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Abstract

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

formative feedback (TEFF) on EAP writing. Bui I di ng on EIlisdé (2010)
investigating corrective feedback (CF)and Han and Hyl andds (2015) mt
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 T u r n i 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 -titfeedfackdudctors witk &l participants also
stating that the in-text feedback functions were more helpful than Gr a d e Mawverkll6 s
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.



Acknowledgements

I would like to thank the teacher and participants involved in this study for their time and
support. Their enthusiasm during the data collection process was inspiring. | would also
like to thank my supervisor, whose expertise and unwavering engagement with my work

enabled me to confidently take my first steps as a researcher.

vi



Table of Contents

Declaration Of NONESLY .....cvuuiiiii e e e e iii
AADSTIACT ... %
Yo [0 1T/ [=Te [o [T 1T £ PSSP Vi
Table Of CONLENTS ....oeviiiiiiiiiiiee ettt vii
IS A T T (=P X
LISt OF TADIES .. e e Xi
L. INEFOAUCTION ... 1
1.1. Problem statement and research aims ..........ccccccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiieee 1
1.2. RESEAICH CONIEXE ..ottt e e e e e e e e 1
1.2.1. The Institution and the EAP mModule...............uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieees 1
1.2.2. The students and tEACNEIS...........ccouiiiiiiiiiii e 2
1.2.3. Writing SKillS @SSESSMENT ........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 2
1.2.4. Formative feedback on WIitiNG .........ccoiiiieiiiiiiicc e 3

1.3. Theoretical background and research gap........ccccccvvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee 5
1.4, RESEAICH QUESHIONS ... .. e e e e e e ara s 6
1.5. MethodOlOgY .......coviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii et 7
1.6. Potential benefits of the Study............cooviiiiiiiiiiiii 7
2. LILErature REVIBW ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e 8
2.1, INtrOdUCTION @QNA SCOPE .....uvvvieiiiiiiiiiiiiietteteeeeieeiie et eeeeeennsnnne 8
2.2. The nature of formative feedback on Writing .........cccoooiiiiiiiiiii e, 8
2.2.1. Text-level versus surface-level feedback.............ccccccoiiiiii 8
2.2.2. Types of corrective feedback ... 10
2.2.3. Categorisation of feedback comments ...........ccccccviiiiiiii 11
2.2.4. Linking GradeMark functions t0 FF typesS.......ccovviiiiiiiiiiieeiiie e 12

2.3. Electronic feedback (e-feedback) ............ooiiiiiiiiiii 13
2.4. Student engagement with formative feedback .................uevvviimiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin. 14
2.4.1. DefiniNng eNgagemeNnt.........oouuuuiii e e e et e e e e e e e e aeanee 14
2.4.2. COgNitiVe ENJAGJEMENT .....ciiiiiiieieeee e 15
2.4.3. Affective enNgagement ........oouuuuiii e e eaeees 16
2.4.4. Behavioural €ENgagement .........ccciieeeiiieiiiiiis e e ee et e e e e e e e e e eaaaenes 17
2.4.5. Links between dimensions of engagement...............cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinin e 17
2.4.6. Framework for investigating engagement with TEFF................ccccooeeeiiienn, 18

Vii



2.5. Summary and CONCIUSION ........ciiiiiiiiiicce e 18

cMEENOAOIOY ... 20
3.1. Summary of research context and aims............ccccceeiieeriiiiiiiiiii e, 20
3.2. ReSEarch apprOaCh ...........uuuuuiiiiiiiiii e 20
3.3 . THE SAMPIE oo e e e e e 21
3.4. Ethical approval and participant CONSENL ............cceiiiieeiiiiiiiiii e 22
3.5. Data collection instrument design and rationale...............ccccccviiiiiiiiiniiiiniiinnnns 23

3.5.1. Quantitative data collection iNStrUMENtS ..........ccevvevieiiviiieeiiieeeeeeee e, 23
3.5.2. Qualitative data collection iNSIrUMENTS .........ccovviveiiiiiiei e e e 24
3.6. Piloting of data collection iINStrUMENtS..............iiiiiiieeeiiie e, 26
3.6.1. Pilot text analysis and OUICOMES ............ccovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee 26
3.6.2. Pilot interview and OULCOMES. .........uiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 27
3.7. Data COIlECtiON PrOCEAUIE .......uuuuiiiiiiiiiiititi e 28
3.7.1. Overview of data collection phase...........cccooeeeeiiiiiiiiii e, 28
3.7.2. Text analySiS PrOCERAUIE ........uuuie i e e e e e e e e et eeeeeeannes 28
3.7.3. INtEIVIEW PrOCEUUIE ....ccoiiiiiiiiiiieei et 29
3.8. Approach to data @analySiS .........cooeuuiiiiiiiii e 30
3.8.1. Quantitative data analysiS ... 30
3.8.2. Qualitative data analySiS .........ccceiieiiiiiiiiiicii e 31
3.9. Trustworthiness and limitations of the Study .............cccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiis 32
3.9.1. Trustworthiness of the reSEarCh ............ooocciiiiiiiii e 32
3.9.2. Limitations of the research approach ...........ccccco 33
3.9.3. Limitations of the text analysSiS .............iiiiiiiiii i, 33
3.9.4. Limitations of the INterVIEWS .............cooiiiiiiiii e 34

B NAINGS 35

g O T o [ o L= o gl I PSP 35
4.1.1. Revisions in response t0 TEFF ... 35
4.1.2. AffeCtive engagemeEnt ... .....uueii et e e e eeaeees 36
4.1.3. COgNItiVe ENQAGJEMENT ...eviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiei et ee ettt ettt ettt e e e e e e eeeeees 37
I | 0 = Y 39

