
1 

 

 

Reconceptualising feedback as interactional contingent 

scaffolding: Improving argumentation in second language 

undergraduate writing: A praxiology 

 

Claire Rodway 

BA Hons. MAppLing. MLTHE 

School of Humanities, Languages and Social Science 

Griffith University 

 

Submitted in fulfilment of the requirements of the degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

 

February 2018

  



ii 

Abstract 

Current conceptual models of feedback in L1 writing pedagogy advocate a dialogic approach 

which can encourage independence and scaffold learning effectively. This represents a 

departure from the monologic ‘error correction’ approach which is still favoured in EAP 

classrooms. In this thesis, a ‘praxiology’ (Elliott, 1991) is outlined, which draws on 

theoretical models from both L1 and L2 writing pedagogy and comprises theoretical 

principles and practical strategies for a dialogic feedback practice to support L2 writers in 

realising the task of argumentation in their academic writing. A dialogic feedback framework 

(DFF) was developed through a comprehensive practitioner inquiry with the guiding research 

question: how can written commentary feedback be used more effectively to improve 

argumentation in second language writing?  

This inquiry was conducted over three stages. The first stage of the inquiry comprised an 

examination of conceptual models and challenges of feedback, and the learning and teaching 

of argumentation through a review of existing literature and in two published studies I 

conducted. The first of these published studies evaluated the effectiveness of an interactive 

self-evaluation essay cover sheet that I had developed. In the second published study, I 

explored the problems with argumentation that I identified in L2 undergraduate writing at the 

paragraph level, specifically in relation to the role of metadiscourse in developing an 

argument. In the second stage of the inquiry, I developed a proposed set of theoretical 

principles and strategies for a dialogic feedback practice to support L2 writers in the high task 

of argumentation. Feedback was re-conceptualised as ‘interactional contingent scaffolding’ 

(Hammond & Gibbons, 2005) through inter-related elements in a supporting chain, based on 

Beaumont, O’ Doherty and Shannon’s (2011) dialogic feedback cycle, rather than as 

monological and corrective comment solely on current text. In an approach grounded in 

socio-constructivism, practical strategies were framed using Ajjawi and Boud’s (2017) 

concept of ‘episodes of dialogue’. These practical strategies were operationalised in two 

tutorial classes of a first-year first semester course at one campus of an Australian university 

in Queensland – Griffith University. Teacher and student-generated data were collected 

through classroom observations and questionnaires, and from four case studies using a 

variety of instruments and methods. In the final stage of the inquiry, I used these findings to 

articulate the theoretical principles and practical strategies of an enhanced DFF. Qualitative 

and quantitative findings from this practitioner inquiry suggest that, although a dialogic and 
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collaborative approach to feedback is unfamiliar, and therefore challenging for learners, this 

principled framework has pedagogic value for L2 novice writers. 

Keywords: EAP, second language writing, praxiology, argumentation, written commentary 

feedback, dialogic feedback, socio-constructivist, rhetorical awareness 
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Definition of Terms 

Throughout the research project, key terms are defined as follows: 

Written commentary feedback: The written feedback provided by teachers as embedded 

text and/or end (overall text) comments. This is in contrast to written corrective feedback 

(either direct or indirect) which generally addresses sentence-level language accuracy errors, 

although overlap can occur since written commentary may be used to supplement corrective 

feedback. 

Interactional contingent scaffolding: The micro-level scaffolding which occurs in response 

to unplanned teaching and learning opportunities (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005). See 

Chapter 2, Section 2.4.2.1. 

Scaffolding: The task-specific support provided by teachers to enable students to work at the 

outer limits of the Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1978). Vygotsky argued that it 

is only when a task is beyond a learner’s current capabilities, and thus task-specific support is 

needed (and provided), that effective learning will take place. In this study, scaffolding refers 

to this ‘support’ in all forms, not simply the reductive notion of classroom ‘materials’. See 

Chapter 2, Section 2.4.2 . 

Argumentation: The ‘process of arguing’ (Andrews, 2010) in academic writing, namely, the 

establishment of position, the organisational structure, and the rhetorical choices that work 

together to maintain a dialogic interaction with discipline-specific audiences. See Chapter 3, 

Section 3.7. 

The adjective ‘argumentational’ is used here in preference to ‘argumentative’ which is often 

associated with contestation (Andrews, 2010). Argumentational is a better fit than 

‘argumentative’ for the Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) genre of essay as analytical 

exposition in which the writer takes a stance and argues for that point of view. 

Dialogic: A process which encourages interaction between teacher and student – i.e. a 

collaborative or co-constructivist perspective, emphasising the dynamic and reciprocal nature 

of learning. This is in contrast to feedback as an end product of a reception-transmission 

approach. (See Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2 – A socio-constructivist approach to feedback 

and Section 3.2 - Dialogue). In the context of writing, dialogic refers to the interaction 
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between writer and reader realised in the structural and rhetorical choices made by the writer 

and mediated by socio-contextual variables.  

Episodes of dialogue: Dialogic feedback as episodes of interaction between teacher and 

student (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017).  

Sustainable feedback: Feedback that is transferable. In other words, feedback that results in 

learning that can be used by the student to inform future tasks (Carless, Salter, Yang, & Lam, 

2011). Sustainable feedback can thus be said to ‘feed forward’. 

Feedback literacy: Aspects of feedback literacy include understanding criteria, experience in 

making evaluations of own work or exemplars, understanding feedback purposes and 

processes, and capacity to generate and use feedback (Carless, 2015). 
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Chapter One – Introduction 

1.1 Research context and background 

First-year university students in Australia face many challenges in the transition to new and 

unfamiliar discourse communities. Navigating these challenges can be additionally complex for 

EAL (English as additional language) students, whose perceptions and expectations, predicated 

on prior pedagogic experiences, may not match the reality of the learning environment. 

Although these students’ transition pathways into university are various, for example, 

ELICOS1, VET2, English language proficiency examinations, Study Abroad, or Australian high 

school entry, their previous experiences of EAP (English for academic purposes) writing 

pedagogy are generally characterised by a product-driven orientation to text with feedback 

approaches that are principally cognitivist. This means that reliance on teacher corrective input 

tends to be high. In this context, a feedback framework is required which moves beyond the 

transmission of corrective information to an approach that is sustainable3 to enable learning to 

be transferred to subsequent tasks, encourages students’ agency, and scaffolds their learning. 

The importance of feedback in learning and teaching in higher education is well-known. In L1 

writing scholarship, conceptualisations of feedback as information transmission or ‘telling’ 

(Boud & Molloy, 2013) have, until recently, been dominant. This cognitivist and monologic 

approach to feedback positions the learner as passive recipient in a process, where feedback is 

‘given’ to the student by the teacher as ‘expert’ (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017). This receptive-

transmission view of feedback is also dominant in L2 writing pedagogy. There have been many 

suggestions for how feedback on L2 writing should be provided (Ferris, 2014), but most often 

from this monologic and cognitivist positioning, which is primarily concerned with 

transmission of information from expert to learner through identification of error. In this case, 

the purpose of feedback can be perceived by students (and teachers) as identification of what is 

‘right or wrong’ (Goldstein & Conrad, 1990) and eradication of errors construed as central to 

                                                 

1 ELICOS – Australia’s English language intensive courses for overseas students. ELICOS programs have been 

designed for students who require English language training before commencing formal studies in Australia.  

2 VET -Vocational education and training courses 

3 Sustainable feedback refers here to feedback that is transferable. In other words, feedback that results in 
learning that can be used by the student to inform future tasks (Carless, Salter, Yang, & Lam, 2011). Sustainable 
feedback can thus be said to ‘feed forward’. (See also Nicol, 2013). 
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‘good’ writing (Leki, 1991, 1995). This can lead to students’ over-reliance on teacher input and 

failure to engage with feedback in an active way. 

More recent studies of feedback in L1 writing pedagogy, however, have made the argument for 

taking a socio-constructivist approach, with an understanding of feedback as dialogic, 

collaborative and cyclical (Beaumont et al., 2011; Boud & Molloy, 2013; Carless, Salter, Yang, 

& Lam, 2011; Higgins, Hartley, & Skelton, 2002; Price, Handley, & Millar, 2011). In this 

approach, feedback “is not a gift or batted back and forth within linear relationships but 

constructed through loops of dialogue and information (Askew & Lodge, 2000, p. 14). 

Feedback, approached as a reciprocal relationship between teacher and learner, can thus 

“creat[e] space for knowledge exploration” (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017, p. 254) and promote 

transferable metacognitive practices which enable the student to monitor, evaluate and regulate 

learning independently of the teacher (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017; Nicol, 2010, 2013). Encouraging 

these types of metacognitive processes is key if feedback is to be effective and sustainable so 

that it can be transferred to future tasks. Although the efficacy of such an approach has been 

demonstrated in many studies in L1 writing research, its application to a feedback process in 

L2 academic writing pedagogy has yet to be evaluated.  

Provision of effective written commentary feedback in L2 writing is crucial but complex. This 

is especially so in the context of academic courses which aim to develop and subsequently 

evaluate both proficiency of language use and academic literacy through writing. In this case, 

in addition to sentence-level concerns, teacher commentary must also consider the implications 

of writing as a social action, which engages with and addresses audience expectations. As such, 

it must also create awareness of the structural and rhetorical choices required to achieve this in 

discipline-specific written genres. Mirroring the inherently interactive nature of academic 

writing, dialogic feedback commentary can bring awareness of participant relationships and of 

writing as a social act where “meaning resides not only in […] words but in what the audience 

brings to the reading of the words” (Goldstein, 2005, p. 5). This reader-oriented approach can 

often be overlooked in L2 writing pedagogy but is key to successful argumentation. 

The ability to develop an argument is essential to an effective academic writer (Lea & Street, 

1998), but many student writers have difficulties with the concept of argumentation and how to 

accomplish its architecture in their writing. The process of development of argument in essay 

writing is particularly difficult to teach, and to master, and should, therefore, be considered as a 
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developmental and ‘high challenge’ task requiring ‘high support’ (Mariani, 1997). Yet, for 

second language writers, previous instruction in the simplified types of argument development 

practised in many English entry exam or EAP classes can promote perceptions of essay 

argumentational structures as ‘one size fits all’ (Bacha, 2010). This product-driven approach 

fails to prepare students for the complexities of writing at university (Dovey, 2010). In such an 

approach, feedback can tend to focus on, for example, surface form or mechanical aspects of 

referencing styles, with limited attention given to argumentation (Andrews, 2010). Whilst 

study and academic writing guides emphasise the importance of criticality and analysis, how 

students can achieve this is often not obvious (Wilson & Devereux, 2014), and generalised 

teacher comments, that criticise essays for lack of analysis or failure to develop argument, can 

be confusing for students and difficult to apply (Chanock, 2000; Wingate, 2012).  

Teacher commentary can, however, provide an important opportunity to scaffold the learning 

and teaching of the architecture of argumentation (Andrews, 2010), helping students to 

acculturate to and engage with discipline-specific academic environments (Hyatt, 2005) and 

write for the reader. To scaffold this high-challenge task effectively, feedback needs to be 

dialogic and collaborative (Lillis, 2003; Yang & Carless, 2013). As such, episodes of dialogue 

(Ajjawi & Boud, 2017) need to become intrinsic at each stage of the written assignment: in 

preparing for the task, during the writing process, and as part of the performance assessment 

(Beaumont, O’Doherty, & Shannon, 2008; Beaumont et al., 2011), ultimately feeding forward 

to future written assignments. The designed-in or planned pedagogy of the classroom can 

‘macro scaffold’ (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005) a reader-oriented approach to writing. Further 

support can then be mediated through written commentary feedback on students’ essays as 

contingent or ‘micro scaffolding’ (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005), when it is constructed to 

mirror the initiation, response, feedback moves of teacher-student classroom dialogue. By 

interacting with other dialogic elements or episodes in a collaborative chain of support, 

feedback can become a sustainable learning and teaching resource that can be transferred to 

future writing, rather than just a unidirectional transmission of information. The development 

of a practical feedback framework can enable this type of support to be applied in L2 writing 

pedagogy. 

1.2 Research design 
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A practitioner inquiry was used to address the overarching research question: how can written 

commentary feedback be used more effectively to improve argumentation in second language 

writing? Since the principal purpose of practitioner inquiry is to understand and improve 

practice, its research questions are often “formalised versions of puzzles that practitioners have 

been struggling with for some time and perhaps even acting on in terms of problem solving” 

(Herr & Anderson, 2005, p. 72). Practitioner inquiry is research that takes a problem-solving 

approach, placing both the practitioner and practice at the heart of the study and typically uses 

a design that is intrinsically emergent. 

The impetus for my research question was the recurring problems I had encountered in 

students’ essays as a second language writing teacher in relation to the architecture of 

argumentation - in other words, the argumentational structural and rhetorical frameworks 

necessary in academic writing. I had become aware that the feedback I provided on these 

problem areas was often poorly understood and/or applied. This was in marked contrast to the 

effectiveness of my written corrective feedback directed at sentence-level and form-focused 

errors.  

I hypothesised that a dialogic and collaborative feedback strategy, as part of a cyclical 

framework, could promote feedback literacy, encourage student agency and engagement with 

feedback, and, specifically, serve to scaffold the high challenge task of argumentation. This 

dialogic feedback framework (DFF) was developed through the iterative interaction of theory 

and practice and the integration of multiple theoretical perspectives and strategies that I 

considered to be methodologically and substantively compatible.  

The inquiry was conducted in three stages, with findings from each stage informing the next, 

and contributing to the development of a principled theoretical framework or praxiology 

(Elliott, 1991). The concept of praxiology as “practical hypotheses” (Elliott, 1991, p. 15) is a 

key tenet of practitioner inquiry, allowing the transfer of knowledge not as “prescriptive rules” 

(Elliott, 1991, p. 16) but as principles grounded in theory and evidenced praxis that can be 

modified and adapted by other practitioners to other contexts. A practitioner inquiry aims at 

producing a praxiology that offers outcomes that are immediately applicable, and which can be 

modified and applied in new contexts.  

In the broader context of higher education, such scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL) 

can “supplement disciplinary expertise with relevant levels of expertise in teaching; foster 
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reflective practice; subject such reflection to peer review; and disseminate it to improve 

practice” (Gan Joo Seng & Geertsema, 2017, p. 2). SoTL is inquiry that is guided by clear 

goals, explicit design, assessment of outcomes and reflective analysis that is disseminated in 

ways that can contribute to the development of pedagogical practice (Schönwetter, Sokal, 

Friesen, & Taylor, 2002). Being active in SoTL has been highlighted as important for 

academics in cultivating approaches to teaching that bring about deep student learning 

(Trigwell, 2013) with a move towards a more learning and student-focused orientation. This 

requires “the use of pedagogic literature and theory to deepen the individual’s understanding 

[…]; the result of the inquiry should be made public for others to learn from and/to criticise” 

(Roxä & Märtensson, 2009, p. 556). The sharing of findings from such an inquiry, therefore, 

can help lead to improvements and changes in practice beyond those of the individual teacher. 

1.3 Research aims 

The principal aims of the practitioner inquiry were to understand my own feedback practice, 

and its strengths, as well as ways in which it could be enhanced to scaffold my students’ 

learning more effectively. Specifically, I wanted to be better able to scaffold the high challenge 

task of argumentation.  

The key research aims of this practitioner inquiry are: 

 The development of a socio-constructivist approach to feedback on L2 writing that 

conceptualises feedback as dialogic and collaborative; 

 The development of a theoretical framework which reconceptualises written 

commentary feedback as interactive contingent scaffolding;  

 Contribution to the limited research into the relationship between written commentary 

feedback and revision in undergraduate L2 writing; 

 Evaluation and understanding of EAL undergraduate students’ use of argumentation 

and approach to academic writing; 

 Contribution to SoTL and to the field of L2 writing pedagogy through the 

dissemination of practitioner-based research findings in currently under-researched 

areas. 

The key practical, pedagogical aims of this study are: 
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 The development of dialogic and collaborative feedback strategies that encourage 

student agency and metacognitive practices; 

 The development of dialogic and collaborative feedback strategies that scaffold the high 

challenge task of argumentation. 

1.4 Significance of the study 

Current best practice models for feedback in L1 writing pedagogy advocate a socio-

constructivist approach which promotes student independence and agency. The applicability of 

such an approach in the context of L2 pedagogy, where a cognitive approach to feedback is 

traditionally taken, has yet to be evaluated, however. This practitioner inquiry is significant, 

therefore, as its outcomes provide a framework that offers strategies for the application of this 

approach in the classroom.  

Previous research studies that have evaluated the use of written commentary feedback in L2 

writing pedagogy have generally been exploratory and explanatory. These have neglected to 

establish praxis by which teaching practitioners might be able apply findings in their own 

classrooms. Similarly, in the teaching of argumentation, although pedagogical models and 

frameworks exist, there have been very few studies which have attempted to evaluate the 

success of these when applied in a classroom context. To my knowledge, no practitioner 

research studies exist that have specifically focused on connecting a developmental and 

cyclical dialogic feedback framework with the teaching of argumentation to L2 writers. The 

present study is significant, therefore, not only in its contribution to the limited research into 

the relationship between written commentary feedback and subsequent revision in 

undergraduate L2 writing, but also in its development of a pedagogical framework for the 

teaching of argumentation.  

1.5 Thesis overview 

This thesis is presented as an interconnected series of traditional chapters and published and 

unpublished papers. In Chapter Two, I present an overview of the research methodology of 

practitioner inquiry as a branch of action research and the theoretical perspectives and 

approaches to writing pedagogy and feedback that inform the thesis. The development of the 

DFF is also outlined.  
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Chapters Three, Four and Five comprise Stage 1 of the inquiry. In Chapter Three, I explore 

existing literature on conceptual models and challenges of feedback, and the learning and 

teaching of argumentation in L1 and L2 pedagogy. Chapters Four and Five are preliminary 

studies undertaken as part of my exploration of these concepts. In Chapter Four, I present my 

findings from a preliminary practitioner research study - ‘Encouraging active participation in 

dialogic feedback through assessment as learning’. This has been published in the Journal of 

Response to Writing. It evaluates the effectiveness of an interactive self-evaluation essay cover 

sheet that I developed for student and teacher reflections as part of a supporting feedback 

framework. Based on the strength of the findings from this preliminary study, this cover sheet 

was incorporated into the DFF and evaluated as an intrinsic element of my framework. 

Chapter Five continues my exploration of concepts, contexts and issues with a study of 

problems with argumentation that I identified in L2 undergraduate writing at the paragraph 

level. This was published in the Asian EFL Journal under the title ‘Opening up dialogic spaces: 

Rethinking the prescriptive paragraph structure in L2 writing pedagogy’. Findings from this 

study helped me to understand better the types of problems that my students might have with 

argumentation in their writing and the kinds of issues that I would need to address in my 

feedback within the DFF. 

Conclusions drawn from this first stage of the inquiry inform Stage 2, which consists of four 

chapters. In Chapter Six, I define a cyclical feedback framework constituted by theoretical 

principles and practical strategies developed from Stage 1. I then explain the approach I took to 

implement the framework and investigate its effectiveness. The methods I used for the 

collection of teacher and student-generated data are also outlined. In Chapter Seven and 

Chapter Eight, I discuss the findings and analysis of the data collected in the classroom. 

Chapter Eight includes sections from the paper ‘Metadiscourse use in a dialogic feedback 

practice’ currently under review for the post-conference publication for Metadiscourse Across 

Genres, 2017. This study employs corpus analysis to explore the use of metadiscourse in my 

feedback. In Chapter Nine, I present and discuss findings from case studies of four students. 

Chapters Ten and Eleven comprise Stage 3 of the inquiry. In Chapter Ten, I provide an 

evaluation of the framework now enhanced to include the refined theoretical principles and 

practical strategies developed from the Stage 2 findings. Finally, in Chapter Eleven, I reflect 

on the success of my praxiology in achieving the research and pedagogical aims articulated in 

Section 1.3 Research aims, and the implications of the findings from my practitioner inquiry.  
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Chapter Two – Methodology: ‘Working the dialectic’: Practitioner Inquiry 

In Chapter One, I presented the research question and design for the practitioner inquiry. In this 

chapter, I firstly provide an overview of action research as a problem-solving approach to 

research practice in education and then a discussion of practitioner inquiry as a sub-type of 

action research. I then consider issues of positionality and validity in conducting practitioner 

inquiry. In the second part of this chapter, I discuss theoretical perspectives and departure 

points that inform this thesis – the philosophical assumptions that underpin and guide the 

study, my approach to writing pedagogy and feedback, and the dialogic principle on which the 

development of my dialogic feedback framework is based. 

2.1 Action research 

Action research (AR) is a generic ‘umbrella’ term for multiple and constantly evolving 

traditions of research (Herr & Anderson, 2005) that aim to “creat[e] meaning and 

understanding in problematic social situations and improv[e] the quality of human interactions 

and practices within those situations” (Burns, 2005, p. 57). Branches of AR include 

participatory (action) research (PAR), practitioner research (inquiry), action science, action 

learning, collaborative/cooperative enquiry and exploratory practice, each of which can 

evidence different epistemologies, purposes and paradigms (Herr & Anderson, 2005). The 

principal purpose of AR is to generate practical knowledge. This problem-solving approach is a 

commonly used research practice in education, employed to further understanding and improve 

teaching and learning (Burns, 2010; L Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007; Craig, 2009; 

Creswell, 2012). Schön’s (1995) concept of the reflective practitioner suggests that the 

professional experience of teachers can be drawn on as a source of knowledge about teaching 

practice. 

In contrast to traditional social science research that discourages researcher intervention, AR is 

predicated on interventions or actions:  

Action Research takes its cues—its questions, puzzles, and problems—from the 

perceptions of practitioners within particular, local practice contexts. It bounds episodes 

of research according to the boundaries of the local context. It builds descriptions and 

theories within the practice context itself, and tests them there through intervention 

experiments—that is, through experiments that bear the double burden of testing 
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hypotheses and effecting some (putatively) desired change in the situation. (Argyris & 

Schön, 1991, p. 86) 

Lewin (1997) is credited with the term ‘action research’ described as a spiral of steps “each of 

which is composed of a circle of planning, action and fact-finding about the result of the 

action” (p. 146). This basic model for AR cycles, although subject to much revision and 

development (e.g., Anderson, Herr, & Nihlen, 1994; Herr & Anderson, 2005; Kemmis, 1982; 

Kemmis & McTaggart, 2000; McNiff, 2013; Mills, 2007) comprises four broad phases 

(Kemmis, 1982, p. 7) outlined below: 

1. Developing a plan of action to improve what is already happening – identifying a 

problem and developing a plan; looking forwards; 

2. Implementing the plan – critically informed intervention implemented over a period of 

time; 

3. Observing the effects of the action in context – systematic observation, documentation 

and data collection (research); 

4. Reflecting on these effects for further planning and subsequent action – reflecting, 

evaluating and describing.  

Changes can occur within the research setting as a result of these cycles, and to the researcher 

themselves through an ongoing process of self-reflection (Farrell, 2004, 2007; Herr & 

Anderson, 2005). This can involve “some transformation from previously held assumptions to 

adopting a new framework” (Norton, 2009, p. 23). Reason and Marshall (2006) emphasise the 

importance of identifying the personal reasons and the personal impact of AR in the research 

process: 

All good research is for me, for us, and for them: it speaks to three audiences. … It is 

for them to the extent that it produces some kind of generalizable ideas and outcomes 

which elicit the response “That's interesting!” from those who are concerned to 

understand a similar field (Davis, 1971). It is for us to the extent that it responds to 

concerns for our praxis, is relevant and timely, and so produces the response, “That 

works!” from those who are struggling with problems in their field of action. It is for 

me to the extent that the process and outcomes respond directly to the individual 

researcher's being-in-the-world, and so elicit the response, “That's exciting” — taking 

exciting back to its root meaning, to set in action. (p. 315) 
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In this respect, it has similarities with the concept of reflective practice as posited by Schön 

(1995). In contrast to spontaneous reflection, action research is systematic and deliberate 

inquiry. It is “a form of self-reflective problem solving, which enables practitioners to better 

understand and solve pressing problems in social settings” (McKernan, 1988, p. 6). Action 

researchers perceive research and practice as being mutually supportive and aim to establish a 

dialogic position where both theory and practice are developed as they interact (Greenwood & 

Levin, 1998; Stringer, 2007).  

The aims of AR can be expressed broadly as follows (Herr & Anderson, 2005): 

1. To generate new knowledge; 

2. To achieve action-oriented goals; 

3. To educate the researcher(s) and participants; 

4. To produce results that are relevant to the ‘local setting’ (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 

1998); 

5. To use sound and appropriate research methodology to achieve these goals. 

Despite the often linear appearance of many action research models, AR involves “many 

interwoven aspects – exploring, identifying, planning, collecting information, analysing and 

reflecting, hypothesising and speculating, intervening, observing, reporting, writing, presenting 

– that don’t necessarily occur in any fixed sequence” (Burns, 2010, p. 8). The research design 

is consequently emergent, and like grounded theory, AR is more data-driven than theory-driven 

(Herr & Anderson, 2005). 

Stages of planning, action and evaluation can combine in continuous cycles that incorporate 

both ‘action’ and ‘research’ elements. Burns (1999, p. 35) identified a framework of eleven 

interacting phases experienced by English language teachers conducting AR:  

1) exploring: feeling one’s way into research topics;  

2) identifying: fact finding to begin refining the topic;  

3) planning: developing an action plan for gathering data;  

4) collecting data: using initial data-gathering techniques related to the action;  

5) analysing/reflecting: analysing data to stimulate early reflections; 
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6) hypothesising/speculating: predicting based on analysis/reflection;  

7) intervening: changing and modifying teaching approaches;  

8) observing: noticing and reflecting on the outcomes of the changes;  

9) reporting: verbalising and theorising the processes and outcomes;  

10) writing: documenting accounts of the research;  

11) presenting: giving reports/presentations on the research 

The iterative and emergent nature of action research also means that the literature drawn on in 

the process of the study will be extended with the researcher’s deepening understanding of the 

issues. Rather than simply providing the rationale for subsequent data collection and analysis, 

the literature provides an ongoing contribution to exploration and discussion as well as 

informing potential future directions for successive cycles. Herr and Anderson (2005) argue 

that analysis of both data and literature should be ongoing, and that new literature can be 

included as issues emerge in successive cycles. They also suggest that such an approach can 

often take the researcher in directions that have not originally been planned or anticipated. 

2.2 Practitioner inquiry 

The researcher’s definition of action research will determine all the decisions made in the 

process of the study. For this current study, the definition and position I have taken is one of 

individual teacher-as-researcher (Crookes, 1993) or researcher as insider or practitioner. 

Practitioner research is characterised by the placing of both the practice and the practitioner at 

the centre of the study; thus, it can be considered as ‘insider’ research (Anderson & Herr, 

1999). Such research is dependent on an in-depth knowledge of the context in which the study 

is undertaken or “an intimate knowledge of community and its members” (Hellawell, 2006, p. 

383). Practitioner research is driven by an initial problem or issue in a teacher’s practice so that 

“the research question most often addresses something that the practitioner wants to do better 

or understand more clearly” (Herr & Anderson, 2005, p. 73). 

Cochran-Smith and Lytle (2009) argue that this concept of insider inquiry challenges the idea 

that new knowledge can only be generated by outsiders and then put into practice. Rather, they 

suggest, “…the boundaries between inquiry and practice blur when the practitioner is a 
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researcher and a knower and when the professional context is a site for the problems of 

practice” (p. 41). Thus, practitioner inquiry, rather than realising one specific theory or 

framework is instead, they posit, a “theoretical hybrid grounded in the dialectic of inquiry and 

practice” (p. 43). This dialectic they define as “reciprocal, recursive, and symbiotic 

relationships of research and practice, analysis and action, inquiry and experience, theorising 

and doing, conceptual and empirical scholarship, and being researchers as well as 

practitioners” (p. 43). The practitioner researcher, they argue, should capitalise on, learn from 

and take from this dialectic as “a rich source of new knowledge” (p. 44); they describe this as 

working the dialectic. 

Practitioner inquiry has been criticised because of its lack of traditional research focus or for 

not being ‘real’ research (V. Richardson, 1994) compared to empirical scientific or applied 

research characterised by objectivity, rigour and generalisability. In regard to doctoral research, 

it has been subject to questioning of its capacity to generate new knowledge. Drake and Heath 

(2010) argue, however, that in practitioner inquiry, the new knowledge requirement of a 

doctoral thesis “comes not from a single research domain but from combining understandings 

from professional practice, higher education practice and the researcher’s individual reflexive 

practice” and that in all stages of the research process, the practitioner researcher is engaged in 

the generation of new knowledge.   

2.2.1 Practitioner inquiry in English language teaching 

In the field of TESOL (Teaching of English to Speakers of Other Languages), empirical 

research is often equated with abstract linguistic theory with a historically and institutionally 

positivist approach (Brooke, 2013). Brooke (2013) argues that there is a “visible gap in TESOL 

between applied linguistics and pedagogy of the second language classroom with theoretical 

papers more prominent than case studies based on situational learning” (p. 433). As such, 

teaching and learning problems often appear to be “addressed only through a partial and 

idealised disciplinary focused approach or through a ‘hints for teachers’ approach” (Johnston, 

2003, pp. 365-366) rather than an articulation of any pedagogical outcomes. Fenton-Smith 

(2013) also points out that despite language teaching being the primary career progression for 

many of those undertaking studies in applied linguistics, there is a dearth of literature that 

makes practical connections between theory and classroom practice.   
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Much current debate has also centred on the potential relevance (or irrelevance) of research for 

language teachers (Maley, 2016; Medgyes, 2017; Paran, 2017; Richards, 2006). In his analysis 

of the repertory of presentations from IATEFL [International Association of Teachers of 

English as a Foreign Language] conference booklets from 1991 to 2015, Medgyes (2015) 

found that very few were concerned with empirical research findings, while most were instead 

addressing ‘localised’ practice-oriented issues. Other studies have illustrated a limited 

engagement with research literature, with many teachers stating that “published research does 

not give … practical advice for the classroom” (S. Borg, 2009, p. 370). In his arguments 

regarding the irrelevancy of published research studies for practitioners, Medgyes (2017) 

asserts that “as members of departments of (applied) language studies, [researchers] are 

legitimately expected to produce something which somebody, somewhere can apply and put to 

good use, and the most obvious target is the language teacher” (p. 6); however, in practice, he 

argues this is often not the case. 

Inquiry, with the teacher as the researcher, however, offers the opportunity for the 

dissemination of research that is both relevant and applicable in the classroom. Edge (2001) has 

suggested that the interpretivist paradigm which characterises practitioner inquiry makes this 

extremely effective as a research method in TESOL, arguing that the “thinking teacher is no 

longer perceived as someone who applies theories, but as someone who theorizes practice. 

Good teaching is no longer by definition somewhere else; good teaching is right here, so long 

as we are working on developing it” (p. 6). 

The teacher-as-researcher form of AR is predominant in English language teaching (Burns, 

2005; Crookes, 1993). However, although practitioner inquiry as a research paradigm is 

strongly supported in the literature, “much of the AR conducted by teachers stays unpublished 

or is disseminated, often verbally, only to a localised audience” (Burns, 2005, p. 63).  

Conducting a practitioner inquiry can have multiple benefits for a researcher. It has been 

suggested that researchers engaged in practice can become more successful as researchers and 

similarly, practitioners engaged in research become more successful practitioners (Fox, Martin, 

& Green, 2007). Replacing the term ‘research’ with ‘inquiry’, however, Maley (2016) 

concludes is a better way of representing the reflective practitioner who initiates and carries out 

inquiry “capturing a specific problem in its complexity”, in the “here-and-now of a particular 

classroom … rather than building theories about language education” (Medgyes, 2017, p. 7). 
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Inquiry, such as that presented in this thesis, grounded in problem-solving and pragmatism, can 

offer far more relevance for actual ‘practice’ than theorising, which is detached from practice, 

often found in applied research. Thus, whilst limited in its generalisability, it is significant in its 

applicability. 

A key element in practitioner inquiry theorisation is the concept of praxiology or “a set of 

principles to guide teachers in translating educational aims into concrete pedagogical practices” 

(Elliott, 1991, p. 15). These principles result from a synergy between practical experience and 

theory which aims to orientate or guide rather than prescribe. Multiple theories, rather than a 

single theory are drawn on in the development of the framework, “selected and utilised 

eclectically in terms of their perceived relevance for discerning and discriminating the 

practically significant features of the situation” (Elliott, 1993, p. 70); a framework, then, that 

represents a “bricolage with the various components borrowed and adapted as fits the needs of 

a particular research project” (Ely, Vinz, Downing, & Anzul, 1997, p. 232). Specific pedagogic 

strategies designed for a local context can be developed by the practitioner based on these 

principles. In this way, a praxiology “constitutes practical hypotheses to be tested in particular 

pedagogical settings rather than sets of prescriptive rules” (Elliott, 1991, p. 16). This generation 

of general principles also enables knowledge to be transferred from one context to another 

(Johnston, 2003) in that, accompanied by rich description of local contexts, these principles can 

be adapted and used by other practitioners in new contexts.  

As outlined in Chapter One, this thesis narrates my development of a praxiology through 

practitioner inquiry to address the guiding research question: how can written commentary 

feedback be used more effectively to improve argumentation in second language writing? This 

principled framework comprises three related parts: 

1. A philosophical and educational positioning of written commentary feedback as 

scaffolding the teaching and learning of argumentation.  

2. The contextual factors that are required to effectively use written commentary feedback 

to scaffold the development of argumentation in L2 undergraduate writing.  

3. Principled strategies which articulate the praxis operationalised in a dialogic and 

collaborative feedback framework.  

Grounded in pragmatism in response to reflections on my own practice, the development of the 

praxiology proposed in this thesis offers ‘research’ that can be applied in the classroom. 
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2.2.2 Positioning and validity in practitioner inquiry 

Studying and researching one’s own practice poses epistemological problems. Tacit knowledge 

can be impressionistic, biased, and potentially prejudiced. This makes establishing reflexivity 

and validity criteria crucial throughout the research process (Drake & Heath, 2010; Herr & 

Anderson, 2005; Stringer, 2007). Herr and Anderson (2005) posit that, as the positionality of 

the researcher shifts from outsider to insider, the relationship between the researcher and the 

setting alters too. They suggest that because of their unique insights and experiences of the 

local context, practitioner researchers must work all the harder to see aspects of their practice, 

that they may take for granted, from an outsider’s perspective. Issues of reflexivity, therefore, 

are considered carefully throughout this thesis. 

In establishing criteria for ‘good research’, Herr and Anderson (2005) argue that the traditional 

concepts of validity or trustworthiness are not necessarily appropriate for practitioner inquiry, 

as neither fully caters for this research method’s action-oriented outcomes. Instead they suggest 

a ‘re-worked’ criteria framework for validity, where the term is modified with adjectives that 

reflect and relate to the goals of practitioner inquiry: dialogic, process, outcome, catalytic and 

democratic (see Table 2.1). Although Herr and Anderson (2005) emphasise that these 

suggested validity criteria are tentative, they nonetheless provide a useful framework by which 

to evaluate the validity of this current study. 

Table 2.1 Criteria framework for validity/quality in practitioner inquiry 

Research goals Validity/quality criteria 

1) Generation of new knowledge Dialogic and Process validity 

2) Sound and appropriate research 

methodology 

Process validity 

3) Achievement of action-oriented goals Outcome validity 

4) Education of researcher and 

participants 

Catalytic validity 

5) Results that are relevant to local 

setting 

Democratic validity 

Note. From K. Herr and G. G. Anderson (2005, p. 55)  

In this inquiry, dialogic validity has been pursued through continued dialogue with my 

supervisors and other stakeholders, as well as ongoing formal peer review through journal 

publications. Process validity involved the use of a variety of data collection and analysis 

methods together with continued reflexivity to prevent bias. Outcome validity is the extent to 

which resolution occurs. Outcome validity entailed not only evidencing potential ‘solutions’ to 
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my original problem but also demonstrating continuous reflection and critique with a 

commitment to improving practice. Catalytic validity utilises the research process to create 

change in participants, practitioner and setting. Herr and Anderson (2005) argue that the most 

compelling practitioner inquiries are those that harness the “transformative potential” (p. 56) of 

the process. This idea is inherent in all stages of this study. Democratic validity entailed 

collaboration with all stakeholders (e.g. students, co-teachers) in the issue being investigated to 

ensure that solutions had local validity and were relevant and applicable to the context of the 

problem.  

2.3 Theoretical perspectives and departure points 

Background assumptions and disciplinary perspectives can influence the topic, the conceptual 

emphasis, and the philosophical underpinnings of a research study. A researcher’s worldview 

or paradigm colours their ontological, epistemological, and axiological perceptions, and their 

methodological and rhetorical choices. Traditionally, social science research has been 

positioned ontologically as either positivist or constructivist. A positivist paradigm takes a so-

called ‘objective’ view of reality positing its existence as independent of beliefs, perceptions, 

culture or language. Knowledge is generated through observation and analysis of measurable 

variables (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). The methods employed by positivist researchers 

tend to focus on quantitative data collection and analysis with generally large data sets and with 

the researcher independent of the research context (Creswell, 2009).  

A constructivist paradigm takes a subjective view that reality is socially or individually 

constructed; there is not one objective or true reality, but multiple realities exist (Creswell & 

Plano Clark, 2007). In order to understand people and their experiences, therefore, social and 

cultural contexts need to be researched (Creswell, 2014). Research methods employed by 

constructivist researchers will often focus on qualitative data collection through observation 

and interview across a small data set, and thus constructivist-based research design is 

essentially interpretive rather than generalisable (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). 

Practitioner inquiry has, according to McWilliams (2004), “yet to be legitimated within the 

academy” (p. 113) as a form of educational research methodology. This, McWilliams argues, is 

principally because of a traditional research ideology of objectivity which runs counter to the 

interpretivist and subjective approach of insider research with its focus on action and 

community. However, Anderson et al. (1994) suggest that rigorously designed practitioner 
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inquiry can encompass both objectivity and subjectivity in one study, and thus can be 

considered as a “third paradigm”.  

This idea of hybridity is echoed by Kemmis and McTaggart (2000) in their concept of 

‘symposium research’ suggesting both multi-methods and collaboration. The concept is also 

reflected in the more practical and applied paradigm of pragmatism, most commonly associated 

with mixed-methods research, which negates the need for the choice between (post)positivist 

and constructivist views (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010), and is also outcome focused.  

My own worldview, as both a teacher and researcher, is fundamentally one of constructivism 

and my past experiences of research have been, in the most part, qualitative. However, I have 

recognised that engaging with diverse epistemological perspectives and utilising both 

qualitative and quantitative methodologies can provide a more valuable and robust inquiry (R. 

B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Ortega, 2012; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010) and will lead to 

a “better understanding of research problems than either approach alone” (Creswell & Plano 

Clark, 2007, p. 5).  

In summary, the philosophical assumptions that underpin and guide this study are: 

 From an ontological perspective, reality is subjective and multiple and therefore a 

diversity of experiences and views needed to be captured, explored and interpreted.  

 From an axiological perspective, I acknowledge that research is value-laden and that 

biases will be present. I have, therefore, endeavoured to acknowledge my own values 

and biases as both a teacher and researcher throughout the research process. 

 From an epistemological perspective, I have positioned myself as ‘insider’ with an 

explicitly close relationship to the context and research topic. 

 From a methodological perspective, I have chosen an inductive, emergent and 

contextual methodology in the form of practitioner inquiry. I have therefore provided 

rich description of context, and have continually reflected, evaluated, and revised as my 

perspectives and experiences changed throughout the research process. 

 From a rhetorical perspective, I have chosen to use a first person narrative style to relate 

my own personal experiences and journey through this inquiry, and third person 

accounts where appropriate. 
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In the following sections, I present the approaches to writing pedagogy and feedback that have 

informed the development of my dialogic feedback framework. 

2.3.1 A reader-oriented approach to writing pedagogy 

Since our classroom decisions are inevitably grounded in our own theories and beliefs about 

what writing is and how writing is learnt, it is important to be able to articulate for ourselves 

what these actually are, so that we can reflect on our own assumptions about our pedagogical 

practice. Feedback is an essential part of the learning and teaching of writing in our classrooms. 

As such, we need to understand the ‘why and how’ of our feedback practices; we need 

awareness of the epistemological beliefs and the contexts in which we provide that feedback in 

writing pedagogy. We also need to evaluate whether these practices contribute to assessment 

for learning and engagement with the ‘writer’ as dialogue partner, or with only the ‘writing’ as 

product. In addressing the needs of L2 writers, the balance between language and writing is 

important when we consider what is appropriate in our pedagogical approach (Tardy & 

Whittig, 2017).  

Hyland (2016) outlines three orientations to understanding writing: firstly, approaches with a 

focus on texts and the products of writing; secondly, approaches with a focus on the writer and 

the processes of writing; and thirdly, approaches which consider the role of the reader and the 

interactional dimension of the reader/writer relationship in writing. Each of these orientations 

offers different options for writing pedagogy. The practical strategies and the classroom 

pedagogy, which provide context for my written commentary feedback, are underpinned by 

reader-oriented approaches to teaching writing. Such approaches recognise writing as an 

interactive as well as a cognitive activity, that involves sharing accepted resources for the 

purpose of shared meanings in a given context (Hyland, 2016).  

In a reader-oriented approach to understanding writing, the concept of context is expanded so 

that the purposes and functions that a text fulfils becomes more central. In other words, writing 

is about engagement and interaction which depend on the writer’s ability to employ linguistic 

resources that are not only grammatical but also familiar to readers, demonstrating awareness 

of audience (their processing needs, understandings, and possible objections) and satisfying 

their rhetorical demands (Nystrand, 1989). Thus, successful texts realise the discursive 

responsibilities of the writer to their reader by exploiting the audiences’ ability to recognise 

intertextuality. A sense of this interaction with audience is crucial to achieving coherence 
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(Hoey, 2001) and can only be accomplished through awareness of social context. With such an 

approach, therefore, classroom pedagogy needs to help students to understand the notion of 

audience, encourage them to anticipate readers’ needs and to see their own writing from a 

reader’s perspective.  

2.3.2 A socio-constructivist approach to feedback 

Recent research has evidenced a shift in the conceptualisation of feedback from a mechanistic, 

sender-receiver end product to a cyclical, dialogic and sustainable process in which both 

teacher and student engage (Beaumont et al., 2008; Carless, 2006; Carless et al., 2011; 

McLean, Bond, & Nicolson, 2014; Price et al., 2011). Feedback is thus no longer a 

consequence of performance, where “information [is] provided by an agent (e.g., teacher, peer, 

book, parent, self, experience) regarding aspects of one’s performance or understanding” 

(Hattie & Timperley, 2007, p. 81). Instead within the socio-constructivist paradigm, feedback 

facilitates students’ development through dialogue. This is achieved through comments that 

enable students to revise and gain new understandings without an authority directing or 

dictating what these should be (Archer, 2010). This contrasts with the commonly-held 

cognitivist perspective (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017; Askew & Lodge, 2000), where feedback is seen 

as corrective and the learner is a passive recipient of feedback as ‘telling’ (Boud & Molloy, 

2013). A collaborative or co-constructivist perspective of feedback, however, emphasises the 

dynamic and reciprocal nature of learning realised in the dialogue and participation in 

experiences shared between teacher and learner (Carless et al., 2011).  

As such, feedback is integral to learning (Cramp, 2011), a “supported sequential process rather 

than a series of unrelated events” (Archer, 2010, p. 101). The terms ‘feed forward’ (feedback 

that supports learning for future tasks) and ‘feed up’ (feedback that supports future learning 

gains into employment after study) (Hounsell, McCune, Hounsell, & Litjens, 2008) reflect this 

conceptualisation of feedback as an ongoing process. Self-assessment, and the role of feedback 

in this, has been highlighted as important for developing sustainable self-regulation of learning 

(Boud & Molloy, 2013; Hounsell, 2007; Nicol, 2013; Price, Handley, Millar, & O'Donovan, 

2010). In their 2013 study, Boud and Molloy  argue for ‘Feedback Mark 2’, a model which 

combines characteristics for sustainability such as dialogue, diversity in sources, and a 

curriculum-wide focus. Other studies have also conceptualised feedback as a socially 

embedded and collaborative process with participant relationships contributing to how it is 
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understood (Adcroft, 2011; Carless, 2013; Price et al., 2011). Evans (2013) stresses, however, 

that cognitivist and constructivist paradigms should be seen as “reinforcing rather than as 

opposite ends of a continuum when considering the precise nature and emphasis of feedback to 

support task, individual and contextual needs” (p. 72). She argues that in considering individual 

needs, emphasis is too often put on feedback as a corrective tool, when instead it should 

function as a ‘challenge tool’, “where the feedback is an attempt to extend and refine 

understandings” (p. 72). This calls for a dialogic and collaborative approach to feedback. 

2.3.3 The dialogic principle 

A dialogic relationship in teaching and learning is founded on the dialogic principle central to 

the work of Mikhail Bakhtin (1981, 1986). Bakhtin applied the term dialogic in three ways. 

Firstly, it describes a process of shared inquiry in which meaning is created and understood in 

spoken and written discourse. Secondly, dialogic is a term that refers to a way of speaking and 

writing which is open and which “endeavours to cross the boundary, but not efface the 

difference between self and others” (Sutton, 2012, p. 3). Thirdly, the term refers to ways of 

knowing. Dialogic teaching should not just be about transmission of information but should be 

about the development of students’ capacity to “engage in the dialogues through which 

knowledge is constantly being constructed, deconstructed and reconstructed” (Wegerif, 2006, 

p. 60). Thus, the purpose of feedback within dialogic, critical and reflective pedagogy is to 

diagnose, inform, extend and encourage student learning and agency (Alexander, 2006). This 

purpose is central to my conceptualisation of my dialogic feedback framework. 

2.4 A dialogic feedback framework 

The development of my praxiology took as its starting point the concept of written commentary 

feedback as a pedagogical genre mediated by contextual and socio-cultural dimensions. A 

socio-cultural perspective views learning as a social process or act in which meaning is co-

constructed through interaction, and where communication only occurs when the patterns and 

conventions of a discourse community are effectively realised (Barton, 2007). Within this 

approach, feedback has an inherently “meaning-making potential” (Esterhazy & Damsa, 2017, 

p. 4), such that the meaning of comments is negotiated and co-constructed through interactions 

between participants, mediated through various resources and by various contextual factors. 

This dialogic and collaborative meaning-making is a process that ‘unfolds’ (Twiner, Littleton, 

Coffin, & Whitelock, 2014), so that, rather than taking place in a one-off episodic event, it 
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entails these interactional encounters following each other over time and constituting a 

‘supporting feedback genre’ (Ädel, 2017). In this framework, these encounters are framed 

using Ajjawi and Boud’s (2017) concept of “episodes of dialogue”. 

Underpinned by a socio-constructivist learning perspective, the dialogic feedback framework 

that I present in this thesis is based on a developmental and cyclic dialogic feedback model, 

adapted from Beaumont et al. (2011), and Hammond and Gibbons’s (2005) concept of 

‘feedback as interactional contingent scaffolding’. 

2.4.1 The Dialogic Feedback Cycle (DFC) model 

The research literature evidences many principles for good practice in assessment feedback 

(Gibbs & Simpson, 2004; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Shute, 2008) which are a useful 

foundation for feedback practice. However, they tend to fall short of providing a 

conceptualisation of feedback in a systematic form that allows this to be incorporated into the 

assessment process. A shift towards a perception of the student as active participant central to 

the feedback process requires that effective feedback be viewed as dialogic and cyclical 

(Beaumont et al., 2008; Lillis, 2003; Molloy & Boud, 2013; Yang & Carless, 2013) rather than 

as a single, linear event. Sadler (2010) suggests that being an active part of such a feedback 

process can potentially encourage students’ self-evaluative expertise leading to a more 

sustainable feedback practice; in other words, practice that can ‘feed forward’.  

One systematic approach that connects these concepts and incorporates recent ideas of 

formative dialogue, engagement with criteria and student agency is suggested by Beaumont et 

al. (2011). They propose a three stage cyclical feedback model – the Dialogic Feedback Cycle 

(DFC) – which evidences how feedback can be intrinsic at each stage of writing: 1) Preparatory 

guidance (e.g., understanding task instructions); 2) In-task guidance (e.g., feedback on drafts); 

and 3) Performance feedback (e.g., formative/summative assessment) which should 

‘feedforward’ to future assignments (see Figure 2.2). Between stages and within each stage, 

dialogue between student and teacher can help to improve student confidence and motivation, 

and additionally, result in better feedback (Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 2006) as it can “identif[y] 

areas of improvement and [scaffold] the student to help achieve higher grades” (Beaumont et 

al., 2011, p. 674).  
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Figure 2.1. Dialogic Feedback Cycle. From C. Beaumont et al. (2011, p. 675). Reproduced with 

permission. 

Beaumont et al. (2008) suggest that while recent research studies have shown a shift in the 

conceptualisation of assessment and feedback towards the formative, the actual practical 

implementation of this has been limited, as evidenced by a continued focus on summative 

assessment. Principled frameworks of good practice, Beaumont et al. (2008) argue, are not 

enough in themselves, “but need to be systematically implemented at strategic point(s) in the 

cycle to be effective” (p. 2). The DFC shares some similarities with the theoretical guidance 

and feedback cycle proposed by Hounsell et al. (2008), where feedback is positioned within a 

‘guidance loop’ and meets Leese’s (2010) call for structured activities and increased academic 

support positioned within a cycle that emphasises the importance of iterative dialogue. Of 

particular relevance to my practitioner inquiry is the consideration of prior feedback 

experiences in the cycle as this acknowledges the importance of the conceptions, perceptions, 

and expectations of both teachers and students in the feedback process.  

2.4.2 Scaffolding in action 

The Vygotskian notion of semiotic mediation has been drawn on by systemic functional 

linguists in order to understand the place of language (as the primary semiotic tool in 

education) in teaching and learning processes (Gibbons, 2006; Hasan, 2005). Vygotsky (1978, 

1986) proposed that it is through interaction between teacher and learner, where concepts are 

shared in a social process of semiotic meditation - so that they can then be internalised by the 

learner through an internal process of semiotic mediation - that conceptual development occurs. 
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In other words, it is the engagement of the learner in this interaction that results in conceptual 

development and the level of that engagement will depend on “how semiotic tools mediate 

meanings to the mind of the learner” (Coffin & Donohue, 2014, p. 24). 

In this socio-cultural approach to learning, Vygotsky’s (1978, 1986) conceptualisation of the 

‘Zone of Proximal Development’ (ZPD) as a student’s potential to make meanings beyond 

their current level of conceptual development, functions as a ‘space’ in which the scaffolding 

of activities and discussion with others can ultimately lead to the capability to undertake tasks 

autonomously. Wilson and Devereux (2014) maintain that it is the “nature of [that] support that 

is crucial to the notion of scaffolding” (p. 92). Effective scaffolding not only provides students 

with support to complete a task, but also enables their development as independent learners, 

and thus the ability to transfer learning to subsequent tasks (Lantolf & Poehner, 2011, 2014). 

However, this is not simply a process by which the teacher semiotically mediates learning but 

rather a collaborative, joint enterprise between teacher and learner. As Hasan (2011) suggests 

“[t]he emphasis of semiotic mediation is on ‘achieved interpretation’ which is the essential 

condition for the internalisation of concepts and the relationship between them: it is the process 

we call understanding” (p. 69). The opportunity for scaffolding thus lies in interaction. 

Interaction is, therefore, an inherent and integral part of learning: learning cannot be achieved 

in isolation from interaction but is a process that “occurs in rather than as a result of 

interaction” (Ellis, 2009, p. 12). Hasan (2005) distinguishes this deliberate and intentional 

scaffolding of understanding within formal educational settings as visible, pedagogically 

generated semiotic mediation. 

Drawing on Vygotsky’s (1978) socially-oriented theories of learning, and Halliday’s (1978) 

socially-oriented theories of language, Hammond and Gibbons (2005, p. 28) present 

scaffolding as a dynamic situated act, represented in two inter-related and simultaneous 

systems - of macro or ‘designed-in’ and micro or ‘contingent’ scaffolding - comprising 

elements or choices to support learning in high challenge tasks. Designed-in or consciously 

planned features of scaffolding, the authors argue, provide the context by which the unplanned 

interactional level of scaffolding can occur. It is this scaffolding, that is “interacted 

contingently in response to the teaching and learning opportunities” (Hammond & Gibbons, 

2005, p. 20), which can facilitate productive learning and challenge students to extend their 

thinking. This type of dialogic guidance is in contrast to the prevailing monologic approach to 

feedback and places emphasis on the creation of autonomous learners (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017; 
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Hasan, 2011). Sutton (2012) argues that such dialogic feedback can be more effectively used 

by students, “enabling them to become more critical and reflective learners, and to improve 

their performance” (p. 1). 

2.4.2.1 Feedback as interactional contingent scaffolding 

Although the interactional contingent level of Hammond and Gibbons’ (2005) scaffolding 

model was originally conceptualised as being representative of unplanned classroom teacher-

student interaction, there are elements of it that can, I believe, be realised through written 

commentary feedback, and thus potentially scaffold the high challenge task of argumentation. 

These elements are: linking to prior experience/pointing forward and increasing 

prospectiveness.  

Linking to prior experience/pointing forward: In the classroom, teacher-student dialogue can 

explicitly reference the macro scaffolding of previous content to link it with present learning, 

which in turn can feed forward to further learning. In my feedback framework, written 

comments can also provide the opportunity to scaffold in this way, through references not only 

to prior classroom pedagogic activities, but also to previous dialogic episodes. 

Increasing prospectiveness.  In the classroom sequence of ‘initiation, response, feedback’, the 

third move ‘feedback’ can be used by the teacher to request clarification or encourage students 

to explain ideas. This can lead to more dialogic exchanges (Gibbons, 2003; van Lier, 2001), 

and provide opportunities for students to reflect. Feedback through Socratic questioning can 

lead to deeper understanding through “increased prospectiveness” (Hammond & Gibbons, 

2005, p. 23), that is, extending and opening up opportunities for prospective or future learning 

by challenging students to think differently. Hammond and Gibbons (2005) suggest that, rather 

than simply evaluating and thus closing down an exchange, ‘opening up’ feedback in this way 

can give students a greater ‘voice’ or “interactional rights” (p. 23) which can “provide the 

intellectual push to enable students to work at the outer limits of the ZPD” (p. 25). Similarly, 

written commentary feedback that is dialogic and collaborative, rather than just aimed at 

identifying ‘what is wrong’, has the potential to facilitate scaffolding in the same way.  

In a corrective information transmission view of learning, monologic feedback as ‘telling’ 

(Boud & Molloy, 2013) is given to the student so that they can correct their errors. In a socio-

constructivist view, however, feedback facilitates the development of self-regulation (Nicol, 
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2010; Price et al., 2010). Increasing prospectiveness in a dialogic feedback process positions 

the student positively as a potential provider, rather than just receiver, of information in a 

knowledge exchange. Wharton (2013) suggests that, as such, written comments by teachers can 

be construed as “a modelling process whereby students might learn to increase the depth and 

sophistication of their writing by entering into dialogue with their texts as they construct them 

– anticipating tutor ‘requests’ for more explanation and managing to provide it” (p. 18). 

An interactional approach to feedback in a dialogic cycle thus implies feedback be viewed as a 

process for knowledge exploration (Jansson, 2006) as students interact both with prior 

experience and learning, and with the teacher (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017), in the co-construction 

and negotiation of the ‘meaning’ of feedback. Throughout the three-phased dialogic and 

collaborative cycle presented in this thesis, feedback is conceptualised as a process of 

developing understanding that requires active engagement from student as well as teacher. 

Feedback is thus framed as “episodes of dialogue (turn-taking) between student, tutor and the 

course” (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017, p. 257). As such, the resources for learning activated during 

this process extend beyond the comments themselves.  

2.4.3 Feedback as a pedagogical genre 

In this thesis, I conceptualise myself and my students as participants in a discourse community 

in which feedback as genre realises a “recognizable communicative event characterised by a 

[shared] set of communicative purpose(s) identified and mutually understood by the members 

of the … community in which it occurs” (Bhatia, 1993, p. 13). In my proposed principled 

framework, feedback as a pedagogical genre is realised in: 1) the episodic feedback provided 

on students’ writing, occurring within 2) a wider feedback discourse realised in a dialogic and 

collaborative feedback cycle. Feedback is conceptualised, therefore, not as a discrete ‘stand-

alone’ genre, but as inter-related with other elements/texts which constitute a genre “chain” of 

support (Ädel, 2017; Bazerman, 1994), where one genre elicits another in response (Freedman, 

2002). As members of this ‘community of practice’ (Fairclough, 1992a; Lave & Wenger, 1999) 

both teacher and student “have different interests, make diverse contributions to activity and 

hold varied viewpoints” (Lave & Wenger, 1999, p. 25) when participating in these discursive 

practices. I propose, therefore, that feedback as a pedagogical genre provides opportunities for 

dialogic engagement which can facilitate learning and “critical inclusion” (Hyatt, 2005, p. 342) 
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into an academic discourse community by encouraging reflexivity rather than just reproduction 

of writing practices.  

2.5 Chapter Summary 

This chapter has argued for the validity and relevancy of practitioner inquiry as a 

methodological approach for this thesis, able to provide outcomes that are applicable to the 

‘real world’ issues of a practising teacher. The development of a praxiology or principled 

framework provides the opportunity to address a real teaching and learning issue from my own 

classroom. Grounded in rich contextual description and theoretical principles, the practical 

strategies I will propose, whilst not generalisable, can be applicable to other practitioners. The 

socio-constructivist underpinning of the dialogic feedback framework, presented in this 

practitioner inquiry, positions feedback provision as interactional. As such, this framework is a 

socially-constructed process of communication realising the agency of both teacher and student 

as dialogue partners and knowledge resources, participants and collaborators.  
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Stage 1 - Overview 

The purpose of the first stage of this practitioner inquiry was to explore the concepts and 

contextual issues surrounding the problems I had identified in my own classroom practice. An 

initial literature review was therefore undertaken to explore the concepts and contexts 

surrounding the issues of written commentary feedback provision, particularly in L2 writing, 

and the concept of argumentation (see Chapter Three). In addition to the initial literature 

review, two small-scale preliminary studies (Chapter Four and Chapter Five) were also 

conducted at this first stage of the research contributing to my exploration and understanding of 

the problem. Findings from these studies also contributed to the planning and development of 

the principled framework and practical strategies in Stage 2 of the study. A secondary purpose 

of these preliminary studies was to pilot potential data collection methods for the later 

fieldwork.  
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Chapter Three – Concepts, Contexts and Issues 

Previously, in Chapter Two, I provided an overview of the practitioner inquiry and 

methodology chosen to address the research question: how can written commentary feedback 

be used more effectively to improve argumentation in L2 undergraduate writing?. This chapter 

explores the contexts and issues connected with the key concepts of feedback and 

argumentation through a review of extant literature. In Sections 3.1 – 3.2, I discuss concepts of 

feedback on writing in higher education and then challenges to its provision. In Sections 3.3 – 

3.6, I consider feedback specifically in L2 writing pedagogy, including the role of written 

commentary feedback, strategies, and variables that impact effectiveness. In Sections 3.7 – 

3.11, I discuss the concept of argumentation in the context of L2 writing pedagogy. I also 

consider the role of metadiscourse and the potential of feedback to improve argumentation.  

3.1 Concepts of feedback 

The wealth of published research and proposed conceptual frameworks of feedback is 

testament to its importance in learning and teaching in higher education (e.g. Beaumont et al., 

2011; Black & Wiliam, 1998; Boud & Molloy, 2013; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Jonsson, 

2013; Nicol, 2010; Shute, 2008; Yang & Carless, 2013). Effective feedback is seen as being a 

central component of learning and teaching (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Carless, 2013; Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007; Jolly & Boud, 2013; Lillis, 2011; Nicol, 2013) and one which can have a 

profound impact on student achievement (Gibbs & Simpson, 2004). Mutch (2003) views 

feedback as being essential for “the development and enhancement of learning” (p. 36), and 

Carless (2006) as a “key characteristic of […] quality teaching” (p. 219). It has been argued, 

however, that the type of detailed, individualised feedback that students feel is most valuable 

has become increasingly unviable, as larger classes and time pressures stretch teachers’ time 

and resources (Wingate, Andon, & Cogo, 2011). 

Sadler (1989) describes feedback functionally as facilitating the closure of a ‘gap’ between 

where students are and where they need to be and identifies three conditions necessary for 

effective feedback. These conditions are perceived as foundational to many ‘assessment for 

learning’ practices in higher education. The first is that students need to have a knowledge of 

the standards or criteria which will be applied and achieved; the second is that students need to 

be able to take action to compare those standards with their own work, and the third is that 

students are able to take action to ‘close the gap’. Both conditions two and three require the 
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active engagement of students with feedback. That is to say, if learning is to occur, students 

must actively participate in the feedback process and act upon the feedback they receive. Sadler 

(1989) argues, therefore, for students to be trained in how to interpret and apply feedback 

rather than assuming they have the ability to engage in this way. Developing these feedback 

literacy skills can enable students to make effective judgements about their own performance, 

as, “while the quality of comments is important, the quality of the students’ interaction with 

those comments is equally, and perhaps more, important” (Nicol, 2010, p. 503). If, Sadler 

(1989) emphasises, students do not have the ability to engage with and use feedback in this 

way, then it has little value and becomes no more than “dangling data” (p. 21). 

