed et al., 2015). To date, however, there is little 

academic research into the use and impact of e-feedback technologies such as 

GradeMark. Of the small body of literature that does exist, the focus is predominantly 

teachersô perceptions of the software (Buckley & Cowap, 2013; Henderson, 2008; Kostka 

& Maliborska, 2016; Reed et al., 2015). Significantly fewer studies have explored the 

student perspective. Notable exceptions are Saadi and Saadat (2015), who explored 

EFL studentsô reactions to FF provided with the software Markin4 and Watkins et al. 

(2014) who explored healthcare studentsô reactions to FF provided via GradeMark. Both 

studies found an overall positive attitude of students towards TEFF. However, no 

published research exploring student engagement with TEFF provided using GradeMark 

in an EAP context has been found. The current study therefore aims to provide much 

needed insight into this increasingly significant area of practice. 

2.4. Student engagement with formative feedback 

2.4.1. Defining engagement  

As established in previous sections, FF is provided with the aim of helping learners 

achieve learning outcomes. However, as Ellis (2010, p. 337) highlights, learning 

outcomes can only be achieved if students engage with the feedback they receive. 

Despite this logical and widely accepted conclusion (Han & Hyland, 2015; Schmidt, 

2010), there is, a surprising lack of research into learner engagement with written 

feedback.  

 

To begin to understand the reasons behind this research gap, it is firstly necessary to 

define the construct itself. Definitions vary widely. For example, Hu and Kuht (2002, p. 

555) define student engagement in general terms as ñthe quality of effort students 

themselves devote to educationally purposeful activities that contribute directly to desired 

outcomesò, whereas Ellis (2010, p. 342), defines engagement in the context of CF quite 

simply as ñhow learners respond to the feedback they receive.ò The latter definition 

seems most appropriate for the scope and context of this study. 

 

Ellis (2010, p. 342) expands upon the above definition to explain that student responses 

to feedback can be examined from three perspectives: cognitive, affective and 
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behavioural. Although Ellisôs framework was developed in the context of CF, the three 

dimensions are evident in much literature on engagement within the wider context of 

education. Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and Paris (2004, p. 60), for example, describe 

engagement as a ñmetaò construct comprising cognitive, emotional and behavioural 

components. Furthermore, Guthrie and Wigfield (2000) suggest that any research into 

learner engagement would be incomplete if not addressing all three components. Thus, 

the current study examines student responses to TEFF using the three-dimensional 

framework of cognitive, behavioural and affective engagement. 

2.4.2. Cognitive engagement 

Of the three perspectives, cognitive engagement is perhaps the most complex. In Han 

and Hylandôs (2015) study, cognitive engagement was divided into three elements: depth 

of processing, cognitive operations and meta-cognitive operations. However, Oxford and 

Burry-Stock (1995) refer to depth of processing as a feature of cognitive operation, citing 

reasoning and analysing as examples of cognitive operations involving deep processing. 

Cognitive engagement can therefore be said to include a range of cognitive operations 

at differing levels of processing. 

 

Studies have shown that different types of error correction require different depths of 

processing to lead to uptake. Storch and Wigglesworthôs (2010) study of engagement 

with CF, for example, found that for spelling and capitalisation errors, noticing was 

enough, whereas prepositions required a deeper level of cognitive engagement to result 

in successful revisions. Examples of cognitive operations found in other studies on 

learner responses to FF include memorisation (Han & Hyland, 2015; Storch & 

Wigglesworth, 2010), recollection (Han & Hyland, 2015; Rose, 2015) conceptualising on 

details (Han & Hyland, 2015) and visualisation (Sachs & Polio, 2007).  

 

A second important aspect of cognitive engagement is metacognitive operation 

(Fredricks et al., 2004; Han & Hyland, 2015). Metacognition can be defined as 

ñknowledge about learningò (Wenden, 1998, p. 515). Metacognitive operations, 

therefore, are those employed by learners to assist learning, for example planning, 

evaluating progress and monitoring error (Flavell, 1979; Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995; 

Rose, 2015).   

 

An area of divergence in the literature concerns terminology used to describe cognitive 

and metacognitive processes. Taking memorisation as an example, this was termed a 
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cognitive operation in Han & Hylandôs (2015) study, but a cognitive strategy in Storch 

and Wigglesworthôs (2010) study. In fact, according to Oxford (2011, p. 12), 

memorisation can be both a strategy and an operation depending on how it is employed; 

If the learner is intentionally using memorisation techniques, it constitutes a strategy, 

whereas if the memorisation process is automatic and not within the learners ñdeliberate 

controlò, it constitutes a skill which can be termed an operation. This distinction is 

acknowledged by Han & Hyland (2015), and, just as determining whether cognitive and 

metacognitive processes were intentional or automatic was beyond the scope of their 

study, so it is in the current study. Consequently, following the precedent of Han and 

Hyland (2015), the term operation is used throughout this study. 

 

Nevertheless, Oxfordôs (2011) taxonomy of cognitive and metacognitive strategies can 

still provide a useful starting point for researching cognitive engagement in the current 

context and is indeed used to develop a start list of codes for qualitative analysis of 

interview data (Appendix 6) in this study. 

2.4.3. Affective engagement 

The second dimension of engagement, affective engagement, encompasses two 

elements: emotions and attitudes (Han, 2017; Han & Hyland, 2015; Storch & 

Wigglesworth, 2010). The distinction between emotions and attitudes is, however, 

somewhat blurred. For example, Mahfoodhôs (2017, p. 59) study of international 

studentsô responses towards FF found that their ñemotional responsesò could be divided 

into eight categories: acceptance, rejection, surprise, happiness, dissatisfaction, 

disappointment, frustration, and satisfaction. Whilst it may seem indisputable that the 

latter six can be classified as emotions, the first two, óacceptanceô and órejectionô, are 

also referred to by some authors as óattitudesô (Grawemeyer et al., 2017; Han, 2017). 

Perhaps one of the most useful frameworks for categorising affective engagement is 

provided by Han and Hyland (2015, p. 43), who distinguish between emotions as 

reactions to feedback which may change during the feedback and revision process, and 

attitudes as overall unfluctuating attitudes to feedback, such as positive, mixed and 

negative. 

 

The idea that attitudes might be more constant, whilst emotions may be changeable, has 

support from other authors who contend that learnersô attitudes are shaped by beliefs 

about language and educational goals (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010). For example, a 

learner who believes in the incremental nature of writing ability is more likely to be open 
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to the feedback and revision process than a learner who believes that the nature of 

writing ability is fixed (Waller & Papi, 2017). Alternatively, whether a learnerôs goal when 

writing a first draft is to simply get started with the writing or to submit a piece of work 

that is as complete as possible will potentially influence their attitude towards the 

feedback received (Hyland, 1998).   

2.4.4. Behavioural engagement 

The final dimension of engagement, behavioural engagement, concerns observable 

behaviours in response to feedback. Behavioural engagement is often presented on a 

continuum in the wider educational sphere. For example, Fredricks et al. (2004, p. 62) 

define behavioural engagement as ranging from ñresponding to the teacher's directions 

to activities that require student initiative.ò Applying this definition to FF, the first level of 

behavioural engagement would involve students revising their writing based on specific 

feedback points. The other end of the continuum would include autonomous actions to 

improve writing and retain knowledge in the longer term, for example keeping an error 

log (Han, 2017) or a writing journal. 

 

Opportunities to observe behavioural engagement at the latter end of the spectrum are 

beyond the scope of this study. For this reason, this study will focus only on student 

revisions in response to feedback as a measure of behavioural engagement. 

2.4.5. Links between dimensions of engagement 

Although the meta construct of engagement is typically broken down into the three 

components of cognitive, affective and behavioural engagement, it must be noted that 

these three sub-constructs are not entirely distinct from one another. Han and Hyland 

(2015, p. 41) concluded that there is a ñdynamic relationshipò between the three 

dimensions of engagement, a phenomenon which can also be seen in other studies. For 

example, Storch & Wigglesworth (2010) found strong evidence that affective factors 

influence behavioural engagement with FF, with students who disapproved of the type 

of CF given demonstrating little uptake. Storch and Wigglesworth (2010, p. 328) also 

found that affective factors resulting from beliefs about language learning influence the 

type of cognitive operations learners employ to deal with feedback. In other words, 

learnersô affective states can directly influence their behavioural and cognitive 

engagement.  
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2.4.6. Framework for investigating engagement with TEFF 

Han and Hyland (2015) used Ellisôs three dimensions of learner engagement to conduct 

a multiple case study into the engagement of four Chinese EFL students with WCF using 

the framework in Figure 8. Although their study focused on WCF and was therefore 

narrower than the current project, which also encompasses text-level feedback, their 

framework provided a useful starting point for development of a framework in the current 

study. Indeed, as Evans et al. (2010, p. 450) point out, many patterns observed in 

research on WCF can also be found in wider FF studies.  

 

 

Figure 8: Framework for investigating student engagement with WCF (Han & Hyland, 2015, p. 33) 

 

The framework in Figure 8 was adapted for the current study to account for the wider 

context of TEFF, the notion that depth of processing is encompassed within the sub-

category of cognitive operation (section 2.4.2.), and the fewer opportunities for 

observation of behavioural engagement (section 2.4.4.). The resulting framework, shown 

in Figure 9, was used as the basis for investigation in this study. 

 

Dimensions of engagement with TEFF Engagement indicators for each dimension 

1. Cognitive engagement 1a. Cognitive operations 

 1b. Metacognitive operations 

2. Affective engagement 2a. Emotional reactions 

 2b. Attitudinal responses 

3. Behavioural engagement 3a. Revisions in response to TEFF 

Figure 9: Conceptual framework for investigation of student engagement with TEFF 

2.5. Summary and conclusion  

This chapter has established that both text-level and surface-level FF are appropriate 

and widely applied on first drafts of student writing in EAP contexts, and therefore 

research into both constructs is necessary. In addition, the section has highlighted the 
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increasing use of TEFF in the EAP sphere and the significant absence of empirical 

studies on the phenomenon. Furthermore, the complex nature of student engagement 

with FF has been explored and arguments for a multi-dimensional approach to research 

on engagement have been presented. Based on this theoretical background, the current 

study seeks to investigate learner engagement with TEFF in an EAP context, focussing 

on both surface-level and text-level feedback, and adopting a three-dimensional 

approach to engagement using the framework presented in the final section of this 

literature review.  
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3. Methodology 

3.1. Summary of research context and aims 

This study explores learner engagement with TEFF received via Turnitin on first drafts 

of an EAP writing assignment. The participants are IFY students at a UK pathway 

college, and the research questions are: 

 

RQ1: How do IFY students engage with TEFF received via Turnitin on an assessed EAP 

writing assignment? 