4.2, FINAINGS FOF Bl e 40
4.2.1. Revisions in response t0 TEFF ... 40
4.2.2. AffeCtive engagemeEnt ... .....uuu et e e eeaeees 41
4.2.3. COognitive ENQAJEIMENT .......uviiiiii it e e e e e e e e e eeaannes 42
4.2 4. SUMIMEBIY ...eiieeeetiiies et eeee e e e et e e e e s e e e e et e e e nnasaa s s e e e e e eennnnna s e e eeeeeennnn 44

o T T o [T T TS0 o 1Y/ TSR 44



4.3.1. Revisions in response to0 TEFF ... 44

4.3.2. AfECtiVE @NQAGEIMENT ....oeviiiiiiiiiiiii ittt 45
4.3.3. Cognitive ENQAJEMENT .......uviuiii i e e e e e e e e e eaaannes 46
4.3 4. SUMIMEBIY ..eiieeeetties e e ettt e e e et e eee s e e e e et eeenn s s s e e eeeeennnnn e raeeeeeeennne 48

4.4, CroSS CASE @NAIYSIS ...ccuvviiiiiiiieee i e e et e e 48
5. DUSCUSSION ...ttt e ettt ettt e e e ettt e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e r e e e e e e e a 50
5.1. Revisions in reSPoNSe t0 TEFF...........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiii e 50
5.2. Affective engagement With TEFF...........cccooiiiiiiii e 52
5.3. Cognitive engagement With TEFF.............ouuiiiiiiiiiieees 54
5.4. Effectiveness of the conceptual framework...........c.cccceeviieiiiiiiiiiii e, 57
6. CONCIUSION ..o 58
T RETEIENCES ...t e e e e e e e e e e 60
F Y o] 01T a0 [od= TSRS 67
APPENIX 11 CWS TASK ...ttt 68
Appendix 2: Error correction code for the EAP module ............ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee, 70
Appendix 3: Assessment criteria for the CW3 writing task .............ccccvviviiiiiiininiiinnn, 79
Appendix 4: Internal ethical approval fOrm ...............eeuueiiiiiiiiiiiii e 81
Appendix 5: Information letters and consent fOrmMs .............cooiiiiiiiii e, 86
Appendix 5a: Centre manager - Information letter and consent form....................... 86
Appendix 5b: Teacher i Information letter and consent form............ccccccceeeiiiiiiinnn, 88
Appendix 5c: Participants T Information letter and consentform ...............oeeeeee. 90
Appendix 6: Start list of codes for cognitive engagement...........ccccceeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeneeee, 92
Appendix 7: First drafts and TEFF .............ouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeieee 95
Appendix 7a: Lilly T First draft with TEFF ... 95
Appendix 7b: Bill T Firstdraft with TEFF...........oo e 100
Appendix 7c: Mo T Firstdraft with TEFF..........oooooiii 105
Appendix 8: Final drafts with revisions highlighted ................ccocoiiiiii 110
Appendix 8a: Lilly T Final draft ...........oooeeeeeiiie 110
Appendix 8b: Bill T Final draft...........oooiiii e 115
Appendix 8c: Mo T Final draft...........oooooiieii e 119
Appendix 9: Email to participants regarding prompted interviews............ccccccceeereeenen. 124
Appendix 10: Research protocol for prompted interviews ..........cccceeveeeeviviiiiiieneeeenn, 125
Appendix 11: INtervieW tranSCrIPLS .....c.oeeiiiiiiiie e e 127
Appendix 11a: Lilly T Interview tranSCript.........ooeeeereiirie e 127
Appendix 11b: Bill T INterview tranSCrpt........ccovvviiiiiieie e 134



Appendix 11¢: Mo T INterview tranSCHPL.......ccoiviiiiiiiie e 140

APPENIX 12: TEXE ANAIYSES ...ttt sneeeeseennennne 145
Appendix 12a: Text analysiS T Lilly........cooiiioiiiiiiicee e 145
Appendix 12b: Text analysis T Bill ... 150
Appendix 12¢: Text analySiS T MO ........uuiiiiiieeiiieccee e 155

Appendix 13: Coded references for affective engagement............ccc.ocoovvviiiiiiinnneenn. 160
Appendix 13a: Lilly i Affective engagement references ...........ccccceeeeeeieeeeeieeeeeen 160
Appendix 13b: Bill i Affective engagement references.........ccccceeevieeviviiiiiiieeeneeenn, 164
Appendix 13c: Mo i Affective engagement references...........cccccceeeeiiiiiiiiinnennnnn. 166

Appendix 14: Coded references for cognitive engagement .........ccccooeeeeiiviiiiiiienneeennn, 169
Appendix 14a: Lilly i Cognitive engagement references ..........cccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen 169
Appendix 14b: Bill i Cognitive engagement references...........ccceevveeevvveiiiieeeneeennn, 172
Appendix 14c: Mo i Cognitive engagement references...........cccceeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeen 176

Appendix 15: Descriptive statistics and t-tests for revision success rates.................. 178

List of Figures

FIgure 1: CW3 TIMEIINE ..ovieiei et e e e e e e e e 2
Figure 2: Screenshot of QM feedback in a sample CW3 first draft ................coovvnnnnnnnn. 3
Figure 3: Screenshot of a Comment in a sample CW3 firstdraft...............coooooiiiiinnnnnnnn. 4