Based on Sadler’s (1989) three conditions, feedback can be conceptualised as having three 

functions: clarification of what standards equate to good performance; diagnosis of gaps in 

knowledge and understanding (Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 2006); and development of study 

skills for independent learning, reflection and problem solving (Sadler, 1989, 2010). Feedback, 

therefore, is more than just a technical process: it is also a social and interpersonal process 

(Hyland & Hyland, 2006c) related to interaction and engagement or “behavioural change as 

learning” (Hyland & Hyland, 2001, p.198). Sadler (1989) has argued that students need to have 

the opportunity to evaluate their learning if they are to be able to take action to successfully 

improve; thus, engagement with and reflection on the written response and feedback received 

on written work is essential. Accordingly, Sadler suggests that instruction should be designed 

so that, instead of only being recipients of external feedback, students are encouraged to 

develop the ability to self-assess, in other words, to be able to generate internal feedback.  

Various studies have examined the concept of feedback to explain its main purposes. Hattie 

and Timperley (2007) (see also Hattie, 2009; Hattie & Gan, 2011; Shute, 2008) differentiate 

between four types (task, process, self-regulation, and self): 

Task-focused feedback: includes feedback about how well a task has been done; identifying 

when statements are contestable or incorrect; and suggesting that more or different information 

is needed to complete the task better. Hattie and Timperley (2007) found this type of feedback 

to be the most commonly used, but more effective when communicating students’ faulty 

interpretations than when communicating the need for more information to be supplied.  

Process-focused feedback: addresses the processes used in completing a task, in making 

connections between tasks or expanding tasks to new areas. For example, process-focused 
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feedback could address strategies for self-evaluation or assessment. According to Hattie and 

Timperley (2007), this type of feedback can be more effective than task-focused feedback for 

encouraging deep learning. 

Self-regulation focused feedback: this includes the way students “monitor, direct, and 

regulate actions toward the learning goal. It implies autonomy, self-control, self-direction, and 

self-discipline” (Hattie & Timperley, 2007, p. 93). Self-regulation strategies, however, require 

a two-way dialogic feedback process between teacher and student in order to be realised in 

practice. If immediate revision is not expected, explicit feedback at the levels of process and 

self-regulation (i.e. not just on task) becomes particularly important (Dysthe, 2011). 

Person (self)-focused feedback: concerns feedback about personal attributes. This usually 

contains little or no task-related information, as in, for example, ‘You did well here’, or ‘You 

have worked hard’. Because of this, person-focused feedback is usually ineffective as it does 

not provide information about something that learners can identify as being able to change. As 

such, praise, in itself, does not lead to more engagement with feedback nor does it promote 

greater understanding or self-efficacy (Vines, 2009); however, it can be a mediator for 

information on process issues. Vines (2009) distinguishes between affirmative feedback as 

‘ritual praise’ (e.g. ‘Good work’), which often goes unnoticed by the student, and as ‘specific 

praise’ (e.g. ‘Good transition’ or ‘Clear thesis statement’), which can be more sustainable and 

feedforward by indicating that the student should ‘do more of this in future work’. Person-

focused comments may also carry more weight than those that are generic and can address 

specific individualised challenges or limits. 

Feedback that facilitates the transfer of learning should, according to Hattie and Timperley 

(2007) provide the answers to three questions: “Where am I going?”, “How am I going?”, and 

“Where to next?” (p. 7) within any of these four types. Extending this idea, Nelson and Schunn 

(2009) highlight three broad meanings of feedback: motivational; reinforcing and 

informational. Feedback is an amalgamation of all these characterisations and elements, 

however. The balance of these and how students receive and respond to them will be variable, 

and as such, these constructs should be seen as integrated rather than separate dimensions 

(Evans, 2013). 
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3.1.1 Student conceptions and perceptions of feedback 

Conceptions or underlying beliefs about feedback can also impact on how well students 

understand and relate to the process (McLean et al., 2014; Nazif, Biswas, & Hilbig, 2004-

2005). Poulos and Mahony (2008) identified themes of quality of work, pointers, completion 

and meeting criteria when analysing students’ views on the meaning, use and effectiveness of 

feedback. They conclude that “feedback is clearly a complex, multi-dimensional rather than a 

simple, straightforward phenomenon” (p. 3). Calvo and Ellis (2010) in a later study found 

conceptual differences which the authors describe as being either ‘cohesive’ - where students’ 

conceptualisation of feedback was about learning - or ‘fragmented’ - where students’ 

conceptualisation of feedback was about task completion.  

McLean et al. (2014) have recently furthered research in this area by focusing on feedback as a 

phenomenon in itself and exploring student conceptions of this in more depth. Identifying 

points of difference in the way this complex phenomenon is conceptualised, they argue, can 

help teachers better engage with students and feedback. The authors found that the students in 

their study appeared to conceptualise feedback across four qualitatively different dimensions: 

telling, guiding, developing understanding, and opening up a different perspective. These 

conceptual themes, McLean et al. (2014) suggest, closely mirror conceptions of learning and 

teaching, for example, the theme ‘feedback as telling’ mirrored conceptions of teaching as 

transmission of knowledge from expert to learner. 

Prior learning experiences can influence students’ perceptions and expectations of feedback 

(Ramsden, 1992), as can students’ level of cognitive maturity and epistemological beliefs 

(Otting, Zwaal, Tempelaar, & Gijselaers, 2010; Perry, 1970). These perceptions and 

expectations of feedback may sometimes prove to be at odds with those of academics. Higher 

education research literature often indicates a pessimistic view of student engagement with 

feedback, pointing to weak application of feedback comments (F. Hyland, 1998), skim reading 

of comments (Gibbs & Simpson, 2004), and failure to even access feedback, let alone read it 

(Hounsell, 2007). MacLellan’s (2001) research revealed that, although tutors worked from the 

assumption that their feedback was successful in encouraging student learning, many students 

did not find the teacher feedback detailed enough, and nor did it promote discussion with their 

tutors, help them to understand the assessment process, or improve their learning. Despite the 

fact, therefore, that there are many students who engage well with the feedback process, there 
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remains a so-called ‘feedback paradox’ (Withey, 2013), whereby students are clearly aware of 

the importance of feedback, and frequently express criticism about its quality or quantity, yet 

also make very limited use of it. 

Students’ preferences for feedback, however, do not always correspond to how effectively it is 

used. Students may indicate a preference for quantity, but in practice, the amount of feedback 

does not necessarily determine how well it is applied, although Ferris’s (1997) findings in her 

study of feedback on L2 writing do suggest that longer written commentary may result in more 

successful revisions. In general, studies have shown that students prefer text-specific feedback 

(Carless, 2006; Ferris, 1997; Hedgcock & Leftkowitz, 1994, 1996; F. Hyland, 1998; Nicol, 

2010; Price et al., 2010; Vardi, 2012; Weaver, 2006) and that any subsequent revisions are 

more likely to be successful if students receive explicit instruction on how to revise (Ferris, 

1997; Goldstein, 2006; Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 2006; Vardi, 2009). Crawford and Hagyard 

(2011) evidence in their research across three UK universities that the quality of feedback was 

of most concern to students. The majority of students in their study felt strongly that feedback 

was only useful if ideas could be used to ‘feed forward’ into future work.  

A distinction should be made, however, between perception and awareness of feedback. 

Perception refers to how students feel or react to feedback and their views on how teachers 

should provide that feedback. Research on this is growing (e.g. Devrim, 2014; P. Hyland, 

2000; Price et al., 2010; Vardi, 2009, 2012; Weaver, 2006) and illustrates how personalised 

constructions of the nature of feedback derive from past experiences, often leading to 

misconceptions. However, before students can react to feedback, they have to be aware of it, 

recognise it and acknowledge it. Teachers, therefore, need to ascertain students’ personal 

experience to determine both their knowledge and perception of feedback if they are to 

effectively enable students to use and benefit from it. Facilitating a ‘feedback community of 

practice’ (O'Donovan, Price, & Rust, 2004) may be one way of aiding students in their 

development and understanding of this pedagogic and social process. Robinson, Pope, and 

Holyoak (2013) highlight the need for future research on managing students’ and teachers’ 

expectations of the function of feedback. This is particularly the case where teachers see 

feedback as a starting point, but students see it as a diagnostic tool providing all the answers for 

subsequent improvement. “Failure to inform and guide students,” Orell (2006) concludes, 

“explains the marginal status of feedback as a learning resource” (p. 441). 
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Many conceptual models of feedback are presented in L1 feedback literature with best practice 

advocating feedback that engages learners in an active and collaborative process that will lead 

to a better transfer of learning. Students’ own perceptions of the feedback process are also an 

important variable in the success of such a transfer of learning. Previous experiences of 

feedback on writing can have a strong influence on students’ future expectations of the 

rationale and function of feedback. Many of the studies examined in this review have pointed 

to the potential mismatch between students’ preferences for feedback type and teachers’ hoped 

for outcomes in terms of learning. 

3.2 Challenges to effective feedback 

Effective feedback provides an important opportunity to develop students’ academic writing. 

This is well-documented within the literature (Benesch, 2001; Boud & Molloy, 2013; F. 

Hyland, 1998; Ivanic, 2004; Lea & Street, 2000; Lillis, 2001; Nicol, 2013; Ramsden, 1992) and 

yet, despite the evidenced centrality of feedback there remain many issues regarding its use and 

effectiveness (Falchikov, 2005; Lillis & Turner, 2001; Weaver, 2006; Weurlander, Soderberg, 

Schejac, Hult, & Wernerson, 2012). There is an expectation that teacher feedback will lead to 

student learning as a matter of course, but “how learning can [actually] result from the gift of 

feedback” (Askew & Lodge, 2000, p. 6) is an area that is not always given due attention. King, 

McGugan, and Bunyan (2008) suggest that there is “a growing body of evidence which 

indicates that the potential learning benefits of providing students with feedback, however well 

crafted, are often not realised, with many students not valuing or understanding the feedback 

provided” (p. 145). Indeed, there has been limited evidence from research of how well students 

are able to transfer their response practices from one task to another. Leki (1991) argues that 

this could be attributed to factors such as lack of motivation to review corrections on final 

papers, lack of cognitive maturity or lack of ability to understand and apply feedback. Other 

possible factors highlighted by Leki are the perception of corrections as being ‘unimportant’ to 

content, or an over-dependency on teachers’ corrective feedback which leads to students failing 

to take responsibility for their own improvement. 

Studies exploring teacher feedback on writing and students’ subsequent response to feedback 

have approached the topic from many different perspectives and highlight the complexity of 

the many possible variables that can lead to a lack of engagement (Carless, 2006; Carless et al., 
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2011; Chanock, 2000; Higgins et al., 2002; Hounsell et al., 2008; MacLellan, 2001; Weaver, 

2006; Wingate, 2010).  

In his review of feedback studies in higher education, Jonsson (2013) characterised five key 

challenges in rendering feedback effective: usefulness; preferences; dialogue; strategies; and 

understanding. These challenges provide a helpful framework for a discussion of the literature 

more generally. 

Usefulness: Student engagement with feedback is central to its usefulness; in other words, if 

students do not perceive feedback to be useful, then they will not be motivated to engage with 

it (Price et al., 2010; Walker, 2009). This perception has been found to be related to where 

feedback comes in an assignment cycle and to its purpose. Walker (2009) evidenced that where 

students received formative feedback on drafts of work, they preferred task-specific feedback, 

whereas on work that was only submitted once, they preferred summative feedback on skills 

that could be used to inform and improve future assignments. This can, of course, mean that 

where students are engaged in process writing with multiple drafts, they may focus on the 

immediate revisions to improve their final submission, and ignore the skills-focused feedback 

that may be of ‘use’ for their future work. 

Preferences: The conflict between what students’ preferences for feedback are and whether in 

practice these result in productive learning has been previously discussed in Section 3.1.1. 

Students have often stated preferences for comprehensive feedback that is very specific, 

individualised and positive (Carless, 2006; Chanock, 2000; Hedgcock & Leftkowitz, 1994; 

Higgins et al., 2002; Poulos & Mahony, 2008; Price et al., 2010; Weaver, 2006). However, 

Jonsson’s (2013) review indicates that feedback that is less specific and directive can result in 

more student engagement. The amount of feedback is often cited as a reason for students’ 

failure to engage with feedback, as they prefer larger amounts. Studies have shown, however, 

that, although longer comments can impact on the success of subsequent revision (Ferris, 

1997), the length of the comment is no guarantee that students will actually use it. 

Additionally, Vardi (2009) suggests that a focus on the amount of feedback can be problematic 

as the more important comments can be overshadowed by less important but more frequent 

ones.  

Students have been found to prefer directive feedback that tells them how to revise. Some 

studies have shown that this type results in better engagement, with more successful revisions 
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(Ferris, 1997; Vardi, 2009), whereas others have indicated that non-directive feedback is more 

likely to lead to longer term improvements (Cho & MacArthur, 2010; Huxham, 2007). Another 

example of contrast is over students’ stated preferences for positive comments, which are 

reported as leading to more accurate revisions (Baker & Hansen Bricker, 2010) and as being 

less damaging to students’ confidence and self-esteem (Poulos & Mahony, 2008; Weaver, 

2006; Young, 2000). However, critical comments have also been shown to be important in 

facilitating improvement and revision (Ferris, 1997). 

Jonsson (2013) states that grading is another area where there is disparity between students’ 

articulated preferences and the reality of feedback use. Although students have expressed 

preferences for grading alongside formative feedback (Higgins et al., 2002; Walker, 2009), this 

has been found to lead to revisions aimed simply at improving final marks rather than 

productive engagement for learning. This strategy may either result in unquestioning changes 

(F. Hyland, 1998; Zhou, Busch, & Cumming, 2013), a focus on ‘safer’ surface-level revisions 

rather than more complex text-level changes (Chapin & Terdal, 1990), or, in the case of 

process writing where grades are awarded on drafts, the value of the feedback being seen as 

relative to the level of the grade (Vardi, 2009). Equally, a lack of transparency in both grading 

criteria and teachers’ own pedagogical beliefs can reduce the efficacy of feedback comments. 

Where feedback is seen as only a measurement or grade justification rather than a learning 

paradigm, it can be unproductive (Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 2006; Orell, 2006; Yang & 

Carless, 2013), and can result in the strict application of authoritative instruction.  

Dialogue: Feedback that is didactic rather than dialogic can lead to an over-dependency on the 

tutor as ‘a knowledge resource’ and on too much significance given to the importance of short-

term revision. This can mean: 

…that feedback becomes synonymous with ‘telling’, that is the one-way transmission 

of information from teacher to student, as if students did not need to be involved and 

make their own judgements about what they should do. The assumption being that, if 

only students acted on what they were told, they could improve their performance. Such 

an assumption rest[s] on an even bolder set of assumptions that the information 

transmitted [is] sufficient for such change to occur, that it [is] unambiguous and [will] 

be interpreted the same way by the student as was intended by the teacher. (Boud & 

Molloy, 2013, p. 701) 
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Nicol (2010, p. 512) suggests that, in order to be dialogic, comments should be:  

 Understandable: using metalanguage that students understand 

 Selective: commenting in reasonable detail on areas that students can address 

 Specific: pointing to where in the student’s submission the feedback applies 

 Timely: provided in time to feed forward to next assignment 

 Contextualised: framed with reference to assessment criteria and/or learning outcomes 

 Non-judgemental: descriptive rather than evaluative and focused on learning as well as 

performance goals 

 Forward looking: making suggestions for how to improve subsequent assignments 

 Transferable: oriented to metacognitive skills and self-regulatory processes, not just 

knowledge content 

 Personal: referring to what is already known about the student and their previous work 

Strategies: A lack of effective strategies that will enable students to use feedback was a further 

challenge identified by Jonsson (2013). Evidence suggests that students can use “ad hoc 

procedures or refer to diffuse strategies, such as having to “work harder” (Jonsson, 2013, p. 

699) or may just remove the problem text identified by the teacher rather than attempt to apply 

feedback (F. Hyland, 1998). The different ways in which students can potentially respond to 

feedback - increasing effort, tackling more challenging tasks, increasing self-evaluation and 

self-correction, changing strategies, or engaging in more preparation - are all variables 

impacting how effective feedback is (Jolly & Boud, 2013). 

Developing feedback literacy, therefore, is important to help students to understand and apply 

the feedback they receive on their writing. Students can become more active participants in the 

feedback process (Price & O'Donovan, 2006) when feedback information is presented in a way 

that facilitates its use and encourages dialogic collaboration. An interesting proposal to achieve 

this is presented by Burke and Pieterick (2010) in their ASK - attitudes (A); strategies (S); 

knowledge (K) - approach which aims to develop students’ attitudes to feedback and provide 

strategies to unpack and respond to tutor feedback. The authors suggest that this development 

of attitude is critical to facilitating active student engagement with feedback.  

Winter and Dye (2004) note in their research findings that despite the fact that “[k]een and A 

grade students tend to always collect their work and actively seek further feedback” (p. 138), 
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46% of tutors reported at least 20% of assignments had never been collected. Consideration of 

strategies to aid students in utilising feedback is, therefore, also important. Weaver (2006) 

highlighted how 75% of students reported not receiving any guidance on how to use feedback 

prior to university and over 50% had not received any guidance during their university studies. 

Thus, they conclude that students “may need advice on understanding and using feedback 

before they can engage with it” (p. 379). Similarly, Burke (2009) relates that 60% of the 

students she interviewed during first year induction reported that they had received no or 

limited advice on what to do with feedback previously. Although she evidences that the 

majority of the students interviewed had positive expectations of tutor feedback, Burke 

speculates that these expectations may have been based on previous experiences of frequent 

and personal feedback from school teachers and that, in the context of higher education, these 

would need to be adjusted.  

Within the ASK approach Burke and Pieterick (2010) provide a range of strategies that can be 

used to guide students in making more of tutor feedback, particularly in terms of: preparation 

(preparing students for the feedback form used in their subject); marking (making feedback 

more accessible by differentiating feedback from feedforward); tutorials (helping students 

prepare for feedback consultations/tutorials); follow up (facilitating learning through links to 

materials). Managing student expectations of and developing positive attitudes towards 

feedback can be the starting point for more effective student engagement with the written 

commentary feedback that tutors provide on written work. Strategies, such as those suggested 

in the ASK approach, could also have value as part of a dialogic feedback framework and as 

such I will be explore them in this practitioner research. 

Understanding: The final challenge identified by Jonsson (2013) was the inability of students 

to understand the language used by teachers in feedback comments. Many research studies 

point to the use of this metalanguage as a major problem affecting the productive application of 

feedback (Carless, 2006; Chanock, 2000; Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Court, 2012; Ferris, 1995, 

1997; Hedgcock & Leftkowitz, 1996; Higgins et al., 2002; Hounsell et al., 2008; F. Hyland, 

1998, 2000; Lea & Street, 1998; Leki, 2006; MacLellan, 2001; Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 2006; 

Zhou et al., 2013). Northedge (2003) argues that unfamiliarity with specific academic 

discourse, such as that used in feedback, is an issue that must be addressed. Terms such as 

‘critical’ and ‘analytical’ have been found to be particularly confusing for students (Crawford 
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& Hagyard, 2011) and Gibbon and Dearnley (2010) suggest that more attention to how 

language like this is used in feedback may lead to more successful student engagement. 

Chanock (2000) investigated the different understandings and perceptions of the commonly 

used feedback comment ‘too much description not enough analysis’. She found that over 40% 

of the students interviewed failed to understand or were confused by the term ‘analysis’, and 

that 23% of the students evidenced a preference for more detailed comments on their essays 

explaining what they ought to have done to achieve a higher grade. She also noted distinct 

differences between disciplines and academics in their use of the term and in their expectations 

of how ‘analysis’ would be demonstrated in their students’ writing. This confusion with use of 

terminology was also found by Lillis and Turner (2001). They suggest that terms such as 

‘explicitness’, ‘coherence’, ‘argument’ or ‘plagiarism’, which are straightforward for 

academics familiar with the rhetorical conventions of their discipline, can be confusing for 

those who are ‘outsiders’. 

Carless (2006) and Higgins et al. (2002) have also suggested that the metalanguage used by 

academics in their feedback, along with its monologic rather than dialogic emphasis, the 

inherent power relationships at play, and the high level of emotional investment by students in 

the written work they produce, can all contribute to ‘a sense of disempowerment’ (MacLellan, 

2001), leading to a failure to make use of the feedback received. This disengagement is often 

compounded when feedback is summative, sometimes only occurring at the end of a course, so 

that there is little opportunity for discussion and questioning in relation to comments made 

(Hyatt, 2005). Familiarisation with academic discourse and the ‘language of feedback’ is key, 

therefore. Developing students’ sensitivity to often implicit ‘cues’ (Yang & Carless, 2013) in 

feedback is a crucial part of pedagogical literacy (Price et al., 2010) and essential for the 

development of independent and self-regulative skills (Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 2006). The 

utilisation of exemplars (Orsmond & Merry, 2013), and explicit student engagement with 

criteria (Rust, Price, & O'Donovan, 2003) are both suggested as ways to improve students’ 

ability to use feedback more effectively.  

Other challenges to the efficacy of feedback, in addition to those highlighted by Jonsson 

(2013), were also identified in the literature. The positioning of authority and the ‘ownership’ 

of truth are discussed as barriers to student engagement with feedback (Hyatt, 2005; James & 

McInnes, 2004). Power and authority are two significant features of feedback (Higgins, 
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Hartley, & Skelton, 2001) and result from the macro-relations that are present in academic 

institutions and the micro-relations of learning and teaching. Corpus studies have shown that 

the dyadic relationship between teacher and student can be evidenced in the lexico-

grammatical features of the feedback comments that teachers provide (Hyatt, 2005; James & 

McInnes, 2004; Spinks, 1998). The use of imperatives, James and McInnes (2004) argue, could 

represent written comment as ‘truth’ and thus inhibit a willingness to engage in dialogue with 

the marker. Hyatt’s (2005) corpus analysis of feedback comments through a critical literacies 

frame identified a number of linguistic factors which might contribute to a positioning of 

unquestionable authority including imperatives, obligating modality, present tense, passive 

voice and use of pronouns such as ‘we’ and ‘our’, which can be used to marginalise in this 

context rather than include.  

Within the traditional power dynamics of the classroom, feedback mediates the teacher’s 

authority. Foucault (1983) defines a relationship of power as “a mode of action which does not 

act directly and immediately on others. Instead it acts upon their actions: an action upon an 

action, on existing actions or on those which may arise in the present or future” (p. 220). 

Within this dynamic, teachers continue to occupy a superior position whenever they describe 

their students’ writing performance, so that “in short, both teacher and students have been 

conditioned to expect that the teacher holds the position of power and that students must 

respect that” (S. Richardson, 2000, p. 137). Such a perspective, is limiting, however, in that it 

positions students as simply acquiescent, due to a subordinate position in the power 

relationship. For as Foucault (1991) has argued, power is not inherently oppressive; it does not 

necessarily result in ‘docile’ students. 

Indeed, Sutton and Gill’s (2010) findings from interviews with university students in England 

and Scotland highlighted how students recognised the necessity of asymmetries in power that 

are manifest in feedback comments, seeing this as useful for developing their knowledge, skills 

and understanding. In other words, they had reconceptualised the social and discursive 

practices of the feedback process to address their own needs. The authors argue, therefore, that 

students’ acceptance of this power dynamic “may be an empowering means to achieve the end 

of enhanced performance, rather than a symptom of learned dependence” (p.10).  Kang and 

Dykema (2017) draw on a critical discourse analysis framework to explore students’ 

negotiations of power and identity by examining the features of students’ written comments in 

response to teacher feedback on their writing. Their interactional analysis revealed that in most 
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of the 21 paragraph length comments, students adopted an active role as “a good student and 

hardworking writer” (p. 25), echoing a construction of self and individual power similar to that 

found by Sutton and Gill (2010). Kang and Dykema (2017) also found that their students 

exerted agency by resisting or rejecting the suggested directions in the teacher’s comments.  

Feedback can also be impacted by institutional and pedagogical contexts. The process of giving 

(and receiving) feedback is socially constructed, and thus affected by the context in which it is 

produced, distributed and received (Fairclough, 1992a; Lea & Street, 2000). In this light, 

Walker (2009) suggests two possible reasons for the apparent lack of usability of many 

teachers’ written comments. She suggests firstly that, in an approach which focuses attention 

on ‘correctness’ and/or feedback as a justification of grade, teachers may not understand the 

need to help students reconceptualise a topic through the use of qualitative comments, the 

purpose of which is to guide or progress understanding. A second possible reason is that, where 

feedback is directed by an institutionally established practice, those framing the questions and 

criteria may also have taken an approach in which feedback is constituted as a summative 

grade. This can hinder the efficacy and usability of the feedback provided on student writing. 

Reflection and consideration, therefore, needs to be given to analysis of feedback 

commentaries as institutionally located texts, and as such, whether the foregrounding of 

particular aspects of student writing through commentary reflects institutional or teacher 

perception of the importance of learning or assessment, or student needs. 

Several different challenges to effective feedback have been presented in this section. Issues 

related to usefulness, preferences, dialogue, strategies and understanding have been shown to 

impact students’ ability to use feedback effectively in order to inform their future writing 

development. Other challenges to feedback effectiveness highlighted in this review are power 

and authority in both the macro-relations of academic institutions and the micro-relations 

between students and teacher in the classroom. Institutional and pedagogical contexts can also 

affect how feedback is given and received. 

In the following section, I now turn to a discussion of feedback specifically within the context 

of L2 academic writing. 
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3.3 Feedback in L2 academic writing 

Feedback research in the context of L2 writing pedagogy has many parallels with that of L1 

academic writing; however, the added complexities of language proficiency, diverse 

epistemological and cultural expectations, and new or different rhetorical conventions and 

processes can combine to make the “cognitive demands of [providing and] interpreting 

feedback[,] and negotiating revision” (Hyland & Hyland, 2006a, p. 2) more challenging. It is 

also the case that, traditionally, the conceptualisation of feedback in L2 writing pedagogy has 

been informed by a cognitivist perspective more than recent L1 writing pedagogy.  

Research into feedback practices on L2 writing has explored a variety of approaches and 

problems (Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Ferris, 1995, 1997, 2003, 2007, 2014; Ferris, Brown, 

Liu, & Stine, 2011; Ferris, Liu, & Rabie, 2011; Goldstein, 2005; Hoon Lee, Ping Leong, & 

Song, 2017; Hyland & Hyland, 2006b; Leki, 2006; Liu & Hansen, 2002; Mahboob, 2015; 

Stern & Solomon, 2006; Straub, 1997; Zamel, 1985) (I. Lee, 2002, 2008, 2009, 2014), and the 

researchers have considered possible implications of their findings in regards to praxis. 

However, in spite of this, Ferris (2014) surmises that: 

[r]esponse to student writing is ubiquitous – everyone does it – and it is time-

consuming and often exhausting. At the same time few researchers in recent years have 

looked closely at how response practices are implemented, how well they work or do 

not, and how teachers and students feel about them. (p.22) 

In her review of teachers’ philosophies and practices in responding to L2 writing, Ferris (2014) 

provides a list of “best practices suggestions” (p. 7) compiled from many of the aforementioned 

studies (see Figure 3.1).  

1. Teacher feedback (whether written or oral) should focus on a range of issues, including content, organization, 

language, mechanics, and style, and the focus of response should depend upon individual students’ needs at that point 

in time. 

2. Feedback should be provided on multiple drafts of student papers, not only final graded drafts. 

3. Students should receive feedback from multiple sources (e.g., instructor and peers) so that they can benefit from 

reactions from different readers. 

4. One-to-one writing conferences may be more effective than written teacher commentary. 

5. Teachers should give clear and text-specific feedback that includes both encouragement and constructive criticism 

and that avoids appropriation (taking over) the student’s text. Where possible, questions are preferable to 

imperatives, as they are less directive and promote student autonomy. 

6. Teachers should focus primarily on issues of content and organization early in the writing process, saving 

grammar and mechanics issues for the end of the writing process. 
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7. Selective error feedback on several patterns of error is more beneficial than comprehensive error correction, as the 

latter is exhausting and over-whelming to teachers and students. 

8. If feedback on errors is provided, indirect error feedback (in which the error is indicated but not corrected) is more 

beneficial to long-term student development than direct correction (in which the teacher or peer provides the correct 

form to the writer). 

9. For peer response activities to be successful, the teacher should (a) model the process for students before 

beginning (i.e., provide training); (b) structure peer response tasks carefully; (c) form peer review groups 

thoughtfully; and (d) include accountability/ reflection mechanisms so that students take the process seriously. 

10. To alleviate problems that some students might have with teacher-student writing conferences, teachers should 

(a) discuss goals and format of conferences with students ahead of time; (b) suggest that the student take notes or 

record the conference for later review; (c) consider holding conferences with students in pairs or small groups to 

minimize discomfort any students might feel with one-to-one meetings with the instructor and to maximize instructor 

time (particularly with small groups of students struggling with similar writing issues). 

Sources: Ferris,2002, 2003; Goldstein, 2005; Hairston, 1986; Hyland & Hyland, 2001; Lee, 2008, 2009b; Liu & 

Hansen, 2002; see also Straub, 2006; Straub & Lunsford,1995. 

Figure 3.1. Best practices suggestions for feedback on student writing.  
Note. From Ferris (2014, p. 8.) Reproduced with permission. 

Within these ten suggestions, there is recognition of the importance of formative feedback, of 

responding to individual needs, of balancing encouragement and constructive criticism, and of 

promoting student independence. These can all be contributing factors in a dialogic approach to 

feedback. 

3.3.1 The written corrective feedback debate 

Within the context of L2 writing pedagogy, there are two approaches to feedback: written 

corrective feedback, concerned with error correction of form, typically grammar and lexis, 

usually at clause or sentence -level, and written commentary feedback, which is the focus of 

this practitioner inquiry. The former of these approaches is a much-researched area. The 

overrepresentation of studies examining the influence of corrective feedback or error correction 

on student revision (e.g., Ashwell, 2000; Bitchener & Ferris, 2011; Ferris, 2002, 2006; 

Guenette, 2007; F Hyland, 2003a; Truscott, 1996; Zhou et al., 2013) is in part a consequence of 

the continuing debate regarding grammar correction in L2 writing feedback.  

It is important at this point, therefore to acknowledge the distinctions and debates with regard 

to the value of written corrective feedback, if only by way of explanation for the ‘imbalance’ 

that exists in the current literature in favour of research into the use of corrective feedback. One 

of the reasons for the lack of research on feedback beyond form and clause level issues is the 

difficulty of defining and studying writing problems at the level of content and rhetoric 

(Casanave, 2004). A second reason is the strong belief among students (and some teachers) that 
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the primary purpose of feedback on L2 writing is the correction of language errors, combined 

with the idea that this will lead to improvement in writing.  

The ‘Truscott/Ferris’ debate centres on improvement in grammatical accuracy (e.g., Ferris, 

2002; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Truscott, 1996, 1999). Truscott has strongly asserted that 

feedback in the form of grammar correction leads to no improvement in grammatical accuracy 

and that it may actually inhibit language development. In contrast, although Ferris (2002) 

acknowledges the lack of evidence that unequivocally proves a benefit, she argues that error 

correction at sentence level is necessary for L2 writers because: it leads to improvements in the 

short-term; “long-term improvement is unlikely unless [there is] observable short-term 

improvement” (p.8); students expect it and perceive it as helpful; and teachers have a 

responsibility to help students to learn to self-edit. F Hyland (2003a) also points to the 

importance of accuracy in student writing for both academic and business audiences.  

In the context of academic courses, where both language use and content and rhetoric are 

evaluated (as in this practitioner inquiry), there can be no question of opting only for written 

corrective feedback or only for written commentary feedback. Indeed, one of the best practice 

suggestions provided by Ferris (2014) (see Figure 3.1) is that feedback should cover language 

as well as content and rhetoric dependent on the writer’s individual needs. Ashwell (2000) in 

his study at a Japanese university found no differences in subsequent revisions between 

students who received feedback on content followed by feedback on form at different draft 

stages, to those who received feedback on form followed by feedback on content, or to those 

who received mixed feedback (both form and content). This echoes previous studies (Fathman 

& Whalley, 1990; Ferris, 1997) which had concluded that providing both content and form 

feedback on L2 writing did not negatively affect subsequent revisions. 

However, there is the suggestion that, because of expectations and beliefs about the purposes of 

feedback, sentence-level written correction can become the predominant focus of subsequent 

revisions. Ashwell (2000) posits that, for the students who participated in his study, when the 

form-focussed feedback came in the drafting process was unimportant, and as long as it was 

provided, they would revise sentence-level errors accordingly. This is again supported by prior 

studies that similarly found that L2 writers primarily responded to the feedback provided on 

sentence-level errors (Hedgcock & Leftkowitz, 1994, 1996; Zamel, 1985). Ashwell (2000) 

does argue, however, that the volume of sentence-level feedback that was provided on the 
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students’ drafts in the study may have led to the students’ perception of an increased 

importance of concentrating on these types of errors, and that additionally, being local rather 

than global, they proved easier to correct. Ruegg (2015a), in her assessment of improvements 

of drafts made after teacher feedback, suggests that, when L2 students are ‘pushed’ to attempt 

to revise through the grading of drafts, they tend to prioritise sentence-level accuracy 

corrections and spend less time on more substantive content revisions that are aimed at 

improving the support and development of ideas. She posits that, in this case, the grading of 

attempts to revise may have led the students to believe that they need to revise every feedback 

point made by the teacher. If this feedback was heavily focused on sentence-level accuracy, 

this is where students focused their efforts and revised. 

3.3.2 Written commentary feedback  

Research into the role and effectiveness of written commentary feedback in L2 writing, despite 

a few earlier studies (Radecki & Swales, 1988; Zamel, 1985), did not command significant 

attention until the 1990s (Ferris, 2014; Goldstein, 2005). These later studies have had three 

main foci: students’ and teachers’ perceptions and attitudes towards written commentary 

feedback; the process and method of providing feedback commentary; and the relationship 

between teacher written commentary and the successfulness of subsequent student revisions. 

Leki (1990) argues that this last area of study – the relationship between effectiveness or 

quality of feedback commentary and successful revision is key in improving L2 student 

writing. Overwhelmingly, whatever the focus of the research studies has been, the consensus 

supports the practice of written commentary feedback provision on L2 writing; what remains 

less certain, however, is how to ensure the effectiveness of that feedback. 

Effective written commentary feedback on content and rhetoric provides students with the 

opportunity to see writing as a ‘social act’ (Goldstein, 2005) in which writer and reader 

interact, and where understanding the expectations of audience and meeting those expectations 

are important. It is through written commentary feedback that L2 writing teachers can explain 

why students are not receiving the response that they intend and also explain how student 

writers can remedy this by providing them with revision strategies. Gaining awareness of 

audience and audience expectations through feedback is important as student writers “need to 

learn that the words they inscribe on paper are not static and that meaning resides not only in 
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these words but in what the audience brings to the reading of the words” (Goldstein, 2005, p. 

5).  

Written comments can provide feedback to show where writer intention has been achieved or 

where it has not in terms of audience expectation. Hyland and Hyland (2006a) posit that 

written response to student writing as a form of social interaction takes place “in particular 

cultural, institutional and interpersonal contexts between people enacting and negotiating 

particular social identities and relationships and is mediated by various types of delivery” 

(p.10). Feedback, thus, should move beyond the informational and didactic, with the teacher as 

‘reader responding to the writer’, rather than only ‘evaluator of the text’. Formative feedback 

on drafts can enable teachers to respond to student writing in this way as “expert readers” 

(Goldstein, 2005, p. 6). It can also provide commentary that can explain the processes and 

outcomes required to meet reader/audience expectations, thus making feedback more 

sustainable. Goldstein (2005) argues that, although there is certainly value in using de-

contextualised text-analysis to instruct students in relation to rhetorical constructs, students 

need to address these problems in their own writing if they are to fully understand how to make 

the transition from ‘theory’ to effective application.  

Written commentary feedback, then, plays a crucial role in enabling students to learn through 

their own writing. The demands placed on novice student-writers can be challenging as they 

navigate new academic literacy skills, conceptions of how ‘good’ writing is differentiated by 

and within discipline, course or genre (Hyland, 2011; Ivanic, 2004; Lea & Street, 1998; Lillis, 

2001), and the challenge of writing for an unfamiliar reader/audience (Ivanic, 2004; Krause, 

2001). Academic writing requires understanding and use of a seemingly privileged language of 

communication and ‘socio-rhetorical norms’ (Lillis & Turner, 2001), so that “[e]ssentially, the 

process of writing involves creating a text that we assume the reader will recognise and expect, 

and the process of reading involves drawing on assumptions about what the writer is trying to 

do” (Hyland, 2011, p.3). These assumptions are contextually and culturally based and thus can 

require changes to epistemological beliefs and identities on the part of the student-writer 

(Ivanic, 2004). Communication and understanding of these ‘assumptions’ are therefore vital for 

successful writing in higher education. Feedback on student writing can provide the 

opportunity to enculturate students into discipline-specific literacy and epistemologies (Hyatt, 

2005; F. Hyland, 1998). As such, written feedback becomes central to students’ understanding 

of the academic writing process (Caffarella & Barnett, 2000). 
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In this section, best practice in terms of feedback in L2 academic writing has been reviewed. 

Often this has parallels with the best practice frameworks highlighted in L1 writing research. In 

the context of second language writing, discussion of feedback often conflates written 

corrective feedback, with a focus on sentence-level lexico-grammatical errors, with written 

commentary feedback, which focuses more on content and rhetoric. Research literature in this 

field also evidences a predominance of studies exploring the effectiveness of written corrective 

feedback in achieving improvements in accuracy. Written commentary, however, has an 

important role in facilitating the learning and the development of reader-oriented writing. 

3.4 Students’ perceptions of written commentary feedback 

It is evidenced in the literature (Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Leki, 1991; Saito, 1994), and in my 

own teaching experience, that students value feedback on writing and particularly perceive 

teacher written feedback to be more helpful and specific than oral or peer feedback. However, 

the actual contribution that written commentary feedback makes to writing development 

remains unclear. Ferris (1997), in her study of written comments on L2 student writing, found 

that only half of the revisions made by students in response to teacher comments on drafts 

resulted in improvement, while a third of the revisions made the text worse. Conrad and 

Goldstein’s (1999) case study analysis of feedback and revisions on L2 writing found a similar 

success rate.  

Many studies evaluating students’ perceptions of written commentary feedback have shown 

variations in how helpful such feedback was in improving student writing and in how well it 

was understood and applied (e.g., Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; F. Hyland, 1998, 2000; Hyland 

& Hyland, 2006b, 2006d; Saito, 1994). Many of the evidenced problems with written 

commentary feedback on L2 writing mirror those found in feedback research in L1 writing. 

Students were sometimes confused by the feedback commentary they had received finding it 

unhelpful or unclear (Chapin & Terdal, 1990; Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Hyland & Hyland, 

2006a), or appeared to lack resources on which to draw to apply the revision directives 

suggested (Chapin & Terdal, 1990; Conrad & Goldstein, 1999). Students also differed in how 

well they felt they had understood the feedback they had been given (Ashwell, 2000; Cohen & 

Cavalcanti, 1990; Ferris, 1995), with some thinking they had understood when they had not 

(Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Goldstein, 2001), and others using the feedback to revise without 

actually understanding it (F. Hyland, 1998, 2000; Hyland & Hyland, 2006a). There is also 
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evidence that students vary in how receptive they are to feedback (Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; 

Radecki & Swales, 1988), and consequently how much it is actually utilised (Chapin & Terdal, 

1990; Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990; Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Ferris, Pezone, Tade, & Tinti, 

1997).  

If previous experiences of feedback on their English writing have focused mainly on accuracy, 

this can leave L2 students poorly positioned to revise successfully beyond sentence-level (Z. 

Wang, 2011). Formative feedback that is not accompanied by a grade has been found to lead to 

a focus on ‘safer’ and more familiar sentence-level correction rather than more complex text-

level changes (Chapin & Terdal, 1990). Additionally, when teachers’ feedback comments are 

predominantly corrective, then students can come to see these types of errors as being the most 

important to revise (Montgomery & Baker, 2007). Leki (1991) in her study of 100 EAL 

students in the USA found students primarily perceived feedback as being valuable in terms of 

the eradication of errors which they believed was necessary to achieve successful writing. 

Applying such strategies may also become the default position even when this is not 

appropriate.  

3.5 Strategies for providing feedback in L2 writing pedagogy 

Feedback is a key learning and teaching component of any L2 writing pedagogy. Hyland and 

Hyland (2006a) argue that any feedback genre, rather than taking a single approach, should be 

“a collection of ways teachers can help students towards a better understanding of their texts, 

readers, writing processes, and their learning and so develop awareness of writing and language 

use more generally” (p.15). I. Lee (2014) highlights the opportunities for feedback to provide 

these mediated learning experiences for students. To accomplish this, she argues, teachers 

should be transparent about their feedback practices and respond to student writing with 

intention and focus linked to pre-writing instruction. Thus, dialogue between student and 

teacher should be encouraged so that meanings and revisions are negotiated rather than 

prescribed and accepted. Lee also suggests that goal-setting and reflection can encourage 

transference, and that meaningful feedback can be achieved by using “concrete terms” (p. 205) 

that enable students to see what they did well, and what they did less well, as well as strategies 

that enable them to “close the gaps in their writing” (p. 205). 

In a strategy developed from findings of a large-scale online language and literacy project – the 

SLATE project - (Dreyfus, Humphrey, Mahboob, & Martin, 2016; Mahboob, Dreyfus, Martin, 
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& Humphrey, 2010) - Mahboob (2015) suggests feedback should be seen as a cohesive and 

coherent text responding holistically to a written text instead of simply as a reaction to errors. 

Mahboob (2015) has suggested that this approach provides a useful starting point for potential 

practitioner-based research projects to evaluate teacher practices and students’ responses to 

different types of feedback. While the terms are taken from Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) work, 

cohesive and coherent here refer to characteristics of effective feedback rather than text 

features. Cohesive feedback has a clearly defined purpose and audience and is selected and 

organised into three distinct stages: Feedback Preview-Feedback-Feedback Review. Coherent 

feedback uses a range of four feedback types, typologised with regards to degrees of 

‘explicitness’ and ‘rationale’, to scaffold a student in a deeper understanding of selected issues 

in their writing. Further discussion of these four feedback types is provided in Section 8.2.1. 

Coherence in feedback is achieved, Mahboob and Devrim (2013) propose, by varying the 

amount of explicitness and/or rationale given in a comment at each instance of a particular 

problem.  

Coherent and cohesive feedback can function as scaffolding that encourages the learner to 

develop their ability to self-regulate their performance, which is important “as it means that 

writers become increasingly independent in their ability to write texts using conventions of the 

genre and discipline they are working in” (Mahboob, 2015, p. 404). In providing cohesive 

feedback, Dreyfus et al. (2016) see as a crucial first step the assessment of language needs 

above clause level as well as with respect to lexico-grammatical problems. In the SLATE 

project (Dreyfus et al., 2016), the assessment rubric focused on three strata of language, 

corresponding to the realisation hierarchy in Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL): purpose 

and structure of text; development of meaning across paragraphs, and lexico-grammar. It 

included items relating to each of the three metafunctions in SFL: ideational, interpersonal, and 

textual. The rationale for this approach was that uptake on the first two strata was more 

sustainable, in terms of transfer to other writing, than on feedback that focused only on lexico-

grammatical problems. The authors also suggest focusing on a few issues in depth rather than 

providing as much feedback on written work as possible. This call for a ‘less is more’ approach 

is one that has been echoed by other researchers (see Ferris, 2014), with some EAP 

practitioners advocating a staggered approach provided over a succession of drafts, focusing 

first on content, then organisation and development and then finally grammar and expression 

(Moore, 2014).  



69 

 

The role of computer-mediated written commentary feedback has been evaluated as a way of 

facilitating more efficient and less time-consuming feedback provision, as well as increasing 

student engagement with the feedback provided. Changes in the delivery modes of some 

university courses with an increase in distance courses, more electronic assessment, or simply 

the use of combined text-matching and ‘mark-up’ software, such as Turnitin, have prompted 

some research in this area (Kostka & Maliborska, 2016). Electronic submission of student 

writing and subsequent computer-mediated feedback can also afford a teacher the opportunity 

to scaffold with suggested revisions by linking to, for example, concordance files, self-help 

resources, or even previously discussed classroom content. This potential to explicitly link 

back to student experiences of prior content can be expected to interactively support learning. F 

Hyland (2003b) and Milton (2003) both suggest that this can also facilitate a more reflective 

feedback practice for teachers that can generate student awareness of discipline-specific genre 

conventions and subsequently lead to improvements in student writing.  

The relationship between teacher feedback provided orally one-on-one and the success of 

subsequent student revision is an area that is relatively under-researched. The rationale for 

writing conferences or consultations is founded in the concept of dialogic teaching where 

discussion, negotiation and instruction can guide the student to improve their writing 

(Brodersen, Solheim, Steiner, & Torgerson Oftedal, 2016; Williams, 2002). In place of detailed 

written commentary on students’ texts, the writing conference can give teachers an opportunity 

to engage in dialogue in response to diverse and individual needs (Hyland & Hyland, 2006a). 

F. Hyland (2000) suggests, however, that, where individual writing consultations are used 

together with written feedback comments, this can enable students to develop far more 

awareness of their own strengths and weaknesses, allow them to question teachers’ comments, 

and discuss strategies for future improvements. Research suggests that both teachers and 

students value the opportunity for feedback on writing to be supported in this way and that 

students can gain more useful and focused commentary (Zamel, 1985) and can improve writing 

in the longer term (Patthey-Chavez & Ferris, 1997).  

However, the effectiveness of writing consultations is dependent on many factors, including 

students’ familiarity with this one-on-one learning environment, spoken and aural language 

proficiency, and expectations and beliefs about the provision of feedback. Goldstein and 

Conrad (1990), in their case study analysis of three student writers, found marked differences 

in the way those students interacted with their teachers. They suggest that some student writers 
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may be socially or culturally inhibited in their relationships with perceived authority figures, 

which can lead to unquestioning or unreflective changes in subsequent revisions. They also 

argue that, despite the opportunity for dialogue afforded by this type of feedback practice, the 

variables that influence the success of writing conferences meant they were not inherently more 

effective than written commentary. In a later study (Conrad & Goldstein, 1999), the same 

authors found that, in terms of effectiveness, there was little difference between written 

commentary feedback and writing consultations. There is no doubt that individual writing 

consultations can take up a large amount of class time and can “require specialised interaction 

skills” (Hyland & Hyland, 2006a, p. 6) if they are to be truly effective. In the context of large 

classes with limited availability of individual teacher-student time, the provision of such 

intensive feedback may simply not be practical. In these cases, the role of written commentary 

feedback is even more important as it needs to mirror the ‘feedback’ move of the consultation 

or classroom initiate, response, feedback sequence.  

The communicative nature of written commentary feedback on second language writing - 

mediated by its mode of delivery within the cultural, social, institutional, and interpersonal 

contexts in which it is produced and received - makes defining effectiveness complex. Whether 

feedback provision is oral, computer-mediated or hand-written, or any combination of these 

strategies, the literature has evidenced that the key is to facilitate the engagement of students 

with this pedagogical genre in order to move towards improvements in their writing.  

3.6 Feedback and revision variables 

Previous discussion of written commentary feedback, Goldstein (2005) argues, has positioned 

the feedback process as being based on a linear model in which “…the student writes the text, 

the teacher reads it and provides written commentary, and then the student reads the 

commentary and writes a new text that includes revisions promoted by the teacher’s written 

commentary” (p. 9). This, she continues, fails to take into consideration contexts of classroom, 

institution and program and the cyclical rather than linear feedback process mediated by a 

complex interaction of multiple factors.  

3.6.1 Institutional and program variables 

F. Hyland and Hyland (2001) evince how the attitudes of institutions and programs towards 

writing pedagogy, writing teachers, and multilingual student cohorts can have an effect on how 

written feedback commentary is provided, and additionally, on how it will be taken up by 
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student writers. Goldstein (2005) comments that institutionally perceived value “…in writing 

and what someone has to say through writing” (p. 11) is generally reflected in both the program 

focus, and the support and instruction for teachers, which in turn impact on students’ attitudes 

towards feedback. Often L2 writing is perceived as primarily a vehicle for developing 

linguistic competence with a focus on accuracy, where written corrective feedback 

predominates.  

There is evidence to suggest that students’ attitudes to feedback can be affected by feedback 

emphasis. For example, where there is a focus on accuracy, students may come to prefer and 

value feedback that focuses on accuracy, but where there is a focus on content and rhetoric, 

students may come to expect and value feedback on these areas (Hedgcock & Leftkowitz, 

1994, 1996). Given that the quality of student learning is determined by prior experiences, 

knowledge, study motivation and approaches, and perceptions of learning and teaching (Biggs 

& Tang, 2007), a particular feedback focus in students’ previous educational experiences may 

lead to development of such epistemic beliefs. 

Institutional and program factors such as requirements in terms of word length and number of 

drafts, and the impact of ‘high-stakes’ exams, can also influence how teachers respond to their 

students’ writing and the feedback they provide. Practical considerations like teacher work-

load and turn-around deadlines will also affect teachers’ feedback practice. Goldstein (2005) 

suggests that teachers can have difficulties knowing “…what they should respond to as well as 

how much and how they should respond” (p. 12) - i.e. to meet an individual’s learning needs - 

without ‘covering’ their text in commentary. Cohen and Cavalcanti (1990) argue that, in 

programs that have exams where sentence-level accuracy is heavily weighted, both students 

and teachers may feel it necessary to concentrate on these in revisions and commentary 

feedback. 

3.6.2 Socio-political variables 

Socio-political factors are also considered by some researchers as variables that will impact a 

feedback practice. Authors such as Benesch (2001), Canagarajah (2002), Pennycook (1994) 

and Severino (1998) attest to issues such as teaching loads, over-reliance on adjunct support, 

marginalisation of L2 writing teachers, class sizes, variations in focus and response of 

academics on other courses, and even government policies as all impacting on the provision of 

feedback on L2 writing. Often, these are factors that cannot easily be influenced or changed, 
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but unfortunately, they are also those that can present great problems. For an individual teacher 

within an institution, deciding whether to and how to accommodate or compensate for these 

factors is a constant challenge. Thus while feedback practice, like teaching practice, is often 

guided by a teacher’s “personalised theories [which] lie at the heart of teaching and learning” 

(Burns, 1992, p. 64), constraints of classroom management, curriculum requirements and 

expectations can mean that pedagogical practice does not always “reflect stated beliefs, 

personal theories and pedagogical principles” (S. Borg, 2003, p. 91).  

3.6.3 Teacher variables 

Teacher factors and individual student factors are part of the complex interaction that 

constitutes the provision of and reaction to written commentary feedback. Goldstein (2005, p. 

18) lists teacher factors as including: personality; pedagogical beliefs; attitudes towards 

specific student characteristics, individual students, and the content being written about; 

knowledge of content being written about; expectations of students at a particular level; and 

expectations of particular students. The increased contextual complexity of responding to L2 

academic writing (with respect to L1 writing) means that teachers face many pedagogical, 

informational and interpersonal decisions and choices when providing feedback.  

The commenting stance that L2 teachers adopt has been the subject of several studies (e.g., 

Ferris et al., 1997; F. Hyland & Hyland, 2001; Hyland & Hyland, 2006c). Ferris et al. (1997) 

categorised the feedback comments of one teacher over the course of two semesters on the 

drafts of 47 advanced ESL student writers. Their analysis highlights how the commenting 

strategies employed by the teacher varied depending on aspects such as stage in the course or 

semester, genre, or the ability of the individual student. Whilst teacher preferences for 

commenting strategies can be very individual, they are also part of a complex and interactive 

learning environment. In F. Hyland and Hyland’s (2001) analysis of teachers’ comments in an 

ESL composition course, the function of comments in terms of ‘praise’, ‘criticism’ and 

‘suggestion’ were evaluated. A key finding was that mitigation strategies were used to ‘soften’ 

the impact of criticism or suggestion either through the use of praise or through hedging or 

questioning. However, the authors suggest that, in a desire to motivate and encourage effective 

teacher-student interaction, this ‘indirect’ commenting strategy may actually have led to missed 

learning opportunities. 
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3.6.3.1 Perspectives on writing pedagogy 

Perspectives on writing pedagogy and the role of writing in the academy are also important 

influences on teachers’ commenting strategies as “[s]tudent texts and their writers are always 

read pedagogically as in transition” (Phelps, 2000, p. 103) resulting in a “double focus” (Straub 

as cited in Phelps, 2000, p. 103) on response to a student’s writing and on the development of 

their writing. Ivanic (2004) discusses six discourses of writing and pedagogy found in UK 

higher education which, in the context of this research study, are useful to review because of 

their potential impact on responses to student writing, and also because of parallels with respect 

to L2 writing pedagogy and feedback. 

Ivanic’s six discourse categories (2004, p. 228) are: skills discourse; creativity discourse; 

process discourse; genre discourse, social practice discourse and socio-political discourse.  

 A skills discourse places focus on accuracy and correctness of linguistic skills outside 

of the social context in which the writing is placed and thus, Ivanic argues, leads to a 

separation of teaching of writing from that of reading.  

 A creativity discourse, in contrast, has a closer relationship to the teaching of reading 

and advocates that students develop as writers by reading and then writing as much as 

possible.  

 A process discourse is realised in pedagogy that focuses on the processes and 

procedures that comprise the writing of a text, and as such, Ivanic argues, is attractive 

pedagogically because of its translatability into discrete and sequential elements that 

can be taught explicitly. This approach first became popular in North American 

composition courses in the 1970s and is often characterised by a focus on multiple 

drafting with corresponding feedback and revisions.  

 A genre discourse is one where good writing goes beyond ‘correctness’ and the focus is 

on the linguistic appropriateness of the writing in terms of its purpose. This focus is 

closely aligned to Lea and Street’s (1998) category of academic socialisation. Although 

controversial, being seen as a prescriptive, over-simplistic and unitary view of text type 

(Lea & Street, 1998; Lillis, 2003), it is again, Ivanic argues, popular as being 

‘teachable’. 
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 A social practices discourse advocates pedagogy that values implicit learning of writing 

through peripheral participation in communities of practice (Wenger, 1998) or socially-

situated events with the novice writer being ‘apprenticed’ by an expert.  

 A socio-political discourse takes a view of writing as having been shaped by social 

context and relations of power (Fairclough, 1989, 1992a, 1992b), and because of this, a 

concern that writing pedagogy should develop critical awareness of the historical and 

political contexts that shape academic discourse.  

Rather than suggesting an ‘either/or’ approach to writing pedagogy, however, Ivanic (2004) 

imagines a comprehensive pedagogy where: 

…writing, written text, writing processes, the writing event, and the socio-political 

context of writing would be understood as progressively embedded within one another, 

and intrinsically interrelated. […] All six beliefs could make a contribution to a 

comprehensive view of writing such that any one without the others may be an 

impoverished view of writing. (p. 241) 

Each discourse evidences particular pedagogical foci that create contextual variables which 

will impact on a teacher’s written response to L2 student writing. A course in which a ‘study 

skills discourse’ predominates, for example, may necessitate feedback with a focus on accuracy 

or correctness privileged over content and rhetoric. 

Goldstein (2005) argues, therefore, that teachers need to become more aware of their own 

feedback practices and “[e]ssentially …work from a perspective of heightened consciousness 

about what they do and why when they provide written commentary on their students’ writing. 

In other words, teachers should articulate to themselves what their ‘theory’ of commentary is 

and why” (p. 20). This is a ‘call to action’ echoed by other researchers in this field (Ferris, 

2005, 2014; Ferris, Liu, et al., 2011; Hyland & Hyland, 2006a) and underpins the reflective 

evaluation of my own feedback practice in this practitioner inquiry. 

3.6.4 Student variables 

Student factors that can influence context and feedback commentary are listed by Goldstein 

(2005, p. 18) as including: personality; age; goals and expectations; motivations; language 

proficiency; prior learning experiences; preferred learning styles and strategies; content 

knowledge; time-management skills; and attitudes towards teachers, class, content, task, 
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feedback commentary, and the course. Hyland and Hyland (2006a) argue that cultural 

dissonance between teachers’ and students’ assumptions can sometimes “intrude into 

classrooms through the expectations teachers and learners have about instruction and the 

meanings they attach to feedback” (p. 10). Students’ cultural experiences and backgrounds will 

have an impact on how they receive and respond to the feedback provided on their written 

work. Lee and Schallert’s (2008) study of the role of written commentary feedback in a 

feedback revision cycle draws attention to its importance in the establishment of a ‘caring’ 

teacher-student relationship. In the study, undertaken in a Korean EFL (English as a foreign 

language) writing classroom, students’ levels of trust in their teacher impacted revisions, and in 

turn, their teacher’s trust in students’ willingness and ability to revise was reflected in the 

written feedback comments that were provided. 

Emotional responses to feedback have also been found to be a factor in revision success. Many 

studies have shown that acceptance and trust in teachers as knowledgeable resources is high 

amongst students (Chiang, 2004; Mahfoodh, 2017; Radecki & Swales, 1988). Mahfoodh 

(2017) found that responses of satisfaction and acceptance of feedback were particularly 

attributed to feedback points that were easy to revise. Negative emotional responses were 

related to a lack of understanding of feedback comments, receiving too many comments, or a 

reaction to words and/or phrases that the teacher used. Waller and Papi (2017) investigated 

relationships between L2 students’ implicit theories of writing intelligence, their writing 

motivation and their orientation to feedback. In theories of achievement goals and implicit 

intelligence (Dweck, 2000), learners who hold ‘learning’ achievement goals are viewed as 

having an incremental theory of their abilities in which intelligence is dynamic and malleable, 

and in this context, feedback becomes an opportunity for growth and development. In contrast, 

learners who hold ‘performance’ achievement goals have an entity theory of their abilities and 

see intelligence as fixed and unchanging, and as such see feedback as threats or support for 

their social image. The results from the study showed the significance of students’ implicit 

theories of writing intelligence in determining their choices of either seeking or avoiding 

feedback and their motivation to improve their writing (Waller & Papi, 2017). 

Conrad and Goldstein (1999), in their exploration of the individual and contextual factors that 

influenced how students used their teacher’s written commentary, found that the reasons for 

success or failure of revision were complex. The authors’ narratives of the revision processes 

of three students highlight the various influences on revision aside from the characteristics of 
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the comments themselves, such as time constraints, insufficient content knowledge, strongly 

held beliefs about positions that had been taken, the influence of the teacher’s pedagogy, and 

perceptions of the student’s own role in revision responsibility. Their findings illustrate how a 

unidimensional and linear view of the feedback process can fail to capture not only its 

complexity, but also the multiple variables that can affect its ability to scaffold learning 

effectively. 

Research suggests that, in order to take account of student factors, teachers should endeavour 

to discover students’ beliefs and expectations of written feedback commentary (Ferris, 2005, 

2007; Goldstein, 2006; Leki, 2006). Goldstein (2005) also urges teachers to make themselves 

aware of how students are using the written commentary they are providing on their students’ 

texts and what factors may be hindering or promoting the success of subsequent revisions. The 

interaction of individual student and teacher factors within the contexts of institution and 

program adds to the complexity of feedback provision on L2 writing. In order to respond to the 

research question - how can teacher-written commentary feedback be used more effectively to 

improve argumentation in L2 student writing? - all the variables referred to in this section will 

need to be considered when evaluating the theoretical principles and practical strategies of the 

dialogic feedback framework proposed in this practitioner research study. 

In the first part of this chapter, I have reviewed and discussed conceptual frameworks and 

issues in relation to feedback in the context of L1 and L2 writing pedagogy. In the following 

sections, I now turn to the other key concept in this practitioner inquiry, that of argumentation. 

3.7 Argumentation 

In the following sections, I first provide a working definition of argumentation and then discuss 

the concepts of argument and argumentation. Following Andrews (2010), the adjective 

‘argumentational’ is used throughout this discussion in preference to ‘argumentative’ which is 

often associated with contestation. Argumentational comes closer to the SFL genre of essay as 

analytical exposition in which the writer takes a stance and argues a point of view, as opposed 

to the argumentative or persuasive essay. However, in many of the research studies cited in the 

following sections, authors have used the more common adjective form ‘argumentative’. 

The study of ‘argument’ has spanned many decades with theories and conceptual models 

covering a wide spectrum (Andrews, 2005; Wolfe, 2011). The term ‘argument’ is commonly 
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used in educational and pedagogical texts (Andrews, 2010; Giltrow, 2000; Mitchell et al., 

2008), although with many representations and interpretations. It seems to be very much, as 

described by Giltrow (2000), “a term circulating among the professoriate, in classrooms and 

institutional corridors, saturated with the ideologies of those places” (p. 129). Despite this, 

there is no question that the ability to present reasoned arguments is an important feature of 

academic activity, and as a process of refining and evidencing an understanding of subject 

knowledge, is key to student learning. This fact is highlighted in many universities’ specified 

graduate attributes. 

The term ‘argument’ can be used to refer to an individual position or claim, or, as described by 

Andrews (2005), “the overall phenomenon” (p. 107), and to the expression of that position 

through texts such as essays, debates, or research papers. Instantiations of argumentation can 

also take wider forms, for example spoken, visual or spatial (Andrews, 2010). In reference to 

argument in text, “a sequence or exchange of arguments” (Andrews, 2010, p. 2) builds to 

support a position, reflecting what Andrews (2010) describes as a ‘process of arguing’ or 

argumentation, or the “choreography of argument: how the moves stand in relation to each 

other in the progress from the start to the end” (Andrews, 2009, p. 551). Argumentation in 

academic written texts, therefore, is a construct that entails establishment of position, 

organisational structure, and rhetorical choices. All these ‘work together’ to maintain a dialogic 

interaction with discipline-specific audiences, made possible by the critical thinking and 

reading necessary for the ‘transformation’ (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987) of content 

knowledge into writing. This requires an understanding of both the architecture of 

argumentation and the way in which knowledge is validated within particular disciplines. 