RQ1.1: What revisions do students make to their writing in response to TEFF? 

RQ1.2: How do students affectively respond to TEFF? 

RQ1.3: How do students cognitively process TEFF? 

3.2. Research approach 

This project adopts a case study approach in response to calls from other researchers 

(Goldstein, 2006; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010; Han & Hyland, 2015) for more case 

studies to promote understanding of the complex factors influencing student engagement 

with FF. A case study is a research strategy involving ñempirical investigation of a 

particular contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context using multiple sources 

as evidenceò (Robson, 1993, p. 146). In this study, the contemporary phenomenon is 

learner engagement with TEFF, the real-life context is IFY students on an EAP module, 

and the overarching RQ is addressed using multiple sources of data. 

 

Furthermore, the case study is a multiple case study. Multiple case research seeks to 

understand a phenomenon by studying the similarities and differences between single 

case manifestations of an event (Duff, 2008; Yin, 2003). Whereas single case studies 

focus intrinsically on understanding the case itself, multiple case studies focus 

instrumentally on what selected cases can reveal about the phenomenon under 

investigation (Stake, 2006). Thus, for the current project, the interest in the selected 

cases, or students, is to understand more about how they engage with TEFF within the 

conceptual framework produced in Figure 9 (section 2.4.6.). The study does not attempt 

to develop an intrinsic understanding of individual cases per se. 

 

Yin (2003) further categorises case studies as either explanatory or descriptive. 

According to Duff (2008), explanatory case studies tend to seek answers to how 
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questions, whereas descriptive case studies focus on what questions  This case study 

adopts both explanatory and descriptive approaches. RQs 1.2 and 1.3, how learners 

affectively and cognitively engage with TEFF, primarily assume an explanatory 

approach, whereas RQ1.1, what revisions students make in response to TEFF, elicits a 

more descriptive response. 

 

The how-what distinction is also referred to by Rose (2015, p. 424), who advocates using 

qualitative methods to research how questions, and quantitative methods to research 

what questions. Accordingly, RQs 1.2 and 1.3 are primarily addressed in this study using 

qualitative methods, and RQ1.1, is addressed using quantitative analysis (Tashakkori & 

Creswell, 2007). As a result, answers to the overarching RQ1 of how IFY students 

engage with TEFF are drawn from both quantitative and qualitative research methods.  

 

Consequently, the study can be categorised as mixed methods research (MMR), in 

which the researcher ñcollects and analyzes data, integrates the findings, and draws 

inferences using both qualitative and quantitative approaches or methods in a single 

studyò (Tashakkori & Creswell, 2007, p. 4). MMR is becoming increasingly popular in 

applied linguistics research (Ivankova & Greer, 2015; Mackey & Gass, 2016; Paltridge & 

Phakiti, 2015) because issues with second language learning are frequently 

multidimensional and therefore benefit from a broad range of inquiry to facilitate 

understanding. The phenomenon under investigation in this study is a clear example of 

this as it employs a three-dimensional framework to conceptualise the research.  

 

In the design of this study, MMR enabled exploitation of the strengths of both quantitative 

and qualitative data analysis (Ivankova & Greer, 2015; Mackey & Gass, 2016) as 

appropriate for the different research questions. This use of different research 

approaches to focus on different research questions is termed a side-by-side MMR 

design (Paltridge & Phakiti, 2015). In doing this, the multiple-methods approach 

represents a pragmatic view of research, accepting that the constructivist nature of 

qualitative data analysis and the positivist or post-positivist nature of quantitative data 

analysis are not mutually exclusive research paradigms, but rather can be used to 

complement each other depending on the nature of the real-world research topic under 

investigation (Paltridge & Phakiti, 2015). 

3.3. The sample 

Multiple case studies in the field of applied linguistics typically involve between two and 
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six cases (Duff, 2008), with the small sample size justified by the depth of analysis 

required to sufficiently represent the cases under investigation. Due to the qualitative 

nature of the research methods for RQs 1.2 and 1.3, plus the number of feedback points 

that form the basis of the text analysis for RQ1.1, it was decided that three cases would 

suffice for the current study. 

 

Participants were selected using purposive sampling strategies, a strategy characteristic 

of much case study research in the social sciences (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2018; 

Stake, 2006). Purposive sampling is a type of non-probability sampling in which 

members of the population are included or excluded based on characteristics identified 

in advance (Paltridge & Phakiti, 2015, p. 570). The criteria for case selection in this study 

were nationality, age, writing aptitude and teaching group. Participants were chosen for 

their similarity in these four criteria, creating potential for comparison by minimising the 

influence of external factors. Accordingly, the type of purposive sampling used can be 

further categorised as homogeneous (Cohen et al., 2018). Similarity of cases in the first 

three criteria aimed to minimise individual variables (Ellis, 2010; Evans et al., 2010), 

whereas similarity in the final criterion minimised contextual variables (Ferris, 1997). 

 

The final consideration was selection of the teaching group from which to recruit 

participants. Other case studies in similar contexts chose the teacher based on 

qualification and experience (Ene & Upton, 2014; Ferris, 1997; Han & Hyland, 2015). 

Following these examples, the teacher selected for the current study had an MA in 

TESOL and six yearsô EAP teaching experience. Within the chosen teaching group, three 

students were identified as having the same nationality, age and writing aptitude: They 

were Chinese, 18 years old and had a current IELTS writing score of 5.5. 

3.4. Ethical approval and participant consent 

Ethical approval for the project was obtained firstly from the Research Committee 

responsible for the masterôs programme under which this study is conducted and then 

from the Institution where the research was conducted. The internal Ethical Approval 

form used to gain approval from the Institution is given in Appendix 4. Information letters 

and consent forms for the centre manager, teacher and participants are given in 

Appendix 5. In addition, informal meetings were held with the teacher and the 

participants to explain the aims and ethical considerations of the research and provide 

informal opportunities for questions. 
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To maintain anonymity, the participants in the study were given pseudonym names and 

the name of the teacher and the institution was omitted from all data. In the interests of 

data protection, all data collected for this study is stored on the Institutionôs network in a 

folder accessible only by the researcher and will be deleted when no longer required for 

the purposes of this project. 

3.5. Data collection instrument design and rationale 

3.5.1. Quantitative data collection instruments 

The most prominent method of collecting data on student revisions in response to 

teacher feedback in published studies is text analysis involving analysis of first draft 

feedback and uptake of feedback in subsequent drafts (Ene & Upton, 2014; Ferris, 1997; 

Han & Hyland, 2015; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010). Following these precedents, this 

approach was adopted for the current study to address RQ1.1. 

 

TEFF was categorised in three ways: Firstly, according to GradeMark function (section 

1.2.4.); Secondly, according to whether the focus was text-level or surface-level issues; 

and thirdly, according to rhetorical function (section 2.2.3.), as defined in Figure 10. 

GradeMark Function Definition 

QM QuickMarks based on the error correction code (Appendix 2) 

Comment In-text comments written by teacher 

Feedback Summary Overall summary of things done well and areas for improvement 

Grading Form 
Copies of comments from assessment criteria (Appendix 3) which 
best describe the submitted work  

Focus Definition 

Surface-level Feedback relating to grammar and vocabulary 

Text-level 
Feedback relating to task achievement, organisation and 
referencing 

Rhetorical function Definition 

Improvement suggestion An explicit recommendation for remediation* 

Criticism An expression of dissatisfaction or negative comment* 

Praise A positive comment about something done well 

* Definitions from Hyland and Hyland (2001, p. 186) 

Figure 10: Coding scheme for categorisation of TEFF 

 

Revisions in the final draft in response to TEFF were categorised according to their level 

of success using a scheme adapted from Storch and Wigglesworth (2010) and Ene and 
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Upton (2014), as shown in Figure 11.  

Uptake Definition 

Successful Accurate or appropriate revision made in response to TEFF 

Unsuccessful Inaccurate or inappropriate revision made in response to TEFF 

Un-attempted No revision made in response to TEFF 

Unverifiable No revision required (e.g. following a point of praise) 

Figure 11: Coding scheme for uptake of TEFF in final drafts 

 

It should also be noted that, although the text analyses were primarily designed to collect 

data for RQ1.1, information about the type of TEFF provided was also relevant when 

considering studentsô affective and cognitive responses to the feedback (RQs 1.2 and 

1.3).  

3.5.2. Qualitative data collection instruments 

Given that cognitive and affective responses to written feedback are generally internal 

experiences (Oxford, 2011), RQs 1.2 and 1.3 necessitated self-report data collection 

instruments enabling participants to recall and share these internal events. In applied 

linguistics case study research, interviews typically play a key role in gathering such data 

(Duff, 2008) because they promote greater depth of exploration of complex constructs 

than other self-report methods, such as questionnaires (Cohen et al., 2018). 

Furthermore, with the small sample size in the current study, the time expense of 

interviewing was minimised. 

 

One widely used interviewing technique for investigating cognitive and meta-cognitive 

processes is stimulated recall (Rose, 2015). On a smaller scale, it has also been 

employed to explore affective factors, such as attitude and beliefs (Lennon, 1989). In a 

stimulated recall interview, artefacts from the original event are used as prompts to help 

the interviewee recall their thoughts during a past activity with increased vividness and 

accuracy (Bloom, 1953). The process of prompting, thought-recollection and output in a 

stimulated recall interview is illustrated in Figure 12. 

 

Whilst stimulated recall techniques are traditionally associated with video and audio 

artefacts, Gass and Mackey (2017, p. 112) advocate wider use of the technique, 

including using writing drafts to explore student response to teacher feedback. Therefore, 

stimulated recall represents an innovative and appropriate data collection method for the  
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Adapted from Henderson and Tallman, 2006, as cited in Gass and Mackey, 2017, p. 45. 