Figure 4: Screenshot of Grading Form and corresponding CW3 assessment criteria.... 4
Figure 5: Screenshot of Feedback Summary in a sample CW3 first draft..................... 5
Figure 6: Hyland and Hyland's (2001) feedback comment functions............................ 12
Figure 7: GradeMark functions in current study mapped against key FF typologies.... 13
Figure 8: Framework for investigating student engagement with WCF (Han & Hyland,

0N T T ) U PP PP OPPPPPPPPPR 18

Figure 9: Conceptual framework for investigation of student engagement with TEFF .18

Figure 10: Coding scheme for categorisation of TEFF ..., 23
Figure 11: Coding scheme for uptake of TEFF in final drafts...............cooeeeeieiie, 24
Figure 12: Stimulated recall INtEervieW ProCeSS .......coooveeeieiieieeeeee e 25
Figure 13: Final interview questions in Han and Hyland (2015, p.42).......cccccceeevvveeee. 26
Figure 14: Adaptation of Han and Hyland's (2015) interview questions to the current

L] (1T | 26
Figure 15: Adaptations to follow-up interview questions following pilot interview......... 28
Figure 16: Timeline for data COlleCtion ... 28
Figure 17: Template for analysis of QMS..........oooiiiiiiiii e 28



Figure 18: Template for analysis of COMMENTS..........ccoooiiiiiiiiiii e 29

Figure 19: Codebook for cognitive engagement..........ccooeeeeeieeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeee e 31
Figure 20: Codebook for affective engagement.............oooooeeieiiee e 32
Figure 21: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating affective engagement for Lilly ................. 36
Figure 22: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating cognitive engagement for Lilly ................ 38
Figure 23: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating affective engagement for Bill .................. 41
Figure 24: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating cognitive engagement for Bill.................. 42
Figure 25: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating affective engagement for Mo .................. 45
Figure 26: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating cognitive engagement for Mo ................. 47
Figure 27: Analysis of Mobds..c.aoded..re.f.edr
Figure 28: Cross-case comparison of coded references from interview data .............. 49
Figure 29: Examples of interview data demonstrating reasoning ...........ccccceeeeeeeeeeennnn, 55
Figure 30: Reasons stated for preference of Comments over QMS.........cccceeeeeeeeiinnn, 55
Figure 31: Examples of interview data demonstrating analysing and decoding........... 56

List of Tables

Table 1:
Table 2:
Table 3:
Table 4:
Table 5:
Table 6:
Table 7:

Uptake of QMs and Comments - Lilly .........coooiiiiiiiiiiie e, 35
Uptake of Comments according to rhetorical function - Lilly .......................... 36
Uptake of QMs and Comments - Bill ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiie e, 40
Uptake of Comments according to rhetorical function - Bill............................ 40
Uptake of QMs and COmMMENTS = MO .......uuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieneeeeeeeeeeeees 44
Uptake of Comments according to rhetorical function - Mo ...........c...cceevveeee. 45
Cross case comparison of reviSion SUCCESS ratesS ........ccvvvvvvvrvniiieeeereeeerennnnnns 49

Xi

ences

f

(



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 fiintended to shape | e
per f or riderandem 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, | 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 thatthei ncr e a s e itime ane effarth to providle FF
doesnotalwaysseemmat ched by studentsd eff or(Fesris,t o engag
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, | 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



course for all students at the college with the aim of providingfit hor ough tr ai

language and related academic skills which will enable [students] to best achieve [their]
academi c pot ent(instifutiorg 2017Um2).ver si tyo

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 | 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 | 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 Instit u t iVak 6 s

Term, week CWS3 Activity
*Each term consists of 10 weeks
Term 2, week 8 CWa3 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

ni

ng



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 basedont he moédmorl e 6 s
correction code (Appendix 2). This consists of indirect metalinguistic feedback on
language errors and academic conventions, f or e xfarmgsthkes withAadticles

and dro6for 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.

LH
(=]
o
3
W

genetic modification (Thompson, 2017). The reason w ==

gh population pressure, GM crops are necessary. AsR
1gs up over 7.1 billion people and nearly one billion pe
at by 2050, the global population would over 9 billion.
M crops have more benefits than disadvantagesand n |

-y world’ in the future from the aspect of security, proi

2nd that under the thorough supervision and rigorous

1 crops on the environment and human health can be |}

+ hold the opinion that GM crops are not safe to eat. Latest survey of RTE News

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

Secondly, Gr a d e M@amiknénsfunction 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



What's more? Carrington (2017) reported that princess Anne was very welcome to give strong
backing to genetically modified product and it would be farmed on her own land. She did n

believe that GM crops would play a vital role in the future, either. . )
== Task Achievement

. s this relevant, scientific evidence?
As well as known, the yields of crops have been a problem for suc| = [iSvant smEnlic svcenes

the productivity of the crop is becoming a key feature. In this situz

Carman and Mae-Wan, (2014) believe that GM crops performed e

P)nventional ones did. They claimed that GM crops could not solv

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.

Grading = X CW3 Writing Marking (Essay)

Level Task Achievement (a) Core
) Elements + (b} Supported Position
AES CW3 IFY Grading Form 5% %¥
g9-10 =) All content is relevant to the guestion

=nd all aspects of the task ars fully

Distinction
_— addressad.
Apply to Grade b) Expertly presents a clear position

throughout which is clearly and fully
supported with evidence znd/or

Task Achievement p samplez from current and academic
SOUTCES.
-8 =) The majority of the content is
Merit relevant and all aspects of the task are

The majority of the content is relevant T e
and all aspects of the task are detail may be lacking.
sufficiently addressed, though some b) Presenits a clear position throughout
. . . - which iz substantially supported by
detai may be |EC|(II“g. evidence andor examples from mainly
current and academic sources.