Argumentation is thus a more ‘technical’ construct than argument. Argumentation, however, is 

not a genre in itself, nor is it a form of communication, but instead offers a framework or 

perspective (Andrews, 2010). Andrews (2005) suggests that it is this concept of argumentation 

rather than argument that is the most relevant to education and must be made explicit to 

students. Teacher feedback on argumentational writing can provide an opportunity to make 

such a discipline-specific ‘modus operandi’ clear (Andrews, 2010). 

The terms argument, arguments, and arguing are often used interchangeably and as such can be 

confusing for students. Argumentational texts can be multi-form, multi-function and multi-

mode, as disciplines use a variety of written genres (Andrews, 2010). Some of these may be 

explicitly argumentational, for example an analytical exposition or thesis-driven essay. Others 
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may have an implied argumentational intent. Andrews (2010) suggests that confusion over the 

term argument can be a result of a conflation of meanings – ‘argument as an abstract’ where 

ideas establish or defend a position and ‘argument as discourse’ realised in the written (or 

spoken) word. Andrews (2000) also posits that students’ difficulties in developing 

argumentation in writing is exacerbated by institutional factors, such as overly large class sizes, 

inability of teachers to create classroom communities that foster argumentational skills, and a 

lack of transparency or explicitness in establishing ‘ground rules’ or tutor expectations of 

argumentation. Some researchers looking at the teaching of argumentation (e.g. Giltrow, 2000; 

Mitchell et al., 2008) have suggested that the use of the term ‘argument’ is not always 

practicable for novice writers and that its generic use can mask differences in disciplinary uses. 

Andrews (2010) argues, however, that generic knowledge of how to argue and the architecture 

of argumentation is important for students to have, and that this knowledge can be utilised to 

inform their growing understanding of disciplinary differences.  

Argumentation plays a crucial role in the understanding and development of content 

knowledge. Effective argumentation requires critical thinking skills, not just for establishment 

of position, but also for evaluation and analysis of content knowledge (Davies, 2008; 

McCulloch, 2012; Wingate, 2006; Wu, 2006). Conceptions of argument are intrinsically 

discipline-dependent (Andrews, 2010; Andrews et al., 2006; Berrill, 1996; Giltrow, 2000; Lea 

& Street, 1998), and therefore epistemic requirements of argumentation will be influential in 

establishing what constitutes a ‘sound’ argument. Development of content knowledge is 

evidenced in the ability to draw on that knowledge to develop an argument. A lack of subject 

and content knowledge, therefore, will impact on a students’ ability to develop an argument, 

just as much as a lack of understanding of how to establish a position, or how to progress that 

position through their writing. 

Andrews (2010) posits that, although for students to be successful they need to both 

demonstrate content knowledge and argue well, argumentational capability often remains only 

implicit in marking criteria. Wolfe (2011) also suggests that often tasks and rubric present no 

indication that argumentation is even required. Students, Andrews argues, are expected to be 

proficient in critical thinking and developing an argument, but an emphasis on subject 

knowledge means no-one actually tells them how to be good at it or how to develop their skills 

in the context of their discipline. Instead, Andrews suggests, academics point students in the 

direction of generic writing support or guidelines that focus on superficial features of genre, but 
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which fail to capture this connection between argumentation and content knowledge. What is 

needed is a definition of argument that goes beyond support for a claim to one that sees it as 

also “predictive of counterarguments accompanied by responses that are respectful of diverse 

views” (G. E. Newell, VanDerHeide, & Wynhoff Olsen, 2014, p. 98). 

Mitchell (2010) also argues for the importance of linking thinking and writing and viewing 

“writing as a powerful and pervasive kind of activity by which disciplines – that is, socio-

cultural fields – create and transact their thinking, conduct conversations and advance 

knowledge” (p. 135). Collected as part of the ‘Think Writing’ project at Queen Mary, 

University of London in the UK, statements from interviews with various faculty academics 

highlight this integration between development of knowledge and writing; for example: 

“Writing is a fundamental part of the learning process – it takes students deeper into the 

material; it’s the way in which they become really engaged with arguments and evidence” 

(Geography); “Writing focuses the student in depth on a subject or area of thinking and allows 

them to develop argumentative skills” (Politics); “Writing, thinking and learning are intimately 

connected” (Languages, Linguistics and Film); “Writing reveals clarity of thought. If thought 

isn’t clear you can’t write clearly. There’s a connection” (Engineering) (Mitchell, 2010, p. 

137).  

Just as conceptions of ‘good’ writing vary according to discipline, course or genre (Hyland, 

2011; Ivanic, 2004; Lea & Street, 1998; Lillis, 2001), so do conceptions of argumentation 

(Andrews, 2009, 2010). Arguments are fundamentally contextually situated (Giltrow, 2000) 

and as such can be mediated by institution, profession and discipline. Lea and Street (1998) 

evidence examples from two different disciplines which demonstrate how faculty perceptions 

of structure and argument were often markedly different and found that linguistic features of 

argumentation used in a ‘good’ history essay, did not meet expectations of what constituted 

essay argumentation in anthropology, even though both were written by the same student.  

In his analysis of argumentation in first year history, biology and electronic engineering 

courses at two UK universities, Andrews (2010) found that, whereas in some disciplines 

argumentation was seen as a necessary criterion of student writing from the beginning of study, 

other academics saw students’ writing skills as progressively developmental along a continuum 

from descriptive to explanatory to more argumentational texts. History students, he found, 

appeared much more aware of concepts of argumentation than biology or engineering students 
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and this awareness was reinforced through lecture content and discussion of assignment 

criteria. In contrast, biology students, although acknowledging the importance of argument, 

perceived it as a higher order skill that they would not need to engage with until later into their 

studies. Andrews et al. (2006) show that differences can be intra-disciplinary as well as inter-

disciplinary. Intra-disciplinary differences in argumentation, they suggest, can derive from 

either pedagogical beliefs and consequent variation in the emphasis on the role in 

argumentation in learning. Andrews (2010) proposes that a lack of clarity regarding 

disciplinary expectations of what it means to argue well and how that should be realised in 

assignments can cause not only stress for the novice writer but also difficulty in understanding 

and applying any feedback they receive. As a result, he argues, these students will be unable to 

demonstrate higher order cognitive skills and their written work will remain at a descriptive or 

expositional stage. 

Although this discipline-dependency of argument is central to the assertion that argumentation 

as a skill is not simply generic (Andrews, 2010; Mitchell & Riddle, 2000), rhetorical and 

compositional models that map the generic skills of argumentation for students, Andrews 

(2010) argues, still have a place, in helping to draw attention to and creating awareness of 

discipline differences. Additionally, he suggests, generic guidance can be easier for students to 

remember and can be used to clearly demonstrate the process and architecture of written 

arguments. Davies (2008) also proposes that the inferencing skills students need to make 

logical connections between premise and conclusion can be taught independently of a 

discipline through ‘generic’ frameworks. It appears then that, rather than dismissing generic 

models as unhelpful, we need to see a role for such frameworks in helping students understand 

the process of developing arguments. Certainly, there are some features of argumentation that 

can be deemed as generic and transferable; however, these need to be mediated by specific 

disciplinary demands. Indeed, Andrews et al. (2006) state that the teaching of argument and 

argumentation may need to be positioned somewhere between the two approaches – 

“…between the disciplinary/epistemological demands of the subject on the one hand and the 

study skills agenda on the other (which tends to be generic)” (p. 57).  

In an effort to illustrate the diversity of argumentational forms used in the university 

curriculum, Wolfe analysed first and second year writing assignments from a range of 

disciplines at Miami University in the USA. Although the study is not generalisable and is 

limited by potential systematic biases in the data collection, the findings generally support 
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Andrews’s assertion that argumentation is a requirement of most written assignments. 

Argumentation was required in responses to tasks in 100% of the engineering assignments 

Wolfe evaluated, 90% in fine arts, 80% in interdisciplinary assignments, and 72% in social 

sciences. Surprisingly, subjects that might be considered as requiring more use of 

argumentation – in humanities and business fields– showed much lower rates even than natural 

sciences, with only 47% and 46% of the assignment tasks respectively requiring 

argumentation. Wolfe does suggest, however, that this may be because of assumed knowledge 

of the requirement to develop a main argument, so that it was not explicitly stated in 

assignment tasks. Additionally, Wolfe was able to classify the seven major categories of 

argumentational writing that he found in these assignment tasks: short answer (argumentative); 

empirical arguments; text-analysis; decision-based arguments; explicitly thesis-driven; 

proposals; and compound arguments. Within each of these main categories, there were also 

many sub-categories. This comprehensive taxonomy highlights the importance of 

argumentation skills in academic writing across a wide range of disciplines. 

Of his seven main categories of argumentational writing, Wolfe (2011) found that explicitly 

thesis-driven and text-analysis centred arguments were the most common. The explicitly 

thesis-driven essay is a frequently used genre in academic writing (Nesi & Gardner, 2012; Wu, 

2006), and is described by Wolfe (2011) as “the workhorse of academic argumentation” (p. 

196). Although there is disciplinary variation in what constitutes an explicitly thesis-driven 

academic essay (Nesi & Gardner, 2006), it is generally acknowledged as a ‘default genre’ in 

undergraduate education (Krause, 2001). Indeed, Andrews et al. (2006) found that both 

students and lecturers primarily associate argument with the thesis-driven essay form (although 

more in relation to expression of contestation - i.e. the persuasive or argumentative essay - than 

to a reasoned explanation). So strong is this association between the essay and argument, 

especially in humanities and social sciences, that Wolfe (2011) suggests that assignment tasks 

may not even explicitly state the need for a thesis-driven argument, rather assuming that the 

need to structure an essay around a position is taken as a given. It may also be the case that 

students’ overfamiliarity with the essay genre from previous educational experiences may lead 

them to the presumption that this is the only form of writing that evidences argumentation 

(Andrews et al., 2006), especially if argument is perceived as only being realised in 

contestation (i.e. do you agree or disagree with this statement?). This may lead to a lack of 
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success in writing assignments that require development of argument but are not thesis-driven 

essays.  

Undergraduate academic essay writing is a relatively neglected genre (Wu, 2006) with more 

research interest being focused on postgraduate or published research writing (Nesi & Gardner, 

2013). This is despite the fact that “[t]he induction of and possible assimilation of an 

undergraduate into a student role and ultimately [their] relative success or failure in that role is 

rather dependent on [their] mastery of the argumentative genre” (Wu, 2006, p. 330). Andrews 

(2010) argues that the centrality of the essay in higher education is because it is a genre and 

text type that is typified by the explicitness of its rhetorical structure, which makes it easier to 

assess than others. However, he points out that criteria for a ‘good’ essay are not always 

transparent and that there can be dissonance between what tutors and students mean by an 

essay. He further suggests that much of the feedback given to undergraduate students to 

develop their essay writing focuses on surface form or aspects like accuracy of referencing, 

with limited attention given to argumentation.  

Following her evaluation of the difficulties undergraduate writers face with the task of essay 

writing, Krause (2001) was able to rank student responses in order from most to least difficult. 

These areas of difficulty are all in some degree related to the process of developing an 

argument in essay writing, or argumentation rather than merely the final product or essay itself: 

1) finding relevant references by searching library computer databases; 2) working out which 

points to include and which to omit for the essay; 3) putting together ideas from a number of 

different sources; 4) finding relevant references on the library shelves; 5) identifying the most 

relevant points in my reading; 6) understanding the meaning of the references found; 7) 

organising the points into paragraphs;  and 8) working out which direct quotes to use (p. 156).  

In a recent article titled ‘Argumentation and second language writing: Are we missing the 

boat?’, Hirvela (2017) discusses the gaps in current understandings of the teaching and learning 

of argumentation in L2 writing. Despite a small body of scholarship in the 1980’s, he argues, 

argumentation as a topic “seems to operate on the fringes of the SLW landscape” (p. 70) and 

remains a neglected research area. This is in complete contrast to L1 writing pedagogy, where 

scholarship on the topic of argumentation continues to be prolific. As such, Hirvela argues: 

…many SLW teachers may, by default, resort to reliance on an L1 model or view calibrated to 

the needs and rhetorical backgrounds of L1 writers. This may lead to uncritically imposing on 
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their SL students models of argumentative writing such as the ubiquitous “five-paragraph 

essay” structure (introductory paragraph; three supporting paragraphs; concluding paragraph) 

that many writing scholars rail against. Such an approach may help students to a certain degree, 

but how much are they actually learning about argumentative writing? (p. 71) 

Learning to write arguments is an integral element of students’ university study (Wu & Allison, 

2005) and for second language writers, “one of the greatest challenges [they] … are likely to 

face” (Hirvela, 2013, p. 67). Aspects of the challenge include adequate preparation (Allison, 

2009; Hirvela, 2013), organisation of ideas (Coffin & Hewings, 2004), maintaining a critical 

voice (Coffin & Hewings, 2004; Durkin, 2008; McCulloch, 2012; Miller, Mitchell, & Pessoa, 

2014), and justifying claims with appropriate evidence. Clearly, therefore, explicit teaching of 

argumentation in the second language classroom is essential.  

3.8 Influential factors in L2 students’ argumentational writing 

In the following sections, I discuss two factors, which can impact students’ ability to 

successfully develop an argument: their experiences of a pattern-centred approach found in 

EAP practice, and their difficulties in the construction of a critical voice. 

3.8.1 A pattern-centred approach to argumentational writing 

One of the reasons posited for difficulties with developing argument is students’ use of prior 

essay writing experience as a ‘how to’ guide for academic writing. Results from a study by 

Andrews et al. (2006) suggest that the students they interviewed were ‘defaulting’ to 

argumentational skills learnt at high school. Andrews (2010) points to the comparative 

simplicity of the development of argument in high school essays, where an argument or 

position can be based on and supported by personal opinion, as opposed to academic arguments 

that need to be based on analysis and evaluation of verifiable and credible sources and course 

content. A traditional, formalist approach where argumentation is taught in isolation may fail to 

“persuade students of the significance of argumentation – the social, ethical and other work that 

argument writing and talk does in the world” (VanDerHeide, Juzwik, & Dunn, 2016, p. 2; 

italics as original). Wingate (2012) notes that academic writing requires structures that can 

‘carry’ more complex ideas, progressing and developing a main argument through multiple 

arguments, rather than just making one claim. However, failure to explain the ‘academic’ use 

of the term ‘argument’, and to provide explicit instruction in how argument should be realised 

in their writing, can often leave students with no option but to draw on their generic 
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conceptions of essay writing. This mismatch, Andrews (2010) states, can be especially 

problematic where discipline expectations of how argument should be realised in writing are 

quite specific.  

For second language writers, whose previous writing experiences in English may have been 

shaped by preparatory courses for language proficiency exams, such as IELTS (International 

English Language Testing System) or TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language), these 

simplified types of argument development will also commonly be those upon which they draw. 

Bacha (2010) suggests that the teaching of ‘set’ argumentational structures in EAP courses may 

encourage students to see such organisational structures as a ‘one size fits all’. The prescriptive 

three-stage argumentative essay structure4, generally realised in the five-paragraph essay, 

which is commonly presented in English language textbooks, can thus be limiting. In EAP 

classrooms, students are generally evaluated on “how well [they have] met the standards of a 

handbook notion of an essay” (Johns, 1993, p. 77). The efficacy of this approach tends to be 

validated when analytic measures in the form of assessment criteria reflect these standards and 

where the nature of this style of argument writing is privileged on standardised tests (Hillocks, 

2005).  

The ubiquitous (in EAP) five-paragraph essay form is one that may not be appropriate for 

many university assignments. Outside of the EAP classroom students can, therefore, become 

frustrated when they attempt to apply this prescriptive structure in their university assignments. 

Indeed, Campbell and Latimer (2012) claim that, in their research, they were “hard-pressed to 

find essays written in the five-paragraph formula” (p. 5). In addition, this type of set pattern 

also fails to acknowledge the significant variety in argumentational writing required within and 

across disciplines (Dudley-Evans, 2002), and “and seems to be based more on intuition about 

what an essay should include than on detailed analysis of a suitable corpus of essays” (Dudley-

Evans, 2002, p. 229). Thus, although a prescriptive pattern approach to realising argumentation 

in writing seems attractive because of its ubiquitous use and ‘teachability’, it “may lead to a 

certain comfortable isolation from the actual discipline” (Dudley-Evans, 2002, p.235). 

                                                 

4 The three stages are: 1) a thesis, including attention grabber, background information and writer’s position; 2) an 

argument, with paragraphs that support and provide evidence for a proposition; 3) a conclusion which reaffirms 

the writer’s position (Hyland, 1990). 

 



85 

 

Additionally, although prescriptive models may provide the foundations of an essay’s 

organisational structure, they tend to focus on form over content and emphasise certain 

linguistic features as central to achieving that organisational structure. This means they tend to 

sideline the more complex aspects of argumentation required at university. This type of 

writing, VanDerHeide et al. (2016) suggest, does not encourage students to “consider nuanced 

arguments or to think about how form might influence the articulation of an argument” (p. 2). 

Indeed, Dovey (2010) posits that the conventional genre-based approach common in EAP 

classrooms is predicated on the assumption that students are already in command of content 

knowledge, and thus “all they need is the means to shape this substance in relation to the 

conventions of a particular context” (p. 58). This approach, she suggests, neglects to provide 

students with strategies for negotiating the reading-writing nexus when writing from multiple 

sources that is foundational to academic writing and that this “…exclusive focus on product 

may limit what EAP lecturers have to offer students in managing this core academic task” (p. 

46). A pedagogical focus on a pattern-centred approach, Myskow and Gordon (2009) observe, 

also “prescribes inflexible textual patterns [which] may inhibit a writer’s ability to transfer their 

knowledge of text structures to tasks that require a more complex combination of generic 

forms” (p. 285). This could discourage students from engaging and interacting with their own 

writing and other texts effectively (Derewianka, 2003). In other words, prior experience of a 

particular genre learnt through a conventional genre-based approach can hinder a better 

understanding which could be developed through critical analysis of authentic samples of 

argumentational writing.  

The teaching of generalised structural templates in EAP classrooms also fails to foreground the 

role of audience in the development of argument and the interactivity of texts. Successful 

argumentational writing requires the writer to effectively anticipate reader expectations and 

reactions (G. Thompson, 2001). Juzwik, Borsheim-Black, Caughlan, and Heintz (2013) 

propose a conceptualisation of argumentation as ‘dialogic’, or, in other words, as a socially 

situated participation in dialogue characterised by reciprocity among readers and writers 

(Nystrand, 1986). Bakhtin’s (1981) seminal work on novelistic discourse discusses the dialogic 

properties of written communication conceptualising this type of writing as “grand” 

conversations between authors across time, social class, and languages. In the academy, 

members of a community of practice participate in these ‘conversations’ through argument – 

both in talking and writing. In this way, argumentational writing can be seen as epistemically 
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equal to a turn in a conversation. Both perform a social action in the world (VanDerHeide et 

al., 2016). If second language student writers are to understand and participate in the discourse 

community for which they are writing, they need, therefore, to analyse and evaluate writing 

samples from within that community in order to write successfully (Johns, 1993) rather than 

just engage with one-size fits all pattern structures exemplifying particular genres. 

3.8.2 Development of critical voice 

The concept of argument as conversational turn, within a view of academic writing as 

interactive, implies a reciprocity between reader and writer that can be characterised “as ‘what 

I say depends on what you say’ or more precisely ‘what I say, in writing, depends on what 

others have already said and might say in response to my writing’ ” (VanDerHeide et al., 2016, 

p. 7). In a thesis-driven essay, establishment of a position or argument is central as writers 

“adopt interactive and evaluative positions, anticipating readers’ expectations and responses to 

participate in what amounts to a virtual dialogue with them” (Hyland, 2009b, p. 111). 

Interactive writing, therefore, requires realisation of the writer’s projection of their evaluation 

of the needs, views and potential responses of the reader. These types of interpersonal 

meanings have been labelled variously as metadiscourse (e.g., Ädel & Mauranen, 2010; 

Hyland, 2005a), appraisal (Martin & White, 2005), evaluation (Hunston & Thompson, 2000), 

and stance (Hyland, 2005c).  

Argumentation requires students to have a ‘voice’ or ‘stance’, (Street, 2009) whilst at the same 

time balancing the use of ‘expert’ sources (Groom, 2000b) and facilitating the ‘bringing’ of the 

reader into the text. (Hyland, 2005c). Difficulty in any of these three areas can be seen as 

underlying the various inadequacies identified in studies of undergraduate argumentation, such 

as lack of critical voice (Bloch & Chi, 1995; Ivanic, 1998; Ivanic & Camps, 2001), difficulty in 

constructing criticality (Arsyad, 2000; Ballard & Clanchy, 1991; Chang & Schleppegrell, 2012; 

Chen, 2010; Durkin, 2008; Hirose, 2003; Hyland & Milton, 1997; McCulloch, 2012), and 

failure to realise participant relations in texts (Hyland, 2005c; G. Thompson, 2001).  

Chandrasoma, Thompson, and Pennycook (2004) suggest that the requirement of an evaluative 

stance towards the literature, and the ‘re-contextualisation’ of that knowledge within one’s own 

writing, is allied to issues of epistemological stance and authorial identity. In other words, 

taking an evaluative stance requires ‘knowledge transformation’ rather than simply ‘knowledge 

telling’ (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987). The intertextual and dialogic nature of academic 
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writing means that the voices of others need to be cited (Chanock, 2008). The reference to and 

use of sources is then “both characteristic of the way in which knowledge is socially 

constructed and an inherent aspect of building a written argument” (McCulloch, 2012, p. 57).  

In the EAP classroom, approaches to using sources in writing are often practised and assessed 

at a sentence level. Source writing tools such as paraphrasing, or summarising are typically 

taught in terms of surface changes rather than foregrounding rhetorical function and the 

“negotiated nature” of intertextuality (McCulloch, 2012, p. 57). Abasi and Graves (2008) 

suggest that this rhetorical function of citation in the development of argument is rarely 

discussed explicitly. They note that, additionally, instructions or guidelines on referencing tend 

to emphasise the mechanical aspects of citation rather than its function in constructing 

knowledge and developing argument. Often this positions effective use of sources as merely a 

matter of following formatting rules. They argue that, as a result, L2 student writers may come 

to perceive the function of referencing sources to be ‘protection’ against accusations of 

plagiarism. This lack of awareness of the function of citation in argumentation can result in 

poor use of source material and lack of criticality. Further, genre-based approaches common in 

the EAP classroom, where students are introduced to academic writing through exposure to 

expert ‘product’, do not always provide students with the strategies they need to transfer 

knowledge from reading into their writing (Dovey, 2010).  

Groom (2000b) further posits that a lack of familiarity with the ‘contractual’ nature of the 

relationship between writer and reader can also contribute to writing that lacks critical voice. 

He discusses Tadros’s (1993) work on the propositions of attribution and averral in academic 

writing and suggests that, whereas an attribution such as ‘according to …’ initially removes the 

writer’s voice from the text, the reader understands that this “is only a temporary state of 

affairs: attribution signals not denial of the writer’s voice but only its deferral” (p. 69). Thus, 

the reader’s expectation is that the writer’s own stance vis-a-vis the proposition contained 

within the attribution will be made later. This is what Tadros means by ‘averral’. Student 

writing can appear to lack criticality when this expectation remains unfulfilled, as in the case of 

the unaverred textual voice pattern. The teaching of strategies for attribution, which remain at a 

surface level, and do not acknowledge this contractual and interpersonal nature of academic 

writing, can preclude novice writers from fully understanding the concept of intertexuality and 

its rhetorical function in the development of argument.  



88 

 

Groom (2000b) suggests that “patterns of difficulties” in the “textual voices” (p. 67) used in at 

risk student writing can be classified into three types: solipsistic, unaverred, unattributed. 

Solipsistic voice:  The development of argument without reference to supporting literature. 

Groom states that this type of writing is also often unqualified and can represent the writer as 

being unaware of supporting literature. The feedback comments he cites as typical on writing 

of this type are “how do you know?” or “where is the evidence to support this claim?”. 

Unaverred voice: This results in “a patchwork of summaries of other authors’ views” (p. 67) 

so that writing is essentially descriptive with no claim, analysis or development of argument. 

Groom (2000b) suggests that this type of textual voice can be attributed to factors such as lack 

of content or subject knowledge, language difficulties or even cultural differences in the use of 

literature in academic writing. Comments typically found on writing evidencing an unaverred 

voice highlight an overuse of description and insufficient analysis. McCulloch (2012) points 

out that, especially for L2 student writers, accusations of writing as description (or as a 

collection of others’ views) are common. This results in a lack of criticality and evaluation 

rather than analysis through coherent argument supported by reference. Wingate (2012) notes 

in her study that many comments on student essays which lacked criticality and analysis related 

to selection and use of literature. As discussed previously, development of argument in 

academic writing is predicated firstly on subject knowledge, and secondly on the ability to 

analyse and evaluate that knowledge. For novice L2 writers, the challenge of critical reading in 

their discipline can be compounded by both their English language proficiency and 

epistemological differences (Durkin, 2008; McCulloch, 2012; Snowden, 2005). Without the 

appropriate critical reading, analysis, and evaluation of literature, however, the ability to 

develop an argument effectively is severely limited. 

Unattributed voice: In this type of pattern, students present another’s voice as their own 

without acknowledgement.  

3.9 Pedagogical approaches to argumentation instruction 

Despite the clear importance of argumentation in writing, the provision of explicit instruction 

on how to accomplish this successfully is limited (Wendt & Ase, 2014; Wingate, 2012). 

Lunsford (2002) argues that educational discourses can sometimes ‘oversimplify’ 

argumentation leading to students’ lack of understanding and application of the skills. The 
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teaching of argumentation is generally provided through textbooks, institution, discipline or 

course writing guidelines and is often conflated with critical thinking and taught as a generic 

skill (Andrews et al., 2006; Davies, 2008; Mitchell & Riddle, 2000). Research has shown that 

teachers can also have “fuzzy concepts of argumentation” (Wingate, 2012, p. 146) which can 

sometimes lead to unhelpful advice and teaching. Lea and Street (1998) evidence academic 

tutors’ difficulty in articulating what constitutes a well-developed argument resulting in terms 

such as ‘analysis’, ‘clarity’ or ‘structure and argument’ being used without any real definition 

of how they relate to developing an argument. Mitchell and Riddle (2000) found that tutors 

also used the terms ‘argument’ and arguments’ interchangeably which Wingate (2012) argues 

“obscures the fact that it is the development of a position [evidenced in the structure of the 

essay] rather than the evidence for individual claims, that determines the quality of an essay” 

(p. 147). As Groom (2000b) puts it, students are instructed that they need to develop an 

argument but “what struggling students are looking for is something that will show them what 

these things mean, how they work, and what they look like in and as text” (p. 70; italics in 

original). 

An underlying dichotomy in argumentation scholarship is that between argument as a form of 

reasoning (e.g. Toulmin, 1958, 2001, 2003; Toulmin, Rieke, & Janik, 1984) and argument as a 

form of inquiry (e.g. Kuhn, Hemberger, & Khait, 2016). Hirvela (2017) conceptualises this 

distinction as between ‘learning to argue’ and ‘arguing to learn’. An approach which focuses 

on argumentation as reasoning is based on an understanding of logic and the construction of an 

argument in which claims are supported and explained. Toulmin’s argument model (Toulmin, 

1958, 2001, 2003) is based on these key elements of logic. In L1 writing pedagogy, this model 

has been widely used to illustrate the relationship between three elements of an argument: 

claim, data (evidence), and warrant (justification). Not all these elements are necessarily 

explicit, and warrants may not be stated. In extended argument structures, Toulmin refers to 

additional elements of qualifier, backing and rebuttal determined by the requirement of the 

argument. In an approach based on these logical elements, emphasis is placed on the use of 

reasoning to achieve a well-structured argument, in other words, learning to argue (Hirvela, 

2017). Students are instructed in the architecture of argumentation and learn to understand how 

logic operates within the argumentational moves they make in their writing, as in, for example, 

the use of a T (topic) E (explain) E (evidence) L (link) paragraph organisational structure. 

Andrews (2005), in his paper ‘Models of Argumentation’, argues that Toulmin’s model was 
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developed out of a dissatisfaction with the constraints of formal logic, but was never originally 

intended as a ‘model’ for application to rhetoric or argumentation in the classroom. 

Nevertheless, Andrews suggests, the model can be functional in its application for testing the 

‘soundness’ of arguments.  

In L2 pedagogy, relatively few studies have examined the approach in university student 

writing. Varghese and Abraham (1998) explored the impact of explicit instruction using the 

Toulmin model and found that this led to the production of better claims, more developed 

evidence and more logical and reliable justifications in the second language writing of 

undergraduates in Singapore. Qin and Karabacak’s (2010) analysis of Chinese English majors’ 

persuasive essays using six of the primary and secondary elements of the Toulmin model (viz. 

claim, data, counterargument claim, counterargument data, rebuttal claim, rebuttal data) 

highlights its potential value in the teaching of the logical structure of argument. Likewise, 

Bacha (2010), in her proposed instructional cycle for the teaching of argumentative writing in 

English to Arabic writers, also takes the Toulmin model as her base and combines it with 

organisational forms.  

‘Argument as inquiry’ conceptualises argumentation differently. Here, argument is a way of 

developing and generating deeper understanding and analysis. Kuhn (2005), who is a key 

proponent of this approach, sees argument as being central to a “thinking curriculum” for 

enriching students’ analytical skills. Likewise, in an arguing to learn approach 

“[a]rgumentation is the means by which we rationally resolve questions, issues and disputes 

and solve problems […] in learning environments [which] promotes productive ways of 

thinking, conceptual change, and problem solving” (Jonassen & Kim, 2010, p. 439) Here, 

argument is a process (Hirvela, 2013) and pedagogy is focused on using the argumentational 

elements as tools for analytical inquiry by, for example, critiquing and studying the data or 

evidence used in a source text to develop a claim, or comparing and contrasting viewpoints 

presented across several texts.  

These two approaches – learning to argue and arguing to learn – offer conceptual options for 

the teaching of argumentation in an L2 context (Hirvela, 2017). However, G. Newell, Bloome, 

and Hirvela (2015) suggest that this need not be an ‘either/or’ but stages where students could 

firstly learn to argue and then later be shown how argumentation can be applied to thinking and 

learning. Indeed, Pessoa (2017) argues that she does not perceive there to be a dichotomy since 
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students need to have the linguistic resources developed through learning to argue instruction 

in order to engage in arguing to learn. As such, Pessoa (2017) proposes a SFL and genre-based 

conceptualisation of argumentation as a “theoretical and pedagogical framing” (p. 77). In their 

analysis of L2 writing arguments in first year history courses, Miller and Pessoa (2016) argue 

that explicit instruction in the construction of macro-Themes (thesis statements) and hyper-

Themes (topic sentences/sub-arguments), and in the preferred ‘cascading’ organisational 

structure of history writing (Ravelli, 2004) could benefit L2 writers. They suggest a genre-

based teaching and learning cycle (e.g. Dreyfus et al., 2016; Rose & Martin, 2012) to do this 

with the deconstruction of argumentation.  

The SFL and genre-based conceptualisation of argumentation proposed by Pessoa (2017) offers 

an approach that combines both a rhetorical and a cognitive focus. In a recent study, Pessoa, 

Mitchell, and Miller (2017) used an adaptation of a professional learning toolkit5 by 

Humphrey, Martin, Dreyfus, and Mahboob (2010) to explore the specific challenges students 

faced in meeting genre expectations. The authors found that this adapted 3 x 3 framework 

enabled them to identify what they term ‘emergent arguments’, the “subtle ways that 

[students’] texts met some but not all genre expectations” (p. 53). A language-focused 

conceptualisation of argumentational writing such as this can provide teachers with a 

framework with which to analyse exemplars in the classroom. Additionally, it can help them to 

give feedback that will help their students control the resources to meet linguistic and genre 

expectations more successfully. 

In contrast to previously discussed models, Wingate (2012) takes the essay as her starting 

point, focusing her academic writing instruction on development of argument. In other words, 

argumentation becomes the “overarching requirement” (p. 152) of the essay. She argues that 

“academic writing instruction should start from this requirement and treat related aspects as 

subordinate” (p. 152). As such she proposes an essay writing framework which takes 

development of argument as its main aim, with three components contributing to this: selection 

and use of relevant information from sources, establishment of position, and coherent 

presentation of position. This framework, Wingate (2012) argues, allows students to fully 

                                                 

5 Humphrey et al.’s (2010) 3 x 3 professional learning toolkit is a SFL framework that enables analysis of student 

texts to help teachers describe the key linguistic features required to meet academic genre expectations across the 

three metafunctions of language: ideational, interpersonal, and textual. This is applied at the level of the whole 

text, to its phases (paragraphs) and to its clauses and sentences.   
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conceptualise the requirements of the thesis-driven essay and to visualise how these work 

together. Rather than approach aspects of academic writing such as position, citation, or 

structure as decontextualised constructs of argumentation, this framework allows the student to 

see the relationships between these and how they are used to develop an argument. Wingate 

cautions, however, that the framework would need to be supplemented with explicit guidance 

on the more complex features of the components of argumentation, such as critical reading or 

writing skills, and suggests the use of exemplar student texts to facilitate this. 

3.10 Feedback on argumentation 

Feedback, as discussed previously, is central to writing pedagogy (Hyland & Hyland, 2006c) 

and particularly important in relation to argumentation. However, Wingate (2012) argues that 

despite written comments being “an effective method of giving individual feedback and 

specific guidance for the improvement of argumentation” (p. 148), ineffective feedback 

provision can mean that this opportunity is missed. Wendt and Ase (2014) suggest that on the 

one hand there is an assumption that students will know what they need to do to improve 

argumentation, but on the other students are confused about how to “attain a critical 

perspective in their academic undertakings” (p. 2) from feedback.  

Although research studies that look specifically at feedback on argumentation are scarce, some 

studies have examined the commenting strategies used by teachers in this area. Both Lea and 

Street (1998) and Mutch (2003) found heavy use of categorical comments and imperatives by 

teachers when providing feedback in relation to argument. Mitchell and Riddle (2000) and Lea 

and Street (2000) suggest that teachers’ sometimes unclear use of the term ‘argument’ in 

feedback provision may point to a lack of real awareness of their own concepts of argument, 

argumentation, and additionally, Wingate (2012) suggests, its linguistic and rhetorical 

structure. Chanock (2000) also found that teachers’ concepts of analysis as used in their 

feedback, and their expectations of how this should be evidenced in student writing, lacked 

clarity. Wingate (2012) found that tutor feedback was further limited by its failure to position 

argumentation as the foundational requirement of academic writing and argues that “[w]hat 

students need to learn in order to develop an argument is hidden in comments on related 

features such as the use of sources or structure” (p. 152). She cites, as an example, 16 

comments on lower graded essays, that all gave feedback on the students’ failure to develop an 
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argument, but in which the “key aspect of argument, i.e. that the writer needs to establish a 

position was not mentioned anywhere” (p. 152).  

Research studies in the provision of written commentary feedback on second language writing 

in particular have shown that development of argument is an area where feedback often leads 

to unsuccessful revision (Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Ferris, 1997). As with L1 writing, the 

feedback comments provided to L2 students can be confusing for them (Chapin & Terdal, 

1990; Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Hyland & Hyland, 2006a) and often students do not appear 

to have the resources with which to apply the revision directives in this problematic area 

(Chapin & Terdal, 1990; Conrad & Goldstein, 1999). Conrad and Goldstein (1999), in the case 

studies they investigated, found that the success of a revision was related to the type of problem 

that needed to be revised, and that problems related to argumentation and analysis were 

particularly challenging for the students, being revised successfully only ten percent of the 

time. The lack of success in revising problems of this type is also corroborated by findings 

from Ferris (2001). Developing the skills to realise this key feature of academic writing is 

undoubtedly, then, a challenge for novice L2 writers and their teachers. 

3.10.1 Metadiscourse and argumentation  

The interpersonal and dialogic characteristics of rhetoric have been previously identified as 

important elements of argumentation. However, often L2 writing pedagogy can fail to instruct 

students about how arguments are operationalised, and the way in which knowledge is 

validated by particular audiences (Hyland, 2005a). Metadiscourse is the concept used to refer 

to various non-propositional elements or markers that function to support text organisation, 

establish relations between reader and writer, and realise the attitudes of a writer towards text 

or reader. These non-propositional, interpersonal elements are as important as the 

propositional, ideational information in cohesive and coherent argumentation (Hyland, 2005b). 

Further discussion of metadiscourse and argumentation, in relation to L2 writing pedagogy in 

particular, is provided in Chapter Five in the post-print version of the article: Rodway, C. 

(2017). Opening up dialogic spaces: Rethinking the prescriptive paragraph structure in L2 

writing pedagogy. Asian EFL Journal 19(3). 136-164. 

3.10.2 Metadiscoursal awareness through written commentary feedback 
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In classroom writing instruction, the importance of the role of interpersonal strategies in 

effective argumentation has sometimes been ignored. This can leave many L2 writers 

struggling to accommodate their intended readers, and often, because they lack knowledge of 

the strategies available for them to achieve this, they can end up resorting to a type of “pseudo-

conversational interaction”, transferring features of conversation to their writing (Hyland, 

2005a, p. 177), or conversely shutting the reader out from their line of reasoning. 

In any writing pedagogy, an explicit understanding of rules can undoubtedly be useful, but this 

needs to be supplemented with an understanding of the rhetorical strategies that create a 

successful text for specific contexts and audiences. Hyland and Tse (2004) note that 

metadiscourse is “intimately linked to the norms and expectations of a particular culture and 

professional community through the writer’s need to supply as many cues as are needed to 

secure the reader’s understanding and acceptance of propositional content” (p. 175). Students, 

then, need to be taught to see writing as interactive, to understand reader expectations, and to 

engage with their readers appropriately if they are to achieve effective argumentation. In this 

context, feedback can “encourage engagement with the ways in which student metadiscourse 

use can be part of the process of induction into an academic community” (Hyatt, 2005, p. 342).  

In Chapter 2, I proposed that the elements from the interactional contingent level of Hammond 

and Gibbons’s (2005) scaffolding model can be realised through dialogic written commentary 

feedback, and thus potentially scaffold the high challenge task of argumentation. Scaffolding 

through such interactional feedback has the potential to raise consciousness of the interpersonal 

writer-reader relationship that is crucial to the internal development of argument in a written 

text, especially when it draws on planned classroom activities for “rhetorical consciousness 

raising” (Swales, 1990, p. 213). It is the inherently metadiscoursal elements of dialogic 

feedback which can potentially bring a sense of a reader’s response to the text and of their 

ability to ‘cohere’ (Bublitz, 1999) the writer’s intended meaning in the development of the 

argument.  

In a recent study, Ädel (2017) has investigated metadiscoursal features of feedback in data 

collected from a corpus of five teachers’ comments on 375 student assignments. By making 

comparisons with other types of written (L1 and L2 university student writing) and spoken 

(university lectures) academic discourse, Ädel revealed a significantly higher proportion and 
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overall frequency of metadiscourse in her feedback data. The study makes three key, 

interconnected observations: 

1) that metadiscourse in her feedback data is problem/solution-oriented, functioning 

metalinguistically and aiming to solve communication problems. This, she argues, 

contrasts with the prototypically discourse-organising function of metadiscourse found 

in the other data she compared hers with;  

2) that, because feedback is a supporting genre, it can be both comment on the current text 

(and/or drafts of that text), and a text in its own right. This suggests an intertextual as 

well as an intratextual function for feedback; 

3) that the roles of writer and reader are particularly complex in feedback compared to 

other types of academic discourse as both participants are simultaneously writer and 

reader. 

Dialogic feedback can also be a means to extend students’ inquiry through argument. This type 

of feedback “provides building blocks [or] points at which a student’s understanding can be 

acknowledged and built upon to encourage deeper reflection” (Hewings & Coffin, 2006, p. 

228). It can also function as a form of metasemiotic mediation (Coffin & Donohue, 2014) to 

bring awareness of the centrality of meaning making through language in the development of 

interactive argumentational texts. In their monograph ‘A language as social-semiotic based 

approach to teaching and learning in higher education’, Coffin and Donohue (2014) draw on 

ethnographic research findings of situated literacy practices to show how metasemiotic 

mediation can be used to make the linguistic demands or semiotic resources of discipline-

specific learning explicit to learners. A metasemiotically mediated interaction, the authors 

propose, “means looking through language at what it means and at language for how it means” 

(p. 278). As a visible form of semiotic mediation, metasemiotic mediation was realised in their 

study through the deconstruction and reconstruction of texts through classroom activities, and 

mediated text analysis discussion and the modelling of a text redesign conducted as one-on-one 

writing conferences or consultations with learners (i.e. oral rather than written feedback). 

However, interactional contingent feedback as part of the dialogic feedback framework, 

proposed in Chapter Two, also has the potential to realise this type of metasemiotic mediation 

and thus raise consciousness of the key role of metadiscourse in argumentational writing. To 

date, no extant literature has been found that has explored this potential. 
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3.11 Chapter Summary 

This chapter has provided an initial review of the key concepts of feedback and argumentation 

and contexts and issues that underpin the current study, which aims to address the research 

question: how can teacher-written commentary feedback be used more effectively to improve 

argumentation in L2 student writing? It is clear from this review that the feedback provided by 

teachers often misses many potential pedagogical opportunities in the development of L2 

writing. The traditional cognitivist understanding of feedback, with a narrow focus on 

corrective information transmission, reinforces a perspective of text as product and a reliance 

on the teacher as a knowledge resource. Dialogic feedback has been identified as a more 

sustainable scaffolding approach in many studies of L1 writing pedagogy, but the application 

of this socio-constructivist approach in a L2 writing context has yet to be explored. 

Argumentation in essay writing at undergraduate level is a high challenge task for students, 

requiring a high level of support. Again, in L1 writing scholarship, the teaching and learning of 

argumentation is well-researched, but in L2 research this is not the case, with very few studies 

directly investigating this topic. In this practitioner inquiry, I argue that in L2 classes, where 

teachers are confronted with the challenge of developing both language and writing skills, and 

where the opportunity for extensive writing consultations are limited, dialogic written 

commentary feedback can provide one way of scaffolding the task of argumentation for L2 

writers.  

In the remaining chapters in Stage 1, I continue my discussion of the key contexts, concepts 

and issues in this practitioner inquiry in two post-print versions of published articles. 
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Chapter Four – Encouraging Active Participation in Dialogic Feedback 

through Assessment as Learning 

In this chapter, I present the findings from a preliminary practitioner research study exploring 

the effectiveness of an interactive cover sheet as part of a supporting feedback framework. 

Based on the success of this study, I adopted this cover sheet as part of the dialogic feedback 

framework proposed in this thesis. 

 

 

 

4.1 Abstract 

Sustainable feedback practices, that can encourage self-regulation of performance and 

improvement in future work beyond an immediate task, require our students to be active 

participants in, and users of, the feedback we provide. Critical to this participation are the 

internal feedback mechanisms of reflection and self-assessment. They require students to make 

evaluations about their own writing without the aid of external agents, which in turn can 

encourage better use of teacher feedback. Moreover, dialogic collaborative feedback that 

encourages this type of self-evaluation through interactive cover sheets has been featured in 

existing practitioner research studies. This teaching article presents an extension to the use of 

such cover sheets to include student self-evaluation and reflection in relation to specific 

marking criteria as part of an existing feedback cycle on a first-year undergraduate course. 

Observations from the practitioner research presented here highlight how the inclusion of such 

rubric criteria not only helped to develop students’ confidence in independently monitoring and 

evaluating their writing but also heightened awareness of the rhetorical features of their texts.  

Keywords: assessment as learning, internal feedback, self-reflection, self-evaluation, dialogic 

feedback  

  

This chapter is the post-print version of the article: Rodway, C. (2017). Encouraging 

active participation in dialogic feedback through assessment as learning. Journal of 

Response to Writing 3(2), 74-92. 
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4.2 Introduction 

A feedback process is an essential component of any writing pedagogy, but within this process, 

the teacher is not the only responder. As students write, they also internally monitor and 

evaluate their own work in relation to intended performance. The traditional conceptualisation 

of feedback as an episodic event, wherein the student writes and the teacher responds, ignores 

this crucial role of student agency and the importance of these internal feedback processes 

(Nicol, 2013). If, instead, we conceptualise the function of feedback as serving to develop our 

learners’ ability to make evaluative internal judgments of their own writing, then the teacher-

centric concept of external feedback provision is no longer as generative (Boud, 2007; Cowan, 

2010; Sadler, 2010). Effective feedback practices, therefore, should facilitate this self-

evaluation and assessment of learning (Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 2006). When students are 

given opportunities to self-evaluate and reflect in response to feedback input (external or 

internal) and to utilise their evaluations to build knowledge—what Nicol (2013) calls 

“reflective knowledge building”—our feedback practices become more “sustainable,” or in 

other words, “support and inform the student on the current task, whilst also developing the 

ability to self-regulate performance on future tasks” (Carless et al., 2011, p. 397). 

Within a critical and reflective writing pedagogy, a dialogic and collaborative feedback process 

can enable students to become reflective, independent learners. The purpose of such dialogic 

feedback is to inform, diagnose, promote, and extend student learning (Alexander, 2006). A 

dialogic feedback process, with the student positioned as initiator rather than simply recipient, 

requires feedback to be not only a measurement of performance but also a collaborative and 

communicative event realised as interaction between giver and receiver or teacher and student 

(Evans, 2013; Nicol, 2010; Winstone, Nash, Rowntree, & Parker, 2016). Sustainable and 

dialogic feedback requires that students have opportunities to reflect on, review, and put into 

practice feedback input—both external and internal (Nicol, 2013). Students have generally 

been found to have a preference for external feedback that outlines for them specifically what 

to do to improve a particular piece of writing (Crisp, 2007), as in for example, indirect or direct 

coding of accuracy errors (or “red-inking”) in written corrective feedback of L2 writing. 

Studies suggest, however, that for feedback to effectively enable students to make 

improvements to their writing, they need to be encouraged to not only be active users of 

external feedback but also to develop their ability to generate internal feedback. This requires 

that they can self-assess and evaluate independently of the teacher as responder. Students also 
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need to understand why this type of learner agency is important (Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 

2006; Winstone et al., 2016), and how development of these metacognitive skills of self-

evaluation can help “in developing a mindset of proactive recipience” (Winstone et al., 2016, p. 

14).  

Previous studies have identified the usefulness of self-evaluative activities in developing 

writing skills using tools such as interactive cover sheets (Bloxham & Campbell, 2010) or 

adaptations of Nancy Sommers’ (2013) “Dear Reader” letters to encourage collaboration in a 

dialogic feedback cycle between student and teacher (Ferris, 2014; Goldstein, 2005; Hoon Lee 

et al., 2017; Shvidko, 2015). By requiring students to take an active role as a first step in this 

feedback cycle, these cover sheets can help to facilitate the internal feedback process that is 

essential to successful writing. Feedback literacy, however, also requires the ability to read, 

interpret, and use external written feedback commentary (Sutton, 2012). Students need to be 

able to understand and use feedback as it relates to the criteria through which their writing is 

assessed if teachers’ external feedback is to develop learning and improve performance. If 

students do not understand the terminology of the marking criteria or are not able to relate 

rubric criteria to their own writing, then subsequent external feedback has little value (L. Jones, 

Allen, Dunn, & Brooker, 2017). As such, teachers need to extend self-review activities to 

encourage students to critically evaluate their writing in relation to assessment criteria as an 

additional resource to direct student learning and writing development. 

As part of the “assessment for learning” (AfL) movement, “assessment as learning” (AaL) has 

been suggested as having a central role in promoting this type of learner independence and 

reflexivity. Although feedback is central to both practices, AfL involves formative support as 

part of the assessment process, whereas AaL promotes the development of students’ capacity to 

self-evaluate their own performance (Earl, 2013; Lam, 2016). By encouraging these self-

regulatory behaviors, such as self-evaluation, as part of a dialogic feedback cycle, studies have 

shown that students can improve learning (Dann, 2002, 2014; Earl, 2013; Nicol & McFarlane-

Dick, 2006; Torrance, 2007) and develop self-regulation in writing (Andrade & Evans, 2013; 

Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014). Whereas AfL can facilitate students’ development of writing 

through alternative assessment, such as feedback on drafts or student-teacher writing 

consultations/conferences, AaL positions learners as active agents developing metacognitive 

capacities for self-evaluation through engagement with specific criteria or rubrics (Crisp, 2007; 

Lam, 2016; Small & Attree, 2015). The distinction between AfL and AaL here, then, is 
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somewhat analogous with that of the concepts of “learning to write,” where students are 

learning to express themselves in writing, and “writing to learn,” where writing is used to 

develop writing skills in the context of a discipline-specific area (Manchón, 2011).  

4.3 Context 

This practitioner inquiry was undertaken in the tutorial classes of a first-year undergraduate 

language and communication program that I taught in two different thirteen-week semesters at 

one campus of an Australian university. This is a discipline-specific credited program for EAL 

(English as an additional language) students undertaken in the first semester of their first year 

of study (for more details see Fenton-Smith, Humphreys, Walkinshaw, Michael, & Lobo, 

2015). In total, the cover sheet was used in tutorial classes I was teaching from three of the 

university’s academic groupings (Business, and Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences, and 

Science and Technology). The assignment task for these classes comprised a 1,000-word essay 

or report. In the Language and Communication for Business class, students wrote an essay 

analysing a business leader using a leadership style framework taken from a prescribed 

reading. In the Language and Communication for Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences 

course, students also wrote an essay in which they wrote about a key theory, approach, or genre 

from their discipline. Students in the Language and Communication for Science and 

Technology class wrote a report on an innovation from their discipline. The primary purpose of 

the written assignment task on these discipline-specific programs is to enable students to apply 

information literacy, critical reading and writing skills, as well as demonstrate language 

proficiency in developing and communicating ideas effectively. The process for the provision 

of feedback was also the same across both courses. In week 7 of the 13-week course, students 

submitted an assignment draft on which written commentary and corrective feedback was then 

provided in relation to four marking criteria—task fulfilment, coherence and cohesion, 

grammar, and vocabulary. All feedback was provided electronically using the Turnitin’s 

GradeMark facility. The draft was a formative assignment and only the final submission was 

graded. The draft was returned with comments in week 9, and students submitted their final 

paper in week 12.   

The feedback process for the written assignment currently takes place within a wider 

framework of existing activities, that are designed to encourage metacognition and self-

evaluation and thus develop learner agency. For example, students engage with marking 
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standards and criteria through evaluation of exemplars as part of their preparation for 

submission of draft assignments for formative assessment. This type of “student training” is 

important for successful AaL (Boud & Falchikov, 2006). However, the starting point of this 

feedback cycle was the teacher as responder to students’ draft assignments. Following the 

return of these formative comments, students reflect on the feedback they have received using a 

feedback reflection sheet by commenting on how they will use the external feedback to 

improve their paper in regards to the four marking criteria. Subsequently students revise and 

resubmit their paper, which is then graded and returned with summative feedback. Students 

then have another opportunity to consult with teachers about the final feedback they have 

received.  

4.4 Data collection 

Practitioner inquiry or “insider research” is dependent on an in-depth knowledge of context and 

participants and is usually driven by an initial problem or issue in the teacher’s practice so that 

“the research question addresses something that the practitioner wants to do better or 

understand more clearly” (Herr & Anderson, 2005, p. 73). The size of classes and the limited 

face-to-face contact time available on these programs (two hours per week per tutorial class) 

means that writing consultations/conferences with each student, which I facilitated during week 

9 in class time on return of drafts with feedback, were extremely limited. Realistically I could 

only ever achieve a maximum of three to five minutes per student, and even then, I was unable 

to accommodate every student. The efficacy of the feedback process and the ability of the 

students to use my feedback independently is, therefore, especially important.  

To encourage development of self-regulatory behaviours, I adapted the concept of an 

interactive cover sheet to include self-evaluation in relation to the specific criteria that I would 

be using to provide formative feedback, and later a summative grade, on my students’ writing 

(see Appendix). I reasoned that this would enable them to take a more active role in a dialogic 

feedback process. By responding directly to my students’ own reflections and evaluation of 

their writing, I also hoped that my external feedback could supplement and encourage learner-

generated feedback. Additionally, by asking students to direct their evaluation to the explicit 

criteria, I felt this could potentially increase self-confidence in meeting the expectations of the 

task. 
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4.5 The assessment as learning tool 

After submitting their drafts electronically, I asked students to complete the interactive self-

reflection and assessment cover sheet during their tutorial, while referring to their own original 

copy of the draft. For the purposes of this tool, I conflated the criteria of grammar and 

vocabulary (see Appendix) to encourage students to think more about language function than 

form and to hopefully discourage the broad and vague comments that students often make in 

their self-evaluation of these areas. Barriers to the usefulness of such an intervention can be a 

lack of understanding of its purpose, benefits, and importantly, knowing how to complete the 

task effectively (Boud & Falchikov, 2006; Dann, 2002, 2014; Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 2006; 

Shvidko, 2015). I therefore spent time explaining to the students about the dialogic and 

collaborative nature of writing and reviewing and provided examples. I also explained that it 

was not necessary for them to make comments for every criterion but only where they felt they 

wanted to or where they felt it might best improve their writing. This also provided the 

opportunity to unpack, reflect, and share discussion of the assessment criteria itself; a process 

which has been identified as important in dialogic and collaborative feedback (Juway et al., 

2004). When providing my feedback on students’ drafts, I tried to respond to each individual 

student’s AaL reflection and evaluation sheet in my own margin and summative comments. 

Figure 4.1 illustrates a schematic view of the process. 

Draft 

submission 

 AaL 

tool(internal 

feedback) 

 Teacher formative 

comments on draft 

(external feedback) 

 Student (internal) 

reflection on 

external 

feedback 

 Final 

submission(summative 

external feedback) 

 

Figure 4.1. The AaL tool as part of the feedback process 

4.6 Discussion 

The following presents selected extracts from the dialogic feedback cycles of two students, 

from classes from two of the academic groupings from which I taught. These extracts focus on 

the marking criteria “task fulfillment” and “coherence and cohesion”, in relation to the thesis-

driven essays written by a business student (Sylvia, see Figures 4.2– 4.3) and an Arts, 

Humanities, and Social Science student (Leo, see Figures 4.4– 4.5). Pseudonyms have been 

used to maintain confidentiality. Student writing is presented verbatim with no corrections 

made.  
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In the first extract, from Sylvia’s interactive self-evaluation cover sheet (see Figure 4.2), she 

attempts to articulate her concerns about connecting her research to her thesis. She recognises 

that her paragraphs have a suitable structure but speculates that the lack of support is the reason 

for this disconnect in certain sections of her essay. Nevertheless, in evaluating her own 

strengths, Sylvia acknowledges her efforts in finding suitable supporting information. 

Criterion: I need feedback/help with the following areas: 

Coherence & Cohesion 

 structure of introduction and conclusion 

appropriate for an academic essay 

 clear topic sentence and one main idea 

in each body paragraph 

 ideas developed, supported, and 

logically grouped in paragraphs 

 appropriate mix of cohesive devices 

I think I have good evidences/ideas but in 

discussion of first leadership style I don’t think 

it connect it well to answer question. So 

paragraph is good structure but it doesn’t seem 

so good support maybe?? 

My paper has the following strengths: I’m pleased with the research I’ve made to 

discuss my point of view. I think I have made 

good references to the leadership style 

framework given. 

Figure 4.2. Extract from Sylvia’s interactive self-evaluation cover sheet [Business essay] 

Through the internal monitoring of her own writing, Sylvia is beginning to realise that there are 

potential problems for the reader in understanding the development of her controlling idea, 

even though her paragraph has good structure and she has some “good evidences/ideas,” and so 

asks for external feedback to help resolve this. She has also recognised that these are problems 

attributable to the criterion coherence and cohesion as described in the assessment criteria. 

Out of the four main leadership styles outline by Darling & Leffel (2010), Wei Jianjun the CEO of Great 

Wall Motors, could be regarded as a Creator. These leaders tend to look for something new and fresh, in 

other word, they are risk takers (Darling & Leffel, 2010). Wei Jianjun was able to create different types 

of auto mobiles such as Sedans, SUVs and Pickup Trucks that he was inspired from the pickup trucks in 

Thailand during his business trip and decided to make his own (Gulliver, C. 2012). [This is a good 

example Sylvia but it needs to be developed so that it justifies your controlling idea. You need to 

explain to me how/why this was a risk. How were these different to the types of vehicles made 

before in China? What was it about the pickup trucks in Thailand that inspired him?]. Also, Great 
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Wall had foreign standards when it comes to safety and emissions, they also build their own crash-test 

track whereas the other automakers had to send their vehicles overseas to a government organization for 

crash testing (Anderson G., 2012). [Again, a good example but your line of reasoning is not clear. 

How do the foreign standards and the crash-test track initiatives demonstrate that he has Creator-

like characteristics Sylvia? Remember you need to justify the claim you make by clearly linking 

the evidence. In other words, you have made a claim - Weijun is a Creator who is a risk taker- and 

you have given an example of the foreign standards etc., but I can’t see how the evidence justifies 

or supports the claim. If you can put this information in, it becomes your voice/analysis which is 

what I want to see in your essay as well as the good examples that you have.] Through these aspects, 

Wei was able to comprehend Great Wall into a more diverse automaker company by developing new and 

fresh ideas from travels and experiences knowing the possible risks it may have.  

Extract from summative comments: You indicated that you thought your Creator paragraph had some 

problems Sylvia. To improve this, you need to develop some of the ideas and create a more logical line 

of reasoning as I’ve indicated in my comments. Remember as your reader I need to be able to reach the 

same conclusions based on the argument you have developed in the paragraph; if I can’t then I’m not 

able to interpret your intended meaning correctly. Have a look back at your class notes where we 

discussed developing ideas clearly in paragraphs for the reader. 

Figure 4.3. Extract from feedback on Sylvia’s draft with feedback [Business essay]. 

Note. Written commentary feedback shown here in bold appeared as electronic margin comments on 

original. 

As evidenced in my later feedback comments (see Figure 4.3), I am able to confirm Sylvia’s 

own evaluation of the problems she had evidenced in her writing in relation to this specific 

criterion, and then to draw on previous classroom instruction (viz., justification of evidence in 

relation to claims to enable reader coherence) to provide a way for her to use my responses to 

improve her writing. Of course, I might well have given the same comments on this paragraph 

without reading Sylvia’s own evaluations; however, in enabling Sylvia to come to these 

conclusions independently and then by validating this self-evaluation with my feedback 

comments, her confidence in her own self-assessment competency would have been enhanced. 

Sylvia’s initial internal feedback about elements of the cohesion and coherence of her essay 

were confirmed by my external feedback response as “reader” and her intended revisions 

guided by my feedback comments as “teacher.” This is evidenced in her feedback reflection, 

where she articulates how she will improve in this area for her final submission, identifying 

that she needs to “properly discuss/explain my examples put in more of my voice and make my 

thinking clear to reader.”  

In thinking about the particular areas of her writing that she needs help with, and correctly 

aligning those with the criterion coherence and cohesion, Sylvia is beginning to develop the 

metacognitive and rhetorical skills that are important for successful academic writing. This 
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positions her as an active participant in this dialogic feedback cycle, initiating a feedback 

“conversation” and stimulating my external feedback.  

In the next set of examples, Leo has identified problems with the overall position of his 

analytical essay in terms of task fulfillment on his interactive cover sheet (see Figure 4.4). He 

has chosen to write about the topic of 3D technology and recognises that he has a good 

example in the movie Avatar. However, he expresses his confusion about how to combine his 

analysis of the impact of 3D technology and a review of the movie. 

Criterion: I need feedback/help with the following areas: 

Task Fulfillment 

 all aspects of task addressed 

 ideas indicate depth of knowledge 

 a clear and consistent position 

maintained throughout 

 academic conventions followed, 

including formatting and referencing 

I want to analysis and evaluate this film as 

critical review of movie and talk about 3D 

technology impact. I am confused that how to 

explain my film and demonstrate key point.   

My paper has the following strengths: This is a good film to choose for the technology 

because it has interesting technology aspects to 

analyze. 

Figure 4.4. Extract from Leo’s interactive self-assessment and reflection cover sheet [Arts, Humanities, 

and Social Sciences essay] 

In my subsequent feedback comments on Leo’s draft (see Figure 4.5), I highlight how his 

confusion is realised in his introduction, resulting in a lack of focus for his essay and 

subsequent body paragraphs. In this way, I can validate his internal monitoring, both of the 

problems he needs help with and also of the strengths he has correctly identified. As with my 

comments to Sylvia, I draw on this internal feedback as a starting point for the comments I 

make about the conflicting topics of Leo’s proposed response and the suggestions I make for 

applying my external feedback.  

In turn, my external comments serve to trigger more learner-generated feedback as Leo 

processes how he will apply my suggested revisions in terms of the criterion task fulfillment—

“My thesis statement needs to be clearer. Actually I couldn’t make sense of what my topic was 
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before I started draft so this was a problem, but now I have a good idea to make my topic 3D 

technology and use Avatar film as examples.” His comments suggest a growing awareness 

about the cause of the problem he has asked for help with and confidence in his ability to apply 

the external feedback he has received. 

There is a very important fact, we can no longer ignore the importance of 3d technology since the 

3D movies began to spread in our lives. The most typical representative works is the "Avatar", this 

movie using rich 3D technology to meet the visual needs of the audience. Some people think that 

‘dramatic power’ (Campbell, Jones & Datny, 2013, p.295) lets science and technology shocked the 

film industry. On the other hand, many people think 3d technology changes the way of the original 

design, which is destruction for design. [You need to make the focus of your essay clearer Leo. 

I’m not sure what your thesis is at the moment. Do you mean you are going to use Avatar as a 

case study to analyse the impact (good or bad) of 3D technology on film ‘design’? If so, 

express this in a thesis statement along with your overall conclusion about this.] 