Figure 12: Stimulated recall interview process  

 

current study. Furthermore, stimulated recall has been shown to have advantages over 

other introspective data collection methods, such as think-aloud protocols, which require 

extensive participant training and may even interfere with thought processes in the 

original activity itself (Bowles, 2010).  

 

It is important to note the two types of output which may result: introspective recall and 

reflective hindsight reports. In strict stimulated recall interviews, interviewers use verbal 

prompts to encourage recall data, rather than hindsight data, in order to access actual 

thoughts during the past activity rather than present evaluations of that activity (Gass & 

Mackey, 2017). Therefore, interviewer questions adopt the style óWhat did you think 

when you read that?ò, rather than ñWhy did you do that?ò.  

 

However, retrospective hindsight reports and interviewee evaluations of phenomena 

under investigation can also provide valuable insights into research questions (Gass & 

Mackey, 2017). As a result, the qualitative data collection instrument in this study was a 

two-stage interview, beginning with a stimulated recall session using TEFF on participant 

first drafts as prompts, and finishing with a semi-structured interview involving questions 

explicitly designed to elicit further data regarding RQs 1.2 and 1.3.  
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The starting point for the design of these follow-up questions were the final interview 

questions in Han and Hylandôs (2015) study (Figure 13). These were adapted to provide 

a clear focus on the RQs in the current study, including broadening the scope from 

linguistic errors to text-level FF, and adding a focus on Turnitin as a platform for receiving 

TEFF (Figure 14). 

 
Figure 13: Final interview questions in Han and Hyland (2015, p.42) 

 

Han & HylandΩǎ (2015) Interview Questions Adaptations for current study RQ 
Focus 

(3) How did you feel immediately after you 
received your first draft with teacher 
feedback? 
 

When you received your feedback on 
Turnitin, how did you feel? 
 

RQ1.2 

(4) What did you do with the linguistic errors 
in your first draft? 
 

When you received your feedback on 
Turnitin, what did you do? 

RQ1.3 

(5) What do you think of your ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ 
feedback on your linguistic errors in the first 
draft? 
 

Which types of feedback did you find most 
helpful? (Prompts: e.g. QMs or 
comments? Praise or Suggestions?) 

RQ1.3 

(7) Do you have further comments, 
suggestions, and reflections on teacher 
feedback on linguistic errors, revisions or 
English writing in general? 
 

What do you think of Turnitin as a way of 
receiving teacher feedback? 

RQ1.2 

Figure 14: Adaptation of Han and Hyland's (2015) interview questions to the current study 

3.6. Piloting of data collection instruments  

Data collection instruments were piloted during the term preceding the final data 

collection phase, and the instruments were adapted and developed according to the 

outcomes of the pilots, as described in the following sections.  

3.6.1. Pilot text analysis and outcomes 

The text analyses were piloted using the first and final drafts of one of the teacherôs IFY 

students from the previous academic year. It was discovered that the Feedback 

Summary contained only summaries and reinforcements of feedback points made using 

the QMs and Comments, with no additional items. Therefore, it was decided to exclude 
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Feedback Summary comments from statistical analysis of uptake, in order not to 

introduce repetition of feedback points.  

3.6.2. Pilot interview and outcomes 

The interview was piloted with a volunteer student using first and final draft submissions 

of an essay outline task completed in term two of the EAP module. Analysis of the pilot 

data revealed significant information about the studentôs cognitive, metacognitive and 

affective responses to TEFF, and confirmed that the research instrument was effective 

for gathering data for RQs 1.2 and 1.3. 

 

However, the fifteen-minute pilot interview proved too short to conduct both the 

stimulated recall session and follow-up questions, resulting in the decision to make the 

final interviews thirty minutes each. Furthermore, analysis of the pilot data revealed 

difficulties in coding the transcripts for cognitive and metacognitive operations, primarily 

due to my lack of experience in researching such constructs. Therefore, I decided to 

follow Roseôs (2015) advice for novice researchers and use a start list of codes based 

on previous research when analysing the final data (Appendix 6). 

 

A final outcome of the pilot interview was adaptation of the follow-up interview questions 

according to which ones elicited useful data and which did not and adding further 

questions to ensure sufficient data for RQs 1.2 and 1.3 was elicited. These changes are 

documented in Figure 15. 

 

Pilot interview question Final interview question RQ  

1. When you received your 
feedback on Turnitin, how 
did you feel? 
 

1. Same 1.2 

2. When you received your 
feedback on Turnitin, what 
did you do? 
 

2. Prompts added: 
Prompts: What did you do first? Then, what did you do? 

1.3 
 

3. Which types of feedback 
did you find most helpful?  
(Prompts: e.g. QMs or 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΚ Χ 

3. There are four types of feedback on your first draft: 
QuickMarks, Comments, Feedback Summary and Grading 
Form. Which types of feedback did you find most helpful? 
(Why?) 
4. Do you look at the Grading Form comments? What do they 
mean? Are they helpful? 
5. Regarding feedback on errors with grammar and vocabulary, 
did you find the QMs or the written Comments more useful? 
(Why?) 
 

1.3 
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- Question added to elicit more information for RQ1.3: 
6. How do you make corrections and changes to your writing 
after receiving first draft feedback? 
 

1.3 
 

оΦ  Χ tǊŀƛǎŜ ƻǊ {ǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΚύ 7. The Comments and Feedback summary contain a mixture of 
Praise, Criticism, Improvement suggestions. How do the points 
of praise make you feel?  
8. How do the improvement suggestions and criticisms make 
you feel? 
 

1.2  

4. What do you think of 
Turnitin as a way of 
receiving teacher feedback? 

9. Same 1.2  

Figure 15: Adaptations to follow-up interview questions following pilot interview 

3.7. Data collection procedure 

3.7.1. Overview of data collection phase 

The final data collection phase took place in term three of the EAP course and lasted 

four weeks as shown in Figure 16. 

 

Week Teacher-student activity 
 

Researcher activity 

week 1 First draft feedback released on 
Turnitin. 

Analyse TEFF on first drafts 

week 3 Students submit final drafts Analyse uptake of TEFF in final drafts 
 

week 4 - Interview participants & transcribe interviews 
 

Figure 16: Timeline for data collection 

3.7.2. Text analysis procedure 

The first drafts with TEFF were downloaded from Turnitin in PDF format the day after 

feedback was released to students and are provided in Appendix 7. The first stage of the 

text analysis procedure was analysis of QMs to determine whether they addressed text-

level or surface-level issues. This information was recorded in the format shown in Figure 

17, together with corresponding sections of the writing. 

 

No. QM code Focus / 

criterion 

Error in first draft Revision in final 

draft 

Uptake 

1 : óRô 

(Register) 

Surface / 

Vocabulary 

This was a really big 

problem 

  

Figure 17: Template for analysis of QMs 
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Secondly, the Comments for each participant were analysed to determine focus and 

rhetorical function (Praise, Criticism or Improvement suggestion) and the analysis was 

recorded using the template in Figure 18. Where assumptions were made about the 

meaning or intention of a Comment, they were recorded in the final column (see section 

3.8.1 below for rationale). 

 

No. Comment Focus / 
Criterion 

Function Error in first 
draft 

Revision 
in final 
draft 

Uptake Assumptions  

        

Figure 18: Template for analysis of Comments 

 

Thirdly, the Feedback Summaries were analysed for focus and rhetorical function to 

provide a complete picture of the nature of feedback comments received by the 

participants.  

 

The final stage of the text analysis involved analysis of revisions in final drafts. Final 

drafts were downloaded from Turnitin immediately after the submission deadline and 

were compared to first drafts to identify revisions in sections of writing with QMs and 

Comments. Revisions were highlighted using colour coding to indicate whether the 

uptake was successful, unsuccessful, unverifiable or un-attempted (Appendix 8). The 

revision and uptake status were also recorded in the text analysis template. The full text 

analysis for each participant is provided in Appendix 12. 

3.7.3. Interview procedure 

One week before the interviews, participants were emailed with an invitation to attend at 

a time convenient for them and information regarding the interview procedure (Appendix 

9). Using the text analyses (Appendix 12), seven feedback points for each participant 

were selected as prompts for the stimulated recall, including both QMs and Comments, 

and text-level and surface-level focus, as well as examples of successful, unsuccessful 

and unverifiable uptake. In addition, Comments were selected to include Praise, Criticism 

and Improvement suggestions. The selected prompts were highlighted on a printout of 

each first draft with TEFF, which was then used in the interview. 

 

To ensure consistency across the interviews, each interview followed a detailed research 

protocol as recommended by Gass and Mackey (2017). This protocol is provided in 
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Appendix 10. Interviews were recorded using a Dictaphone and transcribed in NVivo 

using a non-detailed approach to capture words spoken with minimal information about 

non-verbal interaction. Interview transcripts are reproduced in Appendix 11. 

3.8. Approach to data analysis 

3.8.1. Quantitative data analysis 

As detailed in sections 3.5.1. and 3.7.2., text analysis was conducted on first and final 

drafts of each participant to determine uptake of QMs and Comments according to 

whether it was successful, unsuccessful, unverifiable or un-attempted. For uptake of 

TEFF relating to grammatical errors, such as word class and articles, or lexical errors, 

such as wrong word, the success of revisions was based solely on whether the final text 

was revised accurately.  

 

However, TEFF relating to text-level issues, such as paragraph coherence or use of 

citation often demanded a more subjective judgement, and in such instances, I relied on 

my insider knowledge as a teacher on the EAP module to make assumptions about the 

teacherôs purpose with the feedback point and thus the success of the resulting revision. 

This process can be illustrated with the Comment ñCan you give me some examples?ò 

on the phrase ñSome scientistsò (Comment 3 for Lilly, Appendix 12a). In this instance, I 

assumed that the teacher intended the student to add citations indicating which 

óscientistsô the claim came from. As the resulting revision did not include citations, I 

deemed the revision unsuccessful. To increase the transparency of this analysis 

process, further assumptions are noted in the text analyses (Appendix 12).  