The level of currency and reliability of o5 =) & high proportion of the content is
these sources may fluctuate. . Pazs sufficiently relevant and addresses key
aspects of tha task.

b Mostly clear position prasented with
attempts made to support main points
with svidence and//or examples from
sources. The level of currency and

Organisation o reliability of these sources may
fluctuate.

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



current study will investigate student engagement with all four GradeMark feedback
functions described above.

Feedback Summary X

comments closely and come
d to the tutorial to discuss

Figure 5: Screenshot of Feedback Summary in a sample CWa3 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).



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 t h e percdptionssof the tobls(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-
guestions:
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?



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
i nform teacher sd appr oac Mhessnayinturmpbenefit Stusidnte
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.

of
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2. Literature Review

2.1. Introduction and scope

Il n 1982, Sommer s, referring to FF on student W
definitive way what constitutes thoughtful commentary or what effect, if any, our
comments have on helping our s(Bamhery) 1982, b e c o me
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). Si nce Sommer s6 wr ot e he
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 | earned about the i mpact of different
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,



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 Ferris6é responses to Truscott, there app
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

Afadmoni shments to teachers to focus exclusivel

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



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 involyv
grammati cal struct unHesdriclksdn, 1978,upd 298).t Corwarselg r s 0
indirect feedback fAindicates that an (Elis,ror exi s
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

11



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, t o empl oy Hyland and Hy]l aiondl éysolodgy2 00 1)

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

Praise fflan act which attributes cred

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

feedback. o

Criticism AAexpression of dissatisfactioag

Improvement suggestion fan explicit recommendation fo

accomplishable action for improvement, which is sometimes

referred to g iddacarmrsan. rOLOt i ve

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

mor

Hyl and and Hylanddés (2001) study was conducted

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

12



study (section 1.2.4.) against the key FF typologies presented in this section of the

literature review.

GradeMark function QM Comment | Feedback | Grading

FF typology Summary Form
Focus Text-level \ \Y, Y Y

Surface-level \ \Y, Y Y
CF type Direct X \%

Indirect \Y, Y,
Comment Praise \Y, \Y Y
function Criticism \Y, \% Y

Improvement suggestion \% \% 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 & Upt ono6s (s 2xpahded
to TEFF for the purposes of this study.

13
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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
teacher sdé per cept(Buckleys& Cowap, 2043k Headerboh, 2aD8; 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 student sd r e ac with tha software Mdrkih4 gnad Watkingd et al.
(2014) who explored healthcare students
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) def i ne student engagement in gener al
themselves devote to educationally purposeful activities that contribute directly to desired
outcomeso, whereas EIIlis (2010 contextofGHgaite
simply as fihow | earners r espoiiht latteodefinitioa

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

14
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behavioural . Al t h owas Hevelbpel in thé cnteiktrofaOff,ethe thred
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 fAmetaodo construct comprising ¢cC
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 Hylandd €015) 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 |l ead to uptake. Storch and Wiggl
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
Aknowl edge a b qWenden] #£988; p.i 51%).0 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 & Hylando $2015) study, but a cognitive strategy in Storch
and Wi ggl esworthos (2010) sQxford Y2011, Ipn 12)f act , ac
memarisation 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 i s automat.
control o, it avioiam £anibé termedsan aperaidni Thik 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, Ox f o r d 6 gaxohdn§ df tognitive 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 bl urred. For e x .ng9) study oMiatdrrfatiomat h 6 s (20
student sd responses t dematiomhd F € sfrau Beddisiledat t hei r
into eight categories: acceptance, rejection, surprise, happiness, dissatisfaction,

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

|l atter six can be classified as emotions, t he
al so referred to by s@meemeyerttral R047; ldas, 2€A.t t i t ude s
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 | e a r mtétudsséare 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 alearner 6 s g o al

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)
defi ne behavioural engagement as ranging

to activities that require student init.i

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 . 4 1) concluded that there is
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,

when
from Ar
ative.
a ndyn
i nfl

|l earner sé affective states can directly

engagement.
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2.4.6. Framework for investigating engagement with TEFF

Han and Hyland (2015)usedEl | i s6s t hree di mensions of
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.

Dimensions of engagement with WCF - Sub-constructs on each dimension

Cognitive engagerment () |.:|E'|leh of PraCEssing of WCF, i.e., awareness at the level of noticing ws. awareness at the level of
umnderstanding
(b)) Meta-cognitive operations that regulate learners” mental effort exerted 1o process WCF
() Cognitive operations deployved 1o process WCF and generatic revisions

Behavioral engagement (@) Revision operations in response to WCF
(b) Observable strategies taken to improve the accuracy of the draft, the accuracy of future writing, and/or
L2 competence

Allective engagement (&) Immediate emotional reactions upon the receipt of WCF and changes in these emotions over the
FeVISion process
(b} Attitudinal responses toward WCF

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 la. 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 fempirical investigation of a
particular contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context using multiple sources
as evi (Rebsan,elB93, 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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guestions, 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 fdcollects and analyzes

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

studyo (Tashakkori & Creswel |, 2007, p .

applied linguistics research (lvankova & 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 (lvankova & 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
gualitative 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
TESOLandsi x year sd EAP ¢t &ihinthe angsengeachimggroup,nhoee
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 ma s t @rogdamme 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 storedonthelnst i t ut i onos