Extract from summative comments: Leo - you have said in your self-assessment of your draft 

that you were confused about how to link the movie you have chosen with your key point. You 

have told me that you wanted this to be a critical analysis of the film Avatar, but also an analysis of 

the impact of 3D technology on films. But then in your thesis, you state that the purpose is to 

analyse the effects of 3D technology on ‘design’. In the body of your essay, you have described the 

storyline of the film itself as you might do for a review, but you haven’t related this to 3D 

technology or film design. You’ve got 3 different topics and I think this is why you are getting 

confused about how to progress your response. You are right that Avatar is a good film choice for 

discussing 3D technology and maybe a good way to progress your response would be to discuss 3D 

technology and its impact on film production using Avatar for examples – like a case study. Once 

you have decided on one topic, you will be able to write a clearer introduction and thesis statement 

and develop your body paragraph discussion more effectively. 

Figure 4.5. Extract from feedback on Leo’s draft essay—Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences essay. 

Note. Written commentary feedback shown here in bold appeared as electronic margin comments on 

original. 

 

4.7 Suggestions/Applications 

The motivation for this practitioner inquiry was a need to improve the practical aspects of my 

students’ feedback literacy so that they would be able to read, think about, and use my 

responses to their writing more independently. My rationale for including the marking criteria 

and descriptors in the pre-draft self-reflection and evaluation sheet was based on the concept of 

‘assessment as learning’. As shown in the selected extracts, extending an interactive cover 

sheet in this way helped my students to align their own internally generated feedback with the 



107 

 

rhetorical features of their texts that were being assessed. This exercise also contributed to 

developing students’ self-confidence in their own metacognitive skills and in their ability to 

improve their writing. I believe that a certain degree of self-respect was also generated through 

this type of self-assessment as the exercise encouraged students to acknowledge their own 

value as a ‘rhetor’ and writer. Positioning my students as active agents in a dialogic feedback 

cycle also helped to improve my own confidence in teaching writing and providing feedback as 

I addressed their specific concerns, responding as both reader and teacher.  

As a practitioner inquiry, my discussion of the use of this tool is, of course, specific only to the 

context of my own teaching and within my own classrooms. The extracts presented in this 

paper were purposively selected from students who engaged with the process effectively, and 

there were others who were not so successful in this. The written assignment process on this 

program only allowed for one opportunity to carry out this exercise, and for those students who 

had lower levels of language proficiency or who had previously experienced a more teacher-

centric feedback process, this does not appear to be enough. For many first-year students, self-

regulatory behaviors and self-evaluative practices are new concepts and as such mastery of 

AaL-related skills can only be achieved with systematic training or teacher support (Sadler, 

1998), which given the limited contact time available, was going to be difficult, at least 

initially. Nevertheless, enough students engaged with the process to encourage me to continue 

my use of this tool as an additional resource for developing students’ metacognitive 

composition strategies and to recommend its trialing to other teachers. Such a pedagogical 

technique also has merit for inclusion in teacher development and training programs alongside 

discussion of how formative assessment can be used to not only provide feedback on past 

performance but also to inform future learning by developing students’ capacity for self-

evaluation and reflection.    
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Appendix 

Interactive Cover Sheet 

The aim of this sheet is to help you to read your writing critically and communicate areas on which you would like 

feedback from me. Please try to point to specific areas and describe them explicitly. You only need to 

complete sections that you think you need help with—you do not necessarily have to comment on all 

criteria. Complete this in the week 7 tutorial (i.e., after you have submitted your draft electronically). 

 

Criteria I would like feedback/help with the following areas: 

Task Fulfillment 

 all aspects of the task addressed 

 ideas indicate depth of knowledge about the 

topic 

 a clear and consistent position maintained 

throughout 

 academic conventions followed, including 

formatting & referencing 

 

Coherence & Cohesion 

 structure of introduction and conclusion 

appropriate for an academic essay 

 clear topic sentence and one main idea in 

each body paragraph 

 ideas developed, supported and  

 logically grouped in paragraphs 

 appropriate mix and use of cohesive devices 

 

Grammar and Vocabulary 

 accuracy of grammar 

 range of sentence structures 

 appropriate punctuation 

 able to convey precise meaning and 

tone through choice of words 

 range of appropriate vocabulary, 

including discipline-specific terms 

 accuracy of spelling 

 

My paper has the following strengths: 
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Chapter Five – Opening up Dialogic Spaces: Rethinking the Prescriptive 

Paragraph Structure in L2 Writing Pedagogy 

This chapter continues my exploration of the concepts, contexts and issues with a study of 

problems with argumentation identified in L2 undergraduate writing at the paragraph level. 

Applying Hyland’s (2005a) interpersonal metadiscourse model, my findings illustrated how an 

oversimplified and prescriptive paragraph structure can limit students’ ability to successfully 

develop ideas in their writing. This exploratory study was important in the development of the 

dialogic feedback framework as it helped me to identify the types of issues that students had 

with achieving successful argumentation in their writing, that I would need to address with my 

comments. 

 

 

s 

5.1 Abstract 

Effective argumentation requires not only the presentation and demonstration of propositional 

information, but also the ability to open up dialogic spaces with an audience, guiding the 

reader, meeting their expectations of how a text will be organised, and acknowledging their 

views. Oversimplification in the teaching of paragraph structure with a focus on support for, 

rather than development of, a controlling idea can sometimes elide these interpersonal elements 

of writing instruction. This paper explores the impact of teaching a prescriptive paragraph 

structural model on L2 undergraduate writers’ successful argumentation. Identified problems 

leading to an unsuccessful development of argument were grouped into three main areas: 1) 

failure to justify support in relation to claim; 2) weak internal argument; 3) lack of 

criticality/analysis. These were then analysed applying Hyland’s (2005a) interpersonal 

metadiscourse model. Using a small corpus of 22 paragraphs, the findings show that following 

a ‘topic-sentence + supporting sentences’ instructional model led to primary focus being placed 

on propositional content with subsequent reduced rhetorical consciousness and metadiscoursal 

awareness. Although limited by the size of the study, I suggest that these findings point to the 

need to re-evaluate and advance the teaching of paragraph structure to meet the demands of 

This chapter is the post-print version of the article: Rodway, C. (2017). Opening up 

dialogic spaces: Rethinking the prescriptive paragraph structure in L2 writing pedagogy. 

Asian EFL Journal 19(3). 136-164. 
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more complex writing required in undergraduate study and to consider the value in 

encouraging the understanding of metadiscoursal use in our L2 writing classrooms. 

Keywords: argumentation; metadiscourse; paragraph writing; L2 academic writing. 

5.2 Introduction 

Argumentation in academic written texts is a construct that entails establishment of position, 

organisational structure, and rhetorical choices. These work together to maintain a dialogic 

interaction with academic audiences that is foregrounded by the critical thinking and reading 

necessary for the ‘transformation’ (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987) of content knowledge into 

writing. Effective argumentation requires an awareness of audience and reader-friendliness on 

the part of the writer if this interaction is to be realised, together with an understanding of the 

need to both demonstrate content knowledge and argue well. Student writers are expected to be 

proficient in critical thinking and developing an argument, but an emphasis on subject 

knowledge or propositional content means that often they are not provided with the strategies 

and skills they need to achieve this (Andrews, 2010), or with instruction on how to develop 

their skills in the context of their discipline.  

For second language writers, simplified types of argument development taught and practised in 

previous English entry exam or EAP classes can encourage a view of argumentative essay 

structure as ‘one size fits all’ (Bacha, 2010), and a focus on product that fails to provide 

strategies for managing the more complex skills required at university when writing from 

sources (Dovey, 2010). A focus on support for rather than development of the main argument 

in classroom pedagogy can lead to essay writing that lacks criticality and analysis (Wingate, 

2012), with oversimplification in the teaching of paragraph structure disguising the importance 

of the interpersonal or metadiscoursal elements of writing (Hyland, 2005a) in fully progressing 

and developing an idea.  

The ‘topic sentence + supporting sentences’ prescriptive model is commonly replicated in EAP 

writing textbooks and will be familiar to many EAP classroom teachers in the teaching of 

paragraph writing. However, whilst this exemplifies the basic elements of a well-structured 

paragraph in an easily understood form, this paper argues that it fails to adequately make 

transparent the linguistic resources that are needed for the writer to progress and develop an 

argument. A socio-constructionist perspective argues that in a successful academic text, writers 
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make use of language to “acknowledge, construct and negotiate social relations [rather than] … 

simply produce texts that plausibly represent an external reality” (Hyland, 2004b, p. 5). 

Without the use of linguistic resources to express this interpersonal relationship between reader 

and writer, the writer’s thinking fails to be transparent, and as a consequence leaves the reader 

unable to ‘cohere’ (Bublitz, 1999) the intended argumentation. As Hyland (2004b) posits “put 

succinctly, every successful text must display the writer’s awareness of both its readers and its 

consequences” (p. 5). Metadiscourse is the concept used to refer to various non-propositional 

elements or markers that function to support text organisation, establish relations between 

reader and writer, and realise the attitudes of a writer towards text or reader. 

Previous studies of metadiscourse use have mainly researched larger corpora exploring, for 

example, the frequency (e.g. Lei, 2012; Shaw, 2009), the misuse (Crewe, 1990; Field, 1994; 

Field & Yip, 1992; Flowerdew, 1998), or particular functions (Alonso Belmonte & McCabe, 

1998; C. F. Green, Christopher, & Mei, 2000; Groom, 2000a; Hyland, 2000; A. Jones, 2010; 

Petric, 2007) of metadiscoursal devices. Noble’s (2010) study, in contrast to these, advocates 

smaller ‘local’ classroom-based corpus research as having particular value to academic writing 

pedagogy. Rather than enable generalisations, findings from such local corpora, she suggests, 

can provide examples which can be used to inform future pedagogy. Noble advocates the 

creation of a learner corpus as a starting point from which to improve students’ academic 

argumentation as well as a resource for relevant teaching examples. 

This study is motivated by my own experiences teaching L2 university student writers and a 

desire to understand the difficulties these students had in successfully developing an argument 

at the level of paragraph, despite adherence to the aforementioned prescriptive framework. This 

small-scale exploratory study shares examples from paragraphs of essays written by L2 

undergraduate business students presented here to enable examination of problems with 

argumentation evidenced in students’ writing. In the first section of this paper, the relationship 

between argumentation and metadiscourse is considered and Hyland’s (2005) conceptual 

model (see also Hyland and Tse (2004)), used to underpin analysis, discussed. In the second 

section, examples from the corpus are presented and evaluated to suggest how and why a 

breakdown in argumentation has occurred with reference to the linguistic resources that 

explicitly realise interpersonal or metadiscoursal meanings, and the potential influence of a 

prescriptive paragraph pedagogy on this.  
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Specifically, these problems were: 

 failure to justify support –evidenced in a lack of warrant to justify argument from 

grounds to claim; 

 weak internal argument – evidenced in the use of transitions to order external 

propositional material rather than develop an internal argument; 

 lack of criticality/analysis – overreliance on attribution resulting in writing that is 

descriptive rather than analytical. 

In the final section of the paper, implications for learning and teaching are discussed and some 

practical pedagogical outcomes suggested. 

5.3 Argumentation and metadiscourse 

Evidencing critical thinking is a key requirement of successful university essays. Several 

studies of the realisation of argumentation in student writing have taken approaches based on 

Toulmin’s (1958, 2003) three-part model – grounds, claims, warrants (Bacha, 2010; Stapleton 

& Wu, 2015). Although criticised by some researchers as an inappropriate pedagogical 

framework in the construction of argument at the macro-level (Bruce, 2016; Riddle, 2000; 

Wingate, 2012), Toulmin’s model has been suggested as having merit in the examination of 

single claims (Wingate, 2012). Andrews (2000) suggests that much of the misapplication of 

Toulmin’s argumentation model results from the misunderstanding of its purpose which is to 

describe a process (development of argument) rather than product (the argument itself), and 

that instead a focus on the linking of the propositions in the model (grounds, claim, warrant) 

and how these are signalled to the reader is the key to understanding how successful 

argumentation can be achieved in writing. 

There has been much recent theoretical and empirical interest in the interactive and rhetorical 

characteristics of academic writing, examining how writers use language to both position 

themselves and to acknowledge and negotiate social relations with their reader (e.g., Ädel & 

Mauranen, 2010; Dafouz-Milne, 2008; Hyland & Sancho Guinda, 2012; Hyland & Tse, 2004). 

The ability to interact in this way is now considered a critical element of writing successfully in 

an academic context (Hyland, 2004a). Metadiscourse (meta-text or text reflexivity) is the 

realisation of these interactions between writer and reader. Articulated through linguistic 

devices or metadiscourse markers which explicitly “organise a discourse or the writer’s stance 
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towards either its content or the reader” (Hyland, 2005a, p. 4), metadiscourse relates text to 

context by directing readers to retrieve the preferred organisation, connections and 

interpretations of the writer. Metadiscoursal, or non-propositional elements of a text can 

function to both guide the reader through the internal argument of the text, as for example, with 

transitions expressing logical development, contrast, causality or additional information (e.g. 

then; however; therefore; additionally), or endophoric references (e.g. the aforementioned; see 

Section 2), and to involve the reader in the text, as in the use of hedging or attitude markers. 

(See Table 1 for categories and examples of metadiscourse markers from Hyland’s (2005a) 

model). 

Interactivity and dialogical awareness are also key features of successful argumentation. These 

require an understanding of how arguments are operationalised, and the way in which 

knowledge is validated by particular audiences. The content of students’ writing – the 

propositional material – needs to be understood not only as individual ideas and information, 

but also in terms of the relationship between those ideas and how the surrounding text unfolds 

and develops. The writer needs to “take responsibility for the coherence and clarity of their 

writing” (Hyland, 2009a, p. 6), to make their ‘thinking’ or line of reasoning transparent for the 

reader, so that in turn, the reader is able to retrieve, recreate and ‘cohere’ the writer’s intended 

development of argument. This collaboration requires audience-sensitivity or reader-

friendliness, awareness of the metadiscoursal resources available to achieve this and an 

understanding of the rhetorical structures to realise this. These are aspects of academic writing 

that novice writers, and particularly L2 student writers can often struggle with (Bitchener & 

Basturken, 2006; Chang & Schleppegrell, 2012; Chen, 2010; Wu, 2006). 

Metadiscourse has informed many textual analysis studies of academic L2 student writing. 

These studies have shown metadiscourse markers to be an essential feature of argumentative 

and persuasive writing (Crismore, Markkanen, & Steffensen, 1993; Hyland, 1998). Hyland 

(2004a) (see also Hyland and Tse (2004)) compared the use of metadiscourse markers in 

dissertations written by L2 masters and doctoral students, finding that metadiscoursal devices 

were more often used by the latter group, suggesting development and awareness with 

experience. Intaraprawat and Steffensen (1995), in their study of metadiscoursal devices used 

in L2 student writing, found that higher scoring essays generally demonstrated more frequent 

(in all categories except for connectives), accurate and diverse use. Similarly Noble (2010), in 

her small classroom-based corpus research, found that higher scoring essays used a much 
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greater range and higher frequency of the metadiscoursal markers of logical connectors (e.g. 

therefore; moreover; however), frame markers (e.g. firstly; finally), code glosses (e.g. in other 

words; i.e.) and self-mention (e.g. my; we) than lower scoring essays. Additionally, this study 

found a marked difference in the way metadiscoursal markers were used in developing 

argument with analysis revealing that marker usage in lower scoring essays tended to result in a 

more narrative-like than analytical-like structuring. 

In many models of metadiscourse, a distinction is made between categories of textual 

metadiscourse signalling the organisation of text, and interpersonal metadiscourse signalling 

the stance of the writer in relation to the reader and to the content. Hyland (2005a) (see also 

Hyland and Tse (2004)) however, takes an interactive perspective that views all categories of 

metadiscourse as “a coherent set of interpersonal resources used to organise a discourse or the 

writer’s stance towards either its content or the reader” (p. 109). This interpersonal model, 

which informs this current study of L2 student paragraph writing, is based on a functional 

approach in which metadiscourse is realised in the ways the writer refers to the reader, the text 

or themselves. The model draws on three principles which are that: (1) metadiscourse is 

distinct from propositional aspects of discourse; (2) metadiscourse is realised through aspects 

of text which embody writer-reader interactions; and (3) metadiscourse is realised only in 

relations which are internal to the discourse.  

Although a distinction is made here between propositional material and metadiscourse, it is 

important to note that both elements are realised together in texts and as such are crucial to the 

reader’s ability to ‘cohere’. Metadiscourse does not “simply support propositional content: it is 

the means by which propositional content is made coherent, intelligible and persuasive to a 

particular discourse […] it is a part of the message, not an entirely different one” (Hyland, 

2005a, p. 39). Previous categorisations that position textual metadiscourse as being distinct 

from interpersonal metadiscourse are problematic, Hyland and Tse (2004) suggest, and instead 

they argue that textual metadiscourse is actually another feature of the interpersonal aspects of 

the text. For example, transitions or other conjunctive markers can be oriented towards either 

ideational meanings – organising texts as propositions by relating statements about the world - 

or interpersonal/interactional meanings – as metadiscourse by relating statements to the 

readers.  
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An important characterisation of interaction relevant to this interpersonal model is the 

distinction between two main types of interaction – interactive and interactional - 

acknowledging the contextual specificity of metadiscourse (G. Thompson, 2001). The 

categories and functions of this model are illustrated in Table 4.1. Interactive resources 

influence the reader-friendliness of the text by managing the information flow, anticipating 

readers’ needs and expectations, and their likely reactions, whereas interactional resources are 

more personal and represent the writer’s “overt performance in the text” (Hyland, 2005a, p. 

44).  

Table 5.1 An interpersonal model of metadiscourse 

Category Function Examples 

Interactive Help to guide the reader through the text Resources 

Transitions Express relations between main clauses In addition; but; thus; and 

Frame markers Refer to discourse acts, sequences or 

stages 

Finally; to conclude; my purpose is 

Endophoric markers Refer to information in other parts of the 

text 

Noted above; see Fig; in section 2 

Evidentials Refer to information from other texts According to X; Z states 

Code glosses Elaborate propositional meanings Namely; e.g.; such as; in other words 

Interactional Involve the reader in the text Resources 

 

Hedges Withhold commitment and open dialogue Might; perhaps; possible; about 

Boosters Emphasise certainty or close dialogue In fact; definitely; it is clear that 

Attitude markers Express writer’s attitude to proposition Unfortunately; I agree; surprisingly 

Self-mention Explicit reference to author(s) I; we; my; me; our 

Engagement markers Explicitly build relationship with reader Consider; note; you can see that 

Note. From Hyland (2005a, p. 49) 

In accepting that textual items can realise either propositional or interpersonal functions 

depending on the context, a means to distinguish between their primary function is needed. 

Hyland (2005a) (see also Hyland and Tse (2004)), therefore, differentiates between their 

function to either organise discourse as argument (internal) or to represent experiences as a 

series of events (external) (Martin, 1992). In the case of, for example, transitions, which are 

central to academic writing in assisting the reader to recover how the writer has linked an 

argument, these must mark transitions in the argument rather than linking events in the world 

beyond the text to qualify as metadiscourse. To some degree this reflects Halliday and Hasan’s 

(1989) distinction between the ‘text internal’ and ‘text external’ functions of items. 
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5.4 Researching argumentation and metadiscourse 

An awareness of the role of metadiscourse in developing an argument seems to be a key 

element, therefore, in improving L2 academic writing. Previous textual analysis studies have 

substantially focused on the development of argument across the whole essay or specific 

linguistic or rhetorical devices that contribute to it. Wingate (2012) has argued that many 

student problems with essay writing derive from a lack of understanding of the need to develop 

a main argument and from an inability to adjust prior learning of formal essay writing 

schemata. Andrews et al. (2006), in their study of argumentative skills in first year 

undergraduate writing, found that students’ previous experiences of essay writing were often 

predicated on simplified types of argument structures that did not prepare students adequately 

for these more complex skills of argumentation required at university, often resulting in purely 

descriptive rather than analytical development of ideas. Lack of criticality or analysis is a 

common criticism of student writing, evidenced in either a failure to integrate evidence 

successfully into an argument, or as Riddle (2000) found, in a failure to understand the 

importance of providing justification to progress the argument from evidence or grounds to 

claim. 

The signalling of relations between propositions of critical statements with transitions or 

logical connectives has also been the subject of previous research examining the realisation of 

argumentation in student writing. Studies have explored students’ misuse, underuse and 

overuse of transitions (Crewe, 1990; Field & Yip, 1992; Flowerdew, 1998; Lei, 2012; Shaw, 

2009), their explicit use (Hyland, 2000; McNamara, Crossley, & McCarthy, 2010), and 

frequency of use as interactive metadiscourse markers (Hyland & Tse, 2004) expressing 

relations between main clauses. Typically, students are familiar with the valuable role 

transitions play as “explicit reading cues” (Dafouz-Milne, 2008, p. 106), but as Basturken and 

von Randow’s (2014) study found, lower scoring writers did not necessarily select appropriate 

transitions nor integrate them well when synthesising ideas. In EAP classrooms transition 

signals are typically categorised and taught functionally (Crewe, 1990), which while 

pedagogically convenient, has been shown to lead to a use of transitions as ‘surface- fillers’ 

(Crewe, 1990), neglecting their function in guiding the reader through the logic of the 

developing argument. 
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Although textual analysis of attribution realised in citation practices and its role in 

argumentation has generally focused on expert texts as models (Hyland, 1999, 2005c; G. 

Thompson & Ye, 1991), more recent studies have begun to show interest in student writing. 

Hyland (2012) has suggested that a focus on features in EAP classes which help students to 

express experiential and logical meaning can at the same time preclude a focus on the 

interpersonal aspects of language, so that academic writing, rather than engaging and 

interacting with an audience, is perceived as being impersonal and centred on simply the 

presentation of facts. This can result in the presentation and attribution of these facts as 

evidence to support a claim being seen as the sole purpose of academic writing. E. Borg 

(2000), in a study comparing citation practices of undergraduate and postgraduate writers, 

found that although both L1 and L2 students had difficulties integrating sources into their 

written arguments, L2 writers were less competent at establishing textual voice. The 

establishment of ‘stance’ through the use of  metadiscoursal markers as “self-reflective 

expressions used to negotiate interactional meanings in a text” (Hyland, 2005a, p. 37) has been 

shown to be an essential element in construction of argument and critical thinking (Andrews, 

2000; Nesi & Gardner, 2012); Bruce’s (2016) study of the construction of critical stance in 

university essays in English literature and sociology evidences how a range of 

interpropositional relations used together with metadiscourse devices crucially served to 

develop argument across these texts.  

Current EAP textbooks (and also English composition textbooks in general) tend to advocate 

prescriptive structural models for the teaching of paragraph writing (Duncan, 2007) which can 

also serve to decontextualise the paragraph from its function in the overall coherence of a text. 

The merits or otherwise of such prescriptive structural theory as the five paragraph essay or the 

explicit first position topic sentence have been debated and discussed in previous studies (e.g. 

Rico, 1988; Wesley, 2000). However, Duncan (2007) suggests that it is not the prescriptive 

structure in itself that is problematic, but instead it is that this structure is “often presented and 

understood as an end unto itself, instead of as a stepping stone” (p. 471). Thus, without 

expansion, the ‘topic sentence + supporting sentences’ structural framework, whilst helpful in 

‘laying the groundwork’ for a well-constructed paragraph, can also limit students’ ability to see 

how argumentation should be realised in the more complex academic writing expected of them 

in their degree programs, and restrict their writing to a presentation of propositional material in 

support of a claim. 
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5.5 The current study 

In this current study, the aforementioned interpersonal metadiscourse model developed by 

Hyland (2005a) (see also Hyland and Tse (2004)) was employed in an analysis of a small 

corpus of paragraphs written by L2 students on a credit-bearing first year, first semester 

undergraduate course. This was used to explore how the pedagogical instruction of a 

prescriptive paragraph structure typical in EAP classrooms might have impacted the 

metadiscoursal awareness and the subsequent reader-friendliness of this small sample. In this 

regard, the aim of the study, therefore, is not one of generalisation regarding L2 student writers 

nor of one specific nationality of student writer, but rather to highlight the potential for re-

evaluating and exploring further the current teaching of paragraph structure. 

5.5.1 Data 

The primary data for this study were a corpus of 22 paragraphs taken from draft essays which 

were written by undergraduate students enrolled in a first year Language and Communication 

for Business course at an Australian university - a fully-credited course designed to improve 

international students’ language and academic literacy skills in a discipline-specific context. 

The cohort of this course consisted of over 400 students. Reflective of the make-up of the 

international student body in this university’s Business faculty, this cohort was culturally 

diverse, although the majority of the students came from China. Each essay responded to a task 

which asked students to analyse and evaluate the leadership style of a business leader with 

reference to a specified theory. The assignment task required students to complete a draft essay 

on which they received feedback before submitting their final essay at the end of the semester. 

Pedagogical instruction in regards to paragraph structure followed the generic prescriptive 

framework as detailed above; for most students this reinforced prior EAP teaching.  

5.5.2 Method 

Fifty-four draft essays were initially randomly selected from the course’s electronic assignment 

submission database (approximately three draft essays from each of the eighteen tutorial 

classes run over the particular semester that had been facilitated by nine teachers). The large 

number of classes on this course mean that the curriculum, materials and delivery is highly 

standardised and feedback and grading moderated. Submissions on the database were identified 

numerically and therefore nationalities and background experiences regarding previous English 

writing instruction were not identifiable. Initially, draft essays that were incomplete or that had 
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extensive sentence-level grammar and/or vocabulary errors, such that they ‘blurred’ intended 

meaning, were removed from the corpus. Subsequently, one paragraph from the same section 

in each essay was identified. Paragraphs that did not have an initial topic sentence were also 

removed from the corpus to allow for exploration of how and why, even with an apparent 

‘topic sentence, supporting sentences’ paragraph structure, the development of argument was 

unsuccessful. After these exclusions, a smaller corpus of 36 paragraphs was arrived at. 

These paragraphs were then analysed by the researcher as sole rater to identify problems that 

the students had had in achieving successful development of an argument. Firstly, teachers’ 

electronic margin and summative comments were interrogated with the aid of the software 

NVivo 10 for those that specifically pointed to difficulties in argumentation, for example: 

“You have used the wrong linking word here” 

“More cohesive devices needed” 

“You need to develop this idea and tell me why or how this is significant” 

Given that in most cases, the feedback comments were aligned with the task’s four discrete 

marking criteria: task fulfilment, coherence and cohesion, grammar, and vocabulary, each of 

which carried equal weighting on the marking rubric, less explicit problems related to 

argumentation were often not commented on directly in the teachers’ feedback. Therefore, 

additional textual analysis was used by the researcher to refine the identification of paragraphs 

that evidenced problems with development of argument, resulting in a final corpus of 22 essay 

paragraphs (comprising a total of 4,429 words, with an average paragraph length of 

approximately 200 words).  

Identified problems leading to an unsuccessful development of argument were then grouped 

into three main areas: 1) failure to justify support in relation to claim; 2) weak internal 

argument; 3) lack of criticality/analysis. The following section presents selected examples from 

this small corpus to illustrate each of these areas of difficulty. Examples are presented verbatim 

with no corrections made. 

 

 



122 

 

5.6 Findings and discussion 
 
5.6.1 Failure to justify support  

Toulmin’s (2003) theory evidences three fundamental parts to an argument: the claim (or 

proposition) based on grounds (or evidence) supported by a warrant (or justification). Previous 

studies (Bloor & Bloor, 2004; Wingate, 2012) have shown that despite a declarative knowledge 

of these components of an argument, students can often lack the procedural knowledge to 

actually put this into practice, resulting in logical reasoning that may be weak (Riddle, 2000; 

Stapleton & Wu, 2015). Textual analysis of the corpus revealed that one of the common 

reasons for a breakdown in the line of reasoning was the writer’s failure to provide a 

justification in relation to the claim made, leaving the reader to ‘fill in the gaps’ and guess at 

the implication of the evidence or its connection to the paragraph’s controlling idea.  

In all the following examples, the writer makes a claim expressed as the controlling idea of the 

paragraph’s topic sentence. In Example 2, this claim is further expanded on providing more 

details of how this leadership style is characterised; in the other two examples the writers move 

straight into presenting propositional content as evidence to support their claim. However, in 

all three examples, the justification or warrant, that would enable the reader to connect the 

supporting evidence to the claim, and thus reveal the writer’s line of reasoning, is missing. In 

the case of Example 3, the supporting information seems to be irrelevant and fails to even 

support the initial position of the controlling idea. This failure to present a logical justification 

for the paragraph’s controlling idea has also been shown to be an aspect of unsuccessful 

development of argument found in other studies (Andrews, 2009; Bacha, 2010; Mitchell & 

Riddle, 2000); indeed, Riddle (2000) found that often underlying warrants or justifications are 

omitted by students assuming these to be known background knowledge and therefore 

unnecessary for the reader. 

Example 1 [Text 5] 

As CEO of Burberry, Ahrendts acts the Creator role successfully. As we know, several decades 

ago, she was a little girl who liked fashion … After graduating from university, she quickly 

found a job in several famous fashion companies … Also these working experiences helped a 

lot and she was recommended to Burberry … In addition, her bold and wise decision making 

helped to reverse the embarrassing situation of the company … And at the same time she 

created a higher efficiency for the company and made the company get more profits. 
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Example 2 [Text 13] 

Wei Jianjun the CEO of Great Wall Motors, could also be regarded as a Creator. Creators 

normally have high level of both assertiveness and emotional responsiveness. They are often 

enthusiastic and persuasive that can become strong motivation force (Darling & Leffel, 2010). 

Wei Jianjun was able to create different types of automobiles such as Sedans, SUVs and Pickup 

Trucks … Also, Great Wall had foreign standards when it comes to safety and emissions; they 

also build their own crash-test track whereas the other automakers had to send their vehicles 

overseas.  

Example 3 [Text 11] 

Except Steve Ballmer is a director, he is a creator too. He worked 13 years in Microsoft. Steve 

Ballmer made every decision and it seems important departments or teams never get full plan 

… Actually, these bring really good profit for Microsoft, but Steve Ballmer made some 

decisions so that the company experienced a failure many times and missed opportunities many 

times too. And 13 years ago was Microsoft had as high as 70% market share of IE browser but 

this was lost to the Firefox and Chrome …. Also he used too long time to achieve cross-

platform collaboration within the company.  

As illustrated by these examples, support for the claim, in the form of examples or evidence, is 

perceived to be the main ‘content’ of the paragraph, and development as the connections 

between and within these ‘supporting’ sentences rather than as the progression of an 

overarching and logical line of reasoning. In Example 1, the writer provides a chronological list 

of statements about what Ahrendts did, but as readers we are left to make our own guesses as to 

how these events or actions led the writer to conclude that Ahrendts’ leadership style was one 

of Creator. Similarly, in Example 2, although lexically in the first supporting sentence the 

writer connects the controlling idea of Wei Jianjun as having Creator leadership style with his 

ability to “…create different types of automobiles”, for the subsequent evidence – that “Great 

Wall had foreign standards” and “that they built their own crash test track” again the reader is 

left to fill in the gaps, or in other words, to guess at how these facts support the controlling 

idea. Here then adherence to a ‘topic sentence, supporting sentence’ organisational structure 

has failed to realise the intended response from the reader and results in feedback comments 

that indicate a lack of logical progression.  

A suggested revision to make the interpropositional relations clearer in Example 2 might be: 

Wei Jianjun the CEO of Great Wall Motors, could also be regarded as a Creator. Creators 

normally have high level of both assertiveness and emotional responsiveness. They are often 
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enthusiastic and persuasive that can become strong motivation force (Darling & Leffel, 2010). 

Evidence of this leader’s drive and persuasiveness can be seen in some of the decisions Wei 

Jianjun took. Realising the potential of a particular market, Wei Jianjun was able to create 

different types of automobiles such as Sedans, SUVs and Pickup Trucks …. This led to …. Also, 

unlike their competitors, Wei Jianjun instituted foreign standards at Great Wall when it 

came to safety and emissions; they also built their own crash-test track whereas the other 

automakers had to send their vehicles overseas. This creative vision meant that … 

This simplified two-part structuring of an argument also evidences a lack of awareness of the 

importance of writer-reader interaction in argumentation. What is missing is not explicit 

metadiscourse as observable textual devices representing the writer’s awareness of audience in 

the discourse (Hyland, 2005a), but explanations that make the line of reasoning clear for the 

reader. That these explanations are missing is illustrative of a lack of audience sensitivity and 

understanding of the critical importance of this interpersonal element in the development of a 

line of argument. Primacy has instead been placed on the ideational or propositional content, 

the evidence and examples, as if they in themselves are justification for the claim made. 

Without these explanations of the implications of the evidence in relation to the controlling 

idea, however, the reader is excluded from the writer’s thinking and thus fails to retrieve the 

intended interpropositional relations which progress the argument. This creates an additional 

processing load for the reader who is left with many unanswered questions.  

5.6.2 Weak internal argument  

Transitions or logical connectives play a pivotal role in development of a controlling idea or 

the internal argument in a paragraph and in realising writer-reader interaction that is necessary 

to ensure successful argumentation. Perhaps the most indicative example of the failure to 

distinguish between support and development, however, was in the overuse, misuse and 

underuse of transitions in the corpus paragraphs.  

Transitions or logical connectives are commonly used in student writing as rhetorical devices 

to progress ideas (Crewe, 1990; Field, 1994; A. Jones, 2010). Usually learnt as lists of words 

according to function, these connectives (co-ordinating conjunctions such as ‘and’, ‘or’, ‘so’; 

subordinating conjunctions such as ‘because’, ‘although’; conjunctive adjuncts such as 

‘moreover’, ‘in addition’, ‘however’) are typically taught with oversimplified definitions 

(Crewe, 1990) and are generally placed by novice writers at the beginning of the sentence (A. 

Jones, 2010), thus requiring little or no grammatical amendments to the structure. Where 
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problems arose in the use of these logical connectives in the corpus, they were generally found 

to be with misuse, or underuse/overuse, all long-recognised problems in L2 novice writing 

(Crewe, 1990; Field & Yip, 1992; Flowerdew, 1998). Five cases of inappropriate or illogical 

connectives (misuse) were found in the corpus, and two paragraphs evidenced an underuse. In 

Example 5, which uses no logical connectives, and thus reads like a bullet point list, the reader 

is left to guess at any possible relations between ideas in these sentences and the organisational 

structure of the paragraph.  

Example 5 [Text 8] (underuse) 

Steve Ballmer is a Creator type of leader. Microsoft as the world largest computer software 

corporation needs to avoid competition from their competitors Google, Apple and IBM. 

[Therefore? /However? …] Steve Ballmer has his own thoughts “a great team, great energy 

and great hard work will never make up for a bad idea” (Ballmer, 2008). [For example? …] 

Microsoft commenced their renovation, in 2009, Steve Jobs introduced Apple's iPad.  

Although, as has been evidenced in previous studies, less use of explicit transitional markers 

does not necessarily lead to a lack of coherence (Basturken & von Randow, 2014) or reduced 

writing quality (Hyland, 2000; McNamara et al., 2010), in Example 5, the ability of the reader 

to ‘connect’ the evidence with the central argument that ‘Steve Ballmer is a Creator type of 

leader evidenced by his innovativeness’ is limited by the lack of any such signposts. Of course, 

transitions are not the only issue with this paragraph, and simply adding them in as “surface-

level fillers” (Crewe, 1990, p. 321) would not be the solution to the very obvious problems 

with coherence here. Overall, however, a complete lack of explicit logical connectives, such as 

in Example 5, was less common with only two paragraphs from the corpus being written in this 

way.  

Overuse of certain connectives, as in Example 6, has also been found to be common in L2 

academic writing (Granger & Tyson, 1996; Shaw, 2009), and despite this being a rather 

extreme example of overuse, it does illustrate not only the preference for repeated use of 

additive functioning transitions in the corpus, but also the strong preference found with many 

novice L2 writers to place these logical connectives at the beginning of the sentence. C. F. 

Green et al. (2000) have shown that placing logical connectives in this way to introduce new 

information can often use up the ‘thematic potential’ (Halliday & Hasan, 1976) of the clause it 

precedes, taking over the position of a more expected element of information structure. 
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Example 6 [Text 2] (overuse) 

Wei Jianjun’s other leadership is an analyzer style. Based on leadership style, analyzer could 

be interpreted as people of a company who do the analysis. According to Bloomberg (2013) 

Wei went abroad, and he found the pickup is very popular in the United States, Europe, 

Southeast Asia and other countries. In addition the pickup models are quite fashionable and 

generous. And also, some of the big Chinese domestic enterprises focused on the saloon car, 

and they neglected the market for pickup truck. Moreover, Wei led their team to make a very 

detailed investigation of the pickup truck market. And he compared his firm and other 

competitor such as resources, mechanism, quality, promotion and so on. In addition, they got 

the results. Furthermore, in 1996, the Great Wall launched its first pickup truck (Bloomberg, 

2013).  

In the case of Example 6, because there is no development of new information from the 

preceding Rheme, but rather the presentation of yet more new propositional content, these 

markers appear to function adequately to guide the reader through an external ‘list’ of actions 

and events which the writer believes support the controlling idea of the paragraph. However, 

despite being cohesive, these devices do not contribute to coherence in terms of achieving the 

goal of developing the argument (rather than just supporting it), and yet again the reader is 

unable to retrieve the internal argument of the text. 

Although the intention of this study was not to investigate the frequency of the use of 

transitions, it is interesting to note, that even though this was a small corpus, findings in the use 

of additives as transition markers concurred with those of previous much larger studies (Lei, 

2012; Noble, 2010; Shaw, 2009). Table 5.2 shows the number of transitions used to signal 

semantic relations across the corpus (4,429 words; av/para 200 words) with transitions 

signalling addition being used more than other connectives. Following Hyland’s (2005a) 

metadiscoursal model, frame markers used to sequence and order text (e.g., then, next) are also 

included in the table as a metadiscoursal device separate from transitions. This is because, in 

almost all cases, these were used in the corpus as a resource with the function of adding 

information. 

Prior studies have suggested that this preference for an overuse of connectors in L2 writing can 

in part be attributed to previous English language instruction where explicit ‘surface’ cohesive 

devices are perceived as characterising ‘good’ essay writing (Field, 1994; Intaraprawat & 

Steffensen, 1995) and classroom or textbook instruction has typically oversimplified 

definitions of these logical connectives (Crewe, 1990; Granger & Tyson, 1996). 
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Table 5.2 Total number of transitions and frame markers 

Relation/Resource Total Examples from the data 

Addition 
43 In addition [ADDITION], Vu’s company has been named 

the “Starbucks of Vietnam” and then [FRAME MARKER] 

Vu design something new that Starbucks or most of the other 

coffee shop does not have. In contrast [COMPARISON], Vu 

has added the Vietnam style in which is entertainment: … . 

So [CONSEQUENCE] Vu is also being a successful 

Director of the business since he has applied the effective 

skill of Director leadership styles. (Text 15) 

Frame markers  
12 

Comparison 
4 

Consequence 
5 

 64 

Certainly, a preference for explicit connectors, especially those of addition was clear in this 

corpus. What is of particular interest to this study, however, lies not so much in the evidence of 

the more frequent use of additive connectors, but in the role these play in the development of 

the internal argument of the paragraph and in the necessary writer-reader interaction. By 

analysing the students’ use of these transitions and frame markers as ‘interactive 

metadiscoursal markers’, it is clear that rather than developing the argument internal to the 

discourse, their primary role was to signal the sequencing of external events, as illustrated in 

the following example. 

Example 7 [Text 5] 

As CEO of Burberry, Ahrendts acts the Creator role successfully. As we know, several decades 

ago, she was a little girl who liked fashion … After graduating from university, she quickly 

found a job in several famous fashion companies … Also these working experiences helped a 

lot and she was recommended to Burberry … In addition, her bold and wise decision making 

helped to reverse the embarrassing situation of the company … And at the same time she 

created a higher efficiency for the company and made the company get more profits. 

Table 5.3 shows a comparison of the roles performed in the discourse using Martin and Rose’s 

(2005) summaries of the differences between the internal and external roles of these devices. 

Examples to illustrate this from the data are also provided. 

The focus on propositional information – the evidence and examples that are used to support 

the argument - is most clearly seen in this extensive use of external transitions which function 

to sequence an unfolding of real world events rather than the internal argumentation. Thus an 

alternative possibility for explaining the frequency of additive discourse markers in novice 
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writers’ texts, posited by these findings, is due to this primacy placed on organising 

propositional or ideational content.  

Table 5.3 Internal and external roles of transitions and frame markers in the corpus  

Relation External  (n) Internal  (n) Examples from the data 

(External) 

Examples from the data 

(Internal) 

Addition adding 

activities 

42 adding 

arguments 

1 And also, some of the big 

Chinese domestic 

enterprises focused on the 

saloon car. (Text 2) 

These efforts were all 

indicative key features of his 

creative leadership style. 

Moreover, they point to his 

efficiency during his 

leadership as CEO of BP.(Text 

22) 

Comparison comparing and 

contrasting, 

events, things 

and qualities 

4 comparing 

and 

contrasting 

arguments 

and evidence 

0 In contrast to Microsoft, 

other IT companies 

showed more reliance in 

market.(Text 3) 

[no examples found in corpus] 

Consequence explaining 

why and how 

events 

happened 

3 drawing 

conclusions or 

countering 

arguments 

2 The Great Wall 

Automobile was changed 

into a limited company 

from the industrial 

company, so he took 25 

percent as single 

shareholder and 

Nandayuan Township in 

Henan province took 65 

percent and the enterprise 

staff took the rest.(Text 1) 

Thus his failure seems clearly 

based on the abandonment of 

these important markets after 

taking on the leadership 

mantle at Microsoft.(Text 4) 

Time (frame 

marker) 

Ordering 

events in time 

9 Ordering 

arguments in 

the text 

3 First he became the largest 

shareholder and then he 

began changing the market 

focus. (Text 17) 

In the first place, Steve 

Ballmer failed to be an 

analyzer leader. (Text 4) 

Total  58  6   

Note. Discourse roles as summarised by Martin and Rose (2005, p. 127) 

As suggested previously, typical paragraph structural models of ‘topic sentence, supporting 

sentences’ can oversimplify the purpose of a paragraph, which is to develop a controlling idea 

or argument, that in turn serves to develop the thesis or main argument of the essay. If students 

are encouraged to find ‘evidence and examples’ to support their essay thesis, and to then 

structure content paragraphs simply so that this evidence is presented as the grounds for the 

claims made, with no consideration given to explaining the reasoning behind these conclusions, 

then there will be no development of argument. Instead, what results is a ‘shopping list’ of 

evidence as illustrated in Example 8, which fails to open up any space for dialogic writer-

reader interaction. 
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Example 8 [Text 12] 

In addition to being a connector, Jun Sekine could also be a Director. In Darling and Leffel’s 

(2010) framework, a director knows where they want the organisation to go. Jun Sekine 

accelerated growth by opening 50% more shops in the next fiscal year compared to 2014 fiscal 

year. Additionally 40% of Starbucks shops were in the Tokyo region so more shops could be 

open in other places. So next, Sekine opened many new stores in other places to increase 

profits and expand the company. These are the actions of a Director leader according to the 

framework. 

Whilst these transitions function adequately to chronologically order the external events 

presented as evidence to support the claim, what is missing from this example are the 

explanations that would serve to demonstrate to the reader how this information can lead us to 

the conclusion that Jun Sekine has a Director style of leadership together with the transitions 

that advance this argument in the text.  

In EAP classrooms, the teaching of transitions is usually done functionally, that is to say by 

grouping transition signals according to the function they perform. Thus, to express addition, 

students learn adverbs and conjunctions such as ‘moreover’, ‘in addition’, ‘furthermore’, or 

‘and’, for example. No clear distinction is made between their primary function in the 

discourse as being one of either realising external (propositional) or internal (interpersonal) 

relations (Hyland, 2005a). It is this internal function, however, which realises the connecting 

steps in an exposition and the organisation of discourse as an argument that is crucial to 

successful argumentation. This interactive dimension of metadiscourse (Hyland, 2005a) serves 

to help the writer set out their arguments so that the reader will recover the intended line of 

reasoning and reach similar conclusions. If transitions are used just to realise relations in 

ideational content, then this developmental process will not be clear to the reader. 

The impact this lack of awareness of the polypragmatic function of transitions can have on the 

reader can be demonstrated by these two further examples from the corpus. In Example 9, the 

transition ‘moreover’, signals an internal conjunction, that is to say, the subsequent clause 

realises the reader’s expectation that this additive transition will develop the writer’s argument 

through expansion. 

Example 9 [Text 22] 

These efforts were all indicative key features of his creative leadership style. Moreover, they 

point to his efficiency during his leadership as CEO of BP.  
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In Example 10, however, this expectation of what will follow is not fulfilled. Instead, ‘in 

addition’ is used to realise external relations, that is to say, the subsequent clause is completely 

new propositional content, which means the previous argument remains undeveloped. The 

reader is unable to make sense of or ‘cohere’ (Bublitz, 1999) the text as the coherent relations 

are ‘misguiding’. 

Example 10 [Text 9] 

None of Ballmer’s decisions seem to have provided important departments with a plan for 

products such as Windows XP, Xbox 360 etc. In addition, Microsoft users were reluctant to 

upgrade their systems (Ovide, 2013). 

5.6.3 Lack of criticality/analysis  

The impact of the primacy placed on the propositional content in these ‘problem’ paragraphs 

was also seen in the lack of criticality or analysis evidenced in the students’ writing. The 

development of an argument or line of reasoning requires the ‘presence’ of a writer’s voice that 

will articulate the analysis and evaluation of the evidence to provide the necessary warrant or 

justification for the argument made. Thus, development of this position requires students to 

balance the use of ‘expert’ sources (Groom, 2000b) through citation, whilst at the same time 

have a ‘voice’ or ‘stance’ (Street, 2009) realised through the use of interactional resources 

(Hyland, 2005a). As evidenced in the discussions of the first two categories of ‘problems’ with 

argumentation, the students’ paragraphs comprised mostly of support for, rather than 

development of, their argument drawn from references to literature. 

In Hyland’s (2005a) metadiscourse model, citations are classified as ‘evidentials’ which 

function to distinguish who is responsible for a position. Hyland advises, however, that while 

contributing to “a persuasive goal, [this function] needs to be distinguished from the writer’s 

stance towards the view” (p. 52), which is categorised as an interactional rather than an 

interactive resource. Where provided, citation was used by student writers in the corpus 

exclusively to attribute information (i.e., with the rhetorical purpose of presenting information). 

As evidenced by other studies exploring student use of citation (Alonso Belmonte & McCabe, 

1998; Groom, 2000a, 2000b; Hyland, 2000, 2005c; Petric, 2007), attribution is a common 

rhetorical function and a general characteristic of student writing, because, as Petric (2007) 

points out, this function is the simplest way for students to demonstrate topic knowledge and 

familiarity with the literature. However, this overreliance on the voices of cited authors had led 
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to patterns of ‘unaverred’ voice (Groom, 2000b) in the corpus, where writing was simply 

descriptive, and therefore, rather than advancing and developing an argument, merely listed 

examples attributed to authors. This again resulted in many paragraphs, similar to Example 11, 

which, with the exception of possibly the first ‘topic sentence’, consisted completely of 

attributed sources with little or no analysis leaving no space for dialogic interaction between 

writer and reader. 

Example 11 [Text 19] 

During her work as the Finance Minister, Mulyani was a Creator type leader and the initiator 

of reforms to struggle crony capitalism in Indonesia. According to Brummer (2011) the 

Indonesian people didn't feel like participating in the decision-making process in the country. 

Mulyani’s activities were very decisive and tough and more than 150 personnel, even more 

were fined in her unremitting war (Emmerson, 2010). Her anti-corruption campaigns made 

her fight with rich and influential people of her country (Emmerson, 2010). Additionally these 

campaigns were an irritant factor for the elite and with the Mulyani high energy level as a 

Creator which provides additional intimidation towards people (Darling & Leffel, 2010). 

According to Emmerson (2010) it resulted in the fierce campaign against Mulyani and other 

technocrats in the Government, which led to her resignation. 

This lack of awareness of the relationship between attribution and averral, which Petric (2007) 

describes as “the basic notions for the organisation of interaction in written text” (p. 100), can 

also lead to a breakdown in the contractual and dialogic relationship between reader and writer. 

Lee’s (2010) analysis of attribution in undergraduate persuasive essays revealed that higher 

graded essays successfully balance the ‘voices’ of attribution and averral, opening up these 

dialogic spaces. In contrast, writers of lower graded essays closed off interaction with the 

reader through overuse of attribution and an “externally authoritative discourse because they 

are essentially oriented to … imposed monologic expressions” (p. 200). Chanock (2008) offers 

an explanation of this with reference to Bakhtin’s monologic/dialogic characterisation of 

discourse suggesting that students often interpret source material as “single-voiced, 

authoritative fact” (p. 8) rather than recognising discourses as dialogic – “that is, they draw on 

what others have said, respond to what others are saying, and anticipate what others will say” 

(p. 8). If source material is viewed as monologic by students, Chanock suggests, where fact is 

fact, but how that fact is presented (i.e. the interpretation or implication of it) is not considered, 

then attribution which simply acknowledges the source, makes sense for the student.  
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Recognising this intertextual and dialogic nature of academic writing is, therefore, an important 

rhetorical function of citation, but one that is not always fully realised in student writing 

(Chanock, 2008; C. Thompson, 2005). Previous studies have shown that a better understanding 

of the rhetorical function of citation practices and a greater use of citation for non-attributive 

functions, demonstrating a stronger textual voice, can contribute to higher grades (Alonso 

Belmonte & McCabe, 1998; G. Thompson & Ye, 1991). Particularly for second language 

writers, who can have difficulties in constructing criticality when developing argument 

(Arsyad, 2000; Chang, 2012; Hirose, 2003; McCulloch, 2012), awareness of citation practice 

should, therefore, be given more attention in academic writing classrooms, rather than focusing 

just on mechanical accuracy.  

The patterns of unaverred voice and extensive use of attribution found in the paragraphs in this 

study meant that the student writing was heavily descriptive. It was clear from the analysis that 

students generally had an understanding of the mechanical aspects of citation necessary to 

reference sources correctly. There was, however, evidence of a lack of an understanding of the 

function of citation in the construction of knowledge and development of argument which had 

led to lists of attributed sources being used to support a claim rather than develop an argument. 

Use of citation in this way is often indicative of the novice writer unfamiliar with not only the 

integration of sources, but also in how to utilise this to develop argument. This can lead to 

‘knowledge telling’ rather than ‘knowledge transformation’ (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987) in 

their writing.  

Examples 12 and 13, however, present extracts from texts from the corpus that suggest 

potentiality in students’ understanding of the rhetorical function of citation in realising 

criticality. Example 12 presents the proposition, the right employees were important [for the 

company’s competitiveness], followed by attributed support in the next clause, with the 

subordinate clause in the second sentence realising a concessive relation. In the final sentence, 

the writer presents the implication of this action. Although the relationship between the first 

and second sentence could have been strengthened by the use of a logical transition, the writer 

has used citation here to attempt to develop an argument. Placement of citation between clauses 

in this way was, however, extremely rare in the corpus. 
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Example 12 [Text 21] 

In order to make sure the company was competitive, Ballmer knew that the right employees 

were important. He took a part in recruiting technical staffs (Maxwell, 2003) although other 

companies might not use CEO for this. Thus, he hired the best future IT programmers.  

The development of argument in Example 13 is less coherent and logically transparent, but 

nevertheless, an attempt is made to use the cited evidence to build the argument that Hayward 

had an Analyser style of leadership exemplified in his actions to change the company as 

evidenced in the attributed source. This evidence is then interpreted by the writer and 

conclusions drawn in the final sentence. 

Example 13 [Text 6] 

In addition Analyzers also prefer order and resist compromise when confronted with dilemmas. 

After Brown was CEO of BP, Hayward brought some changes to BP after systematic and 

precise observation and analysis. Hayward determined to associate BP more with efficiency, 

technical excellence as well as concentration on safety with the promise of “like a laser” on 

safe and reliable operations (Guardian, 2012). Such measures made BP more stable and 

ordered. 

In the EAP classroom, where approaches to using sources in writing are often ‘de-

contextualised’, and source writing tools, such as paraphrasing or summarising, are taught in 

terms of surface changes, student writers can come to perceive the function of citation as one of 

simply ‘protection’ against plagiarism (Abasi & Graves, 2008). Combined with a view of the 

paragraph as evidence to support rather than to develop, promoted by the ‘topic sentence, 

supporting sentences’ schemata, this lack of awareness of the function of citation in developing 

an argument can result in poor use of source material and a failure to show criticality and 

analysis. 

5.7 Pedagogical implications 

The examples from this study evidence paragraph writing that fails to provide justification for a 

particular line of reasoning, that principally organises ‘events’ external to the argument of the 

paragraph, or that fails to adequately integrate sources to develop argument. In all cases, the 

dialogue necessary for successful writer-reader interaction is ‘shut down’. The writer’s 

‘thinking’ or line of reasoning is not transparent for the reader, and thus in turn, the reader is 

unable to retrieve, recreate and ‘cohere’ the writer’s intended argumentation. Findings also 

suggest that whilst the prescriptive structural model of topic sentence + supporting sentences 
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has value in introducing the basic elements of structuring a paragraph, it needs to be expanded 

to accommodate the more complex requirements of academic writing.  

An understanding of the purpose of a paragraph as being the development of rather than 

support for a controlling idea would be a good starting point for pedagogical focus to facilitate 

this. In my classroom, I now use the term ‘developing sentences’ instead of ‘supporting 

sentences’ when discussing paragraph structure. By drawing on a local corpus of successful 

student argumentation for use in discourse analysis activities, students can see the different 

ways a controlling idea is developed beyond just examples and evidence from the literature. 

They can examine how a three-part argument model is realised and how criticality and analysis 

is demonstrated through the interpropositional relations realised through linguistic resources. 

Various alternatives to the prescriptive ‘topic sentence + supporting sentences’ structure that 

could be used by teachers are the P(T)EEL (position (topic), explain, evidence, link) or CJSI 

(claim (controlling idea), justification, support, implication) structural models, both of which 

encourage students to demonstrate analysis and evaluation as well as description in their 

writing. Structural frameworks such as these can also be used by students to evaluate their own 

paragraph structures. (See Appendix for an example of a classroom activity I have used for 

exploring paragraph development of argument). 

In combination with classroom instruction, written feedback comments on drafts of student 

writing can provide mediation between writer and reader and provide opportunities to bring 

awareness of reader responses to text and to raise rhetorical consciousness. By being aware of 

how and why argumentation has broken down in a student text, a teacher’s written comments 

can help to encourage a student writer to interact with their reader. The following examples 

from my own classroom corpus with my written comments and a subsequent student revision 

are presented here to illustrate this. For the purposes of this paper, my comments are shown in 

brackets embedded within the student’s text, although in practice, these comments would have 

appeared in the margin of the text. Comments such as these can explicitly ‘voice’ the reader’s 

concerns as they interact with the text and help to open up these dialogic spaces. 

Example 14 (draft with comments) 

In order for the success of a major international event, the decision-making of the event must 

include a large number of factors. [Your controlling idea is that decision-making is based 

on different factors, but you don’t make it clear how your second sentence is connected to 

this claim. Is this going to be an example to illustrate the factors? If so, use a transition 
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signal to tell your reader this] In 2010, the FIFA World Cup was held in Africa. It attracted 

lots of [precise data needed here] people to watch it (Shone & Parry, 2010). Thus, [is the 

relationship between these ideas really one of consequence? If so, how is choosing a 

location to host a world cup and the number of people who went to the 2010 World Cup 

connected?] a world cup is not easy, as it includes choosing a place to host it [ Why/how is 

this difficult?] and many decisions are required of FIFA (Shone & Parry, 2010). [What kind 

of decisions? Why does this make it difficult?] Therefore, the good leadership, organisation 

and extensive communication using multimedia are the factors to ensure success.[How does 

your example demonstrate these three factors?]  

Your line of reasoning is not clear for the reader in this paragraph [student name omitted]. You 

need to name the three factors you will discuss as part of your claim/controlling idea. Tell the 

reader that you are going to use the 2010 World Cup as an example. Take each factor in turn 

and analyse it using your example as a case study. You will need to develop this over more 

than one paragraph. 

Example 15 (revised student text) 

In order for the success of a major international event, the decision-making of the event must 

include a large number of factors such as the good leadership, organisation and extensive 

communication using multimedia. For example, in 2010, the FIFA World Cup was held in 

Africa. It attracted over 100,000 spectators to watch it (Shone & Parry, 2010). A world cup is 

not easy, as it includes choosing a place to host it for so many people and many decisions are 

required of FIFA (Shone & Parry, 2010). These decisions require good leadership skills. In 

2010 World Cup, the leaders had to deal with many stakeholders and problem solving for 

many issues like building stadiums and accommodation (Shone & Parry, 2010). Therefore 

good leadership is important factor in successful international event. 

5.8 Conclusions 

This study has explored the impact of the commonly-used ‘topic sentence + supporting 

sentences’ model of paragraph construction and approach to teaching connectives on students’ 

ability to successfully develop an argument. The examples taken from a small corpus of 

paragraphs from L2 undergraduate thesis-driven essays have illustrated how problems may 

reflect a primacy of focus on merely supporting propositional content, and how, together with 

students’ lack of awareness of, or instruction in, the role of metadiscourse in writing, this can 

ultimately lead to an unsuccessful development of argument. Although limited by the size of 

the study and by the researcher as sole rater, it is hoped that the examples and analysis shared 

here will be helpful for teachers in identifying how argumentation has been constructed in their 
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own students’ writing and how an understanding of metadiscoursal use can help their students 

make development of argument clearer for a reader at the paragraph level.  
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Appendix: Classroom activity – Exploring paragraph development of argument 

Reorder the sentences below to create a coherent and cohesive argument which develops the 

controlling idea of the topic sentence following the paragraph structure we have looked at in class.  

The first sentence is provided for you: 

As a passionate and charismatic individual, Steve Jobs demonstrated many of the Creator leadership 

strengths categorised by Darling and Leffel (2010) in his personal leadership style.  

1. These visionary approaches to potential market opportunities, therefore, clearly demonstrate Jobs’s 

Creator leadership style strengths. 

2. One example of this is that Jobs’s focus at Apple was always on making innovative products rather 

than on profit maximisation (Issacson, 2012) and this approach led to the creation of some of Apple’s 

most profitable and popular products. 

3. Creator types of leaders are able to take risks and seize opportunities; they are able to inspire 

others with their visions for the future.  

4. He was also able to make the most of opportunities in the market, as in the case of iTunes, the 

iTunes store and the iPod which revolutionised the music industry (Issacson, 2012).  

Write the reordered paragraph below and underline any transition signals. Which of these transition 

signals is used by the writer to signal the internal argument of the text?  

As a passionate and charismatic individual, Steve Jobs demonstrated many of the Creator leadership strengths 

categorised by Darling and Leffel (2010) in his personal leadership style. Creator types of leaders are able to 

take risks and seize opportunities; they are able to inspire others with their visions for the future. One example 

of this is that Jobs’s focus at Apple was always on making innovative products rather than on profit 

maximisation (Issacson, 2012) and this approach led to the creation of some of Apple’s most profitable and 

popular products. He was also able to make the most of opportunities in the market, as in the case of iTunes, 

the iTunes store and the iPod which revolutionised the music industry (Issacson, 2012). These visionary 

approaches to potential market opportunities, therefore, clearly demonstrate Jobs’s Creator leadership style 

strengths. 

  

Claim (make your point - controlling idea) 

Justification (unpack the controlling idea – explain; analyse; suggest; to show why it is 

important) 

Support (theory; reference to literature; evidence; example; analysis) 

Implications (what is the significance of this support in relation to the controlling idea – how 

does the support demonstrate the main point; link to main argument of essay – ‘so what? factor’ 

– how does this example link to your main argument in your essay; link to next paragraph) 
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Stage 1 - Conclusions 

In the three chapters that comprise Stage 1 of my inquiry, I have explored some of the concepts 

and contextual issues in relation to written commentary feedback and argumentation. The main 

challenges in the provision of feedback that I identified in the literature included issues with the 

usefulness of feedback, students’ preferences for different types of feedback, an over-

dependency on feedback as telling, revision strategies, and feedback literacy. A review of 

conceptual models of feedback in L1 writing pedagogy has shown a move away from a 

cognitivist, monologic approach towards one that is dialogic and collaborative. Some best 

practice suggestions for providing feedback on L2 writing have included aspects of this 

dialogic approach, but these have not been examined as part of a comprehensive socio-

constructivist framework. Research into the teaching and learning of argumentation in second 

language writing was found to be limited compared to that in L1 writing pedagogy, despite its 

clear importance to EAL students. Effective argumentation was highlighted as being 

particularly difficult for L2 novice writers. I identified two key factors that can present 

challenges in the teaching and learning of argumentation: a pattern-centred approach to 

argumentational writing, and students’ difficulties in the construction of a critical voice. 

Findings from the piloting of an interactive self-evaluation cover sheet in Chapter Four 

evidenced the benefits of this strategy in order to develop students’ metacognitive composition 

strategies. Based on the success of this earlier study, the cover sheet was adopted as part of my 

DFF. In Chapter Five, my analysis of argumentational features at the level of paragraph 

identified how a lack of awareness of the role of metadiscourse in writing can lead to problems 

with successfully developing an argument. This highlighted the need for more effective 

instruction than the commonly-used ‘topic sentence + supporting sentences’ model of 

paragraph construction, and the functional approach to teaching logical connectives that can 

predominate in EAP classrooms.  