 

Secondly, revision success rates were calculated. This was done by dividing the number 

of successful revisions by the number of potential revisions, i.e. excluding óunverifiableô 

items from the calculation. Firstly, an overall revision success rate was calculated for 

each participant, followed by success rates comparing uptake of text- and surface-level 

feedback and uptake of Criticisms compared to Improvement suggestions. As discussed 

in section 3.6.1., the Feedback Summary data was not included in the statistical analysis 

in order not to duplicate feedback points.  

 

Paired two sample t-tests were conducted using the revision success rates to determine 

whether there was any statistically significant difference between uptake of QMs and 

Comments, uptake of text-level and surface-level feedback, and uptake of Criticisms and 
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Improvement suggestions. All statistics were rounded up to the nearest whole number. 

3.8.2. Qualitative data analysis 

Content analysis was conducted in NVivo on the transcripts of the interviews following 

Hollidayôs (2015, p. 53) four stage model: coding, determining themes, constructing an 

argument and going back to the data. Initially, data was deductively analysed for 

indications of cognitive engagement using the start list of codes in Appendix 6. When a 

code was found to be present in the data, a corresponding NVivo node was created and 

the relevant section of transcript coded. The list of codes was revised as it was compared 

to the actual data to inductively include additional emergent codes and exclude those for 

which no supporting data was found. The resulting codebook for cognitive engagement 

is shown in Figure 19.  

 

 Cognitive operations 

  Analysing and decoding 

  Comparing 

  Getting the gist 

  Memorising 

  Noticing 

  Predicting 

  Reasoning 

  Recollection 

 Metacognitive operations 

  Evaluating 

  Monitoring 

  Organising & Prioritising 

  Paying attention 

  Planning & implementing plans 

  Planning ahead for cognition 

  Using resources 

Figure 19: Codebook for cognitive engagement 

 

As explained by Oxford (2011), learners often employ two or more cognitive operations 

simultaneously, for example using metacognitive operations at the same time as 

cognitive operations. Therefore, certain areas of the transcripts were coded to two or 

more nodes to build a complete picture for each theme. 

 

The coding process for affective engagement involved an inductive approach. Firstly, 

emotional and attitudinal reactions were coded according to the actual words the 

participants used, for example the emotion ñconfusedò, or the attitude TEFF is ñhelpfulò. 

Secondly, in-vivo codes were created to capture phenomena for which participants had 

not explicitly provided coding language, for example órejection of TEFFô was used where 

participants appeared not to accept the feedback provided. The resulting codebook for 
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affective engagement is shown in Figure 20. 

 

 Attitudinal responses 

  Negative response 

   GradeMark inconvenient 

   rejection of TEFF 

  Positive response 

   acceptance of TEFF 

   GradeMark convenient 

   keen to see TEFF 

   TEFF is helpful 

 Emotional reactions 

  confident 

  confused 

  dissatisfied 

  guilty 

  happy 

  motivated 

  nervous 

  no emotions 

  proud 

  shocked 

  strange 

  surprised 

  unsurprised 

 

Figure 20: Codebook for affective engagement 

3.9. Trustworthiness and limitations of the study 

3.9.1. Trustworthiness of the research 

An important ethical consideration in qualitative research is the trustworthiness of the 

findings (Holliday, 2015; Paltridge & Phakiti, 2015). As the researcher is part of the world 

that they investigate, they inevitably influence the outcomes of the research to a certain 

extent (Cohen et al., 2018; Teusner, 2016), and this should be acknowledged in the 

research report.  

 

To achieve this in the current study, my positionality and its impact on the research 

design and data analysis are made transparent (Holliday, 2015). Firstly, my motivations 

for researching FF are stated (section 1.1.). Secondly, my position as a teacher on the 

EAP module is highlighted and its influence on the sample selection and text analysis 

are disclosed (sections 1.2.2. and 3.8.1.). Finally, my lack of research experience in the 

field and its impact on the qualitative data analysis is acknowledged (section 3.6.2.). It is 

hoped that this reflexivity (Teusner, 2016) will enable the reader to understand the lens 

through which this research is conducted and thus enhance the validity of the findings 

and inferences made from them. 

 

Notwithstanding the above disclosures, there remain limitations of the research design 

and procedure which need to be explicitly acknowledged, and this is done in the following 
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sub-sections. 

3.9.2. Limitations of the research approach 

The most widely recognised limitation of case study research is that the findings are not 

generalisable because the sample is not representative of the whole population (Cohen 

et al., 2017; Duff, 2008). Thus, care was taken when interpreting the findings in the 

current study to ensure that assertions were framed within the context of the participants 

in the sample and not extrapolated to the wider population. 

 

A second important limitation concerns the use of qualitative data, interpretation of which 

is inherently subjective (Paltridge & Phakiti, 2015). In this study, the research questions 

were determined in advance of the data collection, and therefore I had pre-determined 

expectations which could have influenced how the data was interpreted (Gass & Mackey, 

2017). Furthermore, as use of a second coder was beyond the scope of this study, 

interpretations could not be moderated by assessing interrater reliability. Therefore, my 

interpretations have been made as transparent as possible by giving a complete picture 

of coding of interview data in Appendices 13 and 14.  

3.9.3. Limitations of the text analysis 

The scope of the text analysis was limited in a number of ways. Firstly, TEFF was 

analysed for GradeMark function, text- or surface-level focus and rhetorical function. 

However, there are other features of FF that were not explored, for example syntactic 

form and hedging, which may provide further insight into learner engagement with 

differing feedback forms. Secondly, analysis of revisions made in the final draft was 

limited to areas of the text which had received a QM or Comment. Analysis of the whole 

text to determine whether revisions were made beyond the areas receiving explicit 

feedback would have provided a fuller picture of student revision in response to TEFF.  

Additionally, it must be acknowledged that the assumptions made regarding success of 

revisions (section 3.8.1) potentially affect the reliability of the data. These assumptions 

have been made transparent by stating them in Appendix 12. To increase reliability in 

future studies, the teacher could also be interviewed to confirm their intentions regarding 

subjective feedback points and the success of resulting revisions.  
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3.9.4. Limitations of the interviews 

The prompted interviews elicited self-report data, which inherently has issues of reliability 

as it is not possible to objectively confirm whether what a participant reports they thought 

is what they actually did think. Therefore, the data collected in the interviews can only be 

said to represent a reported version of the truth at that point in time (Duff, 2008). 

Furthermore, introspective data collection methods, such as stimulated recall interviews, 

assume that participants are aware of, and can articulate, their thought processes. Whilst 

Wenden (1998, p. 516) purports that learners are conscious of their metacognitive 

operations and can express them, there is divided opinion about whether the same 

applies to cognitive operations (Gass & Mackey, 2017).  

 

Regarding articulation of thoughts, the current study has the additional limitation of the 

interviews not being conducted in participantsô L1. Mackey, Gass, & McDonough, (2000) 

found that participants in L2 stimulated recall interviews produced fewer words per recall 

comment than L1 speakers. Therefore, it may be that L2 learners are verbalising only 

what their linguistic capabilities enable them to, rather than giving a complete and 

accurate account of their thoughts. Unfortunately, conducting interviews in Chinese was 

beyond the resources available for this study, but may be recommendable for future 

research. 

 

A further issue of reliability relates to the time frame for data collection. It is widely 

acknowledged that the closer an interview is to the original event, the more accurate and 

reliable the resulting data will be (Gass & Mackey, 2017; Henderson, Henderson, Grant, 

& Huang, 2010; Mackey et al., 2000). Bloom (1953), the originator of stimulated recall 

methodology, advocated that interviews be conducted within forty-eight hours of the 

event to be recalled. The interviews in this study were conducted within forty-eight hours 

of submission of the final draft. However, as the first draft feedback was available one 

week prior to the final submission date, participants may have engaged with feedback 

points more than forty-eight hours before the interview.  
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4. Findings 

 

This chapter highlights and summarises key findings from the text analyses (Appendix 

12) and analysis of interview data (Appendices 13 and 14). Each case is detailed in turn 

by presenting key findings regarding revisions in response to TEFF (RQ1.1), affective 

engagement (RQ1.2), and cognitive engagement (RQ1.3). A cross-case analysis is 

provided in the final section. 

4.1. Findings for Lilly 

4.1.1. Revisions in response to TEFF 

Lilly received twenty-four in-text feedback points: ten QMs and fourteen Comments 

(Appendix 12a). One of the Comments was praise which did not require a revision. Of 

the remaining twenty-three points, revisions were attempted for all, and nineteen of them 

were successful, as shown in Table 1. This resulted in an overall revision success rate 

of 83%, with the success rate in response to QMs being 80%, and in response to 

Comments 85%.  

 

Revision success rates were similar for surface-level and text-level feedback. Of the 

eighteen feedback points on surface-level issues, fifteen were successfully revised, 

giving an 83% revision success rate. Similarly, four of five text-level Comments requiring 

revision were successfully revised, giving a success rate of 80%. 

 

 Successful Unsuccessful Unverifiable Un-attempted Total 

QMs total 8 2 - - 10 

Surface-level (8) (2) - - (10) 

Text-level - - - - - 

Comments total 11 2 1 - 14 

Surface-level (7) (1) - - (8) 

Text-level (4) (1) (1) - (6) 

Total 19 4 1 0 24 

Table 1: Uptake of QMs and Comments - Lilly 

 

Table 2 provides a breakdown of Comments according to function and illustrates Lillyôs 

uptake in each category. The function of most Comments, eleven out of fourteen, was 

Improvement suggestion, and ten of these (91%) were successfully revised. Of the two 
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Criticisms, one was revised successfully and one unsuccessfully. Whilst it may initially 

appear that Improvement Suggestions resulted in higher levels of successful uptake than 

Criticisms, this result should be treated with caution because the number of Criticisms 

was small, just two in total. 

 

Function 
Revision 

Criticism 
Improvement 
Suggestion 

Praise Total 

Successful  1 10 - 11 

Unsuccessful  1 1 - 2 

Unverifiable  - - 1 1 

Total Comments 2 11 1 14 

Table 2: Uptake of Comments according to rhetorical function - Lilly 

4.1.2. Affective engagement 

The interview data for Lilly reveals a wide range of emotional and attitudinal responses 

to TEFF. The NVivo hierarchy chart in Figure 21 illustrates the total interview coverage 

each node received in proportion to each other; the more of the interview transcript coded 

to a node, the larger the area in the chart. References coded for each node are listed in 

Appendix 13a. 