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 areasifigprovement

Grading Form

Qopies of omments from assessment criter{&ppendix 3which
best describe the submitted work

Focus Definition
Surfacelevel Feedback relating to grammar and vocabulary

Feedback relating to taskachievement, organisation an
Textlevel

referencing

Rhetorical function

Definition

Improvement suggestion

An explicit recommendation for remediation*

Criticism

An expression of dissatisfaction or negative comment*

Praise

A positive comment abowgomething 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 @propriate revision made in response to TEFF
Unsuccessful Inaccurate or iappropriate revision made iresponse 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 studentsd6 affective 4dRQ1Zangni ti ve
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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stimulated recall interviews

‘// two types of prompt \\‘

Interviewer Artefacts
questions —————p irigger 4=——"—"""

l

Interviewee thoughts

v

-— two types —

Recall Hindsight report

- “then and there® - “here and now"

- Introspective - Reflective

- Justificatory - Explanatory

- Occurred during past event - Occurred during interview

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, i nt er vi ewe Whatqdid e/@utthink n s

when you read that?0 , r at KAty didtydu daithatf?o .

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 an dFigdn L3 mhesk wereadaptédio)prowde u d y
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).

Tell me about your experiences of writing two drafts of this English essay.
To what extent did you understand your teacher's feedback on linguistic errors?
How did you feel immediately after you received your first draft with teacher feedback?

What do you think of your teacher’s feedback on your linguistic errors in the first draft?

Would you like your teacher to change the way he[she gave feedback on linguistic errors to you? Why?

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4) What did you do with the linguistic errors in your first draft?
(5)
(6)
(7)

Do you have further comments, suggestions, and reflections on teacher feedback on linguistic errors, revisions, or English

writing in general?

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

in your first draft?

Han & Hylan® @015) Interview Questios Adaptations for current study RQ
Focus
(3) How did you feel immediately after you | When you received your feedback on RQ1.2
received your first draft with teacher Turnitin, how did you feel?
feedback?
(4) What did you do with the linguistic errory When you received your feedback on RQ1.3

Turnitin, what did you do?

(5) What do you think of youf S O K S NJ
feedback on your linguistic errors in the first
draft?

Which types of feedback did you find mg RQ1.3

helpful? (Prompts: e.g. QMs or
comments? Praise or Suggestions?)

(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 o] RQ1.2

receiving teacher feedback?

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 analyseswerepi | ot ed

using the first

and

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 i nformation about th
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, | decided to
foll ow Roseds (2015) advi gseasdtad listohcodesbased r esear ¢

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 | 1. Same 1.2
feedback on Turnitin, how
did you feel?

2. When you received your | 2. Prompts added: 1.3
feedback on Turnitin, what | Prompts: What did you do first? Then, what did you do?
did you do?
3. Which types of feedback| 3. There are four types of feedback on your first draft: 1.3
did you find most helpful? | QuickMarks, Comments, Feedback Summary and Grading
(Prompts: e.g. QMs or Form. Which types of feedback did you find most helpful?
O02YYSyidiaK X [|(Why?)
4. Do you look at the Grading Form comments? What do the
mean? Are they helpful?
5. Rggarding feedback on errors with grammar and vocabulg
did you find the QMs or the written Comments more useful?)
(Why?)
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- Question added to elicit more information for RQ1.3: 1.3
6. How do you make corrections and changes to your writing
after receiving first draft feedback?

oo X t NI A &S| 7. The Comments and Feedback summary contain a mixturq 1.2
Praise, Criticism, Improvement suggestions. How do the poi
of praise make you feel?

8. How do the improvement suggestions aaiticisms make
you feel?

4. What do you think of 9.Same 1.2
Turnitin as a way of
receiving teacher feedback
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 Teacherstudent activity Researcher activity

week 1 First draft feedback released on | Analyse TEFF on first drafts
Turnitin.
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 / Error in first draft Revision in final Uptake
criterion draft
1 0RO Surface / This was a really big
(Register) Vocabulary 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 / Function | Errorin first | Revision Uptake | Assumptions
Criterion draft in final
draft

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, | relied on
my insider knowledge as a teacher on the EAP module to make assumptions about the
teacher 6s phefequlmask@ointvand thus the success of the resulting revision.

This process can be illustrated with the CommentiCan you gi ve me

on the phrase fASome sci eAppandixtl?ad In(hi€ mstance,n t

assumed that the teacher intended the student to add citations indicating which
0 s ci e the ¢claamt cande from. As the resulting revision did not include citations, |
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. excludingé u nv e r i

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
Hol | i day @ 83)fguk MateSmodelp 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

Metacognitive operations

Analysing and decoding

Evaluating

Comparing

Monitoring

Getting the gist

Organising & Prioritising

Memorising

Paying attention

Noticing

Planning & implementing plans

Predicting

Planning ahead for cognition

Reasoning

Using resources

Recollection

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 ftonfusedq or the attitude TEFF is fhelpfula

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

not explicitly provided codingl anguage,

for exampl e

6rejection

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 dissatisfied
Negative response guilty
GradeMark inconvenient happy
rejection of TEFF motivated
Positive response nervous
acceptance of TEFF no emotions
GradeMark convenient proud
keen to see TEFF shocked
TEFF is helpful strange

Emotional reactions surprised
confident unsurprised
confused

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 | 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 notbeingc onduct ed i n Mackely,iGass, & sabDonsugh, (2QD0)
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 @) 1) - - (8)
Text-level (4) Q) (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 Lillyé s
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.

Revision Function Criticism Irglrj)gogveesrgg:t 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.