In the next stage of this inquiry, I draw on the findings and conclusions from Stage 1 to outline 

the proposed theoretical principles and practical strategies of my DFF. 
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Stage 2 - Overview 

The second stage of this thesis comprises four chapters. In the first of these, Chapter Six, I 

propose a cyclical dialogic feedback framework constituted by theoretical principles and 

practical strategies developed from my review of the literature and from my preliminary studies 

in Stage 1. I also present the two main types of fieldwork data used in the evaluation of the 

operationalisation of this framework. In Chapter Seven and Chapter Eight, I discuss the 

findings and analysis of the data collected in the classroom at the macro and micro level. At a 

macro (curriculum) level, I applied the proposed DFF to promote dialogic and collaborative 

feedback and feedback literacy and concurrently at a micro level, to improve the effectiveness 

of my feedback comments in the teaching and learning of argumentation. In Chapter Seven, I 

analyse and discuss students’ responses to a questionnaire designed to evaluate their 

perceptions and expectations of feedback, together with their engagement with two practical 

strategies that I used in the classroom. In Chapter Eight, I continue with a discussion of 

observations from my use of teaching materials and then findings from my evaluation of the 

strategy I used to scaffold students’ revisions within the feedback framework. Chapter Nine 

concludes Stage 2. In this chapter, I present and discuss data from the case studies of four 

students and their evaluations and responses to the practical strategies I propose. 
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Chapter Six – Development of a praxiology and approach to its evaluation 

The praxiology I develop in this thesis comprises three interrelated parts: a philosophical and 

educational positioning of the reconceptualisation of written commentary feedback as 

scaffolding the teaching and learning of argumentation; the contextual factors that are required 

to effectively use written commentary feedback to scaffold the development of argumentation 

in L2 undergraduate writing; and principled strategies which will articulate the praxis.  

Stage 1 has provided a review and discussion of the theoretical conceptions and conceptual 

factors that underpin this thesis. As such it has explored, with reference to existing literature 

(see Chapter Three) and in two preliminary research papers (see Chapter Four and Chapter 

Five), the conceptual frameworks of effective feedback, the role of written commentary 

feedback in academic writing, and the variables that need to be considered in the analysis of the 

success of subsequent revision and improvement in L2 writing. The concept of argumentation 

and related learning and teaching issues in L2 writing have also been examined, including the 

relationship between argumentation and metadiscourse.  

In the first part of this chapter, drawing on key findings from Stage 1, I outline seven proposed 

theoretical principles. Following this, I present the proposed dialogic feedback framework 

[DFF] - adapted from Beaumont et al.’s DFC framework (2011) and Hammond and Gibbons’ 

(2005) scaffolding model - together with the practical strategies I use to apply these seven 

proposed principles in my practice. In the third part of the chapter, I present the data collection 

methods used for the evaluation of the operationalisation of this principled praxis in Stage 2 of 

this practitioner inquiry. 

6.1 Proposed theoretical principles 

Principles (i) and (ii) are foundational to the framework underpinning all the practical strategies 

used at a macro level to promote dialogic and collaborative feedback and feedback literacy, and 

concurrently at a micro level, to improve the effectiveness of my feedback comments in the 

teaching and learning of argumentation. These two principles are outlined first, therefore, 

followed by principles (iii) to (vii), which concern particular elements of the framework.  
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(i) Effective written commentary feedback should be dialogic and collaborative.  

Dialogic teaching involves the ongoing ‘talk’ between teacher and learner as opposed to 

monologic teacher-presentation. In the classroom, when students are given opportunities to 

make contributions to classroom dialogue in extended ways, they can be encouraged to explore 

the limits of their own understanding. By engaging learners in dialogue, teachers can clarify, 

explain, model and facilitate new learning. This same engagement can be reflected in written 

commentary feedback. Rather than a linear, one-way, monologic process, in which the teacher 

comments and the student revises, dialogic feedback is a collaborative and interactive 

endeavour. A traditional conceptualisation of feedback as monologic and corrective 

information transmission ignores student agency and the role of internal feedback processes in 

composition. If, instead, we conceptualise the function of the feedback we provide on our 

students’ writing as serving to develop their ability to make evaluative judgements of their own 

work, then the teacher-centric concept of feedback provision needs to be re-evaluated.  

At a macro (curriculum) level, the proposed DFF (see Figure 6.1) provides structure for this 

process. At a micro level, dialogic feedback has the potential to facilitate immediate as well as 

transferable improvements to students’ written argumentational skills. 

(ii) Dialogic feedback can help bring awareness of the interactive nature of academic 

writing.  

A socio-constructivist approach to writing acknowledges text as a site of interaction between 

reader and writer. Students can often have difficulties with the concept of reader/audience and 

fail to see their academic texts as anything more than a product. A focus on text as a product 

positions the function of writing as a unidirectional transmission of information from writer to 

reader. In a reader-oriented approach to writing, however, writing requires engagement and 

interaction with reader/audience. Facilitating dialogic feedback that positions students as active 

participants in a collaborative process can raise their awareness of the interactional and 

negotiated nature of academic writing and the discursive responsibilities of the writer to the 

reader. 
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(iii) Expectations of feedback need to be managed.  

Before students can react to feedback, they should be aware of it, recognise it and acknowledge 

it. Teachers, therefore, need to ascertain students’ personal experience of feedback in order to 

determine both their knowledge and perception of it. This can provide a basis from which to 

work to enable students to use and benefit from feedback effectively. Preparing students can 

also help teachers to manage expectations and identify potential mismatches between those 

expectations and teacher practice. Classroom discussion of these can also help to demystify the 

process. Formalising and enforcing reflection and conversation with an ‘expert’ can encourage 

students’ engagement and action with the feedback provided. A positive attitude to feedback is, 

therefore, more likely to lead to students accessing, reading, reflecting, and retaining feedback, 

and an improvement in feedback literacy. 

(iv) Effective feedback strategies should promote self-reflection and self-assessment for 

and as learning.  

Metacognitive skills can be improved through the development of self-regulatory behaviours in 

a dialogic and collaborative feedback cycle. The study presented in Chapter Four illustrated 

how students, who are active participants in the feedback process, initiating feedback dialogue, 

can develop their metacognitive capacities for self-evaluation and self-reflection when such 

behaviours are encouraged.  

(v) Feedback that supports students working within their ZPD can best facilitate 

improvements in argumentation.  

A coherent and cohesive feedback practice model can function as interactional contingent 

scaffolding (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005) for the higher order skill of argumentation, when it is 

responsive to student needs. By modifying the level of explicitness or rationale provided in 

written feedback (Mahboob, 2015), learning can be scaffolded towards independence. For this 

type of feedback to be effective in improving argumentational skills, students need to be 

working within their ZPD, drawing on the designed-in scaffolding (Hammond & Gibbons, 

2005) of previous pedagogical instruction.  
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(vi) Metadiscoursal awareness is key in successful argumentation.  

Dialogical awareness is a key feature of successful argumentation. The content of students’ 

writing – the propositional material – needs to be understood not only as individual ideas and 

information, but also in terms of the relationship between those ideas and how the surrounding 

text unfolds and develops (Hyland, 2005a). This requires audience-sensitivity or reader-

friendliness, awareness of the metadiscoursal resources available to achieve this, and an 

understanding of the rhetorical structures to realise this. As evidenced in the findings presented 

in Chapter Five, without the use of linguistic resources to express this interpersonal 

relationship between reader and writer, the writer’s thinking fails to be transparent, and 

consequently, leaves the reader unable to ‘cohere’ the intended argumentation. These are 

aspects of academic writing that novice writers, and particularly L2 student writers, can often 

find challenging. Therefore, the role of metadiscourse in the architecture of argumentation is a 

topic that should be addressed in L2 writing pedagogy. 

(vii) Dialogic written commentary feedback can be used to scaffold metadiscoursal 

awareness.  

Dialogic feedback can be a means to extend students’ thinking as it can scaffold deeper 

reflection and function as a form of metasemiotic mediation (Coffin & Donohue, 2014). This 

can aid students’ awareness of the centrality of meaning making through language in the 

development of an interactive text. Feedback comments can draw attention to the reader’s 

response to the original text, especially where the ability of the reader to cohere the intended 

line of argument breaks down. The metadiscursive features of the feedback comments 

themselves can also realise the response, rationale and solution of the problem, referencing the 

‘current text’ intratextually and the wider feedback discourse of the dialogic cycle 

intertextually. 

6.2 Operationalising theoretical principles through praxis 

These seven theoretical principles of the proposed praxiology were operationalised as part of 

my teaching practice within a DFF based on an adaptation of Beaumont et al.’s (2011) Dialogic 

Feedback Cycle and Hammond and Gibbons (2005) interactional contingent scaffolding model, 

as shown in Figure 6.1. The classroom pedagogy and concurrent feedback practice realised in 

this framework are grounded in a socio-constructivist approach to writing. Feedback as a 
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‘supporting genre’ (Ädel, 2017) operates across three phases of a cycle: preparatory guidance, 

in-task guidance and performance feedback. Episodes of dialogue (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017) 

occur within these phases reflecting interaction between my students, myself and the practical 

strategies I used as part of the course materials.  

 

Theoretical principles: 

(i)   Effective written commentary feedback should be dialogic and collaborative 

(ii)  Dialogic feedback can help bring awareness of the interactive nature of academic writing 

(iii) Expectations of feedback need to be managed 

(iv) Effective feedback strategies should promote self-reflection and self-assessment for and as learning 

(v)  Feedback that supports students working within their ZPD can best facilitate improvements in argumentation 

(vi) Metadiscoursal awareness is key in successful argumentation 

(vii) Dialogic written commentary feedback can be used to scaffold metadiscoursal awareness 

Figure 6.1 Feedback as a supporting genre in a dialogic feedback framework [DFF] 

At the macro level, active participation of both student and teacher is encouraged, to promote 

dialogic and collaborative feedback and improve feedback literacy in the wider context of 

feedback discourse. Within this macro cycle, dialogic feedback scaffolds at a micro level to 

facilitate improvements to students’ argumentational skills in the current text, drawing on 

elements of designed-in scaffolding (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005) in my classroom pedagogy. 

This feedback approach was informed by my own assumptions, beliefs and socio-constructivist 

approaches to writing pedagogy (see Section 2.3.1 for a discussion of these), as well as 
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reviewed research on the teaching and learning of writing undertaken in Chapter Three. 

Practical strategies were designed to operationalise the effective application of the seven 

proposed principles within these three phases for the main written assignment for the course. 

An overview of this process is presented in Table 6.1, which shows what I added into the pre-

existing course curriculum in order to operationalise the cycle. The framework was applied 

twice with no change in its operationalisation in the tutorial classes in Semester 2, 2015 and 

Semester 1, 2016. 
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Table 6.1. Operationalisation of theoretical principles 

Cycle phase 

(Beaumont et al., 

2011) 

Theoretical 

principles  

Practical strategies (Macro): dialogic feedback and 

feedback literacy 

Practical strategies (Micro): interactional scaffolding 

of argumentational skills. 

Preparatory guidance (i) (ii) (iii)  Discussion of previous feedback experiences and 

preferences 
Collaborative unpacking of writing task  

Managing expectations of feedback 

 

In-task guidance (i) (ii) (iv) 

(v) (vi) (vii) 

Discussion of assessment criteria 

Completion of interactive self-evaluation cover sheet 

Using exemplars to raise rhetorical consciousness of 

metadiscourse 
Formative feedback on outline for draft  

Completion of feedback reflection sheet  
 

Using exemplars to raise rhetorical consciousness 

of metadiscourse 

Completion of interactive self-evaluation cover 

sheet 

Completion of feedback reflection sheet 

Cohesive and coherent feedback strategy 
Student-teacher consultations  

Feedback comments to explicitly mark reader 

response to development of argument  
Performance feedback (i) (ii) (iv) 

(v) (vii) 
Cohesive and coherent feedback strategy 
Student-teacher consultations  

Feedback comments to explicitly mark reader 

response to development of argument  

Theoretical principles: 

(i)   Effective written commentary feedback should be dialogic and collaborative 

(ii)  Dialogic feedback can help bring awareness of the interactive nature of academic writing 

(iii) Expectations of feedback need to be managed 

(iv)  Effective feedback strategies should promote self-reflection and -assessment for and as learning 

(v)   Feedback that supports students working within their ZPD can best facilitate improvements in argumentation 

(vi)  Metadiscoursal awareness is key in successful argumentation 

(vii) Dialogic written commentary feedback can be used to scaffold metadiscoursal awareness 

Note. Practical strategies that have been added or extended as part of my teaching practice not present in the existing curriculum activities are 

italicised and highlighted in bold.  
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6.3 Data collection for evaluation of the praxiology 

The location of Stage 2 of this research study was one campus of an Australian university in 

Queensland – Griffith University. The classroom fieldwork was carried out in tutorial classes 

from two of the university’s English Language Enhancement Courses (ELEC) – Language 

and Communication for Business (comprising twenty-six students – Semester 2 2015 

[LCBSem22015]) and Language and Communication for Arts and Social Sciences 

(comprising twenty-three students – Semester 1 2016 [LCASSem12016]). These are fully 

credited courses designed to improve international students’ language and academic literacy 

skills (see Fenton-Smith, Humphreys, & Walkinshaw, 2017; Fenton-Smith et al., 2015). 

An ELEC is a compulsory core course for EAL [English as an additional language] students 

who come to the university via a range of pathways including, high school entry, IELTS 

testing or similar, diploma, or a direct entry pathway from the university’s English language 

school. The students in the fieldwork classes had proficiency levels ranging from an IELTS 6 

(or equivalent), which was the university’s minimum entry requirement at that time, to 

IELTS 6.5 (or equivalent). In terms of their ability to respond to feedback, according to 

Aljaafreh and Lantolf’s (1994) five-level regulatory scale, these students could be considered 

as between Level 3 (able to notice and correct an error with scaffolded help) and Level 4 

(able to notice and correct an error after seeking confirmation of the correct form with an 

expert).  

These courses are integrated into existing programmes within each of the university’s major 

academic groups (Business; Health; Science; and Arts, Education and Law). Students 

generally take an ELEC during their first semester of study and are expected to attend one 

two-hour tutorial and one two-hour lecture per week over a thirteen-week semester. One of 

the assessment tasks on these courses requires students to write a research essay or report, 

submitted initially as a draft in week 7, on which they receive formative feedback only, and 

then again in week 11, at which point the task is graded. Both formative feedback and 

summative feedback and grading are focused on four criteria: task fulfilment, coherence and 

cohesion, grammar, and vocabulary.  

I collected two main types of data in the fieldwork in this inquiry: 

 Classroom teaching data (Section 6.3.1) 

 Case studies (Section 6.3.2) 
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A variety of instruments and methods were used for each of these in order to provide rich 

data that were meaningful and practical (Elliott, 1991). The collection processes for data from 

my classroom teaching and then the case studies are discussed below. An overview of the 

data collection process is also presented in Figure 6.2. Ethical clearance (reference no. 

LAL/01/15/HREC) was obtained for the collection of classroom and case study data.  

Fieldwork data collection 

My reflective journal 

 

Teaching materials 

 

 

Questionnaire 

 

Classroom  

Students’ interactive self-evaluation 

cover sheets 

 

My written commentary feedback 

from draft and final essays 

 

Students’ feedback reflection sheets 
 

Case study student interviews 

 

 

 

Case Studies  

Case study students’ draft and final 

essays  

 

Figure 6.2. Schematic view of data collection process 

6.3.1 Classroom fieldwork  

Two types of teacher-generated data were collected from the classroom fieldwork: my own 

notes from my reflective research journal and the teaching materials developed for the 

designed-in or planned scaffolding (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005) in the in-task guidance 

phase of the DFF. 

My reflective journal: I used a reflective journal to both record what happened in the 

classroom and explore my own expectations, reactions, and observations. This allowed me to 

map my growing and changing understandings of the data. Reflective writing is central to 

reflective practice and to the concept of learning from experience, which is inherent in 
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practitioner inquiry. As such, it is an increasingly accepted practice in qualitative research, 

particularly when situated in constructivist and interpretivist paradigms (Denzin, 1994; 

Ortlipp, 2008).  

Rather than presenting the research process as “seamless, neat and linear” (Boden, Kenway, 

& Epstein, 2005, p. 70), reflective journaling can make the “messiness […] visible” (Ortlipp, 

2008, p. 704). Scanlon, Care, and Udod (2002) posit that “reflection enables practitioners to 

tap into knowledge gained through experiences. The practitioner gains a deeper 

understanding of the meaning of the experience bringing to consciousness tacit knowledge” 

(p. 136). I maintained my journal as a Word document so that I could interrogate it using 

computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software - NVivo 11 - during my evaluation of the 

practical strategies. The journal entries were used to supplement my analysis of the data, and 

my overall reflection and discussion of the praxiology in Stage 3 of this thesis.  

Teaching materials: As a supplement to the existing course content, I developed specific 

teaching materials as designed-in scaffolding in the in-task guidance phase of the cycle (see 

Figure 6.1; Table 6.1). At the macro level, these materials supported my feedback practice 

by providing a knowledge resource which I could reference in my comments. At the micro 

level, these materials represented a practical strategy which I could use to develop my 

students’ awareness of the metadiscoursal elements of argumentation, realising principles (vi) 

Metadiscoursal awareness is key in successful argumentation and (v) Feedback that 

supports students working in their ZPD can best facilitate improvements in 

argumentation. Teaching materials such as handouts and class notes were collected as a data 

source where they were related to the relevant content (see Appendix A for one example). 

Document analysis such as this also made the contextual background richer (Creswell, 2014) 

and was useful to refer back to in my evaluation of data collected from my case study 

interviews. My use of these materials, as well as my observations of the students’ 

engagement with them, was recorded as part of the reflective journaling process. 

Student-generated data were collected from questionnaires, students’ interactive self-

evaluation cover sheets, students’ draft and final essays, students’ draft reflection sheets, and 

recorded interviews with case study participants. Both quantitative and qualitative methods, 

including textual analysis, were employed. This design enabled a more comprehensive 

understanding of the research problem than quantitative or qualitative methods alone would 

permit (L  Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2011; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Hesse-Biber, 
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2010; B. Johnson & Christensen, 2004; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010; Terrell, 2012). The data 

collection tools are discussed in more detail below. 

Questionnaire: A questionnaire was used to elicit students’ perceptions and expectations of 

feedback provision on their writing (see Appendix C). The questionnaire examined the 

cultural dimensions of feedback, elicited students’ prior experiences and expectations of 

feedback, and provided context for the subsequent discussion and management of students’ 

experiences and expectations of feedback. This was used as part of realising theoretical 

principle (iii) Expectations of feedback need to be managed and to inform the practical 

strategies in the in-task guidance and performance feedback phases of the cyclical framework 

(see Figure 6.1; Table 6.1). The questionnaire was implemented in class in week 4 of each 

13-week semester cycle and comprised both open-ended and closed questions. Open-ended 

questions asked students to consider firstly their prior feedback and writing experiences, and 

then secondly, their expectations of feedback. These types of questions provided richer data 

for later thematic analysis using NVivo 11.  

I had pilot tested a draft questionnaire in similar classes I had taught in previous semesters, 

and I used this testing to establish how well the concepts under investigation were measurable 

(L  Cohen et al., 2011). Pilot testing the questionnaire for this study was also important to 

reduce the risk of respondent literacy problems (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010). Students who 

had tested the draft questionnaires had reported some confusion over the meaning of some of 

the terms and had also identified some formatting errors. These were amended for the final 

version of the questionnaire used in the study. Including a survey method in the data 

collection helped to identify patterns and increase the robustness of subsequent findings 

(Creswell, 2014; Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010).  

An acknowledged limitation of using a questionnaire, especially in the first weeks of the 

course, was the potential of prestige or social desirability bias (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010), 

where students may provide answers that they deem to be the most acceptable or desired by 

the researcher. This could especially have been the case in my classroom, where I was 

providing the students with the questionnaire in a role as researcher and as teacher; thus, 

potentially I could have been perceived as being in a position of power. Additionally, 

questionnaires were not completed anonymously as students’ names were requested. This 

was because I wanted to be able to refer to questionnaire responses in my case study 

interviews, but at this stage of the research process, I had not finalised who those case studies 
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would be. In order to limit social desirability bias, I explained the purpose of the 

questionnaire and its role in my research study, and that the questions themselves asked about 

students’ previous experiences and expectations – in other words, not about current 

experiences of the course I was teaching. I also made it clear that students did not have to 

complete the questionnaire if they did not want to.  

Interactive self-evaluation cover sheets: I had trialled this strategy in a previous semester in 

similar ELEC tutorials, which had confirmed its viability as an effective element in my 

feedback framework. (See Chapter Four for a discussion of this earlier practitioner inquiry). 

Subsequently, I made minor changes to the layout of the cover sheet and slightly modified 

how I explained the task to the students, based on what I had learnt from the trial (see 

Appendix B). When I had first trialled the strategy, I had given students example cover 

sheets with comments I had written myself so that they could see what their self-reflections 

and self-evaluations might look like. However, I had found that the students had sometimes 

relied too heavily on these when completing their own cover sheets, and in some cases had 

copied my example comments rather than generate their own reflections and assessments. 

Therefore, although I showed the students an example on a PowerPoint slide, I did not hand 

out any in the two tutorial classes in this current inquiry. 

The interactive self-evaluation cover sheets were completed in class in week 7 following 

draft submission. Copies of these sheets were collected, and students’ comments were entered 

on an Excel spreadsheet, and then later interrogated using NVivo 11. Data from this practical 

strategy were used to evaluate the effective application of principle (iv) Effective feedback 

strategies should promote self-reflection and self-assessment for and as learning.  

Written commentary feedback on student writing and related revisions: My feedback 

comments in relation to the development of argument were collected from students’ draft 

essays. Comments were entered on an Excel spreadsheet, coded and then interrogated using a 

combination of manual analysis and software SPSS v. 24, WordSmith Tools v. 7 (Scott, 

2017) and NVivo 11. Students’ final essays were also analysed to establish the success or 

otherwise of revisions in response to my comments on categories of argumentation. Data 

from this cohesive and coherent feedback strategy operationalised in the in-task guidance and 

performance phases of the cycle aided the evaluation of the application of principles (v) 

Feedback that supports students working within their ZPD can best facilitate 

improvements in argumentation, (vi) Metadiscoursal awareness is key in successful 
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argumentation and (vii) Dialogic written commentary feedback can be used to scaffold 

metadiscoursal awareness (see Figure 6.1; Table 6.1). 

Feedback reflection sheets: In week 9 of the course, after receiving their returned drafts 

with feedback, students also completed a reflection sheet. I had modified this from the one 

currently in use on the course (see Appendix D.2), adapting strategies suggested by Burke 

and Pieterick (2010) in their ASK approach in order to facilitate student agency in the 

feedback process. These modified feedback reflection sheets (see Appendix D.1) enabled 

students to demonstrate their understanding (or not) of the main areas of feedback I had 

provided and how they planned to revise their texts. Copies of these sheets and students’ 

comments were entered on an Excel spreadsheet, and then interrogated using NVivo 11.  

These three practical strategies of interactive cover sheet, written commentary feedback and 

feedback reflection sheet functioned as dialogic episodes - inter-related elements/texts - 

constituting a genre chain of support (Ädel, 2017) within the DFF as shown in Figure 6.3. 

 

Draft submission 

 

  

Interactive self-

evaluation cover 

sheet 

  

Teacher formative 

comments on draft 

 

  

Student reflection 

on feedback 

  

Final submission 

(summative comments) 

Figure 6.3 Dialogic and collaborative feedback supporting chain 

6.3.2 Case Studies 

Data collected on the full class cohorts from the classroom fieldwork were supplemented 

with case studies on four selected individual students. The units of analysis for my case study 

data were: 

 how participants had engaged with my feedback within the DFF when making their 

revisions,  

 whether their experiences had led to any changes in their orientation to writing and 

positioning of audience, and 

 their perceptions of the DFF. 

Purposive sampling was used to intentionally select participants who could provide different 

examples from the study population (Creswell, 2014) and to add richer data to my classroom 
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collected data and depth to the practitioner inquiry. I conducted semi-structured and 

stimulated recall interviews with participants and carried out textual analysis of their writing. 

Data collected from classroom fieldwork (questionnaires, interactive cover sheets, feedback 

reflection sheets, and feedback/revision analysis), which applied to the selected case study 

participants, were also included in the case study data.  

Case study research design and analysis is one of the most widely used qualitative methods in 

education (Duff, 2007; Harland, 2014). A case study is characterised by the ‘bounded’ nature 

of the case, the multiple perspectives and sources of information it offers, the centrality of 

context, and the in-depth analysis it affords the researcher (Creswell, 2012; Duff, 2007; Yin, 

2009). Each case study is unique, and in contrast to rule-based knowledge, case-based 

knowledge is context-dependent (Flyvbjerg, 2006), and as such “[n]either the researcher nor 

reader can truly replicate the study, they can only learn from it” (Harland, 2014, p. 4). 

Although commonly associated with qualitative research, case studies can be analysed 

quantitatively as well, and in this inquiry, the data were collected and analysed using both 

qualitative and quantitative methods.  

The literature evidences that although no ideal sample size exists for case study design, 

multiple case studies can increase the reliability of results (Harland, 2014; Yin, 2009). I also 

hoped that using a number of cases would help to reduce the impact of any participant drop 

out. Therefore, initially at least two or three participants were sought from each class. An 

evaluation of potential participants was made as part of the entry behaviour and prior 

experience data collection that I typically undertake at the start of each course. I recruited 

participants who evidenced problems with development of argument in their draft essays at 

the level of paragraph, as well as students who had already begun to demonstrate these skills. 

Therefore, an analysis of drafts submitted in week 7 was also used to help inform the 

purposive sampling. Once a potential list of cases was established, I asked the selected 

students verbally if they wished to participate. I explained that this was voluntary, that their 

decision about participation would have no bearing on their final grades, and that they could 

withdraw at any time. I initially identified six potential cases for the study; however, only 

four students (three from my tutorial class LCBSem22015, and one from my tutorial class 

LCASSem12016) finally participated. An initial orientation interview was then organised for 

week 10, when the informed consent process was also undertaken.  
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One of the disadvantages of using multiple case studies can be the difficulty in ensuring the 

consistency of data collection procedures (Yin, 2009, 2012). To ensure consistency, 

therefore, a case study protocol was established (Yin, 2009). Having an established protocol 

for this practitioner inquiry meant that interview questions could be clearly defined, and 

procedures used consistently in the data collection for each case study. Analysis of the case 

study data was a recursive process moving between review of the literature, developing ideas 

and the dataset itself.  

Interviews were conducted face-to-face with each of the case study participants, subsequent 

to informed consent being received (see Appendix E) in week 10 and week 13/14 of each 

semester. Interviews lasted for approximately 20-30 minutes and were recorded and later 

transcribed following participant informed consent. Appendix F presents the interview plan. 

In the first interview in week 10, which was semi-structured, I asked participants to expand 

on some of their responses to the questionnaires they had completed in week 4 in relation to 

their previous experiences and expectations of feedback on their writing. In week 13/14, I 

used stimulated recall interviewing to elicit the students’ individual thought processes when 

responding to my feedback and also their perceptions of the practical strategies I had used in 

the DFF. 

Semi-structured interviewing allows the researcher to gain an understanding of the 

participants’ perceptions and perspectives of the phenomenon being explored (Johnson & 

Christensen, 2004). Awareness of the concepts of reflexivity and relationality are important 

in the interview process as “an interview reflects what interviewers and participants bring to 

the interview, impressions during it, and the relationship constructed through it” (Charmaz, 

2006, p.26). In this light, Freebody (2003) warns that using interviews to elicit interviewees’ 

learning environments and classroom constructs may not necessarily always be reliable 

because interviewees will always position themselves in certain ways with a possibly 

unrecognised desire to please the interviewer. This may be especially so where the 

interviewer is perceived to be positioned in the role of expert or authority. As both a 

researcher and as a teacher, I was constantly aware of the position of privilege my 

competency in my first language gave me, in addition to the role of expert that I occupied 

when interviewing the student participants and in my subsequent interpretations of that data. I 

have, throughout the research process, tried to adopt a position of empathetic neutrality 

(Patton, 2005) in order to “understand the [participants’] world as it unfolds, be true to 
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complexities and multiple perspectives as they emerge, and be balanced in reporting both 

confirmatory and disconfirming evidence with regard to any conclusions offered” (Patton, 

2005, p.51). 

Stimulated recall is an introspective method used to elicit, retrospectively, data concerning 

the participants’ individual thought processes in carrying out a task or activity. In this case, 

essay drafts with written feedback were used as the stimuli. Stimulated recall has its 

theoretical foundation in an information-processing approach which argues that access to 

these thought processes is increased by using a prompt that stimulates recall (Gass & 

Mackey, 2000). In ensuring a rigorous approach when using stimulated recall as a data 

collection method in an L2 context, Gass & Mackey (2000) argue that data should be 

collected as soon as possible after the event that is to be the focus of the recall), that 

instructions should be simple, and that minimal instruction should be given to the participants 

so as to reduce interference. They also stress the importance of awareness that participants 

may say what they think the researcher wants to hear, which reflects similar concerns to those 

expressed by Freebody (2003) regarding the positioning of both the participant and the 

interviewer. 

The coding of the qualitative data was carried out over two phases. Firstly, initial coding was 

carried out with the data being analysed line by line and a continuous comparison of data 

with data. Secondly, more focused coding was employed, where the most significant or most 

frequent initial codes were used to categorise data (Charmaz, 2006). In carrying out initial 

coding, I used coding with gerunds to keep close to the data and to help identify processes. 

Using gerunds as line-by-line coding also maintains action and sequence (Charmaz, 2006). At 

the same time, I used memo writing to help me make sense of the many themes that resulted 

from the data coding. Findings from this qualitative analysis were then used to enrich those 

from the classroom fieldwork. 

Textual analysis of the case study participants’ draft and final essays was also undertaken to 

explore the structural and rhetorical choices realised in students’ argumentation at the level of 

paragraph. This supplemented my analysis of my written commentary feedback on student 

writing from the classroom fieldwork data with a richer evaluation of the metadiscursive 

elements of participants’ development of argument. As in the study presented in Chapter 

Five, this analysis was informed by Hyland’s (2005a) interpersonal model of metadiscourse, 
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based on a functional approach, in which metadiscourse is realised in the ways the writer 

refers to the reader, the text or themselves. 

6.4 Chapter summary 

In this chapter I have proposed a dialogic feedback framework [DFF] comprising theoretical 

principles applied through practical strategies, which can scaffold the teaching and learning 

of argumentation in L2 undergraduate writing. Feedback is framed as dialogic episodes 

between interrelated elements of a supporting chain that extend beyond the current text. The 

two types of data collection I used in this inquiry, from my classroom and from four case 

studies, have been outlined and the various tools and methods used presented. In the 

following chapters of Stage 2, findings and analysis of these data from the macro level and 

micro level phases of the DFF are presented and discussed.   
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Chapter Seven – Findings and discussion (1) – Macro level  

In this chapter I present my observations and findings from the classroom operationalisation 

of the proposed dialogic feedback framework [DFF] as outlined in Table 6.1. An overview of 

the background of the student participants in the two observed classrooms is presented first in 

Section 7.1, followed by findings from the data collection in the macro level phases of the 

framework. In these phases, data were collected using a questionnaire administered in week 4 

of the semester (Section 7.2), an interactive self-evaluation cover sheet, which was 

completed by students in week 7, after they had submitted their draft essays, and a feedback 

reflection sheet completed by students after they had received my feedback on their drafts 

(Section 7.3) in week 9. Analyses of the findings were used to evaluate the application of the 

theoretical principles and practical strategies, which were designed in order to promote 

dialogic and collaborative feedback and feedback literacy. Findings from the micro level 

phases of the framework are presented and discussed in Chapter Eight.  

7.1 Background of student participants 

Tables 7.1a and 7.1b provide a breakdown of student nationalities and pathways for each of 

the two tutorial classes in which the fieldwork for this project was undertaken. These reflect 

the varied prior experiences of writing and feedback that the students had had. As the 

findings I present in this chapter, and the following chapters of Stage 2, will show, these 

experiential differences, and the diversity in perceptions or ‘mythologies’ (Adcroft, 2011) of 

feedback, influenced my students’ expectations and understandings of my practice.  

Table 7.1a Language and Communication for Business - Tutorial class Semester 2 2015 

[LCBSem22015] (N=26) 

Nationality n  Pathway n 

Chinese 10  QIBT* Diploma 12 

Norwegian 6  TAFE** 1 

Russian 3  GELI*** Direct Entry  3 

German 3  IELTS/TOEFL 1 

Kuwaiti 2  Study Abroad 9 

Japanese 1    

Filipino 1    

Note. *QIBT was renamed Griffith College from 30th November 2015; ** TAFE [Technical and 

Further Education]; *** GELI [Griffith English Language Institute] direct entry pathway 12-week 

course. 
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Table 7.1b Language and Communication for Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences - 

Tutorial class Semester 1 2016 [LCASSem12016] (N=23) 

Nationality n  Pathway n 

Chinese 17  Griffith College 

[QIBT]* Diploma 

11 

Japanese 2  GELI** Direct Entry  8 

Russian 1  Study Abroad 2 

Korean 1  IELTS/TOEFL 1 

French 1  Other 1 

Nepalese 1    

Note. *QIBT was renamed Griffith College from 30th November 2015; ** GELI [Griffith English 

Language Institute] direct entry pathway 12-week course. 

In both classes, the majority of students had been studying in Australia before transitioning to 

their undergraduate degree programs (n = 16 LCBSem22015; n = 20 LCASSem12016) either 

on discipline-specific diploma courses (QIBT; TAFE; Other) or a direct entry pathway 

foundational program at the university’s English language school (GELI). The two students 

who had entered through an IELTS or TOEFL score had studied for these language 

proficiency exams in their home countries. The Study Abroad students in LCBSem22015 (n 

= 9) were all from European universities (n = 6 Norway; n = 3 Germany) and in their third or 

fourth year of undergraduate degree programs. The Norwegian students were studying 

subjects in both English and their first language at their universities in Norway. In 

LCASSem12016, the two Study Abroad students were both Japanese.  

7.2 Questionnaire  

A questionnaire was used in week 4 to elicit student participants’ perceptions and 

expectations of feedback provision on their writing (see Appendix C). A total of 49 

questionnaires were administered; however, once incomplete questionnaires had been 

removed from the data set, the final total was 44 (n =24 LCBSem22015; n =20 

LCASSem12016). The questions asked students to consider firstly their prior feedback and 

writing experiences, and then secondly, their expectations of feedback; their responses were 

analysed using NVivo 11 to identify the themes as presented below.  

Key findings were then used to support practical strategies - Discussion of previous feedback 

experiences and preferences and Managing expectations of feedback - to realise theoretical 
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principle (iii) Expectations of feedback need to be managed (see Table 6.1). Collected data 

informed class discussion of feedback on the course – my expectations and theirs and any 

mismatch between the two, the feedback process, and the theoretical positions that underpin 

my own feedback practices and writing pedagogy (as outlined in Chapter Two). Findings 

also informed the evaluation of the interactive self-evaluation cover sheet and feedback 

reflection sheet as practical strategies to address principle (iv) Effective feedback strategies 

should promote self-reflection and self-assessment of learning (see Table 6.1). 

7.2.1 Prior experiences of feedback and writing 

The students’ written responses to questions6 concerning experiences of feedback on their 

writing in English before studying in Australia highlighted two major themes which I 

categorised as 1) conceptions of the purpose of feedback, and 2) experiences of feedback. 

The purpose of feedback 

Students’ responses showed marked differences in their responses to the questions: ‘What do 

you think the term feedback means?’, and ‘What is the purpose of feedback in your academic 

culture?’. Students provided definitions that identified feedback as a way for a teacher to 

provide both positive and negative evaluations on assignments, as evidenced in the extracts 

below. 

You get comments or response on what you do, your work, so that you get a better insight yourself 

and can improve (Valerie; LCASSem12016) 

…to receive information about things you are doing well and also not well to help improve (Zaid; 

LCBSem22015) 

I think that feedback is the opinion that how people think your performance and tell you what you did 

well and wrong and also give you some suggestion for your improvement (Gordon; LCBSem22015) 

…how well you are doing (Sarah; LCASSem12016) 

…helping you to improve (Kay; LCBSem22015) 

Students’ definitions conceptualised feedback as having a formative, teaching and learning 

function by helping them “improve” their writing. However, when asked to comment on the 

                                                 

6 I have quoted all student-generated data verbatim throughout this thesis. Pseudonyms are used to maintain 

confidentiality. 
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purpose of the feedback they had received on their own writing in English, 41 out of the 44 

students identified this as being to highlight errors that needed correction or to show the 

student where or why they had lost marks.  In other words, rather than the previously 

highlighted formative ‘learning’ potential, feedback actually received in practice was 

conceptualised as being about ‘pointing out mistakes’, as illustrated in the following extracts: 

I got feedback for my assignment and the tutor pointed out some mistakes (Alex; LCBSem22015) 

…show me my grade for the information to answer the question (Ben; LCBSem22015) 

…to know the disadvantage then correct myself (Jess; LCASSem12016) 

It highlight my grammar mistakes and it went wrong (Caya; LCBSem22015) 

Show my errors (Bella; LCASSem12016) 

The teacher mark my mistakes to show me (Laura; LCASSem12016) 

…what I needed for my grade (Jack; LCASSem12016) 

…tell me how I lost marks (Daria; LCBSem22015) 

Helps me be more accurate (Marte; LCBSem22015) 

As suggested by these examples, students’ conceptions of the primary function of feedback 

they had actually experienced on their English writing were characterised by a focus on 

accuracy and error correction. The purpose of feedback was conceptualised as being related 

to task completion and the process was seen as one of transmission of knowledge from expert 

to learner (McLean et al., 2014) in order to facilitate accuracy. In the context of an EFL 

classroom, where writing tasks have been designed to specifically demonstrate writing skills 

and language proficiency, it is not surprising that students had primarily experienced task-

focused corrective feedback. Often this can mean that students tend to take a bottom-up 

approach to their writing, which is focused on analytical decoding and comprehension of 

meaning at the level of word and sentence. A focus on accuracy is also, of course, a necessary 

part of general English language writing courses where feedback on sentence level errors is 

likely to predominate (Nugrahenny, 2007). Whether indirect or direct error correction is 

provided, this type of ‘carrying’ feedback (Mahboob, 2015), which is explicit but without 

(much) rationale, is often used for low level mistakes at or below clause level. The 

questionnaire responses in this study thus concur with those of previous findings (e.g. Ferris 
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& Roberts, 2001; Hedgcock & Leftkowitz, 1994; Nugrahenny, 2007; Ruegg, 2015a, 2015b) 

that highlight expectations for corrective feedback more than other types of feedback (on L2 

‘learning to write’ tasks) and the role of the teacher as expert in identifying error.  

Experiences of feedback 

Students also answered questions about modes of feedback, their feelings about feedback 

received, and how they had previously used feedback on their writing in English before 

studying in Australia. Grading with feedback, error correction and summative comments 

were the most commonly experienced types of feedback. Five of the students had received 

electronic feedback and twenty-one had received verbal feedback through consultations along 

with written feedback. 

The students reported mixed feelings about the feedback they had received on their English 

writing. The value of feedback in helping them improve meant that some students saw the 

process positively: 

Good. When I get feedback I know what's wrong and can then try to make it right the next time 

(Harry; LCBSem22015) 

Didn't make me feel bad but more interested to improve (Chloe; LCASSem12016) 

Happy to have something specific to work on (Mel; LCASSem12016) 

It made me feel better because it a big help for further works (Joe; LCBSem22015) 

It’s good to know what I did wrong to improve my accuracy (Nora; LCBSem22015) 

Negative feelings about feedback were related to embarrassment, lack of understanding and 

feelings of failure: 

I cannot understand clearly so I feel embarrassed (Pete; LCASSem12016) 

Depressed because my writing skill is really bad (Ed; LCBSem22015) 

I did something wrong and feel sad (Catherine; LCBSem22015) 

Students also commented on their frustration with the type of feedback they had received 

which created a barrier to its usefulness: 
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Too much red [pen] for mistakes but not enough help to improve for myself (Dennis; LCBSem22015) 

I just didn’t care – it was just about the grade (Lee; LCBSem22015) 

Students who had revealed positive experiences of feedback related to perceptions of 

usefulness and improvement also evidenced good strategies in their use of feedback, even 

beyond immediate tasks: 

I tried to see it as an incentive and something to refer to for my next assignment (Nora; 

LCBSem22015) 

…try to use the feedback for improving my skills and keep it in mind (Ben; LCBSem22015) 

I tried to use it so I didn't repeat mistake (Maree; LCASSem12016) 

Use it to improve my next grades by looking back (Chloe; LCASSem12016) 

Students who expressed ambivalence or negative recollections of feedback, however, 

generally seemed to have failed to use feedback sustainably. 

It’s just on that one writing so I don’t care (Lee; LCBSem22015) 

I couldn’t understand so it was no help so I don’t look again (Shelly; LCBSem22015) 

Too many mistakes so I get confused to use (Jacky; LCASSem12016) 

An exception to this was one student in LCBSem22015 who recollected negatively about a 

feedback experience but then wrote of her strategies as being almost like a ‘penance’ to make 

up for the mistakes she had made. 

I feel failure because many mistakes, I must try harder to correct my mistakes so I write out and learn 

my mistakes, it is important for me to know my mistakes to improve my grades I think (Lyn; 

LCBSem22015) 

These responses highlight the complexity of the variables influencing how students reacted to 

feedback and their subsequent engagement with the process. These conceptions and past 

experiences underpinned their expectations of the function of the feedback they would be 

receiving from me. 

7.2.2 Expectations of feedback provision 

Students’ responses to questions about their expectations of the type of feedback they would 

receive in their first semester evidenced a mismatch between the purpose of an assignment 
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and the focus of the feedback that tended to be given on it. I characterised this main theme as 

‘content vs. language’. 

Content vs. language 

Expectations of feedback appeared to have been influenced most strongly by the perceived 

‘role’ of writing in course assessments. For the writing assignments on the Language and 

Communication course that I was teaching, all students expressed a high level of expectation 

that they would receive specific form-focused language feedback from me. In my role as 

feedback provider, students expected that I would focus mainly on identifying errors in their 

use of language, principally in grammar and vocabulary. I was positioned very much as 

language proficiency ‘assessor’ of their written product, rather than a ‘reader’ with whom 

they needed to engage. The purpose of the written assignment was seen as being very 

different to those on other courses, where appropriateness of propositional information was 

considered by some students as being more important, as highlighted in these extracts. 

I expect I will get different feedback on this course to my others. This course is about English (Nik; 

LCASSem12016) 

My grammar errors here but other courses not as much importance if information is correct (Alex; 

LCBSem22015) 

English is important in all but I expect more feedback on information in others, here on this course 

accuracy of English language is most important because that is the purpose of the course (Abby; 

LCBSem22015) 

I expect your feedback will show me how to improve my writing, my grammar etc highlight my errors 

etc (Nora; LCBSem22015) 

Their previous experiences of writing pedagogy appeared to have been mainly of approaches 

with a focus on text and the products of writing (Hyland, 2016) practised through ‘learning to 

write’ tasks (Manchón, 2011). Research investigating the feedback strategy of L2 writing 

teachers has shown that this tends to involve direct correction and feedback at a local level 

(Guenette & Lyster, 2013; Hyland & Anan, 2006; Junqueira & Payant, 2015) with an 

emphasis on grammar and mechanics (Montgomery & Baker, 2007). Even where participants 

had experienced reading-to-write tasks, such as on the university’s direct entry program, 

where students write a discipline-specific research essay, feedback provision was identified 

as having been focused predominantly on sentence-level accuracy with the highlighting “of 
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all my grammar errors” (Bella; LCASSem12016). In other words, subject knowledge was 

seen as being distinct from language proficiency, which was “not so important if it is correct 

knowledges ” (Jack; LCASSem12016).  

Thus, although feedback comments on both language proficiency and subject content were 

expected, the two were being viewed as separate. This is highlighted in the following 

questionnaire response from a student in the LCBSem22015 cohort. 

I get low marks for grammar mistakes then teacher will give me feedbacks. Other course knowledge 

are more important to be correct so more feedback on that, lecturer is professional in this subject 

(Harry; LCBSem22015) 

The students’ positioning of audience remained that of expert assessor of product (language 

use or content) in a unidirectional feedback process. This reflects the idea of transmission of 

knowledge from expert to learner or ‘feedback as telling’ (McLean et al., 2014) and 

conceptions of feedback as ‘fragmented’. The term fragmented is used by Calvo and Ellis 

(2010) to describe where students conceptualise feedback as being about task completion, 

which is in contrast to a conceptualisation of feedback as ‘cohesive’, which the authors 

describe as related to seeing feedback as related to learning. 

Questionnaire responses from students who had gained entry to their degree programs 

through diploma study in Australia (e.g. QIBT/Griffith College or TAFE; n= 12 

LCBSem22015; n = 10 LCASSem12016), or who had been studying on a degree program 

overseas (e.g. Study Abroad; n= 8 LCBSem22015; n = 2 LCASSem12016), also evidenced 

distinctions in expectations of feedback, depending on how the students perceived the nature 

of the course and purpose of the assignment. In this case, students’ experiences of writing 

discipline-specific assignments, and the type of feedback given by subject tutors on these, 

appear to have re-enforced this concept of the separateness of content and language. The 

perceived role and value of writing has been shown to impact on students’ perceptions and 

expectations of feedback (Goldstein, 2005; F. Hyland & Hyland, 2001). Conceptualising a 

distinction between ‘language proficiency as product’ and ‘subject content as product’ 

appears to have led to a differentiation in expectations of focus, for the students in my study. 

Where writing was seen as being related to discipline-specific ‘content’, the expectation was 

that feedback would be focused on ideas and knowledge.  

I expect to get feedback on the content rather than English usage in my other Business courses 

because that’s what it’s about isn’t it! (Zaid; LCBSem22015) 
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The two study abroad students in LCASSem12016 were an exception to this, however. Both 

these students were from Japan, where they were studying English Language and Literature. 

Similarly to those students whose previous study had been focused on language proficiency, 

they gave responses which evidenced an expectation that they would receive as much 

feedback on their English language errors as on the accuracy of content on their other 

courses.  

I would get comment on my grammar errors and how correct my knowledge is (Kenzo; 

LCASSem12016) 

Mistakes on my English and subject writing, both are important to be correct (Yuki; 

LCASSem12016) 

It is possible that they had had previous experiences of sentence-level accuracy being heavily 

weighted and that this had led to an expectation that teacher comments on these would be 

forthcoming (Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990) on their writing. 

A view of writing as simply a medium for the transference of knowledge can elide the role of 

language in learning and ultimately lead to reduced criticality (Mateos et al., 2011; Zhu, 

2004). This conceptualisation of writing as ‘product’, whether to demonstrate knowledge of 

content/propositional information, or to demonstrate language proficiency, suggests a 

perception of language as being separate from subject teaching and learning (Coffin & 

Donohue, 2014). This can then hinder active participation in the writing process (Ivanic, 

1998) and thus the dialogic interaction with the reader that is needed for successful 

argumentation.  

7.2.3 Summary of questionnaire findings 

The findings from the questionnaire data were important in highlighting potential mismatches 

between the students’ expectations of feedback and my socio-constructivist approach to 

writing pedagogy. My students had placed high value on task-oriented feedback with an 

expectation that language errors, predominantly at sentence-level, would be identified by me 

as ‘marker’ and expert. Their perception about the role of a writing assignment was an 

additional factor in the type of feedback they expected with findings illustrating that this led 

to a separation of content from language. The perceived role of a writing assignment, whether 

as ‘writing to learn’ (discipline assignments) or ‘learning to write’ (language proficiency 

assignments) was an additional factor in determining the type of feedback expected. As I will 
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discuss below, I also believe that the course assignment’s marking rubric (which focused 

largely on language and was therefore very different to marking criteria used for assignments 

on the students’ other courses) served to re-enforce the task’s role as one of ‘learning to 

write’. The amount of written assessment that students had to do for other courses may also 

have been an important factor in how students perceived the role of the assignment. In the 

LCASSem12016 cohort, only six students were taking courses that had major written 

assignments. The other seventeen students were all studying on design-related courses and 

anecdotally told me that assessments were mostly practical at that stage with very little 

writing required.  

7.3 Interactive self-evaluation cover sheet and Feedback reflection sheet 

The practical strategies: Completion of interactive self-evaluation cover sheet and Completion 

of feedback reflection sheet were applied as part of the in-task guidance phase of the feedback 

framework. These functioned at both the macro and micro level to realise principle (iv) 

Effective feedback strategies should promote self-reflection and self–assessment for and 

as learning (see Table 6.1), and as dialogic elements in the feedback supporting chain within 

which the interactional contingent scaffolding to improve metadiscoursal awareness 

functioned (see Figure 6.1).  

I had previously developed and trialled the interactive self-evaluation sheet in similar ELEC 

tutorials. In Chapter Four, I discussed my application of this strategy and my findings which 

suggested the benefits of including this cover sheet in my proposed framework.  

Students were asked to complete the cover sheet during their tutorial in week 7, referring to 

their draft essays to identify areas that they felt they wanted feedback on (see Appendix B). 

The aim was to engage them as active participants in a dialogic and collaborative feedback 

process. I then collected the cover sheets and used them to help inform the written feedback 

comments I provided.  

To continue the momentum of this process, students also completed a feedback reflection 

sheet as part of the performance feedback phase of the cycle. This was completed in tutorials 

in week 9 of the semester, subsequent to the release of their draft assignments with my 

feedback. The reflection sheet had been modified from the one used previously on the course 

in order to facilitate more effective use of my feedback comments. With reference to my 

comments on their drafts, I asked students to identify and explain: the key points in the 
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feedback in relation to the marking criteria, and areas of success as well as those that needed 

improvement. I also asked them to prepare questions for tutor consultations by identifying 

feedback that was not understood well (see Appendix D.1). This allowed a student to take a 

more active role in responding to my feedback. I was also able to evaluate how well students 

had initially understood and engaged with my comments. 

Completion of these sheets was not part of the essay task assessment, and not all students 

attended the week 7 and week 9 tutorials. Additionally, several students failed to complete 

both sheets successfully in class. Final numbers for students who completed both the 

interactive cover sheet (week 7) and the feedback reflection sheet (week 9) are presented in 

Table 7.2. 

Table 7.2 Completed interactive self-evaluation cover sheets and feedback reflection sheets 

Class Interactive cover sheet (n) Feedback reflection sheet(n) 

LCBSem22015 (N = 26) 19 15 

LCASSem12016 (N = 23) 17 17 

Data from all practical strategies in the feedback supporting chain: 1) interactive self-

evaluation cover sheet; 2) draft essay with my feedback comments; 3) feedback reflection 

sheet; 4) final essay with my feedback comments (see Figure 6.3) were analysed collectively. 

Therefore, only data from participants who had completed all four elements were included in 

the final data set for analysis (n = 15 LCBSem22015; n = 17 LCASSem12016). Examples of 

the feedback chain from two participants – Bill [LCASSem12016] and Carmen 

[LCBSem22015] - are presented in Appendix G. As with all data in this thesis, names have 

been changed to maintain confidentiality and comments are presented verbatim. Comments 

from the criteria ‘Task Fulfilment’ and ‘Coherence and Cohesion’ have been purposively 

selected as these directly relate to my analysis of argumentational skills. Additionally, as 

shown in Table 7.3, the majority of the students’ comments on the cover sheets concerned 

these two criteria. 

Edgington (2016) argues that reflecting on and reading students’ texts are the most important 

acts in providing feedback to actively engage with the student writer as well as the content. 
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As illustrated in the preceding examples, my comments on drafts were responsive to students’ 

own internally generated feedback. (Specific analysis and discussion of the coherent and 

cohesive feedback strategy used follows in Chapter Nine).  

Taking an active initiating role in the feedback process was unfamiliar and challenging for 

students; however, in over half of the completed cover sheets (n = 22) across both classes, 

students were able to comment, to some degree, on specific areas that they had concerns 

about. In cases where this was done less successfully, I found that students had sometimes 

paraphrased the generic descriptors from the rubric rather than generating their own 

comments, or had written a question that was not specific enough, for example, “Thesis is 

good?”  in the extract from Carmen (see Appendix G, Figure G.5). In this case, ideally 

Carmen should have aligned her comment with the criterion ‘task fulfilment’. Additionally, 

an evaluation of the ‘good-ness’ of her thesis as requested in this comment, would be inherent 

to the feedback I would be providing anyway. A better example of a more focused comment 

from the data on a similar area of concern was “I think my thesis is too many things” [Daria; 

LCASSem12016]. 

Table 7.3 shows a breakdown of the number of students’ comments by criterion (N =70) 

across the 22 completed cover sheets. Most of these comments were aligned with task 

fulfilment and coherence and cohesion, which I take to be evidence of the efficacy of the 

practical strategy - Completion of interactive self-evaluation cover sheet -in bringing 

awareness of the importance of reflection and evaluation from the viewpoint of ‘reader’.  

Table 7.3 Breakdown of comment types from interactive self-reflection cover sheets 

Criterion Number of comments* (N=70) Example comments 

Task Fulfilment 29 I’m not sure if APA referencing is 

correct  

I think I went off topic in later part 

away from my thesis – it was hard to 

include all informations I wanted to 

 

Coherence & Cohesion 33 Does body paragraph make sense to 

you?  

I’ve used a lot of linking words but 

it’s still confusing for me 

 

Grammar & Vocabulary 8 My sentences are too long but I don’t 

know how to write better!! 
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Students frequently commented on how the progression and logical development of their 

ideas was “confusing”. This was also confirmed in the analysis of my written commentary 

feedback presented in Chapter Eight. As discussed in Chapter Five, a breakdown in 

argumentation in students’ texts results in the inability of the reader to ‘cohere’ the 

development of an idea in the way the writer intended. However, completing the cover sheet 

and positioning themselves as ‘readers’, often led my students to greater awareness of where 

the logical development of their ideas had broken down, even though they were not always 

have been aware of why this was, as illustrated in the following extract. 

I think this is like the shopping list writing you told us about but how do I correct! [Vanessa; 

LCBSem22015] 

Confirmation of the validity of their own reflection and evaluation in my draft feedback 

comments also played a role in strengthening my students’ agency. On their feedback 

reflection sheets, the majority of students (n = 31) identified the key points from my feedback 

and thought about how they would use this information, including in some cases what they 

had done well, to improve their assignment. However, as illustrated in the extracts from 

Carmen, (see Appendix G) despite identifying what needed to be addressed, some of the 

students failed to realise the suggestions I had made to improve in certain categories of 

argumentation. Carmen’s comments on her feedback reflection sheet (see Figure G.7) show 

her realisation of lack of unity in her paragraphs, but although she writes a clearer topic 

sentence in her revised text, she fails to realise more criticality in her writing repeating 

similar problems to those identified in my feedback.  

As discussed in Section 3.10, previous studies have evidenced that problems with 

development of ideas are often the least successfully revised (Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; 

Ferris, 1997, 2001; Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; Wingate, 2012), and my findings from the 

case studies (which I discuss in Chapter Nine) highlighted that often my students would 

‘default’ to familiar types of revision (e.g. writing a topic sentence) that were easier than 

attempt something ‘new’. Despite the scaffolding I provided in teaching materials, some 

students were unable to transfer this learning, even where I explicitly referred to these in my 

written feedback, as suggested resources to help them make specific revisions. Since the 

development of feedback literacy is one of the core aims of the praxiology, I decided that 

planned classroom activities in the in-task guidance phase also needed to provide practice at 
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responding to feedback above the level of clause. Further evaluation and discussion of this is 

presented in Chapter Eight. 

The two cohorts comprised students with different writing experiences, different language 

proficiencies, and different feedback experiences and expectations. All of these were factors 

in the evaluation of the practical strategies. My findings suggest that being asked to self-

evaluate and initiate the feedback process and adopt a more reader-oriented approach to 

writing was very unfamiliar to some students. As will be shown in the case study data in 

Chapter Nine, some students were also very resistant to relying on themselves as a 

knowledge resource and to the concept of feedback as dialogic and collaborative. Asking my 

students to complete these sheets as classroom activities also runs the risk of them being 

viewed as one-off tasks that have to be completed as part of course requirements, rather than 

as developing the metacognitive practices that can improve their writing in the longer term. 

These are barriers previously identified in the literature (Boud & Falchikov, 2006; Dann, 

2002, 2014; Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 2006; Rodway, 2017a; Shvidko, 2015). The reality of 

the classroom is that often tasks that are not seen as ‘compulsory’ (i.e. they are not a 

requirement of task completion/assessment) have little ‘strategic’ value for students. In this 

context, with only the submission of draft and final essays included in the assessment task 

requirements, the other equally (if not more) important elements of the writing process could 

have been perceived as unique to my course and therefore idiosyncratic. A restructuring of 

the assessment criteria to encompass process matters alongside product, however, could help 

encourage my students to see the development of metacognitive practices as necessary for 

any writing task.  

7.4 Chapter summary 

In this chapter, I have presented and discussed my analyses of my findings from the 

questionnaire and the interactive self-evaluation and feedback reflection sheets. My students’ 

responses to the questionnaire evidence how preferences for feedback can be predicated on 

prior experiences and highlight how the perceived role of a writing assignment can also be an 

influence on students’ expectations of feedback. Some of their responses also illustrate their 

perceptions of a separation of content from language in the writing and feedback process. My 

use of the self-evaluation and feedback reflection sheets appears to have been a positive 

strategy for developing metacognitive practices and student agency when they are applied 

together as elements in a wider feedback supporting chain. Students’ revisions show that 
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some of them were developing an increased understanding about the architecture of 

argumentation in their writing. However, my findings also suggest that there is a need for me 

to provide additional scaffolding in my teaching materials in order to enable students to apply 

this understanding and use my feedback on argumentation more effectively when making 

their revisions.   



175 

Chapter Eight – Findings and discussion (2) – Micro level 

In this chapter I present my findings and analysis of the data I collected in the micro level 

phases of the dialogic feedback framework [DFF] as outlined in Table 6.1. In the first part of 

this chapter, I discuss my reflections and observations in relation to the teaching materials. 

These provided the designed-in scaffolding in the in-task guidance phase of the cycle. I then 

present the findings and analysis regarding my written comments and feedback strategy in the 

second part of the chapter.  

8.1 Teaching materials 

In the in-task guidance phase of the DFF, I supplemented existing course material in order to 

enhance students’ understanding of the architecture of argumentation and the important role 

of metadiscourse in interactional writing. Teaching materials were focused on rhetorical 

consciousness raising through engagement with the interactional elements of Hyland’s 

(2005a) interpersonal metadiscourse model (as discussed in Chapter Four) and through the 

use of exemplars to illustrate the core elements of argumentation and their rhetorical 

application. The aim was to provide my students with the linguistic tools with which to learn 

to argue (Hirvela, 2013, 2017) and the resources which I could refer students back to in my 

written comments.  

My strategy – Using exemplars to raise rhetorical consciousness of metadiscourse -was 

designed to support the realisation of principles: 

 (vi) Effective feedback strategies should promote self-reflection and self-

assessment for and as learning;  

 (v) Feedback that supports students working within their ZPD can best facilitate 

improvements in argumentation;  

 (vi) Metadiscoursal awareness is key in successful argumentation.  

Hyland (2005a) proposes three key advantages to consciousness raising in the classroom 

regarding metadiscoursal features of writing: 1) it gives transparency to the cognitive 

demands a text can place on a reader and the strategies writers can use to help readers process 

a text; 2) it provides resources that can enable students to present a stance in the development 

of argument; and 3) it can help them to engage in a “community-appropriate dialogue with 

readers” (p. 178) in negotiation of that stance. Academic writing pedagogy “then becomes a 
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process of raising students’ awareness of the functions of different metadiscourse forms, the 

choices that are available to them in given genres, and the consequences of making those 

choices in particular contexts” (Hyland, 2005a, p. 193).  

Hyland (2005a) suggests that a first stage in a pedagogical approach to increasing awareness 

and use of metadiscourse is to make expert writer’s interactive strategies transparent to 

students. This can be achieved through the unpacking and analysis of exemplars. However, I 

believe that while ‘expert’ exemplars have a role in writing pedagogy, (e.g. in the analysis of 

journal article genres), student exemplars can be more realistic samples of what students 

should be aiming for in their use of metadiscourse in essays. Deconstruction of student 

exemplars, just as much as expert exemplars, can help to highlight the highly contextualised 

qualities of academic writing (Johns, 2008), and the ways in which language choices can 

effectively realise target genres (Hyland, 2007). Therefore, in addition to instruction on the 

role of metadiscourse in the construction of argumentation (as exemplified in Appendix A), I 

planned analysis and evaluation activities around the use of authentic student examples.  

The examples were selected, and the activities designed to draw attention to features of 

argumentation and the use of metadiscourse in developing an argument (concepts not covered 

in the existing course content). Time constraints within an already packed curriculum meant 

that activities that analysed argumentation and metadiscourse use within a body paragraph, 

rather than across a whole essay, were the most achievable. Paragraphs from less successful 

argumentational writing were also evaluated by students so they could observe how different 

rhetorical choices impacted the writer’s ability to uphold their discursive responsibilities to 

the reader. In my feedback on students’ drafts, I was then able to reference these activities 

carried out in class as a resource for students to use in making their revisions. 

When used as a practical strategy, exemplars have been shown to improve self-efficacy and 

self-evaluation, and increase understanding of genre structure (Hawe, Lightfoot, & Dixon, 

2017). By analysing and making judgements about the ‘reader-friendliness’ of the argument 

development of the exemplar texts, students were able to develop their own evaluative 

knowledge. Classroom discussion with peers and teacher guidance around exemplars have 

also been shown to facilitate the transfer of learning (To & Carless, 2016). The “evaluative 

experience” (Sadler, 2010, p. 542) undertaken in the present study had two specific beneficial 

outcomes: firstly, it provided my students with a vocabulary which they could use to 

articulate their concerns about their own writing on their interactive cover sheet and feedback 
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reflection sheets, and 2) it encouraged dialogue as we co-constructed judgements about the 

quality of the exemplars. 