 

 
Figure 21: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating affective engagement for Lilly 

 

As can be seen in Figure 21, Lilly described nine emotions, ranging from happiness to 
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confusion and dissatisfaction, the latter two being the most prominent. In three separate 

instances, Lilly used the word ñconfusedò and explained that either she did not 

understand the meaning of the feedback or did not ñknow what to do with itò. Furthermore, 

she expressed dissatisfaction that TEFF was not as extensive and content-focussed as 

she had anticipated, for example: 

 

ñI thought Iôm gonna, I donôt know, change é maybe more on content, not just 

words. So, I mean more advanced, I expected, but these comments, I really, I didn't 

have much work to do with these comments.ò 

 

Attitudinal responses to TEFF were also mixed, with a tendency towards more negative 

responses. For example, there were three instances where TEFF was seemingly 

rejected. Firstly, regarding Comment 3 (Appendix 12a), Lilly stated that the teacher 

ñdidnôt think thatôs fine é I already knew she would give one to this.ò It seems here that 

Lilly consciously wrote a phrase which the teacher would disapprove of and had the 

intention from the outset to dismiss the resulting feedback. Secondly, for Comment 4, 

Lilly explained ñI thought it was a good use of this phrase, but, apparently, this does not 

work for herò. The third instance where Lilly appeared to dismiss TEFF was in discussion 

about the Grading Form. Lilly stated that the ñteacher appears to be more positive than 

the fact é so I, like I lowered down her comments a little bit.ò In other words, Lilly did not 

accept the teacherôs grading, believing her achievement to be lower than stated. 

 

However, there were also instances where Lilly appeared to accept TEFF, such as 

Comments 6 and 13 (Appendix 12a) regarding using óAndô at the start of a sentence. 

Here Lilly commented ñmaybe I was absent-minded in class, but she mentioned here, 

then I learnt itò. In the same vein, Lilly also described TEFF as helpful because ñI get to 

know my mistakesò.  

 

Regarding attitude towards GradeMark as a feedback tool, Lilly presented an equally 

mixed picture, describing Turnitin as both ña really convenient toolò in general, and ñnot 

really convenientò in terms of understanding which icons represent different feedback 

functions. 

4.1.3. Cognitive engagement 

During the interview, Lilly reported a range of metacognitive operations and cognitive 

operations in response to TEFF (Appendix 14a). The hierarchy chart in Figure 22 
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illustrates the interview coverage each node received. 

 

 

Figure 22: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating cognitive engagement for Lilly 

 

Lilly reported use of four metacognitive operations to respond to TEFF, with organising 

& prioritising and monitoring being the most prevalent. Regarding the former, Lilly 

organised revisions by starting with easy items and leaving more difficult items until later. 

She recalled monitoring her learning and progress in response to TEFF in four separate 

instances during the interview with statements such as ñI know thisò and ñA lot of things 

she mentioned here that I don't know.ò  

 

In addition, Lilly described two occasions when she planned ahead for cognition. The 

first was to ask her teacher about where detail was missing in the essay, and the second 

was opening websites to read further information about language errors. In both 

instances, however, the plan was not implemented, as evidenced in the following 

references: ñI really want to ask her 'where?', so I can change my content. But, I didn'tò, 

and, regarding the open websites, ñI want to check, what are these, and then I just left 

'em there.ò 

 

It also became apparent from the interview data that Lilly revised only the sections of 

writing explicitly highlighted by TEFF and did not extend the principles in the feedback to 
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other areas of the text, for example: ñLike I only, I think I finished these changes in half 

an hour and then I got nothing to do with this essayò. 

 

Regarding cognitive operations, reasoning and analysing & decoding were the most 

prevalent nodes, both of which represent deep cognitive processing. Reasoning was 

evident in response to Comments, for example, regarding Comment 3 (óCan you give me 

some examples?ô), Lilly stated ñshe just thinks we need to mention specific scientists 

names, but I was thinking like é itôs just opening sentenceò, and, referring to Comments 

6 and 13 about óAndô and óButô, she stated, ñitôs I think a general rule to all academic 

essays that you need to avoid themò.  

 

Analysis and decoding, on the other hand, was evident in response to the Grading Form, 

which Lilly terms ñrubric feedbacksò. Regarding the teacherôs indication of writing level 

(section 1.2.4.), Lilly stated, 

 

ñshe praises us a lot: 'Well done!; Perfect!; Brilliant!, so she é appears to be more 

positive, to encourage us or something. So, I think this may be the same thing in 

her rubric feedbacks, so I, like I lowered down her comments a little bit.ò 

 

Additionally, Lilly demonstrated analysis of the wording in the Grading Form comment 

for Task Achievement (ósubstantially supported by evidence and/or examples from 

mainly current and academic sources.ô), by stating ñI donôt know ómainly currentô. But 

what does ómainlyô mean? How many is ócurrentô?ò. In fact, Lilly was the only participant 

to demonstrate engagement with the specific wording of the Grading Form.  

4.1.4. Summary 

In summary, Lilly demonstrated the following attributes in response to TEFF: 

¶ Highly successful revisions, regardless of TEFF format (QM or Comment) and 

focus (text- or surface-level) 

¶ Mixed attitude, tending towards negativity 

¶ Deep emotional engagement with a tendency for negative emotions, including 

dissatisfaction with the level of TEFF 

¶ Deep cognitive processing 

¶ Wide use metacognitive operations 
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4.2. Findings for Bill 

4.2.1. Revisions in response to TEFF 

The text analysis for Bill (Appendix 12b) revealed that his in-text TEFF consisted of nine 

QMs and eleven Comments. Of these twenty feedback points, sixteen were successfully 

revised, one was a point of praise and there were no instances of un-attempted revision 

(Table 3). This resulted in an overall revision success rate of 84%, with a 100% success 

rate for QMs and a 70% success rate for Comments.  

 

TEFF format Successful Unsuccessful Unverifiable Un-attempted Total 

QMs total 9 - - - 9 

Surface-level (8) - - - (8) 

Text-level (1) - - - (1) 

Comments total 7 3 1 - 11 

Surface-level (3) (2) (1) - (6) 

Text-level (4) (1) - - (5) 

Total 16 3 1 0 20 

Table 3: Uptake of QMs and Comments - Bill 

 

Table 3 also shows that Bill had similar revision success rates for surface-level and text-

level TEFF; eleven of thirteen revisable surface-level points were successfully revised, 

giving a success rate of 85%, whilst five out of six text-level points were successfully 

revised, giving a success rate of 83%. 

 

Analysis of Comments for function (Table 4) revealed that the majority, nine out of 

eleven, were Improvement suggestions, and these had a 67% revision success rate. In 

addition, there was one Criticism, which was also successfully revised. However, as with 

Lilly, the small number of Criticisms means that revision success rate for this category 

must be treated with caution. 

 

Function 
Revision 

Criticism 
Improvement 
Suggestion 

Praise Total 

Successful  1 6 - 7 

Unsuccessful  - 3 - 3 

Unverifiable  - - 1 1 

Total. Comments 1 9 1 11 

Table 4: Uptake of Comments according to rhetorical function - Bill 
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4.2.2. Affective engagement 

The hierarchy chart in Figure 23 illustrates Billôs affective engagement with TEFF, as 

expressed in the interview. The full coded references are listed in Appendix 13b. 

 

 

Figure 23: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating affective engagement for Bill 

 

As can be seen from Figure 23, Bill demonstrated an overwhelmingly positive attitude 

towards TEFF, with no instances of negative attitudinal response. This positivity was 

demonstrated most prevalently by Billôs unwavering acceptance of TEFF. The five 

references coded to this category include Billôs reaction to Comment 2 (ólook at this 

sentence closely think about structureô), ñthe structure is not that good é when I read it 

again, é I realise the structure is not so goodò, and his explanation of how he uses TEFF 

to revise the final draft: ñI will read every Comment é and based on that Comment, I will 

correct to a satisfied one.ò In addition to acceptance of TEFF, Bill demonstrated a 

keenness to see TEFF, for example, ñwhen I get back home, and I immediately log into 

Turnitin é I much want to know how I performedò and described TEFF as ñvery usefulò. 

 

Regarding attitude towards Turnitin and GradeMark, Bill, once again, demonstrated an 

unwaveringly positive attitude, with expressions such as ñitôs almost a perfect platformò, 

ñitôs a good designò and ñquite user-friendly and simple user interfaceò. 
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Bill described emotions towards TEFF on a smaller scale than the other two participants. 

Of the four emotions he expressed (Figure 23), three were positive feelings regarding 

praise: motivated, proud and happy. The fourth, shock, was expressed in response to 

the QM óWWô on his phrase ógive health riskô; Bill stated he was ñshocked because I, 

suddenly I use the wrong wordò. 

4.2.3. Cognitive engagement 

The hierarchy chart in Figure 24 illustrates cognitive engagement as reported by Bill in 

the interview. A full list of coded references is given in Appendix 14b.  

 

 

Figure 24: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating cognitive engagement for Bill 

 

As can be seen from Figure 24, Bill reported extensive use of metacognitive operations 

in response to TEFF, describing six operations. The most frequently occurring was 

monitoring knowledge and learning in response to TEFF, for example, again in response 

to Comment 2, ñbefore I submit this, I didn't realise that é the structure is not good. So, 

after I read this, I knew thatò, and, in response to Comment 3 (óyou need to look at 

coherenceô), ñIôve not enough coherence in this paragraphò. Secondly, Bill clearly 

described how he organised and prioritised his response to TEFF: ñI clicked on number 

one, yeah, number two, yeah and correct each mistakes one by oneò, and he stated that 
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he paid attention to each feedback point: ñI will make myself just correct every mistakes 

I have, and I won't skip it. I won't skip each one.ò  

 

Bill was the only participant to describe using resources to assist the revision process. 