Affective engagement

';f\ttitudinal responses

Pmotional reactions n\legative response nOSiﬁVE response
Ponfused nissatisfied nnsurprised nEJectlon of TEFF H-EFF is helpful
no emotions Kurprised ';hocked

acceptance of TEFF

nSradeMark inconvenient|

nﬁppy Ktrange guilty PPGradeMark conv..

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 Aconfusedo andnoexplaine
understand the meaning of the feedbackordidnot Ak now wh atFurthermatep wi t h i t
she expressed dissatisfaction that TEFF was not as extensive and content-focussed as

she had anticipated, for example:

At hought I &m gonna, | agbe mére onlcamtenty not jushange é m
words. So, | mean more advanced, | expected, but these comments, | really, | didn't

have much work to do with these comments. 0

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

Adi dndt think thatds fine é | already knew she
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 e x p | a ithoegtt it iias a good use of this phrase, but, apparently, this does not

wo r k f dhe thindenstance where Lilly appeared to dismiss TEFF was in discussion

about the Grading Form. Lilyst at ed t hat the fAteacher appears
the fact é so I, Ilike |I |1 owered dgbMlgdidnetr c¢commen
acceptt he t e gradimg Ibebesing 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)r egar di ng using O6Aneéente. at t he
Here Lilly commented fmaybe | was absent-minded in class, but she mentioned here,

t hen | .In¢heasaméd vein, Lilly also described TEFF as helpful becausefil get t o

know my mistakeso.

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

mixedpi ctur e, describing Turnitin as bofdmotia real
real | y c onnternes rofi uaderstanding 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.

Cognitive engagement
Metacognitive operations Cognitive operations
Monitoring Organising & Prioritising Reasoning Analysing and deco...
Recollection Memorising
Planning ahead for cognition Evaluating
Predicting

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 fi know thisda n dA lofiof things

she mentioned here that | don't know.0

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: il really want to ask her ‘where?', so | can change my content. But, | didn'tq
and, regarding the open websites, il want to check, what are these, and then I just left

‘em there.0

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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ot her areas of t hL&ke ltordyxltthink |finisshed thesecmgmdes in hal
an hour and then | got nothing to do with this essayo .

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, regardngCo mment 3 (6Can you g
some exampl es?d), Lilly stated fAshe just think
names, but | was thinking |ike é i Chnmenjsust open
6and 13 about 6ANnd6 andi btk & generabrhleto al academid |

essays that you need to avoid thema

Analysis and decoding, on the other hand, was evident in response to the Grading Form,
which Lilly ter msRedardingh miec tfeaedlra dlssd ndi cati on
(section 1.2.4.), Lilly stated,

fshe praises us a | ot: '"Well done!; Perfect!;
positive, to encourage us or something. So, | think this may be the same thing in
her rubric feedbacks, so I, like | lowered down her comments a little bit.0

Additionally, Lilly demonstrated analysis of the wording in the Grading Form comment
for Task Achievement (&ubstantially supported by evidence and/or examples from
mainly current and academic s o u r ¥, bysstating fi | donot know Omainly <c
what does 6édmainlyo6 meanlnfadi dily wassha gnly pagticipart ur r ent 0 -

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:
1 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) - - - 0}
Comments total 7 3 1 - 11
Surface-level 3) (2) Q) - (6)
Text-level (4) 2) - - (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.

Revision Function Criticism Irgsg%\;irt?ggt Praise Total
Successful 1 6 - 7
Unsuccessful - 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 Bil6 s af fecti ve engagement w

expressed in the interview. The full coded references are listed in Appendix 13b.

Affective engagement

'l\ttitudinal responses 'Emotional reactions
'Isositive response 'shocked 'proud
z:cceptance of TEFF VTEFF is helpful

nnotivated happy

'GradeMark convenient

'keen to see TEFF

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 Billd6 sinwavering acceptance of TEFF. The five

references coded to this category include Bi | | 6 s r eact i ddook atdhisCo mme n't
sentence closely }fihek sabaect uster uct mroedt hat go
agai n, € |structarais notss@godadd and his explanation of how he uses TEFF
torevise the finaldraft: A | wi | | read every Comment €é and bas:
correct t o a Insadditionstd aceeptance feTERF, Bill demonstrated a

keennessto see TEFF, f or ewhanmget back hofine, and | immediately log into

Turnitin é | much wanto tadredenowbbdwTEFpernbofmed,
Regarding attitude towards Turnitin and GradeMark, Bill, once again, demonstrated an

unwaveringlyposi ti ve attitude, with expressions such

iitds a good desfirginendlnyd dmdiigiemplseeruser interf
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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 6 WWah his phrase @ive he al t hBillsit sk @d he was fAshocked |
suddenly | wuse the wrong wordo.

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.

Cognitive engagement

Metacognitive operations Cognitive operations
Organising & Prioritising Paying attention Using resources Reasoning
Comparing
Monitoring
Getting the gist

Evaluating Planning & ...

Analysing and decoding

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
toComment2,ibef or e | submit t his, [ di dn't real i se
after | read tand, s,inl rles@wnsbat® Comment 3 (o6y
coherenc e 6A)l, 6 ve not enough coher Secondy, Bilncleatlyh i s par s
described how he organised and prioritised his
one, yeah, number two, yeah andandhestatedthat each mi
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he paid attention to each feedback point: A I wi | | make myself just cor
[ have, and | won't skip it. [ won't skip each

Bill was the only participant to describe using resources to assist the revision process.