Evidence of the application of this evaluative experience was provided in some of the 

students’ written comments on their interactive cover sheets:  

My ideas are confused I think – maybe too much controlling idea?? [Marte; LCBSem22015] 

The organisation of ideas is not so good [Jess; LCASSem12016] 

I think this is just the shopping list of points like you said and no connection [Nora; LCBSem22015] 

and in some of the comments from the stimulated recall interviews when the case study 

participants related their responses to the feedback process: 

So here…yes…this feedbacks here you wanted me to add something that is missing…so you can 

follow my idea clearer… [Joy; LCBSem22015] 

I think what we did in class about the structure of an argument and showing it in our writing was 

really interesting. Even in Norwegian this is interesting to think about. So yes, here it was useful to be 

reminded about where I could show this in my writing. [Freda; LCBSem22015] 

While the strategy promoted students’ awareness of the linguistic resources available to them 

in developing arguments and gave them practical evaluative experience that could be applied 

to their own work, in my analysis of students’ responses to my feedback comments on their 

drafts (see Section 8.2.3.2), I noted some difficulties. Although most students were able to 

identify inadequacies in their own development of argument fairly well, they were not always 

able to apply the knowledge gained from classroom activities successfully, and often made 

revisions which had a mixed effect on improvement. An additional ‘step’, therefore, appeared 

to be needed in order to develop the students’ feedback literacy to the point that they would 

know how to revise as well as understand what the problems with argumentation were.  

This observation was indeed made in interview by one of the case study participants, Joy, 

who admitted that she had difficulty applying her knowledge about argumentation when 

revising her draft. She commented that although the additional instruction in grammar had 

helped her to understand what (and how) she needed to revise in that area, my written 

commentary feedback on argumentation was more difficult to apply because she had 

understood the related classroom instruction less well. 
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It is useful…yes…but to be honest you know…sometimes I find this confused…with grammar you 

know like wrong tenses, I know this so it [the hyperlink to additional instruction] just remind me, but 

this not so much because I think maybe it was new for me…difficult…so I’m not so sure what I do to 

use this to improve here…like you say [Joy LCBSem22015] 

In the curriculum, there is provision for activities which practise responding to the written 

corrective feedback given by teachers through the indirect coding used in Turnitin’s 

GradeMark facility. In this additional instruction that Joy refers to, students are given 

decontextualised sentences containing grammar and vocabulary errors which they have to 

identify and then revise. However, there is no such practice currently for problems above the 

level of clause.  

Therefore, in addition to practical strategies that raised rhetorical consciousness and 

developed evaluative skills, I concluded that the designed-in scaffolding needed to also 

promote feedback literacy. This could be achieved with activities that would give students the 

opportunity to practise responding to example feedback on problems with argumentation. I 

reflected that, therefore, an additional theoretical principle – Development of feedback 

literacy can facilitate sustainable feedback practices in relation to text level revisions in 

argumentation would be needed in the framework. This additional principle is discussed 

further in Chapter Ten. 

8.2 Written commentary feedback on student writing 

The feedback strategy operationalised in the in-task guidance phase and performance phase 

of the framework realised principles: 

 (v) Feedback that supports students working within their ZPD can best facilitate 

improvements in argumentation; 

 (vi) Metadiscoursal awareness is key in successful argumentation; 

 (vii) Dialogic written commentary feedback can be used to scaffold 

metadiscoursal awareness.  

In the following sections, my implementation of the strategy is firstly presented, followed by 

analyses of two corpora of my feedback comments. 

8.2.1 A cohesive and coherent feedback strategy 

My feedback practice was designed to respond to my students’ texts using comments that 

were collaborative and dialogic. Feedback was provided electronically through Turnitin’s 
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GradeMark facility following an approach adapted from Mahboob (2015) (see also Mahboob 

& Devrim, 2013) to develop a cohesive (clearly defined purpose, audience and stages) and 

coherent (typologised according to the extent of explicitness and/or rationale) feedback 

strategy (Mahboob, 2015).  

Cohesive feedback 

In the DFF, feedback comments on the draft (or ‘current text’) at the micro level functioned 

as a cohesive text that was purpose-driven (as determined by the marking rubric), and that 

was organised into defined stages. Mahboob (2015) identifies three distinct stages in cohesive 

feedback: 

1) Feedback preview – positive reinforcement followed by an outline of the focus of 

feedback provided; 

2) Feedback – (coherent feedback) embedded in-text comments identifying issues and 

providing support; 

3) Feedback review – summarising strengths and key issues addressed in embedded in-

text feedback and reinforcing and consolidating goals for successful revision. 

In my strategy, Feedback preview and Feedback review were provided together in the ‘Text 

Comment’ box that appeared on the right-hand side view of the student’s text, as shown in 

Figure 8.1 and 8.2 below. As with all data samples, names have been changed or redacted to 

maintain confidentiality.  

Feedback preview comments always responded to the student by name, began with a positive 

comment about what the student had done well, and then told them that summaries of key 

issues from the feedback would follow. These summaries were categorised by the marking 

criteria (TF = task fulfilment; CC = coherence and cohesion; GRA = grammar; V = 

vocabulary) to help students align these summaries with the rubric when reflecting on actions 

they would take when revising. I also colour-coded embedded in-text feedback to help 

students align these with my Feedback Review comments, and to visually identify what the 

main issues to address were. In previous classroom discussions with students about my 

feedback practice, I had explained this colour-coding scheme, and my rationale for using it. 

Figure 8.3 shows an extract from the corpus material with colour-coded text. 
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Figure 8.1. Screenshot of feedback comments in Turnitin’s GradeMark facility [LCASSem12016] 

 

Text Comment Stages 

You have made a good start here Abby. You have some good ideas 

and I enjoyed your discussion. There are three key areas that you 

need to focus on now to improve your draft for the final 

submission: citing evidence and examples; paragraph structure; and 

sentence level language form errors. 

TF: Although you have used citation appropriately in the first part 

of your essay, you have used none in the third paragraph. Without 

citation, your writing is just personal opinion rather than academic 

discussion.  You also have information missing from the reference 

list entries. Refer to the GU referencing tool or a style guide to help 

you with this.  

CC: I have provided specific advice about reordering the 

information in your third paragraph.  This should help you address 

concerns you identified on your cover sheet.     GRA & Vocab: 

some of your word choices and errors especially with verb form are 

confusing the ideas you want to get across.  

Feedback preview 

 

 

Feedback review 

Figure 8.2. Text comment box [LCBSem22015] 
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Figure 8.3. Example of colour-coded feedback [LCASSem12016] 

Note. Green = TF; Purple = CC; Yellow = GRA/V 

As in the example in Figure 8.2, I also made explicit reference to the interactive cover sheet if 

relevant. Thus, cohesion at the macro level was also established by referencing earlier 

elements within the framework. 

Coherent feedback 

Embedded in-text feedback (stage 2 of the cohesive feedback strategy; Mahboob (2015)) was 

provided through a combination of short-cut codes and margin comments. Clause level form-

focused lexical and syntactical errors were identified using established indirect coding (e.g. 

‘Verb’ to indicate an error with verb form; ‘Art’ to indicate missing or incorrect article, as 

shown in Figure 8.4). By clicking on the code, students could access a generic description of 

the error and a hyperlink to further information. These codes were used in existing course 

materials. 

 

Figure 8.4. Explanation of indirect code ‘Verb’ and hyperlink [LCASSem12016] 
Note. Key for codes: ^ = missing word; WF = word form; Art = article; WC = word choice; C/S = comma 

splice; Prep = preposition 
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For feedback above the level of clause, I devised my own short-cut codes for instructions 

about what students needed to do to revise (example 8.1 and example 8.2) and I also used 

margin comments (example 8.3). 

(8.1) [LCASSem12016] 

 

 

 

(8.2) [LCASSem12016] 

 

 

 

 

(8.3) [LCASSem12016] 

I'm not clear what the controlling idea of this paragraph is Amy. Is it that people do more of 

their own interior design? How is this connected to post-modernism? 

Drawing from Mahboob’s (2015) typology (see also Mahboob & Devrim, 2013), the 

“explicitness and rationale” of my feedback varied in line with my perception of individual 

students’ needs and what was within, at the outer edges, or beyond their ability to achieve 

unaided. In this typology, high explicitness is evident when there is specific correction of an 

error, and low if the error is identified but no explicit correction or support for correction 

given. Rationale is high where detailed explanation of how or why something is a problem is 

supplied, but low if no explanation is given. This typology characterises four possible types 

of feedback expressing varying degrees of explicitness and detail in rationale: 

Handholding (high explicitness; high rationale): this type of feedback offers the highest level 

of support and works in students’ ZPD (Vygotsky, 1978), scaffolding learning to take 

students beyond what they can do without help by identifying the problem, explaining 

why/how it is a problem and offering solutions. Mahboob (2015) suggests this is suitable, 

 
 

Explain 

This would be much better as the 
topic sentence of this section. 
You could then go on to expand 
on each point over a couple of 
paragraphs. At the moment what 
you have written here doesn't 
seem to logically lead to this 
conclusion. 

Develop and explain this idea. 
You need to provide more 
explanation and detail so that I 
can clearly see the relevance of 
this to the argument you are 
making Abby. 
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therefore, for more challenging tasks. It can also be used in the first few instances of a 

particular problem, and thereafter, the level of explicitness and rationale can be reduced, with 

students encouraged to draw on feedback provided earlier to revise similar problems. Several 

studies have shown that any revisions are more likely to be successful if students receive 

explicit instruction on how to revise (Ferris, 1997; Goldstein, 2006; Nicol & McFarlane-

Dick, 2006). I used handholding feedback particularly to help students understand where and 

why problems had occurred; this type of feedback often entailed scaffolding metadiscoursal 

awareness as in example (8.4). In this example, I have explicitly identified what is wrong and 

directed Shelly towards the solution. I have also explained the rationale behind the revision 

and the implications of this for the reader.  

(8.4) [LCBSSem22015] 

Use a different transition signal here Shelly. After ‘Nevertheless’ I would expect a positive 

contrast to follow, but this is actually an example to illustrate the point you are making. This 

wrong ‘signpost’ makes it confusing for the reader. 

When making comments of the handholding type my approach was also to include reference 

to classroom materials in order to give further support for students to address problems, as in 

the following example (8.5). 

(8.5) [LCASSem12016] 

Your thesis needs to clearly state your overall argument for your essay. In other words, you 

need to tell the reader whether you think graphic design has changed and whether this has 

impacted on the future of design education. Look back at the tutorial materials from week 2 

and your essay outline. 

Carrying (high explicitness; low rationale): this type of feedback ‘carries’ the learner in 

making a correction but without explaining why it needs to be made. This usually only 

provides one option for correcting the mistake, typically a direct correction (e.g. ‘delete’) 

and/or reformulation (e.g. It must be uninterested [disinterested] and objectively[objective]). 

This type of feedback is very commonly used by teachers for lexico-grammatical errors (T. 

Wang & Li, 2011) and I principally used it for this purpose and only infrequently to give 

feedback on argumentation. Where I considered students already had established lexico-

grammatical knowledge that meant they could understand why these low-level mistakes had 

occurred, I used this type of ‘carrying’ feedback.  
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I also used this type of comment as a follow up to previous handholding feedback as shown 

in the example in (8.6). In this example, I had initially responded to Vera’s error with clause 

structure with handholding feedback explaining why the error had occurred and providing 

instruction on how to correct the error. In my subsequent carrying feedback, I only provide 

the correction for a similar error. 

(8.6) [LCBSSem22015] 

        [Handholding] 

 

 

        [Carrying] 

 

 

 

Bridging (low explicitness; high rationale): scaffolding in this type of feedback is provided 

as support in the form of a bridge to encourage learners to understand the ‘why/how’ of the 

problem through detailed rationale, but they are not told how to fix the problem. Bridging 

type feedback is predicated on the assumption that the student will be able to make the 

suggested changes. Because of this, Mahboob (2015) suggests that this type of feedback 

supports best when students are working within their ZPD “by encouraging them to use the 

linguistic resources they have already developed in new ways” (p. 413).  

I used bridging feedback as a follow up to recurring problems with argumentation identified 

in previous handholding feedback. This was also a way of increasing prospectiveness, 

challenging students to think about the changes they made rather than just ‘correcting’ 

infelicities. In example (8.7), as well as providing substantial explanation for the problem 

… Management of coordinating and managing employees to maximise working practices. … 

 

 

Clause error You have an error with clause 
structure here. You have no verb 
in this clause Vera. Remember 
that a clause must contain a verb. 
Look back at the week 8 activities 
on clause structure that we did. 

… This was So that he could get good profits for the company. 
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with the development of argument, I have also used Socratic questioning to suggest possible 

solutions. Although Socratic questioning by itself offers no rationale, when combined with 

bridging explanations, it can assist students to revise at the ‘whole’ text level. This also 

reflects a suggestion in the list of best practices compiled by Ferris (2014), which includes 

advice to use questions in feedback in preference to imperatives in order to promote student 

autonomy. 

(8.7) [LCBSSem22015] 

This idea needs much more development Dennis. You need to expand on this point and give 

more explanation and detail to show the reader more clearly the relevance of it to the 

argument you are making. For example, how did this demonstrate Biver’s Director 

leadership style? Why was it not well received? Who benefited/didn’t benefit from this? 

Bridging feedback can be used to focus on learning and changing practice over the long-term 

as opposed to just correcting as a ‘one-off’ on a current text. The learning students derive 

from the application of this type of feedback is therefore more likely to be transferable to 

their future writing. 

Base jumping (low explicitness; low rationale): base jumping feedback is provided on the 

assumption that learners have enough understanding to address the ‘what’, ‘why’ and ‘how’ 

independently. Feedback of this type indirectly suggests what may be wrong and offers no 

explanation or solution. Examples of base jumping feedback are found where lexico-

grammatical errors impacted my comprehension of what a student was trying to say, making 

it difficult for me to provide other types of feedback. In this case I used the short-cut code            

to indicate my lack of understanding. For base jumping type feedback on non-lexico-

grammatical problems, I used types of Socratic questions. In most cases, this was to indicate 

missing elements (e.g. ‘Where is your Reference List?’). 

In the remainder of this section, I present analyses of my feedback strategy in terms of use, 

frequency and interactivity. 

8.2.2 Feedback corpora 

An initial corpus of 2,087 formative feedback comments was compiled from my feedback on 

49 draft assignments from the two classes LCBSem22015 (n = 26) and LCASSem12016 (n = 

23). Table 8.1 shows the breakdown for this across the two classes, with totals for each 

marking criterion.  

? 
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Table 8.1 Feedback corpus (N = 2087) 

 
Class Average word 

length per 

assignment 

No. of 

comments 

TF CC GRA/V Other** 

LCBSem22015 928 1129 230 331 517 51 

LCASSem12016 605 958 108 353 459 38 

Totals 776 [average] 2087 338 684 976 89 

Note.  Task requirements allowed students to submit work in progress or a complete essay. Draft length varied, 

therefore, between 250 and 1000 words per text. 

 Note. ** Generalised evaluative comments such as ‘Well done’ or ‘This is disappointing’ were coded as Other.  

From this initial corpus, two sub corpora were extracted, which comprised only embedded in-

text feedback comments that were related to argumentation: 

The first contained argumentation feedback comments from all drafts (n = 627) [AFBK1]. 

Positive comments were included in this corpus where they offered ‘specific praise’ (Vines, 

2009), (i.e. implicit signalling to apply what has been done well to other paragraphs).  

The second corpus contained argumentation feedback comments from the drafts of only those 

students who had completed all elements of the supporting feedback genre chain (viz. 

interactive self-evaluation cover sheet; draft with feedback comments; feedback reflection 

sheet; final essay with feedback comments) (n = 406) [AFBK2]. Positive comments that did 

not provide any explicit revision directive were excluded from this second corpus. 

Analysis of the AFBK1 corpus was used to address the following research questions: 

 How did I use the different types of feedback to provide comments on argumentation? 

(Section 8.2.3.1) 

 What types of feedback did I use more frequently? (Section 8.2.3.1) 

 What were the metadiscursive features of my comments? (Section 8.2.3.3) 

 

Corpus material in AFBK2 was used to explore the impact of type of feedback comment on 

revision success. (Section 8.2.3.2) 

Comments relating to argumentation were grouped in categories as shown in Table 8.2. 

These categories were based on those identified in previous studies (see Wingate, 2012) with 

the addition of some I had identified through my own textual analysis of student writing that I 

had carried out as part of my preliminary study in Chapter Five. 
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A written comment was defined as one or more clauses/sentences relating to one issue. For 

example, “Your analysis and discussion of Burn’s leadership styles needs much more 

referenced support to convince the reader. Try to find more specific examples of her styles ‘in 

action’…” [LCBSem22015], I coded as one comment. 

Table 8.2 Argumentation categories 

Categories of argumentation Number of 

comments 

(N=627) 

Examples from corpus 

Organisation of ideas 181 (29%) You need some background information here to 

contextualise the topic before you move into your 

thesis statement.  

I need a topic sentence here with a controlling idea so 

I know what this paragraph is about. 

Logical reasoning 141 (22%) You haven’t made any connection between that and 

productivity. In other words, you need to develop this 

point with examples of what she did to actualise this 

belief and how that benefited the organisation to 

enable me to see how you draw this conclusion. 

 

Developing ideas  104 (17%) I think you need to more fully explain 'internal 

variations' for this to be a logical progression of your 

argument Becky. 

 

Use of sources 101 (16%) Your analysis and discussion of Burns's leadership 

styles needs much more referenced support to convince 

the reader. Try to find more specific examples of her 

styles 'in action'.  

Logical connectives 100 (16%) You need to link these two points more explicitly if 

there is a connection Miko. 

 

 

8.2.3 Data analysis 

Analyses of the argumentation corpora materials were conducted quantitatively and 

qualitatively through a combination of manual analysis and software SPSS v.24 and NVivo 

11, and lexical analysis software WordSmith Tools v. 7 (Scott, 2017).  

8.2.3.1 Use and frequency of comment type 

Corpus material for AFBK1 was used for the analysis of use and frequency of comment type 

to discover: 

 How I had used the different types of feedback to provide comments on 

argumentation? (Section 8.2.3.1) 
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 The types of feedback that I used more frequently? (Section 8.2.3.1) 

Overall frequency data for this corpus is provided in Table 8.3. 

Use and frequency of feedback type 

Coding for purposive labelling of feedback type from Mahboob’s (2015) typology was 

applied by examining all my embedded in-text comments in context and then labelling them 

according to the degrees of explicitness and rationale they realised. Table 8.4 shows the 

findings for types of feedback by cohort and Table 8.5 presents a breakdown of feedback type 

by argumentation category. 

Table 8.3 Overall description of AFBK1 feedback corpus 

 
Class No. of 

texts 

Average 

word length 

per text 

No. of 

comments* 

% of total no. 

of comments  

(N = 2087) 

Average no. of 

comments* per 

text 

LCBSem22015 26 928 303 14.5 12 

LCASSem12016 23 605 324 15.5 14 

Totals 49 776 

[average] 

627 30 13 [average] 

Note.  Task requirements allowed students to submit work in progress or a complete essay. Draft length could 

vary, therefore, between 250 and 1000 words per text. 

Note. * feedback comments on argumentation categories.  

As evidenced in Table 8.3, despite the smaller cohort (n = 23) and shorter average length of 

text (av. n = 605 words), I had provided more feedback comments on drafts for students in 

LCASSem12016. Data in Table 8.4 also show that the number and proportion of handholding 

type feedback comments I had given was similar for the two classes (LCBSem22015 n = 137 

(45%); LCASSem12016 n = 141 (44%)), but that I had given slightly more bridging type 

comments to students in LCASSem12016.  

Furthermore, while bridging comments exceeded handholding comments for 

LCASSem12016 (149 to 141, or 46% to 44%), the reverse was true for LCBSem22015 (108 

to 137, or 36% to 45%). As part of my feedback strategy, bridging comments were used to 

challenge students to draw on established knowledge to effect changes. This knowledge 

could have been provided in previous handholding type comments, and/or in the designed-in 
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scaffolding of teaching materials. My strategy itself did not change from one semester to the 

other, and therefore I attribute these differences in the frequency and use of feedback types to 

the different levels of linguistic and writing proficiencies of the two cohorts.  

Table 8.4 Comments by feedback type per cohort in AFBK1 corpus 

 

Class Average 

word length 

per text 

Argumentation 

feedback 

comments 

Handholding Carrying Bridging Base 

jumping 

  n n (% of total 

comments) 

n (% of 

total 

comments) 

n (% of 

total 

comments) 

n (% of 

total 

comments) 

LCBSem22015 928 303 137 (45) 34 (11) 108 (36) 24 (8) 

LCASSem12016 605 324 141 (44) 19 (6) 149 (46) 15 (5) 

Totals 776 

[average] 

627 278 (44) 53 (8) 257 (41) 39 (6) 

Note.  Task requirements allowed students to submit work in progress or a complete essay. Draft length varied, 

therefore, from between 250 and 1000 words per text. 

The majority of comments provided in all categories of argumentation, as illustrated in Table 

8.5, were handholding and bridging type feedback. The frequency of handholding type 

feedback was particularly high in the category of organisation of ideas (n = 102 (56% of 

comments in that category)) followed by developing ideas (n = 47 (45% of comments in that 

category)). 

Table 8.5 Comments by feedback type per argumentation category in AFBK1 corpus 

Category of 

argumentation 

No. of 

comments 

(N=627) 

Handholding 

n (% of 

category) 

Carrying 

n (% of 

category) 

Bridging 

n (% of 

category) 

Base jumping 

n (% of 

category) 

Organisation of 

ideas 

181 102 (56) 9 (5) 65 (36) 5 (3) 

Logical reasoning 141 45 (32) 3 (2) 69 (49) 24 (17) 

Developing ideas  104 47 (45) 3 (3) 48 (46) 6 (6) 

Use of sources 101 32 (32) 7 (7) 59 (59) 3 (2) 
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Logical connectives 100 41 (41) 17 (17) 42(42) 0 

Totals 627 267 (43) 39 (6) 283 (45) 38 (6) 

Bridging type comments were highest in the category of use of sources (n = 59 (59%)) 

followed by logical reasoning (n = 69 (49%)). Frequencies of handholding type comments 

were very similar to those of bridging type comments in categories of logical connectives and 

developing ideas.  

Overall, the frequencies of carrying and base-jumping type comments were low. This is 

unsurprising because my strategy was to try not to use these types of comments for feedback 

on argumentation. The frequency of carrying type comments was highest in the category 

logical connectives (n = 17 (17%)), where they were most often used in order to direct 

students to delete an unnecessary linking word or phrase or in order to provide the 

appropriate connective when needed. In my preliminary study in Chapter Five, I had found 

that overuse and misuse of certain connectives, especially those indicating addition, could be 

an issue for L2 writers. In cases where I had used handholding type feedback on a similar 

problem before, I used carrying type comments to help students revise, as in example (8.8). 

(8.8) [LCBSem22015] 

 

In addition the pickup models are quite fashionable and generous. And also, However, some 

of the big Chinese domestic enterprises only focused on the saloon car, and so they also 

neglected the market for pickup trucks. 

Problems with logical connectives on my students’ drafts were typically those of unclear 

referents, illogical transitions or a lack of cohesive devices. For some of these problems with 

cohesive devices, I was able to reduce the degree of explicitness in my feedback after my 

initial handholding comment. However, other problems I judged to continue to require the 

level of scaffolding provided with handholding type comments, as illustrated in example 

(8.9). 

(8.9) [LCASSem12016] 

 

I’m not sure what the connection is between these two points, Sarah. Is it a new argument 

about the difficulties of applying this type of software? If it is, then you need a transition 

word to signal this to the reader. Look back at the work we did in class on this to help you 

make the right choice. When you don’t make these connections clear, it makes it hard for me 

to follow your line of reasoning. 
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The selection of appropriate transitions and the integration of these when synthesising ideas 

has been shown to be a problem for novice writers (Basturken & von Randow, 2014). In EAP 

classrooms, transition signals are typically categorised and taught functionally, and this can 

lead to their use as ‘surface-fillers’ (Crewe, 1990). My students often appeared to have the 

declarative knowledge but not the procedural knowledge to use these cohesive devices 

effectively in developing their arguments. In such cases, therefore, my comments for 

problems with logical connectives required comprehensive rationale and explicitness through 

handholding type feedback. 

Base jumping type comments were highest in the category ‘logical reasoning’ (n = 24 

(17%)). In this category, base jumping type comments were typically questions asking for 

clarification, often referring back to similar problems identified earlier in handholding or 

bridging type comments, as in example (8.10). 

(8.10) [LCBSem22015] 

 

Again, how is this point connected to his leadership style? 

Base jumping feedback also included positive comments in the form of ‘specific praise’ 

(Vines, 2009), such as “Nice clear topic sentence” with which I had implicitly signalled a 

suggestion of transference of what had been done well, by applying it to other parts of the 

essay. Three of the five base jumping feedback comments in the category ‘organisation of 

ideas’ were this type of specific praise. In bridging type comments, I had also explicitly 

directed students to use what they had done well to make changes elsewhere, as in example 

(8.11).  

(8.11) [LCASSem12016] 

 

You have used the TEEL structure well here Catherine; you have a clear controlling idea 

which you have supported with specific and relevant evidence and logical reasoning. You 

need to apply this to your second paragraph now. 

For problems with development of ideas, my comments often called for students to expand 

on (add more information) and/or explain better the ideas they presented. Revising the 

development of ideas has been shown to be particularly difficult for second language writers 

(Goldstein & Conrad, 1990). In order to help my students to revise in these areas more 

successfully, I had used handholding type comments to point to where the problem was as 
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well as explain why it had occurred. This was also often supplemented with Socratic 

questioning as in example (8.12) 

(8.12) [LCBSem22015] 

 

Because I don't really know what you mean by 'forecast internal variables' in the preceding 

sentence, this statement is hard to follow. I don't think you can say categorically that because 

he wrote a memo this proves 'he was' an analyser. I think you mean that this action of writing 

a particular memo is an example of analyser leadership behaviour. You’ll then need to go on 

to explain what the content of this particular memo was and how he demonstrated 

characteristics of an analyser type leader by writing it. 

In the argumentation category of organisation of ideas, there was a much lower frequency of 

bridging comments than handholding (n = 102 (56%) handholding; n = 65 (36%) bridging) 

indicating that higher levels of explicitness and rationale continued to be required to scaffold 

revisions in this category. It appears that I did not tend to shift from handholding to bridging 

within an essay when encountering this type of problem repeatedly. Problems here were 

typically with statement of controlling idea in topic sentences, length of paragraph and 

paragraph unity. Feedback comments, therefore, needed to explicitly identify, explain and 

solve these problems, as in example (8.13). 

(8.13) [LCASSem12016] 

 

This paragraph is too short. You cannot adequately develop your controlling idea in just 3 

sentences. Look back at the TEEL structure we used in class to see how to do this Shirley. 

In contrast, in the category ‘use of sources’, there was a higher frequency of bridging than 

handholding comments. Feedback was often related to the rhetorical and discursive function 

of citation (mechanical accuracy was not included as a descriptor for this category), in other 

words, the use of sources in the architecture of argumentation. I had found this to be a new 

concept for my students, who typically associated use of citation with discourses of academic 

integrity and morality related to plagiarism (Badenhorst, 2017). Once the problem had been 

identified and explained in initial handholding comments, I judged that bridging comments, 

which continued to provide greater explanation but did not directly tell a student how to make 

the revision, would be more effective in facilitating a change in understanding in this 

category than just correction through carrying feedback. 
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8.2.3.2 Impact of feedback strategy 

Evidence of the impact of my feedback strategy was explored through a rating analysis of the 

subsequent revisions students made to address comments in the different argumentation 

categories. This smaller corpus AFBK2 (N = 406) comprised only the comments on the work 

by those students who had completed all elements in the supporting feedback chain 

(interactive self-evaluation cover sheet; draft essay; feedback reflection sheet; final essay) (n 

= 15 LCBSem22015; n = 17 LCASSem12016). Frequency data for AFBK2 are shown in 

Table 8.6. The average number of comments per text I gave on this corpus was comparable to 

that for corpus AFBK1 (see Table 8.3), although the average word length per text was 

greater. 

Table 8.6 Frequency data for AFBK2 feedback corpus 

 
Class No. of 

texts 

Average 

word length 

per text 

No. of 

comments* 

Average no. of 

comments*per 

text 

LCBSem22015 15 931 179 12 

LCASSem12016 17 688 227 13 

Totals 32 809 

[average] 

406 13 [average] 

Note.  Task requirements allowed students to submit work in progress or a complete essay. Draft length could 

vary, therefore, between 250 and 1000 words per text. 

Note. * feedback comments on argumentation categories.  

 

Positive comments that did not directly ask students to make any change to their writing (n = 

13) were also removed from this corpus. The rating scale I used is shown in Figure 8.5.  

NR No discernible revision made by student in response to comment OR student has deleted the 

text concerned rather than addressing the comment 

SR Successful change made by student in response to comment; effect generally positive 

ME Change attempted by student to address comment; effect mixed 

UR Unsuccessful change made by student in response to comment; effect negative 

Figure 8.5. Revision rating scale. Adapted from Conrad and Goldstein (1999, p. 154) and Ferris  

(1997, p. 322). 
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This scale was adapted from studies by Conrad and Goldstein (1999) and Ferris (1997) and 

was applied to cross-tabulate frequencies for revision rating, argumentation category and 

feedback type (see Appendix H). Examples from each rating category are provided in Figure 

8.6. 

 

Rating 

category 

Extracts from student draft and final essays*  

 

NR 
 

Embedded in-text feedback comment: You need to define what leadership is and 

discuss the framework in this first paragraph. Your discussion of Kelly's leadership 

styles in relation to the framework should begin in a new paragraph. 

[Student’s text remained unchanged] 

 

SR Extract from student’s draft: When computer fall from a height like three feet the 

computer will broke. In this situation, Liu Chuanzhi use magnesium and plastic 

combination to avoid or reduce broken. Additionally the security is quite important so 

Lenovo have the fingerprint recognition. Comparing with Apple, the Lenovo is 

imaginative cause the table can use like ipad with touch screen technology. 

 

Embedded in-text feedback comment: Mary, without a topic sentence this paragraph 

is confusing. I also think you are conflating Lenovo with Chuanzhi. Rewrite this with a 

topic sentence with a clear controlling idea and make the connection between 

Chuanzhi’s leadership style and the examples of the company’s innovations explicit. 

Remember also that you need citations for specific evidence. 

 

Extract from student’s final essay: Another example of Liu Chuanzhi’s Creator 

leadership is his interest in research and development for Lenovo. Under his leadership 

Lenovo was imaginative. For example, when a computer falls from a height like three 

feet, it will be broken. In this situation, Lenovo used magnesium and plastic 

combination to avoid breaking (Harvey-Carter, 2007). Another innovation was 

fingerprint recognition to increase security (Biedeger et al., 2005). Lenovo can 

successfully use this with their products which made them competitive with other brand 

like Apple. Liu Chuanzhi’s vision and creativity helped Lenovo to be an important IT 

brand in the market. 

 

ME Extract from student’s draft: Gail Kelly also has a Creator style leadership. 

According to Wespac (2014), Kelly was a passionate and committed leader creating 

diversity in the workplace. Kelly took over Westpac in the Global Financial Crisis 

(Smith, 2014). Therefore her leadership made it tougher and enhanced it. 

 

Embedded in-text feedback comment:  You need to develop these ideas David. How 

does Kelly’s passion and commitment to diversity show her Creator style leadership? Is 

‘therefore’ the right linking word here? Was Westpac in trouble before she took over? 

How did her Creator style leadership make the bank tougher? Try to fill in the gaps for 

me so I can see how this evidence supports the conclusion you make. 

 

Extract from student’s final essay: Gail Kelly also has a Creator style leadership. 

According to Wespac (2014), Kelly was a passionate and committed leader creating 

diversity in the workplace. She focused on better customer service and brought bank 
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managers back to local branches (Smith, 2014).  Kelly took over Westpac in the Global 

Financial Crisis (Smith, 2014), which was a difficult time for the bank. Her leadership 

made it tougher and enhanced it. 

 

 

UR Extract from student’s draft: Cold tone colours such as white, blue, green represent 

calm. Therefore these colours are used in humans’ houses. After the busy working for 

the whole day people need to have a rest at home. Colour blue and white can make 

them feel relaxed and calm down. If using red painting on walls people feel stressful 

which is not good for people. As we can see the selection of colour has a large influence 

on business and commercial occasion. 

Embedded in-text feedback comment: You haven't provided enough evidence or 

explanation to draw this conclusion Sarah. You haven't discussed cool tones in relation 

to business and commerce. What kind of businesses might use cool tones of colour and 

why? Don’t forget that the specific evidence you use must be cited. 

 

Extract from student’s final essay: Cold tone colours such as white, blue, green 

represent calm. Therefore, these colours are used in residential houses (Starmer, 2012). 

After a busy day, people need to have a rest at home. Thus, colour blue and white can 

make them feel relaxed and calm down. Moreover, if using red paint on walls people 

will feel stressful which is not good.  Businesses use calm colours. As we can see the 

selection of colour has a large influence on residential, business and commercial 

situations. 

 

Figure 8.6. Examples of revision rating categories 
Note. *Extracts are presented verbatim 

Impact of feedback on revision success 

Overall totals for the four revision ratings categories are shown in Table 8.7. Similar to 

findings by both Ferris (1997) and Conrad and Goldstein (1999), half of the revisions were 

successful, resulting in improvement. However, in contrast to Ferris’s (1997) study, where a 

third of the revisions made the students’ writing worse, the total number of unsuccessful 

revisions in response to my comments was much lower than this (n = 37(9%)). 

Table 8.7 Rating category frequencies 

 

Rating category NR SR ME UR 

 n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 

Totals (N= 406)  15 (4) 202 (50) 152 (37) 37 (9) 

Frequencies of feedback type for the AFBK2 corpus reflected those found in AFBK1. 

Handholding and bridging comments were the most used, comprising 41% and 44% 

respectively of the feedback provided across all categories. As with the larger corpus, the 

category ‘organisation of ideas’ (n = 131(32%)) was commented on the most, followed by the 
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category ‘logical reasoning’ (n = 94 (23%)). Successful revisions were not only the most 

frequent rating in all four feedback types but also evidenced the highest frequency even when 

ratings of ‘no change’ and ‘unsuccessful revisions’ were combined. Mixed effect was the 

second most frequent rating, also in all four feedback types. Even when no change and 

unsuccessful revisions were added together, they only exceeded mixed-effect revisions in the 

case of carrying type comments and were still below successful revisions for all types. 

Handholding and carrying type comments had the highest rate of successful revisions with 

just over 50% of the feedback in these types resulting in revisions with a generally positive 

effect. Successful revisions in the other two ratings were also only slightly below 50%. 

Crosstabulation with specific argumentation categories, however, reveals a more nuanced 

profile for the revision ratings and feedback types (see Appendix H). In the category 

‘developing ideas’, there were almost twice as many revisions with a mixed effect as those 

that were successful for both handholding (n = 9 (5%) SR; n = 15 (9%) ME) and bridging (n 

= 8 (4%) SR; n = 14 (8%) ME) comments. As noted previously, revisions indicated in my 

feedback in this category directed students to either add information or explain/expand a 

point made in more detail. Analysis of the corpus revealed that, in most cases, revisions 

requiring additional material were made more successfully than those where further 

explanation was required. In fact, in revisions requiring further explanation, students often 

responded by adding more specific evidence cited from sources, suggesting a 

misunderstanding of how to address this type of feedback comment. These findings concur 

with earlier studies which point to the difficulty students have with developing ideas in this 

way (e.g. Ferris, 1997; Goldstein & Conrad, 1990). 

Table 8.8 Cross-tabulation of argumentation category and revision rating 

 
Argumentation category 

 

NR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

SR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

ME 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

UR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

Total 

n (% of total 

comments 

Organisation of ideas 1 (1) 85 (65) 32 (24) 13 (10) 131 (32) 

Logical reasoning 1 (1) 44 (47) 44 (47) 5 (5) 94 (23) 

Use of sources 2 (3) 27 (39) 33 (48) 7 (10) 69 (17) 

Developing ideas 6 (10) 20 (32) 30 (48) 6 (10) 62 (15) 

Logical connectives 5 (10) 26 (52) 13 (26) 6 (12) 50 (12) 

      

Total 

n (% of total comments) 

15 (4) 202 (50) 152 (37) 37 (9) 406 
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A cross-tabulation of argumentation category and revision rating, as shown in Table 8.8, also 

reveals that the ‘developing ideas’ category had the lowest rate of successful revisions overall 

(i.e. independently of feedback type), at 32%. Only 10% (n = 20) of the total number of 

successful revisions made (n = 202) in the corpus were in this argumentation category and 

almost half of my feedback on students’ development of ideas (48%) resulted in revisions 

with a mixed effect on improvement. Students revised most successfully in the category of 

‘organisation of ideas’ (65%), followed by ‘logical reasoning’ (47%).  

Overall, therefore, although students had made more successful revisions in these categories 

than unsuccessful (including unattempted), my feedback may not have scaffolded the 

necessary changes to development of ideas adequately enough. In the context of the proposed 

DFF, this finding also gives credence to my earlier evaluation of the need for an additional 

theoretical principle: Development of feedback literacy can facilitate sustainable 

feedback practices when addressing text level revisions in argumentation, and strategies 

for operationalising it. This fills the gap between my designed-in scaffolding, which promotes 

discursive competence, and the actual application of that learning in responding to feedback. 

A key component of feedback literacy is the ability to use feedback (Carless, 2015). I 

evaluated that this could be achieved with classroom activities in which students can practise 

applying revisions based on example feedback on argumentation. In this way, my students 

would be able to access supporting resources which would help them to revise more 

successfully.  

A similar pattern, although not as marked, can also be seen in bridging comments in the 

category ‘use of sources’ (n = 15 (8%) SR; n = 20 (11%) ME). The frequencies of successful 

and mixed-effect revisions for handholding comments in this category, however, were very 

similar (although these accounted for only a small proportion of handholding comments 

overall). As discussed previously, my feedback in this category primarily concerned the 

rhetorical function of citation which was a new approach for most students. Therefore, it 

would appear that my decision to reduce the level of explicitness in my feedback in this 

category was not necessarily always adequately aligned with my students’ needs. 

Feedback is complex not least because of the many variables that can impact its effectiveness 

(Goldstein, 2005). The way I designed my comments was just one of the variables that 

influenced the success or otherwise of students’ revisions. Thus, to make any kind of 

correlation between the types of comment I used and revision success is inherently difficult, 
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if not unwise. Additionally, it should be noted that my commenting strategy was just one of 

the many dialogic episodes/elements of the DFF and therefore, discussion of the effectiveness 

of the different types of comments I used must also be considered in this light.  

8.2.3.3 Metadiscourse use  

The micro-level interactions of my embedded in-text comments were also predicated on the 

realisation of the proposed principle (vii) Dialogic written commentary feedback can be 

used to scaffold metadiscoursal awareness. As a pedagogical resource, dialogic feedback 

comments support discursive competencies, highlighting metadiscoursal choices that enable 

or limit the reader’s ability to cohere an intended line of argument.  

Hyland and Tse (2004) have argued that such choices concurrently realise “propositional 

content, interpersonal engagement and the flow of text” (p. 162) so that metadiscourse is 

“intimately linked to the norms and expectations of a particular culture and professional 

community through the writer’s need to supply as many cues as are needed to secure the 

reader’s understanding and acceptance of propositional content” (p. 175). In addition to a 

pedagogical response, the metadiscursive features of the feedback comments themselves 

offer the potential for a response as ‘dialogue partner’, bringing awareness of the interactive 

nature of academic writing.  

As a practical strategy, I designed my comments to explicitly highlight or ‘mark’ my 

response as a reader to instances where argumentation had broken down. In the last part of 

this chapter, I explore the use of metadiscourse within the DFF in my evaluation of the 

application of this strategy to support principle(vii) Dialogic written commentary feedback 

can be used to scaffold metadiscoursal awareness. Analysis of corpus AFBK1 was used to 

address the research question: 

 What were the metadiscursive features of my comments? 

The aim of this paper was firstly, to apply Ädel’s (2017) findings from her analysis of 

metadiscourse use in feedback to my own comments in the AFBK1 corpus (see Section 

3.10.2 for a discussion of Ädel’s study), and secondly, to explore how I had varied my 

relationship with the student writer in my responses. 
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Abstract  

A socio-constructivist approach to writing pedagogy recognises the importance of participant 

relationships in argumentation in disciplinary writing, although awareness of the rhetorical 

resources available to achieve this dialogic partnership between writer and reader can be 

difficult to teach. The highly metadiscursive nature of feedback commentary, however, offers 

the potential to scaffold such learning as part of a dialogic feedback cycle. Metadiscourse use 

in feedback data from my own teaching practice was investigated in this study. A corpus of 

627 formative comments, comprising 16,660 words and providing feedback on 

argumentation in first-year undergraduate texts, was analysed with reference to Ädel’s (2017) 

recent findings and observations, which called for a re-defining of the function and definition 

of metadiscourse. Findings from my study include a similarly high frequency of 

metadiscourse use in feedback to that found in Ädel’s work and corroborate the validity of 

her suggested multidimensional model of metadiscourse. Additionally, examples from my 

corpus show the complexity and fluidity of the writer and reader roles. Frequencies of types 

of metadiscourse markers varied depending on purpose, reflecting either the response of 

‘teacher as reader and dialogue partner’ or the pedagogical response of ‘teacher as knowledge 

resource’. Responses worked ‘intratextually’ and ‘intertextually’ by extensively referencing 

both ‘current text’ and earlier stages of the wider feedback discourse chain when identifying 

and providing rationale and resolution for problems in the development of argument in the 

text.  

The following sections are from the paper ‘Metadiscourse use in a dialogic feedback cycle’, which I 

presented at the conference Metadiscourse across Genres (held at the Middle East Technical 

University, in North Cyprus, 30th March – 1st April, 2017) and which is currently under review for the 

post-conference publication. Modifications have been made here to the style and formatting and cross-

referencing to earlier chapters of this thesis has been included. Sections of this paper containing 

information already provided in other parts of my thesis have been removed where possible in order to 

avoid repetition.  
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Dialogic partnerships 

Participant relationships are crucial elements of argumentation in disciplinary academic 

writing. Writers have discursive responsibilities to their readers which require them to 

position and construct a dialogic partnership with an audience based on their assumptions 

about, and awareness of, their readers’ expectations, needs and rhetorical preferences (Aull & 

Lancaster, 2014; Hyland, 2001, 2005b; Swales, 1990), demonstrating both subject knowledge 

and successful development of argument. Text, therefore, needs to be understood as not only 

propositional information, but also in terms of the relationship between those ideas, and 

between writer, reader and the surrounding text as it unfolds and develops (Hyland, 2005a, 

2016). This socio-constructivist and reader-oriented approach to writing, however, can be 

challenging for novice writers, especially second language writers, where a previously 

experienced text-oriented approach with focus on accuracy can distance the writer from their 

role as participant. This can result in writing that fails to realise ‘internal’ argument or 

criticality and the dialogic awareness required to enable the reader to cohere the intended line 

of reasoning (Bublitz, 1999; Hyland, 2004b). Promoting this awareness of the dialogic 

partnerships that are so key to successful argumentation through pedagogy, however, can be 

difficult. 

Despite the well-documented central role of feedback provision in writing pedagogy, 

providing feedback in the context of a course that proposes to develop and evaluate both 

language proficiency and academic literacy skills is complex. In their roles as feedback 

providers, teachers have to address language issues both above and below clause and 

sentence level, as well as those related to subject content and research. In this context, when 

the reader is typically positioned in a role as ‘assessor’ of language accuracy, the concept and 

implications of writing as a social action, dependent on interaction between writer and reader, 

can be especially difficult to ‘get across’ in the classroom (Goldstein, 2005). Argumentation 

or the ‘process of arguing’ (Andrews, 2010) in academic writing requires the maintenance of 

this dialogic interaction with audience, however. For second language writers, focusing on 

support for an argument, rather than its development, can lead to writing that lacks criticality 

and analysis (Bacha, 2010; Rodway, 2017b; Wingate, 2012). Prior instruction which may 

have oversimplified argument development can elide the importance of these interpersonal or 

metadiscoursal elements of writing (Hyland, 2005a) in fully developing and progressing an 

idea. This can be evidenced in problems such as failure to justify support, weak internal 

argument with an overuse of transition signals to order propositional material rather than 
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develop argument, and a lack of criticality with an overreliance on attribution resulting in 

descriptive rather than analytical writing (Rodway, 2017b). As the realisation of interactions 

between writer and reader, metadiscourse markers explicitly “organise a discourse or the 

writer’s stance towards either its content or the reader” (Hyland, 2005a, p. 4), relating text to 

context by directing readers to retrieve the preferred organisation, connections and 

interpretations of the writer.  

Ädel (2017), in her recent article ‘Remember your reader cannot read your mind’, has drawn 

attention to the metadiscursive features of feedback on student writing. Her corpus analysis of 

comments from five teachers on 375 student assignments revealed the problem/solution 

orientation of metadiscourse in feedback which is different to the typically discourse-

organising function of metadiscourse in academic writing. Ädel suggests “[i]t is as if the 

teachers are evaluating whether the [communication] channel is working not so well or very 

well … to see to it that the text communicates what (they believe) it is intended and supposed 

to communicate” (p. 64). It is precisely this highly metadiscursive nature of feedback that 

gives it the potential to communicate the response of a reader (in addition to that of teacher or 

‘knowledge resource’) to the unfolding line of argument. In other words, a dialogic 

writer/reader interaction, with student and teacher assuming both roles, is mediated through 

feedback comments. This type of interactional dialogic written commentary feedback can 

function as a form of ‘metasemiotic mediation’ (Coffin & Donohue, 2014), scaffolding deep 

reflection and, in turn, interactive dialogic texts. This is realised in the metadiscursive 

features of the feedback comments themselves, articulating where an intended line of 

argument breaks down, and rationale and resolution for the problem. Within a dialogic 

framework, such feedback functions intratextually referencing the ‘current’ text and 

intertextually referencing the wider feedback discourse which, although outside of the current 

text itself, comprises elements in the feedback process. 

Corpus materials and analysis 

Analysis of the metadiscoursal markers in my feedback comments was carried out on corpus 

AFBK1 (n = 627). Frequency data for this corpus, including number of tokens, are shown in 

Table 8.9. Frequency data for corpus AFBK1 and for Ädel’s (2017) feedback corpus material 

are presented together in Table 8.10 for comparison. Ädel’s corpus material comprised 

written comments from five teachers.  
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The average number of words in feedback comments provided per text in the argumentation 

feedback corpus AFBK1 was just over three times that in Ädel’s corpus. This seems 

especially high when one considers that this corpus comprised only comments related to 

argumentation. However, my feedback strategy was to provide comprehensive scaffolding of 

argumentation in my students writing, and as such the handholding and bridging comments I 

used would have included high numbers of tokens. The number of word types, as shown in 

Table 8.10, is small compared to the number of word tokens in both corpora, indicating the 

repetition of vocabulary that is common in teacher feedback. 

 

Table 8.9 Frequency data for argumentation feedback corpus AFBK1 
 

Class No. 

of 

texts 

Average 

word length 

per text 

No. of 

comments* 

% of total no. 

of comments  

(N = 2087) 

Average no. of 

comments* 

per text 

No. of 

tokens** 

Average no. of 

tokens** 

per comment 

LCBSem22015 26 928 303 14.5 12 4,760 16 

LCASSem120

16 

23 605 324 15.5 14 11,900 37 

Totals 49 776 

[average] 

627 30 13 [average] 16,660 27 [average] 

Note.  Task requirements allowed students to submit work in progress or a complete essay. Draft length varied, therefore, 

between 250 and 1000 words per text. 

Note. * argumentation feedback comments; **number of tokens per argumentation feedback comment 

 

In addition to a comparison of my corpus and Ädel’s, I also conducted quantitative and 

qualitative analysis on my corpus alone to explore how my feedback comments (teacher as 

writer and student as reader) realised: i) the reader’s response (teacher as reader and dialogue 

partner); and ii) a pedagogical response (teacher as knowledge resource) to the writer’s 

(student as writer) argumentation in the text. 

Table 8.10 Comparison of frequency data for AFBK1 and Ädel’s corpus 

 

Corpus material Number of 

texts 

Number of 

words: tokens 

Number of words: 

types 

Average no. of 

words per text 

Argumentation feedback 

corpus 

49 16,660 1,064 339 

Feedback corpus (Ädel, 2017) 375 41,776 3,618 [average] 111 [average] 
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As in Ädel’s (2017) approach, first and second person pronouns, references to author* and 

reader*, and References to Text/Code (Ädel, 2006) were searched for. To measure the reader 

response role that I had adopted, I considered first and second person pronouns, and the 

nominal references author and reader. As indicators of a pedagogical response, I considered 

essay, paragraph*, sentence*; and concept terms idea*, logic*, argument*, develop* as 

References to Text/Code, which I selected as terms that specifically referenced the 

development of ideas in the text. The code gloss mean*, (e.g. I think what you mean is…) 

and endophoric references pointing to the current text and other elements/links in the 

feedback genre chain were also searched for (e.g. Look back at the feedback on your first 

paragraph). Code glosses add information by rephrasing, elaborating or explaining to recover 

writer’s intended meaning; endophoric references are interactive resources to refer to other 

parts of the text (Hyland, 2005a). Any combinations (e.g. in your second paragraph …) were 

coded separately for the quantitative analysis.  

Responding as reader and dialogue partner 

In order to promote awareness of the metadiscursive nature of academic writing, my feedback 

strategy involved the explicit signalling of the dialogue partnership between writer and 

reader. First and second person pronouns, I, me, you, we, my, your, our, were searched for 

initially, as markers of reader response in the feedback comments. Some of the examples of 

their use included references to dialogue partnership, as “In your cover sheet, you wrote that 

you were confused about …”, which functioned intertextually to endophorically reference 

other elements of the supporting feedback chain beyond the current text. As this was a key 

strategy in my framework, and additionally realised writer/reader interactivity within the 

broader feedback discourse, it was important to include these. However, examples of this 

type are counted separately in the frequency tables below; the use of endophoric markers to 

reference planned classroom scaffolding or parts of the current text, as part of a pedagogical 

response, is discussed further in the next section. 

Table 8.11 and Table 8.12 present the raw frequencies of the personal pronouns in 

metadiscursive units across the corpus AFBK1. Raw and relative frequencies across the two 

corpora, AFBK1 and Ädel’s are shown in Table 8.13.  

Reader response was most explicitly marked in the examples of the use of personal pronoun I 

in the corpus. The first person pronoun me was also used in this way but far less frequently. 

Although use of you was more frequent, this was typically used to refer to current text 
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structure and to provide rationalisation and/or explicit solutions for revision; in other words, 

as a pedagogical response. The use of we was rare and only found once in endophoric 

references to the current text and four times in references to designed-in scaffolding in the in-

task guidance phase of the cycle. All these examples realised a pedagogical response. 

Table 8.11 Frequencies for metadiscursive use of I, me, you, and we in AFBK1 corpus with 

examples 

 
I  me  you  we  

n Example n Example n Example n Example 

84 When I read this, I feel like 

I’m reading a shopping list 

of points … 

 

I can clearly see your 

development of idea here – 

well done! 

18 … and then explain 

to me how Kelly’s 

support for women 

connects to Legge’s 

observation 

394 You’ve got more than 

1 controlling idea 

here 

1 …we need to speak 

about how you’ve 

used this resource 

0*    11* Like you, I found this 

section hard to 

follow** 

4* Look at the work we 

did on structuring 

arguments in your 

paragraph – TEEL* 

84    405  5  

Note. * Endophoric use to refer to other elements in feedback discourse chain. 

Note. **Reference to comment student made on their interactive cover sheet 

 

 

Table 8.12 Frequencies for metadiscursive use of my, your, and our  

 
my Example your Example our  

n  n  n  

10 Refer to my earlier comments 

on your use of logical 

connectives Amy 

385 The majority of your supporting 

sentences are just specific 

evidence 

0  

0*  22* On your cover sheet … 0*  

10  407  0  

Note. * Endophoric use to refer to other elements in feedback discourse chain. 

Possessive pronouns were also almost exclusively used pedagogically in reference to the 

current text, either pointing to earlier feedback comments (e.g. “See my earlier comments”) 

or providing explanations for problems with argumentation (e.g. “Your use of ‘however’ is 

illogical here Steven. This is not a relationship of contrast”). Only your was used 
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endophorically to point back to other elements in the feedback discourse, usually to refer to 

the students’ comments on their interactive self-evaluation cover sheets. No examples of 

metadiscursive use of our were found in the corpus.  

Table 8.13 presents the raw and normalised (per 1,000 words) frequencies of personal 

pronouns in AFBK1 in comparison to Ädel’s (2017) feedback corpus. Frequencies are 

normalised per 1,000 words because of the small size of the corpora. It can be seen that the 

visibility of personal pronouns is similar across the two corpora in the normalised frequencies 

with the exception of your, which is higher in my AFBK1 corpus. This can be attributed, 

however, to the extensive use of this possessive pronoun to refer endophorically to other 

elements in the discourse chain as part of the overall feedback strategy.  

Table 8.13 Comparison of frequencies of personal pronouns in metadiscursive units across corpora 

 
Corpus 

material 

I  you  we  my  your  our  

 n f/1,000 n f/1,000 n f/1,000 n f/1,000 n f/1,000 n f/1,000 

AFBK1 

corpus 

(16,600) 

 

84 5 405 24 5 <1 10 <1 407 24 0 0 

Feedback 

corpus 

(41,776) 

(Ädel, 2017) 

237 6 1,094 26 71 2 54 1 413 10 <1 <1 

Nominal references to reader* and author* were also searched across the corpus. There were 

no examples of author*, however. The noun reader (n =111) was used as an alternative to 

I/me to indicate a general reference to ‘a’ reader’s response and/or a specific reference to 

‘the’ reader’s (i.e. of the current text) response, as in examples (8.15), (8.16) and (8.17). As 

identified by Ädel (2017), this concurrent general and specific referencing, adds to the 

complexity of metadiscourse use in feedback. Table 8.14 shows a comparison of occurrences 

of these nominal references between AFBK1 and Ädel’s corpus.  

(8.15) This makes it very confusing for your reader 

(8.16)…as your reader, I must be able to … 

(8.17)…to make a link for the reader … 
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Table 8.14 Comparison of frequencies of nominal references reader* and author* in 

metadiscursive units across corpora 
 

Corpus material reader(s)   author(s)  

 n f/1,000  n f/1,000 

AFBK1 corpus 

(16,660) 

 

111 7  0 0 

Feedback corpus 

(41,776) 

(Ädel, 2017) 

92 2  12 <1 

Responding as teacher and knowledge resource 

Pedagogical feedback responses as interactional contingent scaffolding referenced the current 

text and the designed-in scaffolding of the in-task guidance phase of the dialogic feedback 

cycle. Uses of metadiscourse here were highly reader-oriented (student as reader - teacher as 

writer), directing action for revision. References to Text/Code and concept terms that 

specifically referenced argumentation in the text, as illustrated in examples (8.18) to (8.23), 

were recurrent throughout the corpus. References to current text were mainly to identify 

problems, as in examples (8.18) and (8.20), suggest solutions, as in examples (8.21) and 

(8.22), and provide rationale, as in examples (8.19) and (8.23). There were also examples of 

positive response (e.g. Nice concluding sentence linking back to your thesis), although less 

common.  

(8.18) Which of these is the thesis for your essay? 

(8.19) A topic sentence needs a clear controlling idea.  

(8.20) I can’t see the relationship between your ideas here Owen. 

(8.21) … better logical connectives would help to develop your idea here … 

(8.22) … start a new paragraph … 

(8.23) ‘However’ is illogical here at the beginning of the sentence as the reader would expect 

to find a contrasting idea, but this information is additional. 

References to designed-in scaffolding, as in examples (8.24) and (8.25), were used to direct 

students to resources for revision solutions from the in-task guidance phase of the cycle, in 

the earlier part of the feedback chain. 
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(8.24) Look back at the work we did on paragraph structure in week 4. 

(8.25) Review the activities on developing an argument in your paragraphs. 

Frequencies of references to the current text and to earlier parts of the feedback discourse 

chain are shown in Table 8.15. Raw and normalised frequencies for totals are also provided 

for comparison with Ädel’s (2017) corpus for similar text/codes.  

Table 8.15 Frequencies of references to text (pedagogical response to argumentation) 

 
References to 

Text/Code  

and concept terms 

Current 

text 

Endophoric reference 

to designed-in 

scaffolding 

Total AFBK1 

corpus 

(16,660) 

Feedback corpus 

(41,776) 

(Ädel, 2017) 

n n n f/1,000 n f/1,000 

essay 55 19 74 4 92 2 

paragraph* 229 32 261 16 230 5 

sentence* 75 23 98 6 386 9 

idea* 181 17 198 - -  

logic* 32 26 58 - -  

argument* 53 73 126 - -  

develop* 97 34 131 - -  

Total 722 224 946 - -  

With the exception of argument*, the frequency of references to current text was much 

higher than to the designed-in scaffolding in the earlier phase of the feedback genre. 

Problems with development of argument/argumentation were often collocated with develop* 

in the corpus and appeared to require more ‘hand-holding’ type (increased explicitness and 

rationale) comments, and thus more direction to refer back to earlier resources. References to 

paragraph* were much higher in AFBK1 corpus than Ädel’s (2017) feedback corpus, 

evidencing the specific pedagogical focus of the comments in the AFBK1 corpus. 

The code gloss mean* was also searched for in the corpus (n = 12; f/1,000 = <1). Examples 

showed a similar use to Ädel’s (2017) analysis (n = 109; f/1,000= 3) revealing its function for 

negotiating meaning; however, in the AFBK1 corpus, this code gloss was exclusively used to 

refer to the logic of the development of ideas in the current text. As with other pedagogically-

oriented feedback, the comments indicate the action students could take to improve their text 
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either by explicitly suggesting a solution, as in example (8.27), or implicitly doing so, as in 

examples (8.26) (8.28) and (8.29), thereby ‘returning the dialogue’ to the student and thus 

increasing ‘prospectiveness’ (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005; Wells, 1996).  

(8.26) Fashion itself is not a problem. I think you mean how to define fashion is the problem. 

(8.27) You need to explain what you mean by ‘people believed in carpe diem’ … 

(8.28) What did this mean for the transformation of this period? 

(8.29) Do you think this meant the impact was not so important then? 

Evidence of Socratic questioning as in examples (8.25) and (8.26) was infrequent. As 

discussed in Section 8.2.1(Coherent feedback), in Mahboob’s (2015) typology, these types 

of feedback comments are categorised as ‘base jumping’ providing low explicitness and low 

rationale, hinting at what may be needed to improve. Their use is identified as ‘risky’ unless 

students can understand the ‘what, why and how’ in order to respond successfully, which was 

the case for this text. 

My findings show the ways in which endophorics variously directed attention towards the 

current text or the wider feedback discourse chain. Frequencies of endophorics used 

deictically to point to a specific area of the current text or imperatively to instruct students to 

refer to previous feedback (either given on the current text or in earlier phases of the process) 

were high, and this finding concurs with Ädel’s (2017) observations. The four main 

endophorics used were here, see, look and review. Frequencies for these endophorics are 

shown in Table 8.16. Normalised frequencies for here are also provided, for comparison with 

Ädel’s (2017) feedback corpus.  

Table 8.16 Frequencies for main endophorics: here, see, look and review  

 
Endophorics Reference 

to current 

text 

Reference to 

designed-in 

scaffolding 

Total AFBK1 corpus 

(16,600) 

Feedback corpus 

(41,776) 

(Ädel, 2017) 

n n n f/1,000 n f/1,000 

here 32 0 32 2 272 6 

see 20 3 23 - - - 

look 0 11 11 - - - 

review 0 7 7 - - - 

The endophorics here and see were extensively used to refer to the current text. The 

endophoric here was solely used to point to a specific aspect of the current text, as in example 

(8.30), whereas see was mainly used to point back to earlier comments on the current text, as 
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in example (8.31); look and review, as in examples (8.32) and (8.33) were used to point back 

to earlier resources in the designed-in scaffolding.  

(8.30) I can’t understand the connection here Joy. 

(8.31) See my earlier comments about unclear referents. 

(8.32) Look back at work we did in week 6 on introductions. 

(8.33) Review the examples of paragraph structure we looked at in week 5. 

Summary 

Ädel (2017) has called for analysis of larger corpora to investigate her important findings and 

assess variation of feedback across a larger group of teachers. This study has compared her 

findings to those from my own feedback practice and, as such, has utilised a much smaller 

corpus. Despite this, however, the findings re-enforce her suggested implications for 

revisions in the definition and modelling of metadiscourse in the context of a principled 

feedback framework. A dialogic feedback practice, where feedback as a supporting genre is 

realised as part of a cyclical process, requires that the interpersonal relationship - the dialogic 

partnership between reader and writer - is fluid and extends beyond just that of ‘current text’. 

As participants in a feedback discourse community, both student and teacher have agency and 

visibility as writers and/or readers of feedback, making these roles within this feedback genre 

particularly complex.  

The reciprocity of this writer/reader relationship in feedback also reflects the interactivity of 

argumentation, where awareness of audience is essential in successful criticality in writing. 