He reported using websites, ñI somehow look in the web and internet, and saw é better 

starting of this sentenceò, and materials provided by his teacher, ñ[teacher name omitted] 

gave us a list of the use of academic language é so I compared it.ò In addition, he 

described planning & implementing plans: ñwhen I first look at it, é I think how can I 

adjust the register of the whole passage and, yeah, and I make just some adjustments.ò 

 

Of the four cognitive operations recalled, three indicate deep cognitive processing: 

reasoning, comparing and analysing & decoding. Like Lilly, Bill demonstrated reasoning 

in response to in-text TEFF, for example in response to Comment 9 (óWhat have we said 

about starting a sentence with óandô?ô), Bill reasoned ñwe should not use the óAndôé itôs 

somehow not so academicò, and in response to Comment 3 (óthis is a good introduction 

é however, you need to look at coherenceô) Bill stated ñI think this is not a very big 

problem, so I make a little bit adjustment but not much é because é she says I have a 

good introduction already.ò 

 

Like Lilly, Bill also demonstrated analysing and decoding in response to the Grading 

Form, stating ñI compare it to the marking requirements, and I é guess how well did I 

doò. He differs from Lilly, however, in that his attention to the Grading Form does not 

extend to analysis of its wording, as he admits ñI didnôt read word-to-wordò. Furthermore, 

Bill was the only participant to describe the deep cognitive process of comparing, a 

process most evident in his description of responding to feedback about register using 

the resources his teacher had given him, as quoted above. Finally, Bill described the 

shallower processing operation of getting the gist to obtain an overview of TEFF: ñFirst, 

I see the overall, is there many é [points to QMs and Comments]ò.   

 

The interview also revealed that, like Lilly, cognitive operations were limited to sections 

of text upon which there was a QM or a Comment, as is evident from the following section 

of Billôs transcript: 

ñAnd do you correct just the parts of the writing that your teacher has highlighted? 

Yes, somehow yes.ò 
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4.2.4. Summary 

In summary, Bill demonstrated the following attributes in response to TEFF: 

¶ Highly successful revisions, regardless of TEFF format and focus 

¶ Overwhelmingly positive attitude 

¶ Minimal, yet generally positive emotional reactions 

¶ Very wide range of metacognitive operations  

¶ Deep cognitive processing 

4.3. Findings for Mo 

4.3.1. Revisions in response to TEFF 

Mo received the most in-text feedback, thirty feedback points in total. There were 

fourteen QMs and sixteen Comments, as shown in Table 5. Moôs overall revision success 

rate was 79%, with QMs successfully revised 86% of the time, and Comments 73%. Like 

the other two participants, there was one point of praise which did not require revision. 

 

TEFF format Successful Unsuccessful Unverifiable Un-attempted Total 

QMs total 12 2 - - 14 

Surface-level (12) (2) - - (14) 

Text-level - - - - - 

Comments total 11 4 1 - 16 

Surface-level (5) (3) (1) - (9) 

Text-level (6) (1) - - (7) 

Total 23 6 1 0 30 

Table 5: Uptake of QMs and Comments - Mo 

 

The balance of text-level versus surface-level feedback was also similar to the other 

participants, with surface-level issues predominating (Table 5). The revision success rate 

for surface-level TEFF was 77% and for text-level TEFF was 86%.  

 

Regarding Comment function, Moôs feedback differed from the other two participants in 

that there was a similar number of Criticisms and Improvement suggestions: seven 

Criticisms and eight Improvement suggestions (Table 6). Mo revised successfully from 

Criticisms 86% of the time, and from Improvement Suggestions 63% of the time. 
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Function 
Revision 

Criticism 
Improvement 
Suggestion 

Praise Total 

Successful  6 5 - 11 

Unsuccessful  1 3 - 4 

Unverifiable  - - 1 1 

Total Comments 7 8 1 16 

Table 6: Uptake of Comments according to rhetorical function - Mo 

4.3.2. Affective engagement 

The hierarchy chart in Figure 25 illustrates Moôs affective engagement with TEFF. Mo 

demonstrated a mixed attitude with a tendency towards more positive responses. Like 

Bill, Mo fully accepted the TEFF given in the Comments and QMs. This was evident in 

statements such as ñwhen I see this Comment, I just simply change itò and ñbecause I 

have this feedback, so I can see her position here for how can I change it.ò She also 

described Turnitin as ña good softwareò, although she was less enthusiastic than Bill 

about its usability, stating cautiously that she ñdidnôt find it hardò to use.   

 

 
Figure 25: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating affective engagement for Mo 

 

However, like Lilly, Mo appeared to reject the teacherôs overall assessment of her writing, 

as shown in the following statement:  
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ñI firstly see this [referring to Feedback Summary] and I say, óOh maybe I did really 

well and I got some improvementsô but when I really read my comments and then I 

realise that maybe that is not like what my teacher said to me é maybe itôs just not 

really true.ò 

 

Regarding emotional reactions to TEFF, Mo also demonstrated a mixed response, 

ranging from dissatisfaction to confidence (Figure 25). However, as was the case with 

Lilly, the most frequently occurring nodes were dissatisfied and confused. Moôs 

dissatisfaction arose from the desire for more feedback in later areas of the writing. She 

stated, ñIôll be happy if I have more informationò and, referring to the second page of the 

draft, ñI donôt know how to change it because the information is not, is insufficientò. 

Furthermore, Mo expressed confusion in response to Comment 13 (ógrammar!ô), stating, 

ñI can't really know my problem and maybe it's just the words, the connection, and I don't 

really knowò.  

 

However, Mo also expressed the emotions of confidence and motivation in relation to 

TEFF. She felt confident that TEFF would help her improve certain areas of her writing, 

for example ñI know I can get improved according to this specific feedbackò. Furthermore, 

like Bill, she was motivated by praise, stating ñthen you see óAh! I still have something 

goodô. So, maybe will encourage you do it.ò 

4.3.3. Cognitive engagement 

Figure 26 illustrates Moôs cognitive engagement with TEFF according to the coded 

references from the interview. The most striking feature is that only two metacognitive 

operations were evident in the interview data: monitoring and evaluating.  

 

Monitoring was the most prominent operation reported, with five references coded to this 

node. In all instances Mo monitored via a feeling of knowing or not knowing, as described 

by Oxford (2011), the latter being more frequent. Figure 27 provides analysis of 

monitoring references to illustrate this point. 

 

Compared to the other two participants, Mo demonstrated a limited range of 

metacognitive operations to organise her response to TEFF. There was no evidence of 

organising and prioritising, nor was there any evidence of planning or using resources to 

help revise the writing.  
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Figure 26: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating cognitive engagement for Mo 

 

Referring to Interview data 
Monitoring via a 
ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ Χ 

Comment 6 
L Ŏŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ƘŜǊŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ L Ƨǳǎǘ ǳǎŜ ΨǎƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩΣ ŀƴŘ 
I ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴȅ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƭƛƪŜ ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǳǎŜ Χ 
 

Knowing 

Comment 13 
L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƪƴƻǿ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ L ƪƴƻǿ ǎƻƳŜ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǊ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ 
Ƨǳǎǘ ǎƻƳŜ ƭƛƪŜ ΨǎƘŜ ƛǎ ΧΩ 
 

not knowing 

Comment 12 
L Ƨǳǎǘ ŦŜŜƭ L ǳǎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǊŘ ǿǊƻƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ƳŀȅōŜ Χ ǘƘŜ ΨǇŀǊǘƛŀƭΩ 
ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǇŜƻǇƭŜΩ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŀǘΦ 
 

Knowing 

va Ψ±Ω ƻƴ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ 
Ψǎƻ ƳŀƴȅΩ 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ƛǘ ŀƴŘ Ƨǳǎǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ 
of the vocabulary 
 

not knowing 

second half of essay 
L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛǘ 
 

not knowing 

Figure 27: Analysis of Moôs coded references for monitoring 

 

Regarding cognitive operations, Mo displayed the most instances of shallow processing, 

for example, in response to the incorrectly revised QM óAô, ñI donôt have too much thought. 

I just add the article before this sentence. Just like thatò, and in response to Comment 2 

(óis it only one product or many?ô), ñI just simply change itò. Furthermore, she admitted 

that she had not looked at the Grading Form, stating ñI didnôt see this beforeò.  
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However, like the other two participants there was some evidence of the deep processing 

operation reasoning in response to in-text TEFF, for example ñI think óGM cropsô is a 

specific noun, so I prefer to use óitselfôò, and, in response to feedback about space errors, 

ñat the beginning I donôt know the reason, but then I realise that is because when I type 

it, I use the Chinese infoò. In addition, Mo demonstrated analysis and decoding in 

response to the Feedback Summary stating, ñwhen I really read my comments and then 

I realise that maybe that is not like what my teacher said to me because you can see that 

at the beginning, the first paragraph and second paragraph, I have so many comments 

here.ò 

4.3.4. Summary 

In summary, Mo displayed the following attributes in response to TEFF: 

 

¶ Successful revisions, regardless of TEFF format and focus 

¶ Mixed attitude with a tendency towards positive responses  

¶ Mixed emotions 

¶ Limited range of metacognitive operations 

¶ Minimal cognitive engagement, including shallow cognitive processing and not 

engaging with the Grading Form.  

4.4. Cross case analysis 

This final section of the Findings chapter provides a cross-case analysis of revision 

success rates and coded references from the interviews. 

 

As can be seen from Table 7, the overall revision success rates for all cases were high 

and similar, with a difference of only 5% between the lowest, Mo, and the highest, Bill. 

Furthermore, paired two sample t-tests (Appendix 15) revealed no significant difference 

in revision success rates between QMs and Comments. The same was also true of text-

level compared to surface-level feedback. As the number of Criticisms provided for Lilly 

and Bill was so small, t-tests could not be reliably conducted to assess the difference 

between uptake of Criticisms and Improvement suggestions.  

 

Figure 28 shows the nodes coded for each participant in the qualitative data analysis. 

This cross-case analysis of both quantitative data (Table 7) and qualitative data (Figure 

28) forms the basis for discussion of the Findings which is presented in the next chapter. 
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TEFF category Revision success rates 

 Lilly Bill Mo 

Overall 83% 84% 79% 

QMs 80% 100% 86% 

Comments 85% 70% 73% 

Text-level points 80% 83% 86% 

Surface-level points 83% 85% 77% 

Improvement suggestion 91% 67% 63% 

Criticism 50%* 100%* 86% 

*These two statistics must be viewed with caution as sample size was small. 