He reported using websites, fil somehow | ook in
starting of this sentencedo, and mat erited]l s pr ovi
gave us a list of the use of academic language é s o | c o mip additierd hei t . 0

described planning & implementing plans: A wh e n | first |l ook at it €

adjust the register of the whole passage and, yeah, and | make just some adjust me nt s . 0

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 ( V8hat have we said

about starting a 69 entBén dieer wsalisdounleddnm @t? use t he ¢
somehow not sandciademé sponse to Comment 3 (06t hi
€ however, you need t o | odkinkathis iscnotia earyebigc e 6 ) Bil
problem, so | make a little bit adjustment but not much é because é she says | have a

good introduction already. 0

Like Lilly, Bill also demonstrated analysing and decoding in response to the Grading
For m, stating #fl compare it to the marking req
d o d&le differs from Lilly, however, in that his attention to the Grading Form does not
extendtoanal ysi s of its wording, ato-wbedadmFust hér thod
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
shall ower processing operation of getting the

| see the overallpoiingsther @VMmamaydé Comment s] 0.

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 Bilds transcript:
AAnd do you correct |just teacher maahighlighted?f t he wr i

Yes, somehow yes. o0
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4.2.4. Summary

In summary, Bill demonstrated the following attributes in response to TEFF:

9 Highly successful revisions, regardless of TEFF format and focus

1
1
1
1

4.3. Findings for Mo

Deep cognitive processing

Overwhelmingly positive attitude

4.3.1. Revisions in response to TEFF

Minimal, yet generally positive emotional reactions

Very wide range of metacognitive operations

Mo received the most in-text feedback, thirty feedback points in total. There were

fourteen QMs and sixteen Comments, as shown in Table 5. Mo6 sverall 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) Q) - (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, Mod s

feedback

di

ffered

from

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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Revision Function Criticism Igﬁ;%‘éi?gr?t Praise Total
Successful 6 5 - 11
Unsuccessful 1 3 - 4
Unverifiable - - 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 Mo6 s af fective eng#&®gement wi
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 suchasfiwhen | see this sCopmeg n tc hadnegeauussted land
have this feedback, so | can see hB8healgposi ti on
described Turnitin as fia good softwarebo, al t ho
about its usability, stating cautiously thatshefidi dnét find it hardo to us

Affective engagement

'Attitudinal responses 'Emotional reactions
n’ositive response n:iissatisfied Ktrange
'acceptance of TEFF
nervous Konfused Konfident

'GradeMark convenient

'motivated

Negative response

Fejection of TEFF |

Figure 25: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating affective engagement for Mo

However, |like Lilly, Mo appeared to rej,ect the

as shown in the following statement:
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Al firstly see this [referr,io®p maybeedbadclkh B!

we |l | and | got some i mprovementsod but when | |
realise that maybe that i s not ylbieka twlsat] umy tne
really true. o

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. Mob s
dissatisfaction arose from the desire for more feedback in later areas of the writing. She

stated, Al 61 | be happy if | have more informationo
dr aft, il donot know how otranadc h a@amg & si tnol e c a s ei
Furthermore, Mo expressed confusion in response to Comment 13 ( gpammar!6, stating,

fl can't really know my problem and maybe it's just the words, the connection, and | don't

really knowa

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 Al know | can get improved accordin
like Bill, she was motivated by pr ai s e, stating Athen you see O0A
good6é. So, maybe will encourage you do it.o

4.3.3. Cognitive engagement

Figure 26 illustrates Mo6s cognitive engagement with TEFF ¢
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.

46



Cognitive engagement
Metacognitive operations Cognitive operations
Monitoring Reasoning Recollection
Noticing
Evaluating
Analysing and decoding

Figure 26: NVivo hierarchy chart illustrating cognitive engagement for Mo

Referring to Interview data Monitoring via a

FSStAy3
L Oy dzyRSNEGIFIYR KSNB 06Sd
Comment 6 My2e6 GKIG Yé GSIFOKSNI f A1 | Kniowing
L R2y Qi NBIffe (y2¢ 06SO
Comment 13 2dzad az2yvySsS tA1S wakS Aa X( notknowing
L 2dzad FSSt L dzasS ( KAWLISN
Comment 12 aK2dz RyQdé 3ISG G23SGKSNJ ¢4 Knowing

L R2y Qi 1y26 K26 (2 SELNSH

va ¥xQ 2 of the vocabulary not knowing

Wiz Ylyeo

L R2yQd 1y26 K2g¢ G2 OKLI Y3

second half of essa| not knowing

Figure 27: Analysis of Mo6 soded references for monitoring

Regarding cognitive operations, Mo displayed the most instances of shallow processing,

forexample, i n response to the fAiln d®rroa cutnltopught.¢ wios end C
| just add the article before this sentence. JI
(6is it daoaty onemahypyPa6pt simply change ito. Fu
that she had not | ooked at the Grading Form, st
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However, like the other two participants there was some evidence of the deep processing

operation reasoning in response to in-t e x t TEFF, for exampl e
speci fic noun, so | ,iprespohse tofee¢dbackaloatspade erorm,l f 6 C
fat the beginning | dond6t know the reason

n

it I use the Chi nevoaembnstfatedanalysisnandadécdding ino n ,

response to the Feedback Summary stating,i when | really read
| 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, | have so many comments

here. o

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

= =4 -4 A -2

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% 7%
Improvement suggestion 91% 67% 63%
Criticism 50%* 100%* 86%

*These two statistics must be viewed witaution as sample size was small.