My comments in the role of dialogue partner provided feedback that emphasised the 

‘personal’ response of the reader with the use of first person I or specific references to the 

reader. My comments in the role of ‘teacher as knowledge resource’ had a more explicitly 

pedagogical function directed towards suggested improvements to the text by realising 

rhetorical consciousness and metadiscoursal awareness. Here, the student as writer was 

foregrounded through the use of second person pronouns you/your, and with general 

references to reader which drew attention to the expectations of a wider discipline audience. 

These comments also referenced other elements in the feedback supporting chain. 
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Feedback praxis is typically individualised and informed by many variables. Variation in the 

metadiscourse use shown in this study, therefore, is reflective only of the specific materials 

and practices in the context of this thesis. The insights provided by undertaking the 

metadiscourse analysis in this study have, nevertheless, highlighted the pragmatics that 

underpin the proposed praxiology for a dialogic feedback practice to improve students’ 

argumentational skills in L2 writing.  

8.3 Chapter Summary 

In this chapter I have presented and discussed data I collected during the micro level phases 

of the DFF. My evaluation of the data collected from my classroom fieldwork has suggested 

the need for an additional theoretical principle to be included in my framework in order to 

enable my students to apply their knowledge of argumentation more effectively. Although 

findings have shown that my students had a declarative knowledge of the architecture of 

argumentation, in some categories, their procedural knowledge was limited. Frequency 

analysis revealed differences in the success of students’ revisions in the various categories of 

argumentation I had commented on. Students were most successful in revising their 

organisation of ideas and logical reasoning. However, when responding to my feedback on 

problems in the category of development of ideas, my students’ revisions were not always 

successful, again suggesting the need for additional scaffolding in the classroom that I had 

identified previously. Nevertheless, overall, the majority of revisions my students made 

resulted in successful revisions, and the number of unsuccessful revisions was much lower 

than those found in previous studies. Analysis was also carried out on the use of 

metadiscourse in my feedback strategy and the explicit marking of reader response. The 

highly metadiscursive nature of my feedback found in this analysis has highlighted the 

potential role of feedback as interactional scaffolding both in the form of a knowledge 

resource for facilitating revisions, and as a reflection of the dialogic and collaborative 

elements of successful argumentation. In the final chapter of Stage 2, Chapter Nine, I turn 

now to a more in-depth examination of the operation of the DFF in terms of students’ 

revision behaviour, through case studies of four individual students. 
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Chapter Nine – Case studies 

In this last chapter of Stage 2, I discuss data from the case studies that I used to supplement 

my classroom fieldwork. As described in Section 6.3.2, four participants were selected from 

the two classes - Joy, Maya and Freda from LCBSem22015 and Nik7 from LCASSem12016 

– using purposive sampling based on my analysis of student-generated data from the 

questionnaires, their interactive self-evaluation cover sheets, drafts, feedback reflection 

sheets, and final essays. I examined these students’ individual revision behaviours in order to 

investigate the extent of the success of their revisions in the five different categories of 

argumentation I had previously identified (see Table 8.2). In week 10 and again in week 

13/14 of the semester, I also conducted individual interviews with the four students to add 

richer data to my inquiry. In the first interview in week 10, I employed semi-structured 

questioning to ask students to expand on some of their responses to the questionnaires they 

had completed in week 4, particularly in relation to their previous experiences and 

expectations of feedback on their writing. In week 13/14, I used stimulated recall 

interviewing to elicit the students’ individual thought processes when responding to my 

feedback and their perceptions of the practical strategies I had used in the DFF. (See Section 

6.3.2 for details of the case study design and Appendix F for the interview plan).  

The units of analysis for my case study data were: 

 how participants had engaged with my feedback within the dialogic feedback 

framework [DFF] when making their revisions,  

 whether their experiences had led to any changes in their orientation to writing and 

positioning of audience, and 

 what their perceptions of the DFF were. 

I had used the rhetorical consciousness raising activities in my teaching materials as a 

practical strategy to facilitate shifting my students’ focus beyond writing as product (with 

accuracy of grammar and vocabulary as their key goals). I hoped that my dialogic and 

collaborative comments, which aimed at responding to students’ individual needs, would also 

generate improvements in the rhetorical choices my students made and a greater awareness of 

the discursive responsibilities of a writer to their reader when developing ideas. I was also 

                                                 

7 Pseudonyms have been used to protect confidentiality 
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interested in the participants’ perceptions of the whole framework and the dialogic elements 

or episodes that constituted it. 

In the first section of this chapter, I present the profiles and backgrounds of these participants, 

and then quantitative data analysis and discussion of their individual revision behaviours. In 

the subsequent sections, I discuss the data analysis from the interviews, student draft and final 

essays (including my feedback comments), and my own journaled reflections. Following on 

from discussions of my feedback strategy in Chapter Eight, I reflect in this chapter on the 

success or otherwise of this strategy from my students’ perspectives. Because of the 

inherently emic nature of practitioner research, I also reflect on the pedagogical choices I 

made which informed my feedback in my varying roles as ‘teacher as reader and dialogue 

partner’ or ‘teacher as knowledge resource’. Although the importance of reflection in 

improving practice is well-acknowledged, self-reflection of this type has been identified in 

recent studies as an under-researched area (Guenette & Lyster, 2013; Junqueira & Payant, 

2015). 

9.1 Interview participants 

Some of the data in the participants’ profiles below and in Section 9.1.1 come from the data 

collection on prior experience and pathways that I routinely undertake at the start of every 

course I teach. I also used an analysis of the drafts submitted in week 7 to identify texts 

which had evidence of breakdown in argumentation, but that did not have a significant 

number of errors in syntax or lexis. Table 9.1 shows the profiles for the four participants, Joy, 

Maya, Freda and Nik. 

Table 9.1 Interview participant profiles 

Student Nationality Gender Entry pathway IELTS score 

(if applicable) 

Degree major 

Joy [LCBSem22015] Chinese F QIBT* Diploma - Event Management 

Maya [LCBSem22015] Japanese F IELTS 

(previously 

QIBT* 

Diploma) 

6.0 International Business 

Freda [LCBSem22015] Norwegian F Study Abroad - Marketing  

Nik [LCASSem12016] Nepalese M GELI** - Public Relations 

Note. *QIBT was renamed Griffith College from 30th November 2015; ** GELI [Griffith English Language 

Institute] direct entry pathway 12-week course 
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Each of the four case study participants came from that pool of suitable students and had 

completed all elements of the supporting feedback chain (viz. interactive self-evaluation 

cover sheet; draft; feedback reflection sheet; final essay). 

 
9.1.1 Prior experiences and expectations 

As outlined in earlier chapters, practical strategies in the DFF are underpinned by a 

recognition of writing as an interactive as well as a cognitive activity. Evaluation of findings 

from the questionnaires, discussed in Chapter Seven, evidenced that my pedagogical 

approach was sometimes at odds with my students’ generally product-oriented perceptions of 

writing and their expectations of the focus of my feedback. Prior experiences of feedback can 

be a significant variable in expectations regarding the role of feedback in teaching and 

learning. In the same way that my own practice is both informed by and informs my beliefs 

and feedback principles, so too are my students’ expectations impacted by their 

epistemological beliefs and individual experiences. As highlighted in some of the following 

profile summaries, it was clear from the students’ interview responses that there had been 

dissonance in their expectations at the beginning of the course regarding both what the 

purpose of my feedback and my responder role were. As we shall see, this had subsequently 

influenced their reactions to my feedback approach. 

Joy [LCBSem22015] 

Joy, a student from China, had entered her Event Management degree program after 

completion of a one-year full time diploma in Australia. Her previous experiences of 

feedback had led her to differentiate between the types of feedback she was expecting on my 

course, which she envisaged as being language-focused (with the purpose of pointing out her 

“grammar mistakes”), and the more content-focused feedback she had received on her 

diploma assignments. In the first interview in week 10, Joy explained her understanding of 

writing as being firmly text-oriented so that “being correct … you know accuracy”, whether 

in terms of language use or factual information, was key to writing success. She had 

previously experienced only unidirectional feedback – from teacher to student – and limited 

comments on the impact of the rhetorical choices she made.  

Joy’s expectation at the beginning of the semester had been that she would receive some 

explicit corrective feedback on her language mistakes from all her tutors on her current 

degree program “because I’m not local, my English still need to improve” as well as 
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comments about the subject content of her assignments. She expressed her concern that this 

had not always eventuated in reality, and that feedback on her “grammar problems” was very 

limited on assignments for other courses, even where she had received low marks for this on 

a marking rubric. I asked Joy about the type of comments she had received on her previous 

diploma work and she admitted that specific feedback on her grammar errors on these 

assignments had also been limited. Her expectation that she would receive explicit comment 

on her language errors on her degree program appeared, therefore, to have no basis in her past 

experiences. When I questioned Joy further about this it was clear that, although she 

understood this was standard practice (i.e. that it was not expected that academics should give 

that kind of feedback on assignments), she was frustrated that, as an international student, she 

did not receive this support, especially because she felt it was her language accuracy that 

pulled her marks down. 

Because I am international student I think we should get feedback on this. Then I can get 

more marks when my grammar and such is correct. It is important I think for us more than 

locals to get this [Joy; LCBSem22015; interview1] 

Joy had also taken a compulsory academic language and skills course as part of her previous 

diploma study, much of the content of which she felt was repeated in the ELEC she took with 

me - “I do all this things before…topic sentence and references…we did all this before in my 

academic writing [class]”. This ‘inoculation myth’ (Reid, 2008) or ‘I’ve learnt everything 

about how to write before so now I know all I need to know’ was a commonly shared one 

among many of the students in my ELEC classes. 

Maya [LCBSem22015] 

Maya was a Japanese student studying for an International Business degree. She had 

previously studied for a diploma in Australia but had then returned home to Japan to study 

more English and improve her IELTS score, with which she had entered her current 

undergraduate degree program. As such, Maya’s most recent experiences of feedback had 

been in an EFL context with a focus on improving language proficiency. Maya had a strong 

belief that success in her writing was predicated on her ability to eliminate errors, especially 

in grammar. Like Joy, she distinguished between the assignments she wrote for her other 

courses and those that she wrote for me, the former being “more real because that is what my 

major is about isn’t it”. The written corrective feedback she said she had received on her 

English writing in Japan had been designed to “show me all my problem errors…so that I can 
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make my writing better”, which meant Maya tended to take a bottom-up approach to her 

writing. She therefore saw short-term revision as being the primary function of my feedback 

on her draft essay. This reflects evidence from previous studies that the value attributed to 

feedback can be influenced by feedback emphasis applied in prior learning (Hedgcock & 

Leftkowitz, 1994).  

Maya had high expectations that accuracy of grammar should result in good grades, which 

had led to some disappointment and frustration when this had proved not to be the case. Her 

strategy for improving her marks was to make extensive use of the university’s English 

language support service for EAL students to ensure her assignments were ‘error-free’. 

Again, as with Joy, her approach to writing was text-oriented and she perceived her role in 

the feedback process as one of passive recipient, positioning me very much in the role of 

assessor and ‘teacher as knowledge resource’ with a responsibility to identify “all the 

grammar errors…because that’s my problem…to make my meaning clear so that I can 

correct the mistakes.”  

Freda [LCBSem22015] 

Freda was a Study Abroad student taking two semesters in Australia before returning to 

complete the final year of her Marketing degree in Norway, where she studied in both 

English and Norwegian. Prior to university, Freda had studied English at high school, where 

she said her writing had been subject to “lots of correction”. Her previous experiences of 

feedback on her English writing in her current degree program in Norway were very much 

content-focused with summative commentary generally related to demonstration of 

factual/subject knowledge rather than language use per se. Freda did appear to have some 

sense of how the expectations of her ‘audience’ in Australia would be different to those in 

Norway, even though the content was the same – “I’d just written reports before and more…I 

mean less connecting ideas like you do here…you want different things I think.” She also had 

a much stronger idea of the relationship between knowledge-building and use of language – 

“how you write…the way you write it’s important to show you can explain…I mean 

understand…sometimes that is more important than …you know…articles or plurals being 

there or whatever”. 
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Nik [LCASSem12016] 

Nik, a student from Nepal, had entered his Public Relations degree on a direct entry pathway 

after completing a foundational EAP program at the university’s English language school. In 

this program, students write a discipline-specific research essay over a series of drafts 

receiving both formative and summative feedback. Although he had written a discipline-

specific essay, Nik saw this as only really being a language proficiency assessment “so my 

teacher is showing me the error code and then I correct it … she said it’s not so much if it’s 

right or wrong ideas…it’s the grammar and referencing things that are important.” As with 

Joy and Maya, Nik’s previous writing experiences had served to establish a ‘disconnect’ 

between language and content, and thus he positioned the writing he did for me as having the 

purpose of demonstrating language accuracy, and positioned me as assessor and knowledge 

resource, responding to the grammar and vocabulary errors, or to errors with the mechanical 

aspects of his referencing.  

9.2 Individual revision profiles  

In this section, I present the students’ individual revision profiles from data collected from 

their draft essays and final essays. Table 9.2 shows frequencies for my comments on 

argumentation for each of the four students’ drafts. Averages from the AFBK2 corpus are 

noted for comparison. Freda received the lowest number of comments (n = 13), the same 

number as the average number of comments per text in corpus AFBK2. Joy received the 

highest number of comments (n = 21), which was 61% more than the average for the larger 

corpus. All four students had written more for their drafts than the average word length in 

corpus AFBK2 which was 809 words. Maya’s draft actually exceeded the task’s word limit 

of 1,000 words. 

Table 9.2 Feedback comments on interview participants’ draft essays 

Student No. of words per draft* No. of argumentation  

comments** 
 

Joy  876 21 

Maya  1134 15 

Freda  902 13 

Nik  881 15 

Note. * average word length per draft for corpus AFBK2 = 809 words; ** average no. of comments per text 

AFBK2 = 13  
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Analysis of the four students’ drafts, as shown in Table 9.3, revealed a slightly different 

pattern in the categories of argumentation that I had commented on the most compared to 

those reported in corpus AFBK2 (see Table 8.7 and Appendix H for cross-tabulations of 

AFBK2 corpus). Although the two categories that had attracted the most comments were the 

same - ‘organisation of ideas’ and ‘logical reasoning’ - I gave the most feedback on logical 

reasoning compared to the AFBK2 corpus, whereas in the AFBK2 corpus overall I had given 

the most comments on organisation of ideas. I commented more frequently on use of sources 

(20%) and on logical connectives (17%) than in the same categories in corpus AFBK2 overall 

(17% and 12% respectively). The distribution among feedback types, however, followed a 

similar pattern to the whole cohort with handholding and bridging type comments being used 

the most frequently. 

Table 9.3 Distribution of feedback comments for each student by argumentation category 

Argumentation 

category 

 

Joy Maya Freda Nik Total 

 n (% of 

comments)* 

n (% of 

comments)* 

n (% of 

comments)* 

n (% of 

comments)* 

n (% of 

total 

comments) 

Logical reasoning 5 (24) 6 (40) 2 (15) 4 (27) 17 (27) 

Organisation of ideas 5 (24) 4 (27) 4 (31) 2 (13) 15 (23) 

Use of sources 3 (14) 2 (13) 4 (31) 4 (27) 13 (20)  

Logical connectives 5 (24) 2 (13) 2 (15) 2 (13) 11 (17)  

Developing ideas 3 (14) 1 (7) 1 (8) 3 (20) 8 (13) 

Total 21 15 13 15 64 

Note. *Percentage of argumentation comments for this student 

Table 9.4 shows the ratings for the revisions students made to their final essays (see Figure 

8.5 for rating scale). Totals for each rating category from the AFBK2 corpus are also shown 

for comparison. The percentage of comments I made that resulted in revisions with a rating of 

NR (no discernible revision made OR deletion) was slightly higher for the case study 

participants than for the whole AFBK2 corpus, but in the rating category of UR (unsuccessful 
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change; effect negative), the percentage of total comments was slightly less. Similar to my 

findings for the AFBK2 corpus, overall, 50% of the four students’ revisions resulted in 

successful revisions which had a positive effect, improving argumentation. The percentage of 

mixed-effect revisions was also the same as my previous results from the larger corpus 

(37%).  

Table 9.4 Rating for revisions to argumentation 

 NR SR ME UR Total 

 
n (% of 

comments)  

n (% of 

comments)  

n (% of 

comments) 

n (% of 

comments) 

n 

Joy 1 (5) 9 (43) 8 (38) 3 (14) 21  

Maya 1 (7) 9 (60) 4 (26) 1 (7) 15 

Freda 0 8 (62) 5 (38) 0 13 

Nik 1 (7) 6 (40) 7 (46) 1 (7) 15 

Total 3 (5) 32 (50)  24 (37) 5 (8) 64 

AFBK2 

corpus  

(N = 406) 

15 (4) 202 (50) 152 (37) 37 (9)  

To explore individual revision behaviours, I also cross-tabulated results from argumentation 

categories and revision rating categories for each participant. Tables displaying results from 

these individual profiles are presented in Appendix I and discussed in the following sections. 

Joy 

Joy had received the most comments on her draft essay out of all four of the students (n = 

21), but, as shown in Table 9.4, the majority of her revisions made successful improvements 

to her writing (n = 9 (43%)). However, the percentage of successful revisions she made was 

less than the average for the corpus AFBK2 (SR = 50%). I had commented equally (5 

comments each) in the categories of organisation of ideas, logical connectives and logical 

reasoning. Joy’s individual profile (see Appendix I, Table I.1) showed that, as with the 

larger AFBK2 corpus, she had had the most success revising from my comments in the 

category of organisation of ideas, where I had mostly used handholding type feedback and 

commented on problems with the clarity of her topic sentences. Indeed, Joy responded to all 

of the comments I made in this category with successful revisions, as illustrated in the 

extracts in Figure 9.1 and Figure 9.2.  
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[You need to have a topic sentence here Joy with a clear controlling idea for the paragraph. 

What other feature of Director style leadership is this about?] Gail Kelly has said “right 

people on the bus, wrong people off”. (Gray, 2014) How to arrange a right person in a role is vital 

question for leader. Suitable human resources will let employees be more businesslike and may 

achieve objective more smoothly. Kelly clears her agenda and her goals as well. (Schermerhorn et 

al. 2014) This may help her cope with problems and challenges in the volatile market more 

composedly. (Gray, 2014) Compared with other leaders, Director leaders are good using time and 

resources to implement their targets (Darling & Leffel, 2014). [You seem to have two different 

points here – one about selecting appropriate staff and another about using time and 

resources to achieve goals. A clearer topic sentence would help you connect and organise 

your ideas for the reader] 

Figure 9.1. Extract from draft essay with feedback on organisation of ideas – Joy [LCBSem22015] 
Note. Written commentary feedback shown here in bold appeared as margin/embedded in-text comments on 

original. Indirect written corrective coding of grammar and vocabulary errors are not shown in this extract. 

Other feature of Director style leadership that Kelly shows is to be action-oriented. How to select 

the right person for a role is vital question for leader. Gail Kelly makes sure she selects 

appropriate staff. She has said “right people on the bus, wrong people off” (Gray, 2014). Suitable 

human resources may help to achieve objectives. In addition, Kelly is action-oriented in the way 

she uses her time efficiently. Compared with other leader style, Director type leaders are good at 

using time and resources to implement their ideas (Darling & Leffel, 2014). Kelly clears her 

agenda and her goals as well (Schermerhorn et al., 2014). This action may help her cope with 

problems and challenges in the volatile market more composedly (Gray, 2014).  

Figure 9.2. Extract from final essay with successful revision – Joy [LCBSem22015] 

However, Joy struggled to improve her writing in the category of logical reasoning, where 

her revisions were either unsuccessful (n = 3; (60%)) or had a mixed effect on argumentation 

(n = 2 (40%)). As became apparent in the interview, Joy had not really understood the 

designed-in scaffolding I had used in the classroom and was therefore not sure how to apply 

my suggestions for improvement in the categories of logical reasoning and developing ideas. 

Her difficulty in using my feedback in these categories is also evidenced in the fact that the 

three comments in the category of logical reasoning with a rating of UR in that category 

constituted 60% of the UR rated comments for the whole AFBK2 corpus. 

Maya  

Overall, as shown in Table 9.4, 60% of Maya’s revisions were made successfully, which was 

10% higher than the percentage of successful revisions in corpus AFBK2. Maya’s individual 

profile (see Appendix I, Table I.2) showed that she had made positive improvements to her 

writing in the categories of organisation of ideas (n = 4), logical connectives (n = 2) and use 



220 

of sources (n = 2), with all of her revisions in these categories being successful. Maya 

appeared to respond best to feedback in which I had given an explicit directive, as in all eight 

of these successfully revised comments, I had used either carrying type or handholding type 

feedback. The extract from Maya’s draft essay in Figure 9.3 illustrates my suggested deletion 

of the logical connective ‘moreover’ and my correction of her misuse of ‘nevertheless’ using 

carrying type comments, and my use of handholding type feedback with suggestions about 

how to improve the structure of her paragraph. As shown in Figure 9.4, Maya revises 

successfully in response to this feedback. 

[You need to have a topic sentence here Maya with a clear controlling idea that tells the 

reader that this paragraph is a definition/description of leadership] According to Vardiman et 

al. (as cited in Amagoh, 2009), leadership is the connection between a leader and a follower. 

Leadership also consists of various aspect such as planning, gathering supports, and motivating 

(Reinersten et al. as cited in Amagoh, 2009). Moreover, Kouzes and Potnes indicates that good 

leadership gives motivations for employees (as cited in Lawrence and Piersen, 2015). Nevertheless 

[However], Amagoh (2009) states that effective leadership is not just about motivating but also 

about effective communicating of goals. 

Figure 9.3. Extract from draft essay with feedback on logical connectives and organisation of ideas – 

Maya [LCBSem22015] 
Note. Written commentary feedback shown here in bold appeared as margin/embedded in-text comments on 

original. Indirect written corrective coding of grammar and vocabulary errors are not shown in this extract. 

Good leadership is an important part of any effective business. There are many definitions of good 

leadership. According to Vardiman et al. (as cited in Amagoh, 2009), leadership is the connection 

between a leader and a follower. Leadership also consists of various aspect such as planning, 

gathering support, and motivating (Reinersten et al. as cited in Amagoh, 2009). Kouzes and Potnes 

indicate that good leadership provides motivation for employees (as cited in Lawrence and 

Piersen, 2015). However, Amagoh (2009) states that effective leadership is not just about 

motivating employees but should also be about effective communication of goals. 

Figure 9.4. Extract from final essay showing successful revision– Maya [LCBSem22015] 
 

I gave Maya the most feedback in the category of logical reasoning (n = 6 (40%)), but only 

one of my comments in this category was revised successfully. Most of the revisions Maya 

made to the logical progression of her ideas had a mixed effect on improvement (n = 4 

(66%)). 
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Freda 

Freda received the least comments out of the four students (n= 13) but she had the highest 

number of successful revisions as a percentage of this total (n = 8 (62%)) and had no 

unsuccessful revisions in any argumentation category. As was the case with Maya, this 

percentage was much higher than in the AFBK2 corpus overall (see Table 9.4). Freda’s 

individual profile (see Appendix I, Table I.3) showed that she had revised the most 

successfully in the categories of organisation of ideas (n = 3) and logical reasoning (n = 3). 

All of Freda’s revisions to the organisation of her ideas were successful. In the category of 

logical reasoning, two of her revisions were rated as successful and one had a mixed effect on 

improvement to her writing. However, compared to the AFBK2 corpus overall (see Table 

8.7), the percentage of successful revisions Freda made in this argumentation category was 

much higher (AFBK2 corpus = 47% SR logical reasoning; Freda = 67% SR logical 

reasoning). As shown in the extracts in Figures 9.5 and 9.6, Freda’s responses to my feedback 

resulted in significant improvements to the logical progression of her ideas.  

Biver has accomplished some impressive results; he basically managed to bring three brands back 

to life. To illustrate, he succeeded to turn around a company that had gone out of business and sold 

it to Swatch group. [Can you give the name of the company Freda and then explain how his 

actions revitalised this company. You also need to provide a citation for this specific 

evidence]. Additional companies experienced a downturn like Swatch’s Omega but the company 

experienced a significant transformation, and sales nearly tripled in 10 years (Turpin, 2011). [I’m 

not clear about the connection between these two examples Freda; are these ‘additional’ 

companies ones that Biver was also involved in and which company experienced the 

transformation? I’m also a bit confused about the difference between brands and companies. 

You need to make your reasoning much clearer for the reader] 

Figure 9.5. Extract from draft essay with feedback on logical reasoning – Freda [LCBSem22015] 
Note. Written commentary feedback shown here in bold appeared as margin/embedded in-text comments on 

original. Indirect written corrective coding of grammar and vocabulary errors are not shown in this extract. 

As a Connector and Creator type leader, Biver has accomplished some impressive results for the 

various companies he has been involved in. This was especially demonstrated in his ability to 

revitalise brands that were no longer competitive in the market. For example, after buying the 

rights to Blackplain, a watchmaker that had gone out of business when quartz watches became 

popular, he succeeded to turn around the company and sold it to the Swatch group. When Biver 
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became CEO at the Swatch group, the company’s Omega brand experienced a significant 

transformation, and sales nearly tripled in 10 years (Turpin, 2011).  

Figure 9.6. Extract from final essay showing successful revisions – Freda [LCBSem22015] 

I gave the most feedback on Freda’s use of sources, but her revisions were the least 

successful in this category (n = 1 (25%) SR) and instead generally had a mixed effect on 

improvement to her writing (n = 2 (50%) ME) or resulted in no change (n = 1 (25%)). As in 

the example extract above, my feedback in this category was often in response to a lack of 

reference to supporting literature. 

Nik 

I gave a similar number of comments on Nik’s draft essay as I had given on Maya’s writing 

(n = 15). In contrast to the other three students, Nik made an equal number of revisions that 

resulted in a successful improvement or mixed improvement to his writing (n = 7 (46%) SR; 

n = 7 (46%) ME); however, like Freda, he made no unsuccessful revisions in any category. 

His percentage of successful revisions was slightly lower than the larger AFBK2 corpus, as 

evidenced in Table 9.4 (AFBK2 corpus = 50% SR; Nik = 46% SR). His individual profile 

(see Appendix I, Table I.4) showed that he had had most success revising from my feedback 

on his use of logical connectives, and like Freda, in the category of logical reasoning. My two 

comments on Nik’s use of logical connectives concerned his misuse of transitions, but both 

resulted in successful revisions. I commented the most on the categories of logical reasoning 

(n = 4 (27%)) and use of sources (n = 4 (27%)), to which Nik made an equal number of 

successful and mixed-effect revisions. In the category of developing ideas, Nik also had twice 

the number of mixed-effect revisions as successful ones. Figures 9.7 and 9.8 show examples 

of his revisions following my feedback. In this extract, Nik successfully revises in response to 

my comment to add a logical connective, but is only partially successful in his revisions to 

explain his reasoning more clearly  

Aristotle defined logos, pathos and ethos as the main strategies for persuasion. Logos is deductive 

and inductive reasoning which persuades the audience of what the speaker has to sell. [Can you 

explain what you mean by deductive and inductive reasoning Nik] [Signal to the reader here 

that campaigns about the dangers of smoking are an example of this reasoning by using an 

appropriate connecting word] Logos is apparent in cigarette advertismements campaign that 

tells people about how many deaths caused by smoking. [How is it apparent? You need to 
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explain this example to make the connection for the reader. Remember you need to justify 

the evidence in terms of the claims you make – look back at the examples from class]. Further 

in organ donor campaign, they argues that by donating an organ, can save lives, therefore an 

organ donor is a hero. [Again, how does this example illustrate deductive or inductive 

reasoning?] 

Figure 9.7. Extract from draft essay with feedback on logical connectives and logical reasoning – Nik 

[LCASSem12016] 
Note. Written commentary feedback shown here in bold appeared as margin/embedded in-text comments on 

original. Indirect written corrective coding of grammar and vocabulary errors are not shown in this extract. 

Aristotle defined logos, pathos and ethos as the main strategies for persuasion. Logos is deductive 

and inductive reasoning, which persuades the audience of what the speaker has to say. For 

example, in campaigns that warn people about how many deaths are caused by smoking, they can 

use logical reasoning to persuade. Further in organ donor campaigns, they argues that by 

donating an organ, people can save lives, therefore they are using logical reasoning to show that 

an organ donor is a hero.  

Figure 9.8. Extract from final essay showing successful and mixed effect revisions – Nik 

[LCASSem12016] 

 
9.3 Stimulated recall of responses to feedback 

In this section, I discuss the findings from the stimulated recall interviews in which the four 

students reflected on their reaction to my comments and the rationale for the revisions they 

had made. Data were coded and analysed thematically to evaluate:  

 students’ perceptions of my commenting strategy,  

 how they had used my comments,  

 any changes in their awareness of the importance of the writer-reader relationship 

when revising problems with argumentation. 

In the interview extracts, I have used a basic transcription notation system with square 

brackets [     ] to identify added content and three dots ‘…’ to indicate a pause. 

9.3.1 Responses to feedback strategy 

In the DFF, I had endeavoured to facilitate a dialogic and collaborative feedback process 

through the creation of a supporting chain of practical strategies. Responding to my students’ 

own internally generated feedback on their interactive cover sheets enabled me to make my 

comments specific to students’ needs. I hoped that this would draw attention to the value I 
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placed on their personal evaluations and responses to their own writing. I wanted my students 

to see that I had taken the time to read and reflect on their cover sheets and that I had engaged 

in my role as a reader, as well as a teacher, with respect to their texts. Addressing my students 

by name was also an important part of this strategy. For example, my feedback preview 

comments on Freda’s draft included: 

In your cover sheet Freda, you commented on your concerns about your use of linking words 

and guiding your reader. I have highlighted where the text lacks coherence and I get 

lost…[Freda; LCBSem22015; draft essay feedback] 

The use of the interactive cover sheet was designed to encourage my students to have more 

agency in the feedback process, and additionally, to reflect on the interpersonal elements of 

their academic writing. In the interviews, although the students expressed their difficulty in 

initially generating self-reflection and internal feedback, they seemed genuinely pleased 

when my comments on their drafts referenced these, as in the following examples: 

This sounds special to me…where you explain the problems I wrote [on the interactive cover 

sheet]... [Joy; LCBSem22015; interview2] 

I think this must take you a long time, reading this…I don’t feel like you just are looking what 

is wrong with my grammar …[Nik; LCASSem12016; interview2] 

Freda spoke specifically on the interactivity of my comments. In reflecting on the revisions 

she made to a paragraph, she commented: 

It was clear here, I mean now I can see how my writing sounds the same for you … like 

where you say “I feel like I’m reading a list”, yes…I know how you feel now … like we are 

together…like partners”. …[Freda; LCBSem22015; interview2] 

As discussed in Chapter Eight, a key principle of my praxis was to vary the type of feedback 

I gave in response to students’ needs with an aim of initiating change rather than simply 

correction, mirroring the interactional contingent scaffolding of the classroom. Thus, rather 

than use a generic imperative comment like ‘use more cohesive devices’ as I might have done 

in the past, I tended to indicate that I had difficulty following the student’s reasoning and 

explain to the student why that problem had occurred, as well as make suggestions for 

revision. This type of response is illustrated in the following extract from my comments on 

Maya’s draft. 
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What is the relationship between these two points Maya? I can’t see what the connection is. 

Is this action a consequence of Kelly’s Director leadership? Using a linking word here would 

help the reader see your reasoning more clearly. [Maya; LCBSem22015; draft essay 

feedback] 

I hoped such interactional feedback would ‘increase prospectiveness’, scaffolding reflection 

and extending my students’ thinking about the impact of their rhetorical choices on their 

reader. I also envisaged that such a strategy would be the most effective way of encouraging 

a change in students’ approach to argumentation. However, as discussed in the previous 

chapter, data collected from the draft and final essays had highlighted that not all students had 

been able to realise the suggestions I had made to improve their argumentation successfully. 

In interview, the case study participants revealed some of the different rationales behind their 

responses to my feedback. 

In the following extract, Joy shows her realisation that ‘something is missing’, which 

prevents me from cohering her development of an idea, but she misinterprets my suggestions 

for expansion and development as a suggestion to add more propositional information.  

So here…yes…this feedbacks here you wanted me to add something that is missing…so you 

can follow my idea clearer…so yes…here I added this [citation] … to expand my ideas. [Joy; 

LCBSem22015; interview2] 

In another of her paragraphs, she falls back on her perceived need to ‘use more linking 

words’, which she had articulated in her cover sheet, as a solution; see Figures 9.9 and 9.10.  

Nevertheless, Connector and Director leadership styles still have some cons. Connector leaders 

may more conforming and permissive (Darling & Leffel, 2014) […] Gail Kelly was able to combine 

both of these leadership styles tactfully which helped her to accomplish goals and her vision and at 

the same time inspired, motivated followers.  

[Joy, this last sentence is confusing for me as it seems to contradict what you have said 

previously about Kelly – that she was successful as a leader because she used the positives of 

these leadership styles. Is the point you are making that ‘despite’ these limitations, Kelly was 

successful? If so, you need to expand and develop this idea in your essay to explain to me how 

and why. Think about the elements of an argument that we discussed in class and see if you 

can make your thinking clearer by justifying for me how the evidence has led you to this 

conclusion.] 

Extract from overall comment 
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In your cover sheet, you expressed concern about your use of transition/linking words. I actually 

think you have a good range here, Joy, and where they are used, I can easily follow the progression 

of your ideas. What you need to work on is filling in the gaps for the reader so that your logical 

reasoning is clear – see especially my notes on para. 5. 

Figure 9.9. Extract from draft essay with feedback – Joy [LCBSem22015] 
Note. Written commentary feedback shown here in bold appeared as margin/embedded in-text comments on 

original. Indirect written corrective coding of grammar and vocabulary errors are not shown in this extract. 

However, Connector and Director leadership styles still have some limitations.[…]. However, Gail 

Kelly was able to combine both of these leadership styles tactfully which helped her to accomplish 

goals and her vision and at the same time inspired, motivated and solidarized followers. [Adding 

the transition ‘however’ still doesn’t fill in the gap for me Joy or connect the points you are 

making].  

Figure 9.10. Extract from final essay with feedback – Joy [LCBSem22015] 

 

In her second interview, Joy explained that she had added in the logical connective ‘however’ 

because “that’s what we learnt before about joining ideas to make it clearer…linking words 

you know are the way so that why I put this here”. When I asked Joy if she could see why this 

had not adequately addressed the comments I had made in my feedback, it seemed from her 

reply that she had indeed thought she was ‘making her thinking clearer’ as I had suggested in 

my comments. However, she saw this as being achieved through ‘surface’ revisions, which 

were more familiar and easier for her to apply, rather than addressing development of the idea 

which she didn’t really understand how to do. 

So I think you say my linking words are good which was my worry, but you said they were 

good. So that’s why I use again here. It’s harder for me to change the words and ideas here 

to explain more so I thought this linking word shows the point clearly. [Joy; LCBSem22015; 

interview2] 

Both Freda and Nik were more successful in revising improve argumentation in their 

paragraphs, although Nik failed to improve his rhetorical use of citation. The examples in 

Figures 9.11 and 9.12 from Freda’s draft and final essay illustrate how she successfully 

revised her use of logical connectives to improve the development of a supporting argument. 

In addition to being a Connector, Biver might as well be characterised as holding a Creator style. A 

Creator is considered as enthusiastic, friendly and imaginable, as well as being idea-oriented (Darling 

& Leffel, 2010). Moreover, Biver knows what people want and is open-minded. And regarding Biver is 

his understanding of the market and the need to rejuvenate the brand of Tag Heuer (Burton, 2015). 

Furthermore, the company is working to address the latest generation. Biver recognises that with the 
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latest generation comes new ways to address people. For instance, Tag Heuer needs to adjust their 

communication from print to digital media (Burton, 2015). [Think more carefully about how you use 

linking words Freda. When I read this, I feel like I’m reading a shopping list of points rather 

than being ‘led’ through a developing line of reasoning. Remember your argument development 

is ‘internal’ to the text and needs to connect the evidence to support the claim about Biver’s 

Creator style] 

Extract from overall comment 

In your cover sheet Freda, you commented on your concerns about your use of linking words and 

guiding your reader. I have highlighted where the text lacks coherence and I get lost – especially with 

your overuse of linking words to add more ‘facts’ or evidence rather than to advance your line of 

reasoning. Refer to the tutorial activities where we evaluated an example paragraph to see how your 

text could be revised. 

Figure 9.11. Extract from draft essay with feedback– Freda [LCBSem22015] 
Note. Written commentary feedback shown here in bold appeared as margin/embedded in-text comments on 

original. Indirect written corrective coding of grammar and vocabulary errors are not shown in this extract. 

 

In addition to being a Connector, Biver could be characterised as showing a Creator style. A 

Creator is considered as enthusiastic, friendly and imaginative, as well as being idea-oriented 

(Darling & Leffel, 2010). Biver knows what people want and is open-minded to new ideas about 

how to achieve this. He understands the market and the need to rejuvenate the brand of Tag Heuer 

(Burton, 2015). One way he has tried to do this is by targeting a younger generation as prospective 

customers for the future by using new communication channels. For instance, Tag Heuer needs to 

adjust their communication from print to digital media (Burton, 2015). This creative vision has led 

to a repositioning of the brand.  

[Great work here Freda. I can see your thinking much more clearly now]  

Figure 9.12. Extract from final essay with feedback– Freda [LCBSem22015] 

In my feedback on Nik’s draft, in certain paragraphs, I had highlighted the lack of 

justification, as shown in the extract in Figure 9.13.  

The application of rhetoric is as applicable in the modern world as it was in the past. In the 

contemporary world, a number of advertisements have been invented using the idea of ethos, such 

as toothpaste products. In one advertisement, a dentist who is an actor advertises a specific 

toothpaste to be trustful and beneficial. [specific example with citation needed here] Likewise, 

Angelina Jolie use public figure status in some social issues. [again Nik, specific example with 

citation needed. Also explain more about how/why ethos works as a persuasion strategy for 

public figures like Jolie] People like Jolie have an effective voice in social change. In social 

campaigns, people who have ethos will bring results. In developing countries like Nepal, social 

organisations choose a leader who is ethos to lead social campaigns. [Nik, I think there is 

confusion here between ethos as a persuasion strategy in rhetoric and individuals’ 

characteristics. I can see how the evidence is relevant but the thinking behind this needs to be 

made much clearer for me. Expand and develop the ideas here so that the reader can follow 

your line of reasoning] 

 



228 

Extract from overall comment 

An interesting topic Nik. I enjoyed reading this very much. You have explained Aristotle’s rhetoric 

theory very well, but as you reflected on in your cover sheet, progressing your thesis about its 

modern-day relevance caused a few problems. To help me understand the ‘how’ and the ‘why’, 

explain the examples and then justify them to connect them to the controlling idea of a paragraph 

(and the thesis). At the moment, as the reader, I am having to fill in too many gaps and find my 

own way through your thinking. Look back at the examples we ‘unpacked’ in class to see how 

citation can be used more effectively. 

Figure 9.13. Extract from draft essay with feedback– Nik [LCASSem12016] 
Note. Written commentary feedback shown here in bold appeared as margin/embedded in-text comments on 

original. Indirect written corrective coding of grammar and vocabulary errors are not shown in this extract. 

As shown in the extract in Figure 9.14, Nik’s comments on his feedback reflection sheet 

show his awareness of the need to justify his evidence in respect to his argument, and also to 

appropriately cite that evidence. However, despite making some improvements to connect 

evidence and claim, so that his line of reasoning was clearer than before, Nik’s revisions to 

his use of citation were ineffective, as highlighted in Figure 9.7. 

Criterion: How I will improve this area for the final 

submission 

Task Fulfilment Find more references. Link better to my thesis. 

Coherence & Cohesion 

 

Find more information to add to my ideas for 

how and why. 

Figure 9.14. Extract feedback reflection sheet– Nik [LCASSem12016] 

 

The application of rhetoric is as applicable in the modern world as it was in the past. In the 

contemporary world, a number of advertisements have been created using the strategy of ethos, 

such as advertisements for toothpaste products. In one advertisement, a dentist who is an actor 

advertises a specific toothpaste to be trustful and beneficial (Brunning, 2001). Because he is a 

dentist, his persuasion is more credible. Likewise, Angelina Jolie who is a celebrity, uses public 

figure status in some social issues (Brunning, 2001). Because she is a celebrity, people will listen to 

her and believe her more strongly. People like Jolie have an effective voice in social change. In 

social campaigns, people who have ethos will bring results. In developing countries like Nepal, 

social organisations choose a leader who is trusted to lead social campaigns. Because the leaders 

are trusted, social campaigns can be more effective. [Nik, although I can now read some 

justification to connect to the evidence and claim, just adding in this citation hasn’t 

strengthened the evidence you have provided, and you still have unsupported claims that 

need development. ] 

Figure 9.15. Extract final essay with feedback– Nik [LCASSem12016] 
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In the interview, Nik expressed surprise that the revisions he had made had not strengthened 

his development of ideas. 

I correct my vocabulary and grammar mistakes …the punctuation…to get marks for 

those…and here the logic … but you can understand my idea better…the reference here - I 

know how to reference…APA style rules…to show where information is from …[Nik; 

LCASSem12016; interview2] 

He commented that he had not referred back to the classroom activities as I had suggested in 

my feedback to look at how to use citation more effectively because he knew “how to 

reference…for not plagiarising” so he didn’t feel it was necessary. Nik’s conception of 

citation as an accessory required to comply with academic conventions is not unusual 

(Stockwell & Villar Cole, 2016); however, in this case it had proved to be a barrier to his 

willingness to consider my suggestions to improve his writing. Throughout his interview, it 

was clear that Nik was still very attached to his idea of the purpose of the assignment as 

allowing assessment of language proficiency and academic conventions, similar to the essay 

he had written in his previous EAP class. Thus, in his revisions he had focused on the areas 

he perceived as being more important for improving his writing for this task, choosing to 

ignore the messages in the comments about what I considered more important. 

Maya’s approach to my written comments also reflected her prior experiences of feedback 

and text-oriented approaches to writing. She saw the sentence-level, corrective feedback as 

being most important, possibly influenced by the predominately corrective feedback she had 

received before (Hedgcock & Leftkowitz, 1996; Montgomery & Baker, 2007). Her responses 

to my feedback appeared to be strongly influenced by her perceptions of language accuracy 

being fundamental to ‘good’ writing. Furthermore, she revealed that she had found the longer 

explanations in my handholding and/or bridging feedback distracting and sometimes 

overwhelming. 

Actually for me this is not so useful I think. I like the simple ones here [error codes]. This are 

too much words, takes me a long time to read. [Maya; LCBSem22015; interview2] 

Nevertheless, a significant percentage of Maya’s revisions had been successful, especially in 

the categories of ‘organisation of ideas’, ‘logical connectives’, and ‘use of sources’. In the 

categories of ‘developing ideas’ and ‘logical reasoning’, however, Maya had chosen to either 

simply remove text or add more references to supporting literature which often had a mixed 

effect. As illustrated in the extracts in Figures 9.16 -9.17, Maya responds to my suggestions 
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to re-organise her paragraph successfully but chooses to add more information rather than 

make her argument clearer for the reader. 

Legge (2015) indicate that Gail Kelly is a leader, who like people, focus  on the others, reacts for 

individuals, trusts in associates, and looks up other people. Gail Kelly supported women to get 

roles in senior management, and worked on workplace flexibility in order to help female executives 

(Smith, 2014). Likewise, Mckenzie and Santos (2014) states that Gail Kelly’s emphasis is on gender 

inequality, and makes policies to assist women. These initiatives demonstrated Gail Kelly’s 

Connector type of leadership. [There is lots of evidence here to support the claim made in the 

last sentence, Maya, but no justification – i.e. how do these initiatives demonstrate Kelly’s 

Connector type leadership? You could put the controlling idea in the first sentence and then 

explain to me how Kelly’s support for women connects to Legge’s observation. 

Extract from overall comment 

Overall Maya this is a great effort for your first draft. I can see how much work you have put into 

this. There are some errors that I have identified in grammar and word choices, but these do not 

generally impact my ability to understand the points you make. However, there are some 

paragraphs where I find it hard to see the connections between the ideas in the argument. In class, 

we looked at the parts of an argument and how the justification can show the writer’s thinking to 

the reader. We can’t just assume that the reader is going to make that connection – we need to 

guide them. Look back at the activities we did in class to see how this can be achieved. 

Figure 9.16. Extract draft essay with feedback– Maya [LCBSem22015] 

There were many initiatives which demonstrated Gail Kelly’s Connector type of leadership. Gail 

Kelly supported women to get roles in senior management, and worked on workplace flexibility in 

order to help female executives (Smith, 2014). Likewise, McKenzie and Santos (2014) state that 

Gail Kelly’s emphasis is on gender inequality, and she created policies to assist women. As a 

consequence, Gail Kelly met an objective to see 40 percent of senior positions taken up by women 

(Smith, 2014). [A better structure here Maya with your controlling idea at the beginning, but 

you still haven’t connected the evidence to this claim for the reader – i.e. I don’t know what 

your reasoning is] 

Figure 9.17. Extract final essay with feedback– Maya [LCBSem22015] 

Because of Maya’s high level of accuracy and range in vocabulary and grammar at sentence-

level and the equal weighting of the four marking criteria (task fulfilment, coherence and 

cohesion, grammar, and vocabulary), she received a grade for the essay which she reported 

she had been satisfied with. This in turn may have reinforced her belief that the suggestions I 

had made to ‘fill in the gaps’ for the reader were not actually as relevant to improving her 

writing. Indeed, she attributed the success of her assignment to the “checking help” she had 
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received from the university’s English language support service – “so I know my writing is 

correct” , as illustrated in this interview extract: 

I think yes the better topic sentences, this made a good improvement to my essay, like this one 

[reference to paragraph as shown in Figure 9.9], and my checking help so I know my writing 

is correct. So I get good marks for these. I think it is important for academic writing so you 

can understand what I am trying to say. [Maya;LCBSem22015; interview2] 

When I asked Maya about her revision decisions in response to my comments about making 

her reasoning clear to the reader, she explained that: 

If the grammar is good, my problems with verb [subject verb agreement] is correct then the 

reader can follow my thinking like you say here. That is important I think, to understand what 

I say. So, so, yes … I … here the explaining thinking to reader, my writing is correct with 

checking so I know my reader will understand the connection, with correct grammar and 

vocabulary this improved my essay for me. [Maya;LCBSem22015; interview2] 

If, as Lave and Wenger (1999) have argued, learning and sense of identity are inseparable, 

then students’ interpretations of feedback discourse and the ways their identities mediate 

feedback are bound to be diverse (Sutton & Gill, 2010). Nik’s and Maya’s resistance and/or 

rejection of ‘the authority’ of suggestions I made in my comments was also an expression of 

their agency in the feedback process. Similar to findings in other interactional analyses (e.g. 

Kang & Dykema, 2017; Sutton & Gill, 2010), these students acted as agents exerting their 

own power and authority in the decisions they made about how to revise. This contrasts with 

F. Hyland’s (2000) assertion that L2 writers tend to read and respond to teacher’s feedback 

with an implicit acceptance of authority. 

Changes to established perceptions of what constitutes ‘good writing’ can be difficult for 

students to apply without the preparatory pedagogy to support suggested revisions. Such a 

pedagogy needs to persuade students to look beyond language accuracy and to recognise that 

not every written assignment is approached in the same way. Previous analysis in Chapter 

Seven and Eight has shown my students’ growing declarative knowledge about the 

architecture of argumentation in their writing, but also, that in some categories, especially 

when revising development of ideas through explanation, their procedural knowledge - in 

other words, their ability to apply their learning about argumentation - was limited. Many of 

my feedback comments had referenced the designed-in or planned scaffolding in my teaching 
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materials. I had hoped these would function in a similar way to the electronic hyperlinks 

provided with the standardised error codes used for the written corrective feedback given on 

the course. In my evaluation of the effectiveness of these materials, however, I identified the 

need for an additional step to facilitate improvements in feedback literacy (see Section 8.1) so 

that students could use this knowledge resource more effectively. Such classroom activities 

would give students practise in interpreting and responding to similar comments on example 

paragraphs which would help them to apply learning to their own revisions. Interview data 

have reaffirmed the need for me to provide this additional scaffolding. As part of the DFF, 

this scaffolding can be expected to enhance students’ feedback literacy and facilitate better 

transfer of learning.  

Of the four interviewees, Joy appeared to have the most difficulty transferring learning from 

the classroom activities. 

It is useful…yes…but to be honest you know…sometimes I find this confused…with grammar 

you know like wrong tenses, I know this so it [hyperlink to additional instruction] just remind 

me, but this not so much because I think maybe it was new for me…difficult…so I’m not so 

sure what I do to use this to improve here like you say [Joy; LCBSem22015; interview2] 

Freda, on the other hand, had seen the activities as challenging but engaging, pushing her to 

develop her writing in new ways. Consequently, she found the scaffolding useful to link back 

to what we had previously done. 

I think what we did in class about the structure of an argument and showing it in our writing 

was really interesting. Even in Norwegian this is interesting to think about. So yes, here it 

was useful to be reminded about where I could show this in my writing [Freda; 

LCBSem22015; interview2] 

Nik and Maya, however, had chosen, in some instances, not to refer back to this knowledge 

resource either because they believed they already knew what the problem was: 

I know how to reference…APA style rules…to show where information is from. [Nik; 

LCASSem12016; interview2] 

or because the activities seemed irrelevant to their existing perceptions of ‘good writing’:  

No I didn’t use [suggested activity]…I remember the activities with the student paragraph 

[reference to discourse analysis activity] but this is not so relevant to me here maybe. I take 

my writing for checking help, that is more helpful for my writing I think. [Maya; 

LCBSem22015; interview2] 
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Interestingly, it seemed that although Nik and Maya recognised that I was an active reader of 

their work and appreciated the real meaning I gave to my comments, they did not seem to 

attribute value to being similarly active in reading and understanding my comments, or in 

taking on such a role themselves.  

In her first interview, Maya had indicated her disappointment when she had not received the 

grade she had expected on other assignments, despite the fact that she had put great effort 

into ensuring lexico-grammatical accuracy. 

Sometimes feedback on other courses can be hard to understand…I took my writing to 

EnglishHelp8 and my grammar and spelling is checked but the tutor gives me less marks for 

this assignment …[Maya; LCBSem22015; interview2] 

I asked her to bring along an example of one of these assignments to her second interview. 

When we looked at this together, I could see that Maya’s writing was indeed linguistically 

accurate and clearly structured, but her tutor’s comments showed that she had lost marks 

because of her lack of criticality, as illustrated in the extract in Figure 9.10. 

Additionally, young workers do not seem to be interested in joining a union. The evidence shows 

that young people do not believe that unions have enough power and that there is a tendency for 

young people to join less unionised organisations (Oliver, 2010). [        #10] Fitzenberger, Kohn, 

and Wang (2011) also signify that negotiating a wage increase by joining a union is not 

advantageous for young workers. .[         #11] Oliver (2010) states that union membership is not a 

priority for young workers and a union does not seem to give benefits for a younger worker.[         

#12]  

        Comment 10  

do you mean that they are no longer effective in bringing about change or upholding rights of 

employees? 

        Comment 11 

why? is this because graduates are more confident about their ability to 'fight their own 

corner'? 

        Comment 12 

what kind of benefits? Is this because they don’t see it as relevant/useful?  

 

Figure 9.18. Extract from feedback on Maya’s Employment Relations course assignment  

                                                 

8 EnglishHelp is the university’s English language support service for EAL students. 
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Maya had actually submitted this assignment after she had received my feedback on her draft 

essay. When I pointed out that the comments she had received on her Employment Relations 

course assignment were about making connections and explaining her thinking to the reader, 

and as such were similar to my feedback on her argumentation in her draft essay, she 

expressed surprise. As reflected in her response below, she had misinterpreted her tutor’s 

feedback, thinking that the comments related to lexico-grammatical problems. 

I didn’t think this … this [Employment Relations assignment] is problem with … if my tutor’s 

understand my writing … but I was confused because I didn’t have mistakes with grammar 

and academic words… I didn’t think this was about the same problem as you told me [Maya; 

LCBSem22015; interview2] 

The perceptions and beliefs evidenced in my interview data were reminiscent of findings 

from other studies that have shown how epistemological beliefs about feedback can be 

influenced by prior learning experiences (Otting et al., 2010; Ramsden, 1992). Where 

previous experiences of feedback on their English writing have focused mainly on accuracy, 

L2 students can be left poorly positioned to revise successfully beyond sentence-level (Z. 

Wang, 2011). And student myths about feedback can be pervasive. The grammar myth – 

‘correct grammar is the essence of effective academic writing’, and the inoculation myth – 

‘I’ve learnt everything about how to write before’ (Reid, 2008), for example, can have a 

significant impact on students’ responses to teachers’ feedback. Entrenched beliefs and 

expectations developed through past experiences can be influential in the degree of 

receptiveness students have to unfamiliar approaches to writing pedagogy and feedback.  

In our interviews, I also asked the students for their perceptions of feedback across the whole 

assignment cycle. Three of the interviewees, Joy, Maya and Freda, indicated in their 

responses that they had recognised the interrelatedness of some of the elements of the 

framework.  

I like that we need the cover sheet and you wrote about it [references in my feedback to what 

Joy had written on her cover sheet] and then I have to think about what things I will do to 

improve [completion of feedback reflection sheet [Joy; LCBSem22015; interview2] 

I can see all the things we did … the sheets before essay draft submission and after … this all 

feedback? [Maya; LCBSem22015; interview2] 

It’s a process isn’t it …one leads to the next…me to you, you to me…[Freda; LCBSem22015; 

interview2] 
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Perceptions of the effectiveness of this framework as a whole were mixed, however. As 

discussed in Chapter Eight, many students initially had difficulty in completing the 

interactive self-evaluation cover sheet. Nik explained that he had had problems in 

understanding the purpose of this task and also in constructing his own comments on his 

work. 

At first I thought why we doing this…you explained about how we read our draft and thinking 

about what we will be marked on…this is new for us…it was hard for us to write something 

good but I think what I wrote was okay [Nik; LCASSem12016; interview2] 

Interestingly, although Maya was quite uncomfortable with taking an active and collaborative 

role in the feedback process, she appeared to have enjoyed the opportunity the feedback 

reflection sheet gave her to reflect on her own writing, as illustrated in one of her responses: 

This was difficult for me, for me before is the teacher’s responsibility […] it was interesting 

to say what I did well in my writing, to tell you what I think about my writing …usually just 

the teacher tells me [Maya; LCBSem22015; interview2] 

Freda also recognised the value of self-evaluation in the writing process, explaining that 

I should do this every time I write, but I think I don’t do this always, so this is an important 

…I mean to make us do this is important for writing [Freda; LCBSem22015; interview2] 

Many of the Joy’s, Maya’s and Nik’s interview responses, however, highlighted how they 

perceived the elements of the framework as possibly only useful for the essay assignment 

they had written for me. Although they acknowledged that the feedback I had given would be 

beneficial in the future, they most often spoke about this in terms of improving specific 

features of their writing, as illustrated in the following extracts from Joy and Nik. 

Your feedbacks help me a lot and I found out my linking words is good so I know this for next 

time and writing clear paragraphs. My writing can get better [Joy; LCBSem22015; 

interview2] 

I know my problems now with articles and organising my ideas. I can do this again now 

[Nik; LCASSem12016; interview2] 

I reflected in my journal that having no grade for the elements of the framework that 

encouraged the generation of internal feedback as a metacognitive practice may have meant 

that my students saw these as having less value in the writing process than my external 

feedback on their draft essays. Previous research in L1 writing instruction has suggested that 



236 

‘assessment as learning tools’, such as the self-evaluation cover sheet that I used, should not 

be graded. It is argued that ‘measuring’ the completion of a self-evaluation task may not 

encourage students to see the role of such a practice in the writing process, and that assessing 

the quality of the task may not encourage students to provide authentic reflections (Earl, 

2013; Lam, 2013). However, assessment of process as well as final product has been 

advocated as best practice in L2 writing pedagogy (Ferris, 2002, 2003; Ferris & Hedgcock, 

2014; Goldstein, 2005, 2006; Ruegg, 2015b). A grade that reflects not just an evaluation of 

the students’ application of my feedback to their final draft, but also their achievements in the 

other elements of the writing process could be effective, therefore, in promoting skills that are 

transferable to their future assessments. 

9.3.2 Repositioning the reader 

In Chapter Eight, I identified the different ‘roles’ I tried to assume in providing my feedback 

comments – a pedagogical response of ‘teacher as knowledge resource’ and a response of 

‘teacher as reader and dialogue partner’. My response as reader was designed to bring 

awareness of the interactive and interpersonal aspects of academic writing, which are 

particularly important in argumentation. In my comments, I tried to express the impact of the 

breakdown in argumentation on me as a reader: 

I’ve lost my way here Nik! I can’t see how the point in this sentence about pathos connects to 

the idea in the following sentence. [Nik; LCASSem12016; draft essay feedback] 

Think more carefully about how you use linking words Freda. When I read this, I feel like I’m 

reading a shopping list of points rather than being ‘led’ through a developing line of 

reasoning [Freda; LCBSem22015; draft essay feedback] 

What a difference you’ve made here – I can now clearly see the development of this idea. 

Well done! [Freda; LCBSem22015; final essay feedback] 

The students showed different degrees of receptiveness to my attempt to change the focus of 

my role through the comments I wrote. As a way of making my reaction as reader to their 

texts clearer, one of my strategies was to make extensive use of the pronoun ‘I’, and to a 

lesser extent the pronoun ‘me’, to refer to myself as ‘reader’. However, it seemed that this 

strategy had not greatly influenced the revisions the students made. When asked about which 

type of comments had most influenced their revision decisions, the students’ responses varied 

depending on how strongly they remained attached to a view of my role in the feedback and 

writing process as just that of a teacher and a knowledge resource. 
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As illustrated in her earlier comments, Freda was the most perceptive in recognising the 

purpose of my strategy, 

When you wrote “I feel” and “I can’t follow”… like here…I mean you are my teacher and 

this helps me with my writing…but…I know how my writing makes you feel when you read 

it…can you follow my ideas…like that.. [Freda; LCBSem22015; interview2] 

whereas Maya, Joy and Nik identified the comments I made in my role as teacher, where I 

gave instructions or suggestions, as being more influential in making their revisions: 

Here …you tell me “you need” to so I know what to do to make my paragraph structure…this 

type is most importance for me [Maya; LCBSem22015; interview2] 

… these teacher instructions …your words…tell me what to do like “you should”…then I 

know what to do [Joy; LCBSem22015; interview2] 

… where you tell me I need to add in-text references.. you say ‘Nik you should do this or 

that’ then I know what I have done wrong and what I should do [Nik; LCASSem12016; 

interview2] 

These students had strongly identified my role in the feedback process as being one of 

highlighting and correcting their errors. In the case of Maya and Joy, sentence-level revisions 

were more familiar than those at text level, and as such, they seemed to be the most 

comfortable with my explicit instructions that told them what they needed to do. 

Unfamiliarity with dialogic feedback can mean that teacher support is often seen simply in 

terms of identifying what is ‘right or wrong’ (Goldstein & Conrad, 1990), where students 

primarily perceive feedback as being valuable in terms of the eradication of errors. 

Previous experiences of a writing pedagogy with a heavy emphasis on accuracy can be 

expected to lead to an expectation of feedback that serves to correct these errors. Other 

studies have shown how this can lead to a prioritising of these more familiar form-focussed 

sentence-level revisions over responding to the more substantive or rhetorical issues (Ruegg, 

2015a; Z. Wang, 2011) and a conceptualisation of ‘good grammar’ as equating to ‘good 

writing’ (Leki, 1991; Reid, 2008). As such, the students’ expectation is that the response 

articulated in the feedback provided on the student’s text will be solely one of ‘teacher as 

assessor’ with the response of ‘reader’ or dialogue partner ignored. 

Ivanic (1998) has shown that the way an audience is understood will determine the discoursal 

identity of the writer. When Nik, Maya, and Joy positioned the purpose of the assignment in 
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this study as being one of assessment of language proficiency, their expectation was that the 

reader’s role was one of assessor of language. This role was, of course, important in the 

development of my students’ writing, but not being able to see beyond this could have been 

one of the barriers to their realisation of improvements in the development of their ideas. 

Only Freda explicitly evidenced real awareness of participant relations in her engagement 

with my comments on her draft. As a third-year student studying in both English and 

Norwegian, Freda had a different writing background to the other students in this study, and 

she was also perhaps more confident in her writing abilities and lexico-grammatical accuracy. 

This may have given her more flexibility to tackle the different aspects of argumentation that 

I was raising in my comments. Freda’s ZPD, therefore, can be construed as being different to 

those of the other interviewees.  

9.4 Chapter summary 

A dialogic and collaborative feedback process is complex and there are many contextual 

variables that can influence its effectiveness. The students’ individual revision behaviours 

reflected their varying conceptions of feedback, their beliefs about their roles in the process, 

and their ability and/or willingness to follow my suggestions to improve their writing. 

Additionally, their revision behaviours reflected their various writing experiences and 

linguistic abilities. As highlighted in the data, students’ prior experiences of pedagogy can be 

an influence on their formation of expectations and beliefs about feedback, and about what 

constitutes ‘good writing’, and related to this, awareness of participant relations and 

positioning of a reader. Teachers of L2 writing can sometimes find it challenging to balance 

feedback on rhetoric and linguistic proficiency (Casanave, 2004; Hyland & Hyland, 2006d). 

Experiences of writing pedagogy that preference language proficiency over rhetorical 

processes and have a tendency to take a bottom-up approach towards writing, can make it 

difficult for students to move beyond a conceptualisation of writing as product. This, 

additionally, can reinforce a disconnect between language and articulation of subject 

knowledge.  