Table 7: Cross case comparison of revision success rates 

 

 

Code Lilly Bill Mo 

Affective engagement    

 Attitudinal responses    

  Negative response    

   GradeMark inconvenient V   

   rejection of TEFF V  V 

  Positive response    

   acceptance of TEFF V V V 

   GradeMark convenient V V V 

   keen to see TEFF  V  

   TEFF is helpful V V  

 Emotional reactions    

  confident   V 

  confused V  V 

  dissatisfied V  V 

  guilty V   

  happy V V  

  motivated  V V 

  nervous   V 

  no emotions V   

  proud  V  

  shocked V V  

  strange V  V 

Code Lilly Bill Mo 

  surprised V   

  unsurprised V   

Cognitive engagement    

 Cognitive operations    

  Analysing and decoding V V V 

  Comparing  V  

  Getting the gist  V  

  Memorising V   

  Noticing   V 

  Predicting    

  Reasoning V V V 

  Recollection V  V 

 Metacognitive operations    

  Evaluating V V V 

  Monitoring V V V 

  Organising & Prioritising V V  

  Paying attention  V  

  Planning & implementing 
plans 

 V  

  Planning ahead for 
cognition 

V   

  Using resources  V  

Figure 28: Cross-case comparison of coded references from interview data 
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5. Discussion 

This chapter discusses the findings in light of the context presented in Chapter 1 and the 

literature in Chapter 2. Assertions related to each of the research questions are 

presented to offer a deeper understanding of the phenomenon of student engagement 

with TEFF as demonstrated by the three cases in this study. 

5.1. Revisions in response to TEFF 

RQ1.1 asks what revisions students make to their writing in response to TEFF. Text 

analysis of first and final drafts has provided quantitative insights into this question for 

the three cases, and interview data has provided further supporting information about 

which areas of TEFF students used to revise. 

 

The first key finding was that all three participants attempted a revision for every revisable 

QM and Comment. This may offer encouragement to teachers providing TEFF by 

demonstrating that the students in this study did utilise the feedback. This seems 

especially important considering teacher frustrations surrounding uptake of FF discussed 

in section 1.1. It also indicates that the GradeMark functions QM and Comment are 

effective means of providing in-text feedback on writing drafts. 

 

However, as encouraging as this initial finding may seem, it is important to note that it 

was beyond the scope of the quantitative data analysis to investigate whether 

participants applied the feedback in the QMs and Comments to areas of writing other 

than those highlighted by the teacher. In fact, interview data suggests the opposite. For 

example, Lilly and Bill both voiced the misconception that no in-text feedback on a 

section of writing meant no revision necessary. Lilly stated, ñI think I finished these 

changes in half an hour and then I got nothing to do with this essayò. Similarly, Bill stated 

that he only corrected parts of the writing highlighted by the teacher (section 4.2.3.) and 

interpreted the lack of QMs and Comments in later sections of his writing as ñfewer 

mistakes in last paragraphsò. This suggests that the current learner training on how to 

use TEFF (section 1.2.4.), may be insufficient. 

 

Mo also indicated that she did not revise areas of writing without QMs and Comments. 

However, in contrast to Lilly and Bill, the reason stated was not that she thought no 

changes were necessary, but instead that she did not know how to correct her writing 

without explicit feedback from her teacher (section 4.3.2.). Applying Fredricks et al.ôs 
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(2004) behavioural engagement continuum (section 2.4.4.) to these scenarios, the 

participants could be said to operate at the first level of behavioural engagement: 

responding only to teachersô directions. Thus, the institutionôs expectation that students 

can independently proofread later stages of their writing and apply the principles given 

in earlier feedback (section 1.2.4.) would appear not to match the behavioural 

engagement level of these participants, either because of lack of awareness of the 

existence of errors unless explicitly indicated, or because the studentôs ñdevelopmental 

readinessò (Goldstein, 2006, p. 194) may not match the expectations of the task, as 

appeared to be the case for Mo. The latter phenomenon has also been found to influence 

revision success in previous studies (Goldstein, 2006).  

 

The second key finding from the text analysis was that the overall revision success rates 

for the in-text feedback were high for all participants (Table 7). This shows that not only 

did the students attempt revisions for all feedback points, but that they also produced 

more accurate writing as a result. This again suggests that GradeMarkôs QMs and 

Comments are an effective means of providing in-text feedback. As most in-text TEFF 

concerned surface-level issues (75% for Lilly; 70% for Bill; and 77% for Mo), this finding 

is consistent with the argument that CF can help learners produce more accurate writing 

when revising from one draft to the next (Ferris, 1999; Hyland & Hyland, 2006a). 

Moreover, as all QMs and all but two of the Comments (Comments 8 and 14 for Lilly) 

were a form of indirect feedback (section 2.2.2.), the success of participants in revising 

from them also offers support for the efficacy of indirect feedback in improving writing 

accuracy (Ferris, 2004). 

 

The fact that the majority of the TEFF focussed on surface-level issues also accords with 

assertions that teachers tend to focus first draft feedback on L2 writing on surface-level 

errors (Goldstein, 2006; Montgomery & Baker, 2007). The revision success rates must 

therefore be interpreted in this context, and it is necessary to acknowledge that previous 

studies have shown learners to be significantly more successful in revising from discrete 

surface-level feedback than from more global text-level feedback (Conrad & Goldstein, 

1999; Ferris, 2004). Thus, although this study found no statistically significant difference 

between uptake of text-level and surface-level TEFF (section 4.4.), it must be 

acknowledged that surface-level feedback predominated. Further research is necessary 

to ascertain whether the revision success rate would be equally high if TEFF were 

predominantly text-level. 
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Finally, regarding the format of in-text TEFF, this study found no statistically significant 

difference between uptake of QMs and Comments for the three participants. However, 

as discussed below in relation to cognitive engagement, despite the similarity of uptake, 

all participants expressed a preference for Comments. As I have found no published 

studies to date analysing the use of these different GradeMark functions, this appears to 

be an area for further exploration. 

 

In summary: 

¶ Participants attempted revisions for all revisable QMs and Comments. 

¶ The overall revision success rate for all participants was high. 

¶ Participants were equally successful revising from QMs or Comments and from 

text-level or surface-level feedback. However, the predominance of surface-level 

feedback in this study must be acknowledged. 

¶ Participants indicated a tendency not to revise sections of writing without QMs 

and Comments, demonstrating a high dependence on explicit teacher feedback. 

5.2. Affective engagement with TEFF 

RQ1.2 asks how students affectively engage with TEFF. To address this question, 

interviews explored participantsô attitudes and emotional reactions towards TEFF, and 

the qualitative findings are discussed here. 

 

Firstly, regarding attitudinal response to TEFF, the three cases showed distinctly different 

profiles: Bill demonstrated an entirely positive attitude, Mo a mixed attitude with a 

tendency towards more positive responses, and Lilly a mixed attitude with a tendency 

towards negative responses. This corresponds to findings in other multiple case studies, 

such as Han and Hyland (2015), which also asserted that attitudes towards teacher 

feedback varied considerably despite minimal contextual differences and indicates that 

further exploration of individual factors is required to understand more about attitudinal 

differences. 

 

Regarding positive attitudinal responses, the QMs and Comments were the most 

positively received GradeMark functions. Bill and Mo unquestioningly accepted and 

acted upon all QMs and Comments, demonstrating a belief that the teacher is, in the 

words of Mo, ñQuite right!ò. Lilly also appeared to accept most in-text feedback, with two 

exceptions which are discussed in the next paragraph. Lilly and Bill also explicitly stated 

that they found the QMs and Comments helpful, and all participants, at some stage, 
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indicated that they found GradeMark convenient. Thus, there is some evidence in this 

study to support Saadi and Saadat (2015) and Watkins et al. (2014), who found that 

students held a generally positive attitude towards TEFF. 

 

However, Lilly, whilst accepting most in-text feedback, also seemed to reject the 

feedback provided in two Comments (section 4.1.2.). Interestingly, in both instances, 

despite verbalising a negative attitude towards the feedback points, Lilly did revise the 

text based on the feedback given. This observation differs from the findings of Storch 

and Wigglesworth (2010), who found that negative affective factors had a detrimental 

effect on uptake of feedback. 

 

Whilst most of the in-text TEFF seemed to be accepted by the participants, it was 

noticeable that both Lilly and Mo seemed to reject the teacherôs overall assessment of 

their work as being too high; Lilly stated that she ñloweredò the grade indicated on the 

Grading Form, and Mo declared that the Feedback Summary was ñnot really trueò. Both 

participants received considerable praise in their Feedback Summaries (Appendix 12), 

which, considering the very minimal praise in their in-text feedback, might be one reason 

for their doubt in the teacherôs overall assessment. Indeed, Hyland and Hyland (2001) 

found that general praise which is not specifically linked to the text can have a negative 

impact on learnersô responses to FF as it may be considered insincere. Consequently, 

the Institutionôs guidance to teachers to provide three points of praise and three areas 

for improvement in Feedback Summaries (section 1.2.4.). might not be the most effective 

approach to affectively engage learners. 

Analysis of interview data for emotional reactions to TEFF also revealed a wide range of 

responses. Thirteen different emotions were recorded across the three cases, ranging 

from dissatisfaction to happiness. As might be expected, the case with the most negative 

attitudinal response, Lilly, also displayed the widest range and frequency of negative 

emotions, with confusion and dissatisfaction predominating. Lilly was dissatisfied with 

the surface-level focus of the in-text feedback. This finding may lend support to 

advocates of prioritising text-level feedback on first drafts of student writing (e.g. 

Goldstein, 2006; Zamel, 1985).  

 

Mo also expressed dissatisfaction with the extent of the in-text feedback. However, 

whereas Lillyôs dissatisfaction arose from the surface-level nature of the feedback, Moôs 

dissatisfaction was based on a different issue: a desire for more CF on later sections of 

the draft. As mentioned earlier, Moôs developmental readiness (Goldstein, 2006) may be 
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a contributing factor here, and further studies are needed to determine how proficiency 

might impact engagement with TEFF. 