Table 7: Cross case comparison of revision success rates

Code Lilly | Bill | Mo
Affective engagement
Attitudinal responses
Negative response
GradeMarkinconvenient | V
rejection of TEFF Vv Vv
Positive response
acceptance of TEFF \% vV | V
GradeMark convenient Vv V | V
keen to see TEFF V
TEFF is helpful \% \%
Emotional reactions
confident V
confused Vv V
dissatisfied \% \%
guilty \%
happy \% \%
motivated vV |V
nervous \%
no emotions \%
proud Vv
shocked Vv Vv
strange \% \%

Code Lilly | Bill | Mo
surprised \%
unsurprised \%

Cognitive engagement
Cognitive operations
Analysing and decoding | V V |V
Comparing \%
Getting the gist \%
Memorising \%
Noticing \%
Predicting
Reasoning \% V |V
Recollection \% Y
Metacognitiveoperations
Evaluating \% V |V
Monitoring \% V |V
Organising & Prioritising | V \%
Paying attention \%
Planning & implementing Vv
plans
Plar_1r_1ing ahead fol Vv
cognition
Using resources \%

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, fi think | finished these

changes in half an hour and then I got nothingtod o wi t h t hi s B8ikstaed 0. Si mi
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 writingas Af ewer
mistakes in last paragraphso 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.6 s
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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 teachers6 d i r €lTbus,itheins s t i texpéciatmmtidas 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 explifcdavedntdpndi cat e
readi (Goldstin, 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 aresult. Thi s again suggests fardat Gr ade
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 | 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:

9 Participants attempted revisions for all revisable QMs and Comments.

1 The overall revision success rate for all participants was high.

1 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.

1 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 participantsdattitudes 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, AQuite r i ght mastin-téxifdedbsck, aith svo
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 Lilyand Mos eemed to reject the teacher és
their work as being too high; Lilyst at ed t hat she #fAl oweredod the g
Grading Form,andModec |l ared that the Feedback B&8&ummary w
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
fortheir doubt in the teacher 6sHyland and ldylahd (28C)s e s s me n t
found that general praise which is not specifically linked to the text can have a negative
impacton | earnersé responses to FF GQGossequentymay be ¢
the Institutiond guidance to teachers to provide three points of praise and three areas
forimprovement 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 Lillyds dissati slfeawdli oma tauroes eo ff rtolme tfhee
dissatisfaction was based on a different issue: a desire for more CF on later sections of

the draft. As mentioned earlier, = MdeGetopmental 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, Bi | | 6 s enpotioasiwere prezlominantly 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 th a t placing praise alongside constructiywv

motivation (Ferris, 1995).

In summary:

1 Attitudinal and emotional responses differed significantly despite the similarity of
context for all participants.

1 All participants viewed QMs and Comments as the most helpful of the GradeMark
functions.

1 Negative attitudinal responses were found not to have an obvious detrimental
effect on uptake.

I Substantial generic praise in Feedback Summaries appeared to negatively
impact attitude towards TEFF, whereas specific praise in Comments created
positive emotions.

1 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

she just thinks that we need to mention specific scienfy

Comment3:Canyoudive | v\ v s xs odzis L 6ta GKAY]AYS3

Ly ' v a2vs SEF v

So, after reading the Comment, | know that, as she mentio
Ay GKS Ofraazr ¢S akKkz2dzZ R
somehow not so academic.

Comment 9: What have wi
Bill | said about starting ¢
aSyiSyO0S s6Ail

| have a lot of punctuation error here and, at the beginnin
R2y Qi (y2¢ GKS NBlFIa2ys: odz

Mo |va Wt QY t dzy O use the Chinese info, so the sign here is wrong, so maybe
blank will be s 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, Li | | y 6 s

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 Reasm stated for preference of Comments over GV

Lilly | more remarkable; In your mind you can memorise this more.
Bil a2YSK2g AT L NBIR GKS WLIaal3asS F3AFLAYy Xol
A2YSUKAY3IT o6dzi X L YCobwmegirid o6S o6ftS G2 |

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

55

revi

S i

or



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

according to rubric, it seems to be positive more than negative.
actually, | mean [teacher's name omitted]'s ways of speaking,
she praises us a lot: 'Well done!; Perfect!; Brilliant!, so she, |1 d

Responding to a know how to express this, it's just she appeéo be more positive
Lilly | question about the than the fact. Yeah, like the fact is not so positive, but she app,
Grading Form. to be more positive, to encourage us or something. So | think

may be the same thing in her rubric feedbacks, so I, like | low
down her comments a littleib

| compare it to the, to the marking requirements, and | someh
see the score. Yeah, and | guess how well did | do this and abo
approximate score and yeah.

Responding to a
Bill | question about the
Grading Form

| firstly see this and | say 'Oh, maybe | did really well and | got g
improvements' but when | really read my comments and the
realise that maybe that is not like what my teacher said to

because you can see that at the begitm the first paragraph an
second paragraph, | have so many comments here

Responding to a
Mo | question abouthe
Feedback Summary

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, Lillys t at ed il

to do with them (referring to QMs and Comment) ... I know what §RBiIl

responded to Comment 2 about poor sentence

t his, | dnd Movdentomsimated 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 atallby Mo, Biladmi tt ed t hat h e -tatw ar @ Uilly,avhedidl
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read the Grading Form statements in more detail, admitted not acting upon them, as
evidenced in the ‘Hetail rhay beilacking € o neatyewant to ask her
'where?', so | can change my content. But, | didn't.0 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:

9 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.

T All participants demonstrated the metacognitive operation of monitoring learning
via feeling of knowing.

1 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 usingTur ni t i nés
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 thatin-t ext f eedback provided
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
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