 

Equally, the participant who displayed the most positive attitude towards TEFF, Bill, also 

seemingly expressed the most positive range of emotional reactions: happiness, 

motivation and pride. However, Billôs positive emotions were predominantly reactions to 

the Comment containing praise. In fact, all participants received one in-text Comment 

giving praise, and all participants expressed similar positive emotional responses to 

them; Lilly said she had felt happy when reading the Comment and Mo stated that she 

found it motivating. This further supports the argument above that praise is most effective 

when it is specific (Hyland & Hyland, 2001), and also appears to corroborate the 

argument that placing praise alongside constructive criticism can boost studentsô 

motivation (Ferris, 1995).  

 

In summary: 

¶ Attitudinal and emotional responses differed significantly despite the similarity of 

context for all participants. 

¶ All participants viewed QMs and Comments as the most helpful of the GradeMark 

functions. 

¶ Negative attitudinal responses were found not to have an obvious detrimental 

effect on uptake. 

¶ Substantial generic praise in Feedback Summaries appeared to negatively 

impact attitude towards TEFF, whereas specific praise in Comments created 

positive emotions.  

¶ There was a generally positive attitude towards Turnitin as a FF platform. 

5.3. Cognitive engagement with TEFF 

RQ1.3 asks how students cognitively engage with TEFF. The interview data in this study 

revealed that the participants employed a wide range of cognitive operations and 

metacognitive operations in response to TEFF. 

 

Regarding cognitive operations, all cases indicated use of deep cognitive processing at 

some stage. The first, deep processing operation described by all cases was reasoning. 

This was typically demonstrated in the context of understanding QMs and Comments, 

examples of which are reproduced in Figure 29. Previous literature (e.g. Hyland, 1996) 

argues that indirect feedback encourages the learner to use deep mental processing 
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operations, and, as the Comments and QMs are forms of indirect feedback, this finding 

would appear to corroborate such assertions. 

 

Case TEFF Interviewee comment 

Lilly 
Comment 3: Can you give 
ƳŜ ǎƻƳŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎΚέ 

she just thinks that we need to mention specific scientistsΩ 
ƴŀƳŜǎΣ ōǳǘΣ L ǿŀǎ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ƭƛƪŜ Χ ƛǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜΦ 
 

Bill 
Comment 9: What have we 
said about starting a 
ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ΨŀƴŘΩΚ 

So, after reading the Comment, I know that, as she mentioned 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎΣ ǿŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ Ψ!ƴŘΩΣ ŀƴŘ ȅŜŀƘΣ ƛǘΩǎ 
somehow not so academic. 
 

Mo va ΨtΩΥ tǳƴŎǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ 

I have a lot of punctuation error here and, at the beginning, I 
ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜƴ L ǊŜŀƭƛǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘŜƴ L ǘȅǇŜ ƛǘΣ L 
use the Chinese info, so the sign here is wrong, so maybe the 
blank will be so big. 
 

Figure 29: Examples of interview data demonstrating reasoning 

 

However, as was evident in both Storch and Wigglesworth (2010) and Han and Hyland 

(2015), this study also found that revision success in response to individual feedback 

points is not necessarily linked to depth of processing. For example, Lillyôs revision for 

Comment 3 (Appendix 12a) was unsuccessful. Likewise, Bill appeared to use reasoning 

with his Comment 3 (section 4.2.3.), which was also unsuccessfully revised. 

 

Interestingly, all participants stated a preference for Comments rather than QMs because 

they found them more cognitively engaging for the variety of reasons shown in Figure 

30. However, as there was no significant difference between uptake of Comments and 

QMs, this also implies that there may not necessarily be a positive correlation between 

cognitive and behavioural engagement. 

 

Case Reason stated for preference of Comments over QMs 

Lilly more remarkable; In your mind you can memorise this more. 

Bill 
ǎƻƳŜƘƻǿ ƛŦ L ǊŜŀŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǎǎŀƎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴ ΧΦL Ŏŀƴ ǊŜŀƭƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ vǳƛŎƪaŀǊƪǎΣ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƻƴƎ ǿƻǊŘ ƻǊ 
ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ Χ L Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ Comment 

Mo Because it have more information 

Figure 30: Reasons stated for preference of Comments over QMs 

 

The second, deep cognitive processing operation demonstrated by all participants was 

analysing and decoding. Lilly and Bill described this operation in response to the Grading 

Form, and Mo described this operation when discussing the Feedback Summary, as 

noted in Figure 31. This indicates that, despite participants rating the Feedback 
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Summary and Grading Form as the least helpful GradeMark functions, they did, 

nevertheless, encourage participants to analyse their overall performance. 

 

Case TEFF focus Interviewee comment 

Lilly 
Responding to a 
question about the 
Grading Form. 

according to rubric, it seems to be positive more than negative. But, 
actually, I mean [teacher's name omitted]'s ways of speaking, like 
she praises us a lot: 'Well done!; Perfect!; Brilliant!, so she, I don't 
know how to express this, it's just she appears to be more positive 
than the fact. Yeah, like the fact is not so positive, but she appears 
to be more positive, to encourage us or something. So I think this 
may be the same thing in her rubric feedbacks, so I, like I lowered 
down her comments a little bit. 
 

Bill 
Responding to a 
question about the 
Grading Form 

I compare it to the, to the marking requirements, and I somehow 
see the score. Yeah, and I guess how well did I do this and about the 
approximate score and yeah. 
 

Mo 
Responding to a 
question about the 
Feedback Summary 

I firstly see this and I say 'Oh, maybe I did really well and I got some 
improvements' but when I really read my comments and then I 
realise that maybe that is not like what my teacher said to me 
because you can see that at the beginning, the first paragraph and 
second paragraph, I have so many comments here 
 

Figure 31: Examples of interview data demonstrating analysing and decoding 

 

There was also evidence of shallower cognitive processing operations, for example 

getting the gist (Bill), recollection (Lilly & Mo) and noticing (Mo). It was noticeable in this 

study that the participant who displayed the shallowest engagement with TEFF, Mo, also 

employed the smallest range of metacognitive operations, with no indications of 

organising and prioritising, planning or using resources to help revision. This is an area 

that could be investigated further in the context of how individual factors impact cognitive 

engagement. 

 

Regarding metacognitive operations, substantial monitoring via a feeling of knowing was 

demonstrated in response to QMs and Comments. For example, Lilly stated ñI know what 

to do with them (referring to QMs and Comment) ... I know whatôs my next stepò, Bill 

responded to Comment 2 about poor sentence structure by stating ñSo, after reading 

this, I knew thatò, and Mo demonstrated extensive monitoring via a feeling of knowing as 

illustrated in Figure 27 (section 4.3.3.).  

 

Other GradeMark functions did not, however, receive the same level of attention as the 

QMs and Comments. The feedback provided in the Grading Form, for example, was not 

looked at all by Mo, Bill admitted that he did not read it ñword-to-wordò, and Lilly, who did 
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read the Grading Form statements in more detail, admitted not acting upon them, as 

evidenced in the following comment: ñ'detail may be lacking' é I really want to ask her 

'where?', so I can change my content. But, I didn't.ò This directly supports findings in 

previous studies that understanding feedback comments and knowing how to revise in 

response to them are crucial to engagement (Goldstein, 2004). 

 

In summary: 

¶ All participants used the deep-processing operations of reasoning and analysis 

to make sense of TEFF. 

¶ No obvious link between depth of processing and uptake was found. 

¶ The participants who reported more use of deep cognitive operations also 

demonstrated a wider range of metacognitive operations. 

¶ All participants demonstrated the metacognitive operation of monitoring learning 

via feeling of knowing.  

¶ All participants found Comments more cognitively engaging than QMs. 

5.4. Effectiveness of the conceptual framework 

In conclusion, the conceptual framework developed in section 2.4.6. (Figure 9) has 

provided an effective overall approach for investigation of the overarching research 

question: How do IFY students engage with TEFF received via Turnitin on an assessed 

EAP writing assignment? Researching the three dimensions of behavioural, affective and 

cognitive engagement has enabled a rich picture of engagement to be built for the 

sample in this study. In future studies, extending the dimension of behavioural 

engagement to include both revisions in direct response to QMs and Comments and 

revisions made to sections of the text without explicit feedback may provide a fuller 

picture of behavioural engagement. 
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6. Conclusion 

This multiple case study used mixed methods research to investigate how three IFY 

students on an EAP module engaged with TEFF received using Turnitinôs GradeMark 

tools. A multi-dimensional framework was adopted which broke down the meta construct 

of engagement into cognitive, affective and behavioural engagement. First and final 

drafts of student writing were analysed to determine uptake of feedback and participants 

were interviewed to gain understanding of affective and cognitive engagement with 

TEFF. By analysing the similarities and differences between the three cases within the 

three dimensions of engagement, the study has provided insights into the phenomenon 

of student engagement with TEFF in an EAP context. The key findings and implications 

for future research are summarised in this final chapter. 

 

The first significant finding was that in-text feedback provided via GradeMarkôs QM and 

Comment functions was highly effective at promoting successful revisions for all 

participants. Likewise, all participants stated that they found QMs and Comments the 

most helpful of the GradeMark functions used in the study. Furthermore, whilst statistical 

analysis showed revisions to be equally successful regardless of whether prompted by 

a QM or Comment, all participants expressed a preference for Comments as they found 

them more cognitively engaging. 

 

Secondly, the GradeMark functions of Feedback Summary and Grading Form were 

declared as the least helpful forms of TEFF by all participants, with the Grading Form 

rated least useful overall and attracting the least attention. The comparative lack of 

engagement with the Feedback Summary and Grading Form compared to the high level 

of engagement with the QMs and Comments appears to corroborate findings in previous 

studies that discrete text-specific feedback is more effective than global or generic 

feedback in promoting learner engagement and ultimately successful revision (Conrad 

& Goldstein, 1999; Ferris, 2004). Furthermore, these findings indicate a potential need 

on the EAP module under investigation for more learner training into how to utilise the 

Feedback Summary and Grading Form to revise and improve writing. 

 

Thirdly, in contrast to previous studies (Mahfoodh, 2017; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010), 

this study found no direct link between overall uptake of TEFF and affective engagement; 

Of the three cases investigated in this study, the participant with the most negative 

attitude towards TEFF revised as successfully as the participant with the most positive 

attitude. This suggests that assertions of a negative attitude tending to result in less 


















































































































































































































