The socio-constructivist approach I took was unfamiliar to many of my students, so I was 

anxious to gain more insight into how they had engaged with this approach, and whether they 

felt the process and its constituting elements or dialogic episodes had been of value. All the 

participants commented on the benefits of the formative feedback they received on their 

drafts and how they had appreciated the amount of time I had spent giving comments. They 
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also all acknowledged that my comments had helped them to improve their writing for this 

task. With the exception of Nik, the majority of the revisions that students had made resulted 

in generally positive improvements to the aspects of argumentation I had commented on. The 

participants’ individual profiles re-enforced my earlier findings that students generally had 

more success revising from my feedback in the argumentation categories of organisation of 

ideas and logical connectives than the other categories. The students’ revisions in the 

category of developing ideas, however, were more likely to have a mixed effect on 

improvements to their writing. 

Three of the case study students, Joy, Maya and Nik, were inhibited in their responses to 

some of the dialogic elements of my feedback framework. However, there was also some 

evidence in their feedback reflection sheets and in some of their revisions that my feedback 

had scaffolded development in their argumentation. Despite her positioning of me as having 

sole responsibility for providing feedback, Maya was also positive about her experience of 

taking on a different role in the writing process. Freda, in particular, explicitly demonstrated 

change her in perspective, possibly attributable to her experiences of writing in English and 

Norwegian and her genuine interest in ‘crafting’ her writing skills in my class, rather than just 

improving the accuracy of her language.  

The contextual variables of program and institution were also influencing factors in my study. 

As noted earlier in this thesis, the marking criteria (task fulfilment, coherence and cohesion, 

grammar, and vocabulary adapted from the IELTS rubric) were largely language-proficiency 

focused and so very different to rubrics on the participants’ other courses. I believe this also 

contributed to an expectation of the form-focused written corrective feedback common in 

English language teaching classrooms. Maya’s strong belief in the value of accuracy in her 

writing, for example, had a significant influence on her receptiveness to a reader-oriented 

approach to writing, and to her expectations of my role in the feedback process. This belief 

was also re-enforced by the course’s language proficiency focused rubric which meant that 

Maya received a good overall mark for her assignment. It could be argued, therefore, that 

Maya was right in her evaluation of my ‘reader’ feedback as irrelevant in terms of making 

improvements to her writing in my course. As indicated by the feedback that she shared with 

me from her other assignments, however, Maya needed to reassess these beliefs if she had 

wanted to achieve the success in her studies she desired. I am hopeful though that the 

comparison I made between my feedback and her tutor’s comments on her Employment 
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Relations assignment was illustrative for Maya, and that this may have encouraged her to re-

evaluate her approach to academic writing and the value of dialogic feedback.  



241 

Stage 3 - Overview 

In Stage 2 of this inquiry, my seven proposed theoretical principles were operationalised 

through pedagogic strategies in three phases of the dialogic feedback framework (DFF). 

Analyses of data collected in this fieldwork including classroom observations and case study 

interviews were then discussed in chapters Seven, Eight, and Nine. This informed my further 

development and refinement of the DFF, including the addition of an eighth principle. In the 

third stage of this inquiry, I now evaluate this final praxiology and reflect on my experience 

of developing it, in light of my initial research aims articulated in Chapter One.  

In Chapter Ten, I present a summary and evaluation of the DFF, the eight theoretical 

principles in their final form and the practical strategies. This evaluation draws on multiple 

data sources: my own teaching experiences, reviews of extant literature and theoretical 

models, findings from preliminary studies, from the classroom operationalisation of 

theoretical principles and practical strategies, and from case study interviews. Finally, to 

conclude this thesis, in Chapter Eleven, I reflect on the achievement of my research aims and 

the implications of the inquiry for my own practice, for other L2 writing teachers, and for the 

wider field of L2 writing pedagogical research.  
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Chapter Ten – A principled theoretical framework for dialogic feedback 

practice  

The overarching pedagogical aim of this inquiry was to develop a praxiology for a principled 

dialogic and collaborative feedback process with strategies that could encourage L2 student 

writers’ independence and agency and scaffold the high challenge task of argumentation. As 

a synthesis of theory and practical experience, a principled framework can guide teachers “in 

translating educational aims into concrete pedagogical practices” (Elliott, 1991, p. 16). This 

framework is not a blueprint for practice. Instead it represents understandings and 

conclusions established from the testing of hypotheses by a practising teacher in a local 

context, that can continue to be adapted, developed and operationalised by other teachers. In 

other words, this is scholarship that can be applied in the classroom.  

The praxiology comprises three related parts: 1) a philosophical and educational positioning 

of written commentary feedback as interactional contingent scaffolding; 2) the contextual 

factors that are required to effectively use written commentary feedback to scaffold the 

development of argumentation in L2 undergraduate writing; and 3) principled strategies 

which constitute the praxis operationalised in a dialogic feedback framework (DFF). 

Grounded in theory and praxis, the DFF proposed in this thesis represents the practical 

application of an effective dialogic feedback process as an alternative to the traditional 

cognitivist approach common in L2 writing pedagogy. It also addresses current gaps in 

scholarship of the teaching and learning of argumentation in L2 writing.  

The research question guiding my inquiry was - how can written commentary feedback be 

used more effectively to improve argumentation in second language writing? This question 

arose in response to the struggles my students had with the complexities of realising 

successful argumentation in their academic writing. Existing course materials had a 

comprehensive strategy for teachers to provide written corrective feedback on grammar and 

lexis through indirect coding, short-cut codes and classroom practice activities, but such a 

strategy was very limited for feedback above the level of clause. I had found that feedback I 

gave in relation to the architecture of argumentation – the structural and rhetorical 

frameworks – was not always understood or applied as successfully as sentence-level error 

coding. Additionally, although individual elements of the written assignment task were 

designed to encourage metacognitive practices, teachers and students approached these as 

one-off-episodes, rather than interrelated elements of a wider feedback process and formative 
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feedback on drafts were teacher-centric and monologic. I therefore wanted to find a better 

way to support my students’ writing development and I hypothesised that, by changing the 

way I commented on my students’ drafts, I could achieve this.  

In the first stage of the inquiry – the praxiology development - I explored the topics of 

feedback and argumentation in the research literature in both L1 and L2 writing pedagogy. 

And through preliminary research studies of my own, I was able to better understand the 

types of problems my students had with argumentation and to identify and apply strategies I 

could add to the existing assessment process to support my students. By the end of the first 

stage, I concluded that a dialogic and collaborative feedback strategy, which was part of a 

cyclical framework, could: 

 promote student feedback literacy; 

 develop metacognitive practices; 

 encourage student agency; 

 encourage student engagement with my feedback; 

 scaffold the high challenge task of argumentation. 

 

This led to my development of a proposed framework of seven theoretical principles applied 

through practical strategies within a cyclical feedback process. This was based on a 

combination of two theoretical models: Beaumont, O’Doherty, and Shannon’s (2011) 

Dialogic Feedback Cycle (DFC), and Hammond and Gibbons’s (2005) model of scaffolding 

in action. In Stage 2 of the inquiry, I was then able to apply these practical strategies in my 

teaching and observe, reflect and theorise on the outcomes of these actions, and so produce 

the final version of my DFF. In the following sections, I present and discuss the final DFF. 

10.1 Theoretical principles 

In Stage 2 of my inquiry, seven proposed theoretical principles were operationalised through 

a series of practical strategies at a macro and micro level within three phases of a cyclical 

dialogic feedback framework adapted from Beaumont et al.’s DFC model (2011). Subsequent 

to my analysis of the findings from this stage, I developed a final framework of eight 

theoretical principles, as illustrated in Figure 10.1. Table 10.1 presents a breakdown of the 

practical strategies aligned with the theoretical principles in each phase of the cycle. 
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Theoretical principles: 

(i)    Effective written commentary feedback should be dialogic and collaborative 

(ii)   Dialogic feedback can help bring awareness of the interactive nature of academic writing 

(iii)  Expectations of feedback need to be managed 

(iv)   Effective feedback strategies should promote self-reflection and self-assessment for and as learning 

(v)    Feedback that supports students working within their ZPD can best facilitate improvements in argumentation 

(vi)   Metadiscoursal awareness is key in successful argumentation 

(vii)  Development of feedback literacy can facilitate sustainable feedback practices when addressing text level revisions 

         in argumentation 

(viii) Dialogic written commentary feedback can be used to scaffold metadiscoursal awareness 

Figure 10.1. The dialogic feedback framework  
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Table 10.1 Practical strategies and theoretical principles 

Cycle phase 

(Beaumont et al., 2011) 

Theoretical 

principles  

Practical strategies (Macro): dialogic feedback and 

feedback literacy 

Practical strategies (Micro): interactional scaffolding of 

argumentational skills 

Preparatory guidance (i) (ii) (iii)  Discussion of previous feedback experiences and feedback preferences  
Collaborative unpacking of writing task  

Managing expectations of feedback 

In-task guidance (i) (ii) (iv) (v) (vi) 

(vii) (viii) 

Discussion of assessment criteria 

Completion of interactive self-evaluation cover sheet 

Using exemplars to raise rhetorical consciousness of 

metadiscourse 
Formative feedback on outline for draft  

Completion of feedback reflection sheet  

 

Using exemplars to raise rhetorical consciousness of 

metadiscourse 

Activities to promote feedback literacy 

Completion of interactive self-evaluation cover sheet 

Completion of feedback reflection sheet 

  Cohesive and coherent feedback strategy 
Student-teacher consultations  

Feedback comments to explicitly mark reader response to 

development of argument 

Performance feedback (i) (ii) (iv) (v) (vii) Cohesive and coherent feedback strategy 
Student-teacher consultations  

Feedback comments to explicitly mark reader response to 

development of argument 

Theoretical principles: 

(i)   Effective written commentary feedback should be dialogic and collaborative 

(ii)  Dialogic feedback can help bring awareness of the interactive nature of academic writing 

(iii) Expectations of feedback need to be managed 

(iv)  Effective feedback strategies should promote self-reflection and self-assessment for and as learning 

(v)   Feedback that supports students working within their ZPD can best facilitate improvements in argumentation 

(vi)  Metadiscoursal awareness is key in successful argumentation 

(vii) Development of feedback literacy can facilitate sustainable feedback practices when addressing text level revisions in argumentation 

(viii) Dialogic written commentary feedback can be used to scaffold metadiscoursal awareness 

Note. Practical strategies that have been added or extended as part of my teaching practice are italicised and highlighted in bold. Other strategies were already part of existing 

course curriculum. 
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In the following sections, I outline and discuss these eight principles and supporting practical 

strategies in light of the findings and analysis of the data from Stage 2.  

10.1.1 Theoretical principles (i) – (ii) 
 

As discussed previously, principles (i) Effective written commentary feedback should be 

dialogic and collaborative and (ii) Dialogic feedback can help bring awareness of the 

interactive nature of academic writing were foundational to the theoretical framework 

underpinning all the practical strategies I used at a macro level to promote dialogic feedback 

and feedback literacy, and concurrently, at a micro level to improve the effectiveness of 

feedback comments in the teaching and learning of argumentation.  

10.1.2 Theoretical principles (iii) – (viii) 
 

In the cyclical framework, principles (iii) to (viii) are applied through practical strategies as a 

collaborative chain of interrelated dialogic episodes (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017) that scaffold 

student revisions. This is represented visually in Figure 10.2. 

 

Figure 10.2. A visual representation of the supporting collaborative and dialogic chain 

In this process, dialogue occurs both within and between these elements, and then is 

continued by feeding forward to subsequent writing tasks. When providing formative 

feedback, the teacher can reference the designed-in scaffolding of earlier classroom activities 

and the students’ individual self-reflection and self-evaluation of their written assignment. In 

their summative feedback on the final text, the teacher can again draw on earlier designed-in 

scaffolding, their previous formative comments, and the students’ individual reflections on 

the formative feedback they had received. 
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 (iii) Expectations of feedback need to be managed [Practical strategies: discussion of 

previous feedback experiences; managing expectations of feedback] 

Findings from the inquiry highlighted the potential points of difference between students’ 

understandings and expectations of feedback and my own. Students’ expectations of 

primarily written corrective feedback, with the teacher positioned as ‘expert’, were often 

predicated on previous experiences of text-oriented, product-driven writing pedagogy. Their 

responses additionally evidenced a perceived disconnect between language and content, also 

found in other studies (Coffin & Donohue, 2014; Mateos et al., 2011). These findings had 

potential implications for the socio-constructivist and reader-oriented pedagogic outcomes I 

wanted to achieve. As well as allowing students to share their experiences and expectations, 

the practical strategies provided the opportunity for me to reflect on and then explain my own 

writing pedagogy and feedback practice principles. Demystifying the feedback process and a 

teacher’s feedback practice has been suggested as a way to rebalance the asymmetric power 

relationships in the classroom (S. Richardson, 2000). Encouraging my students to share their 

experiences and expectations also helped to establish their agency in the feedback process. 

Feedback literacy encompasses a series of situated learning practices comprising generic 

practices, skills and attributes. Sutton (2012) proposes that feedback literacy as a situated 

practice has three dimensions: epistemological (acquiring academic knowledge); ontological 

(investment of identity in academic work); and practical (reading, thinking about, and feeding 

forward feedback). Engaging in each of these dimensions can require changes in learners’ 

thinking about feedback, and the way they respond to and use this to feed forward to improve 

academic performance. Prior learning experiences can also influence students’ expectations 

and understandings of feedback provision (Ramsden, 1992). These may sometimes prove to 

be at odds with those of their teachers. In the case of L2 writers, who may view writing 

success in terms of accuracy of text as a de-contextualised product, previous feedback 

experiences may have led to the preference for feedback that draws attention to sentence-

level form-focused errors (written corrective feedback) (Eckstein, 2013), and that outlines 

explicitly what to do to make revisions (Crisp, 2007). Managing student expectations of 

feedback and developing positive attitudes and response towards feedback can, therefore, be 

a way to encourage more effective student engagement with the comments that tutors provide 

on written work that go beyond sentence-level and address argumentation structure (Burke & 

Pieterick, 2010; Carless et al., 2011).  
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(iv) Effective feedback strategies should promote self-reflection and self-assessment of 

learning [Practical strategies: completion of interactive self-evaluation cover sheet; 

completion of feedback reflection sheet] 

For feedback to be sustainable so that it effectively feeds forward, students need to be 

encouraged not only to be active users of the ‘external’ feedback provided by their teachers, 

but also to develop their ability to generate ‘internal’ feedback. In other words, they need to 

be able to self-evaluate independently of the teacher. The cover sheet, submitted alongside 

the draft essay, required students to evaluate their own writing with reference to the marking 

criteria, and as such, students were asked to position themselves as readers of their own 

writing and reflect on their own responses to their development of argument. By positioning 

themselves in this way, students began to gain a greater awareness of the impact that a 

breakdown in the logical progression of their ideas could have. These self-evaluation 

comments were then used to inform the feedback I gave on the students’ drafts. The feedback 

reflection sheet, adapted from Burke and Pieterick’s (2010) ASK [attitudes (A); strategies 

(S); knowledge (K)] approach, was used so that students could consider and plan subsequent 

revisions to improve their drafts, again encouraging metacognitive processes and promoting 

feedback literacy. The internal feedback generated by the students thanks to these two 

practical strategies became ‘links’ of dialogic episodes in a “genre chain” (Ädel, 2017, p. 65) 

of internally and externally generated feedback. Although taking an agentive role in the 

feedback process was an unfamiliar concept for my students, the effects of both strategies 

evidenced some improvements in student engagement and they are therefore important 

elements in the DFF. 

(v) Feedback that supports students working within their ZPD can best facilitate 

improvements in argumentation [Practical strategy: cohesive and coherent feedback 

strategy] 

My feedback comments were designed to show where the writer’s intention had been 

achieved and where it had not. By modifying the level of explicitness or rationale I provided 

in my feedback, I aimed to scaffold my students’ learning towards independence. Drawing on 

the consciously planned scaffolding of previous classroom instruction, this approach was 

applied to develop a cohesive (articulating a clearly defined purpose and audience) and 

coherent (expressing degrees of explicitness and/or rationale) feedback strategy. Feedback 

comments also explicitly referenced comments students had made on their self-reflection 
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cover sheets. Not only did this validate students’ own internally-generated feedback and 

agency in this dialogic feedback process, but it also reflected the interactivity and 

collaboration necessary for successful argumentation in academic writing. 

Findings revealed that the impact of this strategy depended on the type of revision required. 

In certain categories of argumentation that I commented on, students’ revisions had a mixed 

effect on improvement. For example, in the category of ‘developing ideas’, comments of 

handholding and bridging types resulted in more mixed-effect revisions than successful ones; 

students were better able to respond to feedback that suggested adding additional 

propositional information than they were when revisions required further explanation. Case 

study data also revealed that this category of argumentation was sometimes more difficult for 

students to revise in. Earlier studies (e.g. Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Ferris, 1997; Goldstein 

& Conrad, 1990) have also evidenced that responding successfully to feedback on developing 

ideas can present difficulties for L2 writers.  

Although, overall, I evaluated the strategy to be effective, there was also strong evidence for 

the need for additional supporting resources in the classroom, which could help students 

respond to my feedback more successfully. I therefore developed additional practical 

strategies to improve feedback literacy within the framework as discussed below in relation 

to principle (vii). 

(vi) Metadiscoursal awareness is key in successful argumentation [Practical strategy: 

using exemplars to raise consciousness of metadiscourse] 

As a practical strategy to apply this sixth theoretical principle as part of the framework, I used 

authentic student exemplars in rhetorical consciousness raising activities examining 

development of argument within paragraphs. I focused particularly on the level of paragraph 

for two main reasons. Firstly, this was achievable within the existing curriculum and 

addressed concepts not already covered. Secondly, my preliminary study (see Chapter Five) 

had shown that developing a controlling idea effectively in a paragraph, even when adhering 

to a prescriptive ‘topic sentence followed by supporting sentences’ structure, could be a 

problem for students. In tutorial discussion, we analysed and evaluated the rhetorical choices 

made by student writers in paragraphs from successful and less successful argumentational 

writing. These collaborative ‘evaluative’ experiences (Sadler, 2010, p. 542) both encouraged 

dialogue and provided students with a vocabulary to use when self-evaluating and reflecting 
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on their writing on their interactive cover sheets and feedback reflection sheets. I was then 

able to use the same metalanguage in my feedback comments. 

(vii) Development of feedback literacy can facilitate sustainable feedback practices 

when addressing text level revisions in argumentation [Practical strategy: activities to 

promote feedback literacy] 

Feedback literacy requires students to be able to not only understand but also apply the 

feedback they receive on their writing. Studies have shown that any subsequent revisions are 

far more likely to be successful if students receive explicit instruction on how to revise 

(Ferris, 1997; Goldstein, 2006; Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 2006; Vardi, 2009). I developed the 

seventh principle in the framework as a result of findings that pointed to the need for 

additional resources as in-task guidance. Although the curriculum provided for practice 

responding to form-focused written corrective feedback, there was no such practice with text-

level feedback. Data from the revision ratings analysis, and additionally from case study 

interviews, evidenced how certain categories of revision were particularly difficult for 

students to apply. Although the classroom activities which I referenced in my comments were 

perceived by students as a useful resource for writing development, students expressed their 

difficulty in transferring this learning to resolve the problems in their writing that I identified 

in my feedback. As part of the designed-in scaffolding in the in-task guidance phase of the 

cyclical framework, I have since developed additional activities to give students this practice. 

Evaluation of this strategy will be the subject of future inquiry. An example of these 

resources is shown in Appendix J.  

(viii) Dialogic written commentary feedback can be used to scaffold metadiscoursal 

awareness [Practical strategy: comments to explicitly mark reader response to breakdown in 

argumentation] 

As a practical strategy, my dialogic feedback comments were written to respond to the 

students’ texts as ‘reader as dialogue partner’, in addition to comments that responded as 

‘teacher as pedagogical resource’. These reader response comments were designed to scaffold 

metadiscoursal awareness by bringing attention to points in the text where argumentation and 

the reader’s ability to cohere the line of argument had broken down.  

Data from the four case study participants’ stimulated recall interviews, however, illustrated 

that students’ receptiveness to this strategy was mixed. Students found this approach less 
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useful when they had a strong attachment to a product-driven approach to writing predicated 

on accuracy, with the ‘reader/audience’ positioned as assessor of language or knowledge 

resource. The positioning of audience in this way determined their discoursal identities as 

writers (Ivanic, 1998) and their feedback orientation.  

10.2 The dialogic feedback framework 
 

Drawn from L1 and L2 writing scholarship, this framework represents a “bricolage” (Ely et 

al., 1997, p. 232) of theories and strategies selected and applied for the purposes of this 

praxiology. Each of the strategies outlined above has merit as a stand-alone practice in L2 

writing pedagogy. As elements within the framework proposed here, however, they represent 

a comprehensive feedback practice. A re-conceptualisation of feedback as interactive 

contingent scaffolding within the DFF facilitates a collaborative process in which both 

teacher and student exercise agency. Feedback extends beyond simply that provided on 

‘current’ text and functions intertextually as well as intratextually. It is multi rather than 

unidimensional. Elements within this wider feedback discourse can help to develop 

metacognitive practices and promote independence from the teacher as ‘expert’. Overreliance 

on a teacher’s written corrective feedback can restrict L2 novice writers’ ability to transfer 

learning to other tasks (T. Wang & Li, 2011) and to tackle the complexities of academic 

writing which require more than linguistic accuracy. An interactive and reciprocal process, 

that draws on the scaffolding elements within this principled framework, however, can make 

feedback sustainable. Dialogic written commentary feedback can then function as a visible 

form of semiotic mediation (Coffin & Donohue, 2014) to bring awareness of the centrality of 

meaning making through language in the development of collaborative and dialogic 

argumentational texts. 

The positioning of the teacher in this feedback process was, however, unfamiliar to many of 

the students. The inquiry highlighted the challenging and gradual nature of support required 

to enable students to make changes in their approaches to writing. Feedback is a complex 

concept and one that is impacted by many variables – student, teacher, program and 

institution (Goldstein, 2005). A crucial barrier highlighted in my research findings was the 

influence of students’ prior experiences, perceptions and expectations of writing pedagogy 

and feedback. Classroom discussion of these in the preparatory phase of the framework was 

useful in drawing attention to differences between my students’ perceptions and expectations 

and my own, and in providing an opportunity to consider other approaches to writing. 
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However, given the busy curriculum, the amount of time available for this, as well as for the 

designed-in scaffolding to support later iterations of the supporting chain, was limited. 

Crucially, then, engagement with the dialogic feedback framework proposed here should be 

viewed as a process which needs to be repeated.  
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Chapter Eleven – Final reflections 

In Chapter Ten, I presented the theoretical principles and practical strategies constituting the 

refined DFF and reflected on the effectiveness of this principled framework as a response to 

my guiding research question: how can written commentary feedback be used more 

effectively to improve argumentation in second language writing. In this chapter, I first draw 

conclusions about the success of the praxiology in achieving the research and pedagogical 

outcomes I articulated in Chapter One. I then reflect on the implications of the study. 

11.1 A praxiology as reflective inquiry 

Evaluating the impact of our own practice is a process that has been advocated by many 

higher education researchers. Indeed, the central message of Hattie’s monograph ‘Visible 

learning for teachers’ (2012) is that, as educators, we should be “consistently aware and have 

dependable evidence of the effects [we] have on [our] students – and from this evidence 

make the decisions about how [we] teach and what [we] teach” (p. 149). As teachers, we tend 

to hold tacit views about our practice, but these are not always underpinned by empirical 

research or scholarly literature. To enhance the quality of our teaching, therefore, we need to 

engage in reflective inquiry that integrates theory and pedagogical practice. In the scholarship 

of teaching and learning, this requires a systematic investigation and reflective analysis of 

student learning with reference to explicit theoretical frameworks. As a central tenet of 

practitioner inquiry, a praxiology offers one approach to pedagogic research which has 

enabled me to explore the connections between an issue I identified in my own teaching 

practice, theory and the research process. As such, the DFF presented in this thesis is an 

example of how pedagogic theory in L2 learning and teaching can be developed through 

practitioner inquiry.  

The overarching goal of my inquiry was to understand and enhance my own feedback 

practice so that I could scaffold my students’ writing development more effectively, 

specifically in the high challenge task of argumentation. In Chapter One, I outlined the key 

research and pedagogic aims of the inquiry. In the following sections, I now consider my 

achievement with respect to these goals. 

11.1.1 Research outcomes 

The development of a socio-constructivist approach to feedback on L2 writing that 

conceptualises feedback as dialogic and collaborative. 
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A core theoretical principle of the DFF is that feedback should be conceptualised as 

interactive and collaborative so as to extend student learning and facilitate student agency. 

Feedback that is grounded in a socio-constructivist approach can facilitate students’ writing 

development through dialogue. This represents a departure from a reception-transmission, 

monologic conceptualisation of feedback dominant in L2 writing pedagogy. In my 

framework, the definition of feedback has been extended beyond that of the identification of 

error on current text to include other interactions or dialogic episodes in a feedback process 

and in relation to other texts. This is a process which connects teacher and student, and which 

emphasises the reciprocal and dynamic nature of learning. 

The development of a theoretical framework which reconceptualises written commentary 

feedback as interactive contingent scaffolding  

The dialogic and collaborative feedback process of the DFF has reconceptualised teacher 

written commentary as contingent, micro scaffolding. This draws on the macro scaffolding of 

planned classroom instruction and stimulates and challenges students through questioning. 

This is a departure from a monologic conceptualisation of feedback as ‘telling’, which can 

close down this type of interaction and lead to dependency on the teacher for correction, 

limiting students’ self-evaluative and reflective capabilities. The practical strategies 

developed in the DFF offer tangible ways to realise this reconceptualisation of feedback. 

Contribution to the limited research into the relationship between written commentary 

feedback and revision in undergraduate L2 writing. 

My review (in Chapter Three) of scholarship examining feedback in L2 writing pedagogy 

highlighted how the majority of current research has focused on written corrective feedback, 

but with relatively little attention given to the impact of teachers’ written comments on 

revision. This study has extended our understanding of the complexity of the feedback 

process and the many variables that need to be taken into consideration when exploring the 

relationship between commentary and revision. Key findings and recommendations based on 

these are: 

Key findings: 

 Prior pedagogic experiences can have an influence understandings, perceptions and 

expectations of how feedback is provided and subsequent revision strategies; 

 Dialogic comments that both respond to each individual student’s needs and challenge 
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students to draw on existing knowledge can be effective in scaffolding revisions to the 

architecture of argumentation.  

 Explicit reference to classroom activities and discussions in teachers’ comments can 

support students in making revisions; 

 Beliefs about what constitutes ‘good writing’ influence the importance students place 

on how and where to revise; 

 Rather than being passive participants in the feedback process, students can evidence 

agency in their decisions and responses to teacher feedback; 

 Revisions that require students to develop an idea through explanation or expansion 

appear to be more difficult to achieve than those in other categories of argumentation.   

 The ability to generate internal feedback through self-assessment and self-reflection is 

as important for successful revision as the external feedback provided in teacher 

comments.  

 A decontextualised analysis of the success or otherwise of revisions is limiting and 

incorrectly suggests a linear, unidirectional transmission of information.  

 

Recommendations: 

 Dialogue about prior experiences and beliefs about feedback and writing should be 

encouraged in the classroom as a resource for developing strategies to enhance 

students’ feedback literacy and to mediate dissonance between teacher and student 

expectations; 

 A range of feedback types should be used depending on the type of revision and the 

learning needs of the individual student. In the case of the high challenge task of 

argumentation, comments need to include rationales that reference previous 

pedagogy; 

 Students need to be supported with specific classroom instruction that can give them 

practice in responding to feedback on aspects of argumentation in their writing; 

 Metacognitive practices which generate internal feedback should be developed in 

writing pedagogy. The importance of these practices could be communicated to 

students through an assessment of process as well as product; 

 Teacher comments and student revisions should be viewed as just two elements of a 

broader dialogic feedback process in which feedback is a social and relational act. 
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Evaluation and understanding of EAL undergraduate students’ use of argumentation and 

approach to academic writing. 

 

Evaluation of the use of argumentation by students in this study has evidenced the challenges 

they faced in mediating the complexities of developing ideas coherently and in realising their 

discursive responsibilities to the reader. It has also shown how these students’ approaches to 

academic writing on transition to first-year courses were shaped by previous pedagogic 

experiences. A text-oriented, product-driven approach to writing learned in English language 

classes was often a barrier to students’ ability and/or willingness to see beyond the default 

position inherent in the ‘grammar myth’, that accurate grammar is the essence of effective 

academic writing. This meant that, although the students could make surface revisions to 

grammar, lexis, and the mechanical accuracy of their referencing, for example, revisions in 

relation to broader issues such as rhetoric, coherence and content development were more 

problematic. A text-oriented approach to L2 writing had also led to a conceptualisation of 

content as separate from language, which in turn impacted on how students perceived the 

value of language or content in the assessment, and what decisions they made when 

responding to feedback.  

Although dialogic teacher comments can serve to convey the interactive nature of academic 

writing, this needs to be supported with classroom pedagogy and discussion of the reciprocity 

required between reader and writer in successful argumentation. This in-task guidance needs 

to extend the generic, prescriptive ‘three-stage, five-paragraph essay’ and ‘topic sentence + 

supporting sentences’ paragraph models, however. A review of such instruction is useful, of 

course, but to simply repeat this and stop there only serves to re-enforce the inoculation myth 

- ‘I’ve learned all I need to know about this before’.  

Contribution to the scholarship of teaching and learning and to the field of second language 

writing pedagogy through the dissemination of practitioner-based research findings in 

currently under-researched areas. 

 

Dissemination of findings from this practitioner inquiry has been achieved through the 

published and un-published papers included in the thesis. I have also shared my findings at a 

local level with other teaching practitioners in professional development workshops at the 

Griffith Language Institute, Griffith University: 1) Characteristics of effective written 
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commentary feedback, 5th November 2014; 2) Feedback in HDR EnglishHelp consultations, 

9th December, 2014; 3) Approaching the paragraph: textual analysis of argumentation in L2 

writing, 25th  November, 2015; 4) Feedback on the final assignment (ELEC Semester 2 

induction),29th June, 2016; 5) Encouraging active participation in a dialogic feedback 

process, 14th August, 2017. 

Additionally, course outlines across the four ELECs were revised to include notes on 

Managing your students’ expectations acknowledging the importance of this strategy in the 

feedback process (see Appendix K). 

11.1.2 Practical/pedagogical outcomes 

The development of dialogic and collaborative feedback strategies that encourage student 

agency and metacognitive practices. 

Student agency and development of metacognitive practices are essential components of 

sustainable feedback. Within the DFF, the supporting feedback chain includes the following 

strategies that encourage these: 

 Discussion of previous feedback experiences; 

 Managing expectations of feedback; 

 Completion of an interactive self-evaluation cover sheet; 

 Completion of a feedback reflection sheet. 

 

The development of dialogic and collaborative feedback strategies that scaffold the high 

challenge task of argumentation. 

The successful realisation of argumentation in writing was a high challenge task for students 

which needed support. In other words, the task was within their ZPD. Practical strategies I 

developed to provide interactive contingent scaffolding as part of the DFF were: 

 The use of feedback comments that explicitly marked a reader response to the 

development of argument; 

 Varying the level of explicitness and rationale in feedback comments in response to 

individual students’ needs; 

 Making explicit connections to the macro scaffolding of classroom pedagogy and 

earlier dialogic episodes of feedback; 
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 Exploration and analysis of argumentation in student writing through the use of 

authentic exemplars with reference to Hyland’s (2005a) interpersonal model of 

metadiscourse. 

 

11.2 Implications of the study 

In keeping with the process of self-reflection inherent in practitioner inquiry, it is valuable to 

firstly consider some of the personal implications of this study. One major implication in this 

regard has been the changes I have made to my own feedback practice. The process of 

developing the praxiology - the theoretical principles and strategies that comprise this 

framework - has provided me with the opportunity to change my perspective on the role of 

feedback in teaching and learning. My initial hypothesis was that by changing the way I 

‘wrote’ my feedback comments, I would be able to provide more effective directions for 

revision – an approach perhaps more congruent with a receptive-transmission model of 

feedback. However, as my understanding of the complexity of the issues involved has grown, 

I have been able to see how my external comments on students’ texts are just one part or 

‘link’ within a much broader feedback discourse. These dialogic episodes of feedback are 

integral to learning. My goal now is to build this dialogic and collaborative approach to 

feedback into all my teaching. 

The implications of this inquiry for ‘us’ as teachers of L2 writing are manifold. Firstly, my 

findings point to the importance of identifying new approaches to help reduce our students’ 

dependency on the teacher as a knowledge resource for corrective information. A cognitivist 

approach to feedback with a predominant focus on linguistic accuracy is not sustainable in a 

higher education context as it can fail to develop the metacognitive practices so important in 

successful writing. Approaching feedback as a co-constructed and interconnected process, 

however, where responsibility for learning is shared, can help encourage this independence. 

A second implication for us to consider is how to better integrate the teaching of 

argumentation into our writing pedagogy. An approach is needed that combines both a 

rhetorical and cognitive focus. Practical strategies articulated in this praxiology are examples 

of how this can be achieved within the context of one curriculum through an analysis of 

argumentation at the paragraph level. Other ways of doing this need to be explored. 
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My findings have also shown how epistemological beliefs and notions of the purpose of 

writing founded in prior pedagogic experiences can impact how students see their 

relationship with the reader. Acknowledging and sharing understandings and beliefs about 

approaches to writing and expectations of feedback should, therefore, be the starting point for 

a supportive feedback process that can lead to effective learning. 

A major implication of my inquiry is that we need to re-evaluate our attitude and 

understanding of the role feedback plays in teaching and learning in L2 writing pedagogy. A 

recurring concern for teachers in many of the professional development workshops I have 

conducted has been about the feasibility of the commenting strategy in the DFF that I have 

suggested. There is no doubt that providing feedback on our students’ writing is time-

consuming and sometimes an unwelcome addition to already heavy workloads. I have found, 

however, that once my perception changed from one where feedback was conflated with 

‘marking’ or judgement, to one where feedback was another opportunity for learning, then 

the time I invested in my comments became as valuable as any other teaching moment in the 

classroom. Earlier dialogic episodes in the process which were student-initiated also helped 

to make commentary easier as this enabled me to focus my feedback on areas that students 

wanted help with.  

Although these are changes we can make in our own feedback practice, institutional changes 

are also required. In the classroom, there is a move away from teacher-centric to learner-

centric models of learning. However, feedback often still follows a transmission-reception 

approach. We need to work towards an institutional acknowledgement of dialogic feedback 

as an essential element of teaching and learning and its value in developing students’ L2 

writing practices. This might involve feedback being no longer conflated with marking and 

sufficient time being built into a curriculum to develop a broader dialogic feedback discourse 

similar to that proposed in this thesis. Undertaking ‘local’ practitioner inquiries in our own 

classrooms that evidence the benefits of this approach for our students can be one way to 

progress towards achieving this. 

11.3 Conclusions 

Practitioner inquiry offers the opportunity to explore and address issues that arise from within 

our own practice in order to develop an organic pedagogic theory. The praxiology or 

principled framework presented here has drawn on conceptualisations of feedback from both 

L1 and L2 pedagogical research to propose a way to further students’ feedback literacy and 



260 

scaffold the high challenge task of argumentation in L2 undergraduate writing. Rather than a 

generalisable and prescriptive set of principles, however, this praxiology is offered as a guide 

to be adapted, modified and extended.  

Nonetheless, there are limitations to the research approach I have taken and questions that 

need to be considered regarding the adaptability of this framework by other practitioners. The 

‘local’ and the small size of the corpus used for both the qualitative and quantitative elements 

of my study have implications for the robustness of my findings. Whilst these findings 

proved explanatory for the problems I was researching and informative for the DFF I 

developed for my own practice, they may not necessarily be reflective of a wider population. 

Although the case studies gave me a deeper understanding of the revision behaviours of these 

four students, they are only illustrative of some of the possible variables that influence 

students’ decisions about revisions that they choose to make or not to make. 

The DFF was also designed to enhance an existing feedback process used in one course, 

where provision for teacher feedback on a draft assignment is factored into curriculum and 

teaching workload. This may not be the case in other classrooms. However, while it may not 

be possible to apply the whole framework, I believe that even the adaptation and application 

of certain elements of the DFF can be efficacious. In a course I am currently teaching, where 

there is no provision for formative feedback, I have offered students the opportunity to send 

me a draft if they wish to, with the proviso that they annotate their writing with comments 

and questions they have. Some students take up this offer, some do not. The feedback that I 

provide in response to my students’ comments is additional to my workload, but I make the 

judgement that this is an essential part of my teaching practice, and thus on balance, time well 

spent. Overall, this practitioner inquiry represents my conclusions to date in response to a 

particular issue in my own practice, but this is clearly not the end of my inquiry. My 

challenge is now to modify, adapt and apply my framework in other classrooms and courses I 

teach, and to continue to reflect and evaluate its effectiveness. 
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Appendix A Classroom activity – Exploring paragraph development of argument 

Reorder the sentences below to create a coherent and cohesive argument which develops the 

controlling idea of the topic sentence following the paragraph structure we have looked at in class.  

 

The first sentence is provided for you: 

As a passionate and charismatic individual, Steve Jobs demonstrated many of the Creator leadership 

strengths categorised by Darling and Leffel (2010) in his personal leadership style.  

1. These visionary approaches to potential market opportunities, therefore, clearly demonstrate 

Jobs’s Creator leadership style strengths. 

2. One example of this is that Jobs’s focus at Apple was always on making innovative products rather 

than on profit maximisation (Issacson, 2012) and this approach led to the creation of some of 

Apple’s most profitable and popular products. 

3. Creator types of leaders are able to take risks and seize opportunities; they are able to inspire 

others with their visions for the future.  

4. He was also able to make the most of opportunities in the market, as in the case of iTunes, the 

iTunes store and the iPod which revolutionised the music industry (Issacson, 2012).  

Write the reordered paragraph below and underline any transition signals. Which of these transition 

signals is used by the writer to signal the internal argument of the text?  

As a passionate and charismatic individual, Steve Jobs demonstrated many of the Creator leadership 

strengths categorised by Darling and Leffel (2010) in his personal leadership style. Creator types of leaders 

are able to take risks and seize opportunities; they are able to inspire others with their visions for the future. 

One example of this is that Jobs’s focus at Apple was always on making innovative products rather than on 

profit maximisation (Issacson, 2012) and this approach led to the creation of some of Apple’s most 

profitable and popular products. He was also able to make the most of opportunities in the market, as in the 

case of iTunes, the iTunes store and the iPod which revolutionised the music industry (Issacson, 2012). These 

visionary approaches to potential market opportunities, therefore, clearly demonstrate Jobs’s Creator 

leadership style strengths.  

Claim (make your point - controlling idea) 

Justification (unpack the controlling idea – explain; analyse; suggest to show why it is 

important) 

Support (theory; reference to literature; evidence; example; analysis) 

Implications (what is the significance of this support in relation to the controlling idea – how 

does the support demonstrate the main point; link to main argument of essay – ‘so what? factor’ 

– how does this example link to your main argument in your essay; link to next paragraph) 
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Appendix B Interactive self-evaluation cover sheet 

The aim of this sheet is to help you to read your writing critically and then communicate to me what areas you 

would like feedback from me on. Please try to point to specific areas and describe them clearly. You only 

need to complete sections that you want to or where you think it might best improve your writing – you 

do not necessarily have to comment on all the criteria. I also would like you to think about what you have 

done well and then list the strengths of your paper. Complete this in the week 7 tutorial (i.e. after you have 

submitted your draft electronically). 

Criteria I would like feedback/help with the following areas: 

Task Fulfilment 

 all aspects of the task addressed 

 ideas indicate depth of knowledge about the topic 

 a clear and consistent position maintained throughout 

 academic conventions followed, including 
formatting & referencing 

 

Coherence & Cohesion 

 structure of introduction and conclusion 
appropriate for an academic essay 

 clear topic sentence and one main idea in each 
body paragraph 

 ideas developed, supported and logically 
grouped in paragraphs 

 appropriate mix and use of cohesive devices 

 

Grammar and Vocabulary 

 accuracy of grammar 

 range of sentence structures 

 appropriate punctuation 

 able to convey precise meaning and tone 
through choice of words 

 range of appropriate vocabulary, including 

discipline-specific terms 

 accuracy of spelling 

 

My paper has the following strengths 

 

  

  

  

  

  



294 

Appendix C Questionnaire  

 

 

Survey: Experiences and expectations of feedback on academic writing 

Reference No. LAL/01/15/HREC 

The purpose of this survey is to collect information about the previous feedback you have 

received on your English writing, and to help me understand your expectations of teacher 

written feedback. 

Your name and all your answers will remain confidential. There are no right or wrong 

answers. Your answers have no impact on your final grade in this course. 

Background information 

1. Name: ____________________________________________ 

2. Age: ___________ 

3. Nationality: _______________________ 

4. Native language: ___________________ 

5. Is this your first semester at Griffith University?  YES / NO 

6. Have you studied in Australia prior to enrolment at Griffith University?  YES / NO 

7. If you answered ‘YES’ to question 6, where did you previously study? 

____________________________________________________________ 

Feedback on your writing (in English) before you came to Australia (if you did not 

study English formally before you came to Australia respond to this section based on 

your previous study – e.g. at high school) 

8. What do you think the term ‘feedback’ means? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________ 

9. What is the purpose of feedback in your academic culture? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________ 

10. In which language was the feedback on your writing given? ____________________ 

11. What types of teacher feedback have you received on your English writing before 

coming to Australia? (Please circle any that are relevant) 
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Grade 

Comments at the end  

Comments throughout 

Error corrections (e.g., spelling, grammar) 

Comments on content 

Comments on structure and organisation 

Comments on research skills 

Verbal in person 

Electronic – written 

Electronic – verbal 

Think of one particular example of academic feedback on your writing you remember. It can 

be positive, negative or neutral feedback. 

12. How did the feedback make you feel? 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 

13. How did you use the feedback? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 

14. Do you think your writing improved as a result of the feedback you received? YES/NO 

15. Why/why not? 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

Feedback on writing in Australia 

16 What kind of feedback do you expect in your studies at university in Australia? 

(Please circle any that you think will apply) 

Grade 

Comments at the end  

Comments throughout 

Error corrections (e.g., spelling, grammar) 

Comments on content 

Comments on structure and organisation 

Comments on research skills 

Verbal in person 

Electronic – written 

Electronic – verbal 

17 Do you think the type of feedback you receive depends on the course/assignment? 

YES/NO. Please elaborate. 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________ 
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18 Do you expect the feedback provided on this course to be similar to your previous-

feedback?  YES/NO. Please elaborate. 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________ 

 

19 How important do you think feedback on your assignments is in Australian academic 

culture? (Please circle ONE). 

                    Not Important     Slightly Important       Uncertain      Fairly Important      

Very Important 

 1         2                           3               4       5 

 

20 Would you expect to receive feedback on your English language use in your writing 

on courses other than this one? YES/NO 

 

21 Why/Why not? 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

22 At which stages in the process of writing an assignment do you expect to receive 

feedback? (Please circle any that are relevant). 

Before an assignment 

During an assignment 

After an assignment 

23 Do you think feedback on your writing should always include a grade?  YES/NO 

24 Why/why not? 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Concerns 

25 Do you have any concerns about receiving feedback while studying for your degree at 

Griffith University?  YES/NO 

If so, please give 

details._____________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

Thank you for participating in this survey. 
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Appendix D.1 Modified feedback reflection sheet 

 

 

Feedback reflection sheet 
 

What are the main areas for revision identified in your 

feedback?  

What do you have to do to respond to this feedback? 

Task Fulfilment   

 

 

 

 

 

Coherence and Cohesion  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Grammar and Vocabulary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Good points 

(note these down so you can do them again) 

 

 

 

 

 

Questions you have about any feedback you did not 

understand: 

Tutor advice: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



298 

Appendix D.2 Example of feedback reflection sheet originally used on course 

________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSESSMENT TASK REFLECTION 

Criterion: How I will improve in this area: 

   

Task Fulfilment  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Coherence & Cohesion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Grammar 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Vocabulary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Complete the boxes with your plans on how to improve your language and academic writing based on your tutor’s comments 

and your reflection on the feedback for the previous tasks. If you are not sure what to do to improve, ask your tutor. 
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Appendix E Informed consent form 

 

Second language writers’ interpretation and application of feedback on 

argumentation/critical writing skills  

Reference No. LAL/01/15/HREC 

PROJECT INFORMATION SHEET  

Who is conducting the 

research:  

Name(s): Claire Kennedy (Principal Supervisor) 

School : LAL 

Contact: Phone 07 37356764 

Contact Email: c.kennedy@griffith.edu.au 

 

Name(s): Ben Fenton-Smith (Supervisor) 

School :LAL 

Contact: Phone 07 37356764  

Contact Email: b.fenton-smith@griffith.edu.au  

 

Name(s): Claire Rodway (student researcher) 

School :GELI/LAL 

Contact: Phone 07 55527634 

              Mobile 0424753715 

Contact Email: c.rodway@griffith.edu.au 

 

 

Reasons for the research  

The general purpose of this research is to generate data that will be used to explore how you understand and use 

the feedback you are given to improve on the drafts of your research essays for your final submission. I am 

interested in how well you understand and can apply the feedback you receive. 

 

What you will be asked to do  

With your permission I would like to invite you to participate in two interviews. Interviews will take place towards 

the end of your first semester of study. During the interviews, you will asked about how you used and applied the 

feedback you have received on assignments you have done, as well as more general questions related to your 

experiences of the feedback processes on your courses. I will also be asking your permission to analyze the text 

of some of your written assignments. I will record our interviews and later transcribe them. All audio recordings 

will be stored securely and will be erased after transcription in accordance with normal University policy. You 

will also have the opportunity to read and comment, if you wish, on the transcription of your interview. The 

interviews would be conducted at a place and time convenient to you and would take 40 minutes to an hour.  

I very much look forward to having you join in the project. 

mailto:c.kennedy@griffith.edu.au
mailto:b.fenton-smith@griffith.edu.au
mailto:c.rodway@griffith.edu.au
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The expected benefits of the research  

Since the primary purpose of this research project is for teaching and learning purposes, the expected benefits of 

the research is the contribution it will make to my understanding of how you interpret and use the feedback you 

are given on your writing. In the long term, this data will contribute to action research that will try to find ways 

to improve the feedback given on critical writing skills during a drafting process. 

 

Risks to you  

I have considered the risk factors involved in your participation in this project and have taken the following steps: 

I will protect your identity. (see “Your confidentiality” section below) 

I will offer a supportive environment during the interviews and can offer further support or can advise you of 

where support can be obtained if required.  

 

Your confidentiality  

All information gathered will be confidential. Your anonymity will be assured. If you agree to participate in an 

interview your name will not be used in any documentation after that point. Only the researcher and supervisor 

will have access to information for research and analysis.  

 

Voluntary participation 

All participants are assured that their decision to participate in the project is completely voluntary. Your decision 

will not impact upon your relationship with Griffith University and will in no way impact on your grades. 

Participants are also assured that they can withdraw their consent to be interviewed at any time without comment 

or penalty.  

 

Questions / further information  

If at any time you would like to contact me to further discuss any issues I am available at: 

c.rodway@griffith.edu.au 

Griffith University 

5552 7364 or 0424753715 

 

The ethical conduct of this research  

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research (2007). If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project you 

can contact the Manager, Research Ethics as 3735 4375 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au.  

 

Feedback to you  

Later in the project you will be given the option to discuss the outcomes of the research so far. This can be in 

person or via email if you are not available to meet. 

 

Privacy Statement  

The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your identified personal 

information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without 

your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority requirements. A de-identified 

copy of this data may be used for other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be 

safeguarded. For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at 

http://www.griffith.edu.au/privacy-plan.or telephone (07) 3735 5585.   

mailto:l.carpenter@griffith.edu.au
http://www.griffith.edu.au/privacy-plan
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CONSENT FORM  

Research Member  Name   Claire Rodway 

School  GELI/LAL 

Contact Phone 07 55527364 or 0424753715 

Contact Email c.rodway@griffith.edu.au 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in particular that: 

 I understand that my involvement in this research will include taking part in two interviews; 

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction;  

 I understand the risks involved;  

 I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this research;  

 I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary and that participation in the research will 

in no way impact on my grades;  

 I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research person;  

 I understand that I am free to withdraw from the interview at any time, without comment or penalty;  

 I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human Research 

Ethics Committee on 3735 5585 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns about the 

ethical conduct of the project; and  

 I agree to participate in the project.  

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in particular 

have noted that:  

I would like to participate in an individual interview:  YES/NO 

 

I give my permission for excerpts to be used in academic and research situations and I understand my identity will 

remain anonymous on these excerpts:  YES/NO 

 

 

 

 

Name  

 

Signature  

 

Date  /  /  

 

 

 

  

 

mailto:research.ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Appendix F Interview plan 

Interview 1 – Previous experiences and expectations of feedback 

 Can you tell me what you were studying before you started your major – 

Diploma/IELTS/DEP? Etc. 

 What kinds of written assignments/tasks did you do? 

 Were these different to what you are having to do now? 

 What kind of feedback did you get on those assignments? 

 Was it helpful/useful?  

 How did you use it? 

 What about the feedback you have been getting on some of your assignments on your 

other courses? 

 In your questionnaire response, you mentioned that ….. [ask student to expand on 

some their responses] 

 

Interview 2 – Stimulated recall 

 Can you talk me through how you made this revision. 

 Why did you decide to change this [to this]? 

 Why did you choose not to make this change? 

 Was this [element of framework] useful/helpful? 

 How do you think it helped you/was useful [didn’t help you/wasn’t useful]? 

 Will it be helpful for your future study? 

 Was my feedback different in any way to feedback you’ve received before? 

How/why? 
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Appendix G Extracts from interactive self-evaluation cover sheets 

Bill [LCASSem12016] 

Criterion: I need feedback/help with the following areas 

Task Fulfilment 

 all aspects of the task addressed 

 ideas indicate depth of knowledge about the 

topic 

 a clear and consistent position maintained 

Thesis is not so strong. I’m not sure whether this topic is 

too big. 

Coherence & Cohesion 

 structure of introduction and conclusion 

appropriate for an academic essay 

 clear topic sentence and one main idea in 

each body paragraph 

 ideas developed, supported and logically 

grouped in paragraphs 

 appropriate mix of cohesive devices 

Need help with linking my ideas. I think my point is 

confusing!! 

 

My paper has the following strengths: Paraphrased ideas well. Good vocabulary and 

references 

Figure G.1. Extract from interactive self-evaluation cover sheet 

Talent is often abstractly described when it is discussed, within this review, talent is considered as the ability to 

more easily learn and understand skills and key aspects of a given field. While any given individual could rise or 

surpass the same level of those with innate ability, the amount of effort spent could be far disproportionate given 

the differences in both their environments, due to the perceived, and argued, existence of talent having far-

reaching societal implications. [Review week 6 materials for writing introductions – follow the general to 

specific pattern] [Bill, I’m not really sure what your topic or main argument is here – nurtured talent vs. 

innate talent?? We can talk about this in your consultation as it is impacting on the logical development 

across your whole essay] 

Musical mentors or instructors within those fields do believe that children under instruction cannot do well 

unless they possess natural talent' or 'gifts' (Davis 1994). Parents and to an extent, society, often support and 

view individuals that do possess talents in particular fashions, as they would receive support and assistance far 

easier than an individual that is deemed not to possess those merits (Brophy & Good 1973). Howe, Davidson and 

Sloboda (1997) also state that there have also been multiple criticisms of the supposed existence of talent.  Such 

talents results from external stimuli, of how the environment plays a part in assisting with biological functions 

(Gladwell, 2007). [This is confusing for the reader Bill because of the lack of structure [e.g. no topic 

sentence-controlling idea, no effective link to thesis] and also because there is no logical development just 

lots of citation as evidence. Look back at the work we did on paragraph structure and building your 

argument (e.g. TEEL) and then add logical connectives.]  

Extract from overall comment 

Bill– a promising draft. Well done. You have a good range of vocabulary and your understanding of the topic 

means that you have mostly paraphrased well. In your cover sheet, you identified an issue with thesis and I agree 

it is a problem. Your main argument is not clear at all and this means that as a reader, I’m really lost before I 

even read the first body paragraph. The comments I have made about this body paragraph’s lack of structure and 

cohesion need to be applied across the essay. In many cases, you have no analysis and again as a reader, I’m lost 

to see the connections between ideas. Use our class materials to help you make the revisions needed. 

Figure G.2. Extract from draft essay with feedback comments  
Note. Written commentary feedback shown here in bold appeared as margin comments on original. Indirect 

written corrective coding of grammar and vocabulary errors is not shown in this extract. 
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Criterion: How I will improve this area for the final submission 

Task Fulfilment 

 

Think more critically about sources 

Focus topic more into niche aspect 

Coherence & Cohesion Topic sentence and show thinking about it 

Separate points into separate paragraphs or remove the 

less relevant ones entirely – look at week 6 and 

paragraph work 

Figure G.3. Extract from feedback reflection sheet 

 

The idea of an innate talent or ability has long been discussed, lauded and held in high esteem; the reason why 

'chosen' few individuals have made their mark in history. This critical review analyses the effects of talent, either 

perceived or otherwise, on the individuals who are thought to possess it and the reactions of those around them. 

Debate around the issues suggests that while any given individual could rise or surpass the same level of those 

with innate ability, the amount of effort spent could be far disproportionate given the differences in both their 

environments, due to the perceived existence of talent, and its influences [Improvement in intro. structure Bill, 

but it’s still hard to clearly find the argument you are making – work on explaining clearly/simply] Talent 

is most often associated with education and the musical fields, where young prodigies are often expected to excel 

by their teachers and elevated above their peers. In a survey of a British conservatorium, up to three quarters of 

musical instructors believed that children could not excel unless they possessed talents or gifts (Davis, 1994). 

These individuals are supported and encouraged by parents and to an extent, society, making it far easier for 

them to live up to expectations. However, research has shown that deliberate practice is what it takes for an 

individual to become a professional amongst their peers; and what is considered 'talent' are instead traits 

evolved from external stimuli, such as the environment in which the individual adapted to and matured in. [So 

much better Bill – causal logic/cohesion shows a huge improvement] 

Figure G.4. Extract from final essay with feedback  

 

Carmen [LCBSem22015] 

Criterion: I need feedback/help with the following areas 

Coherence & Cohesion 

 structure of introduction and conclusion 

appropriate for an academic essay 

 clear topic sentence and one main idea in 

each body paragraph 

 ideas developed, supported and logically 

grouped in paragraphs 

 appropriate mix of cohesive devices 

In Director paragraph I’m not clear to link the ideas. Do 

I need more linking words? 

Thesis is good? 

My paper has the following strengths: Good information about my leader, good referencing list 

Figure G.5 Extract from interactive self-evaluation cover sheet 
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Moreover her energetic hands-on leadership made it customer centric.[Is this a Director style paragraph? 

Topic sentence that tells reader controlling idea needed here Carmen] For instance, she personally answered 

customer complaint emails (Robbins, Coulter & Stagg, n.d). Meanwhile Kelly is a well-known for her focus on 

employees. For instance, she is remembered for attending birthday celebrations (Robbins, Coulter and Stagg). 

Kelly had a very good relationship with staffs (Robbins et al), she like to encourage staff who like to work in a 

team, who are energy and they are willing to work the team form the front (Robbins et al). She always gives 

promotion to those who have talent and potential (Robbins et al).[Carmen – you’ve got a few controlling ideas 

here – Kelly’s hands-on leadership, Kelly’s relationship with staff, and Kelly’s focus on team work. This is 

very confusing for the reader. Also the majority of your supporting sentences are specific evidence 

(although we need to speak about how you’ve used this source). Look back at the paragraph structure 

work we’ve done and focus on one controlling idea and logically grouping support together] 

Extract from overall comment 

Carmen – a good start with your thesis and research. Paragraph structure and cohesion are problem areas to work 

on. Many paragraphs lack a clear controlling idea and have very little analysis. In most cases, supporting 

sentences are just specific evidence. Look back at your class notes to where we talked about what effect this has 

on your writing. In your cover sheet, you asked about your use of transitional signals. Although you have used 

these types of linking words in your writing, they are generally just to ‘add’ information/introduce examples 

which makes your writing very descriptive. Again, look at the class work on developing your argument across a 

paragraph as you work on your revisions. 

Figure G.6. Extract from draft essay with feedback comments  
Note. Written commentary feedback shown here in bold appeared as margin comments on original. Indirect 

written corrective coding of grammar and vocabulary errors is not shown in this extract. 

 

Criterion: How I will improve this area for the final submission 

Coherence & Cohesion 

 

Write better topic sentences 

Don’t mix ideas in paragraph 

Figure G.7. Extract from feedback reflection sheet 

Kelly also had Director style characteristics in her leadership of staff. For instance, she personally answered 

customer complaint emails (Barthelomew, 2001). Kelly is also well-known for her focus on employees. For 

instance, she is remembered for attending birthday celebrations (Barthelomew, 2001). Kelly additionally had a 

very good relationship with staff and she like to encourage staff who like to work in a team, and who have energy 

(McKenzie, 2009). She always gives promotion to those who have talent and potential. [Carmen – a better topic 

sentence but a clearer connection to show me how this evidence supports your controlling idea is needed] 

Figure G.8 Extract from final essay with feedback  
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Appendix H Cross-tabulation of feedback type and revision rating by argumentation category for comments in AFBK2 corpus 

 
 Handholding 

(n = 166; 41% of total no. comments) 

Carrying 

(n = 37; 9% of total no. comments) 

Bridging 

(n = 180; 44% of total no. comments) 

Base jumping 

(n = 23; 6% of total no. comments); 

 

 

NR SR ME UR NR SR ME UR NR SR ME UR NR SR ME UR 

Argumentation 

category  

n (% total comments) 

n (% feedback type) 

 

n (% feedback type) 

 

n (% feedback type) 

 

n (% feedback type) 

 

Organisation of ideas 

 n = 131 (32) 

0 46 (28) 20 (12) 8 (5) 0 8 (22) 0 1 (3) 1 (<1) 30 (17) 12 (7) 4 (3) 0 1 (4) 0 0 

Logical reasoning 

 n =94 (23) 

0 13 (8) 14 (8) 4 (2) 0 2 (5) 0 0 0 21 (12) 24 (13) 0 1 (4) 8 (35) 6 (26) 1 (4) 

Use of sources  

n = 69 (17) 

2 (1) 4 (3) 5 (3) 3 (2) 0 8 (22) 6 (16) 0 0 15 (8) 20 (11) 4 (2) 0 0 2 (9) 0 

Developing ideas  

n = 62 (15) 

4 (3) 9 (5) 15 (9) 0 1 (3) 1 (3) 0 0 0 8 (4) 14 (8) 6 (3) 1 (4) 2 (9) 1 (4) 0 

Logical connectives 

 n = 50 (12) 

0 14 (8) 4 (3) 1 (<1) 5 (13) 2 (5) 1 (3) 2 (5) 0 10 (5) 8 (4) 3 (1) 0 0 0 0 

Totals (N=406) 

 

6 (4) 86 (52) 58 (35) 16 (9) 6 (16) 21 (57) 7 (19) 3 (8) 1 (<1) 84 (46) 78 (43) 17 (9) 2 (8) 11 (48) 9 (39) 1 (4) 

Note. * Positive comments that did not direct students to make a change (e.g. “Good thesis”), n= 9, were not included in this corpus. 

 



307 

 

 

Appendix I Individual revision profiles for case study students 

 

Table I.1  

Individual cross-tabulation of argumentation category and revision rating; Joy [LCBSem22015] 

Argumentation category* 

 

NR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

SR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

ME 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

UR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

Total 

n (% of total 

comments) 

Organisation of ideas 0 5 (100) 0 0 5 (24) 

Logical connectives 1 (20) 2 (40) 2 (40) 0 5 (24) 

Developing ideas 0 1 (33) 2 (67) 0 3 (14) 

Use of sources 0 1 (33) 2 (67) 0 3 (14) 

Logical reasoning 0 0 2 (40) 3 (60) 5 (24) 

      

Total 

n (% of total comments) 

1 (5) 9 (43) 8 (38) 3 (14) 21 

Note. *Ranked in order of highest to lowest number of successful revisions 

 

 

Table I.2  

Individual cross-tabulation of argumentation category and revision rating; Maya [LCBSem22015] 

Argumentation 

category* 

NR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

SR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

ME 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

UR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

Total 

n (% of total 

comments) 

Organisation of ideas 0 4 (100) 0 0 4 (27) 

Logical connectives 0 2 (100) 0 0 2 (13) 

Use of sources 0 2 (100) 0 0 2 (13) 

Logical reasoning 0 1 (17) 4 (66) 1 (17) 6 (40) 

Developing ideas 1 (100) 0 0 0 1 (7) 

      

Total 

n (% of total comments) 

1 (7) 9 (60) 4 (26) 1 (7) 15 

Note. *Ranked in order of highest to lowest number of successful revisions 
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Table I.3   

Individual cross-tabulation of argumentation category and revision rating; Freda [LCBSem22015] 

Argumentation 

category* 

NR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

SR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

ME 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

UR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

Total 

n (% of total 

comments) 

Organisation of ideas 0 3 (100) 0 0 3 (23) 

Logical reasoning 0 2 (67) 1 (33) 0 3 (23) 

Logical connectives 0 1 (100) 0 0 1 (8) 

Developing ideas 0 1 (50) 1 (50) 0 2 (15) 

Use of sources 1(25) 1 (25) 2 (50) 0 4 (31) 

      

Total 

n (% of total comments) 

1 (8) 8 (61) 4 (31) 0 13 

Note. *Ranked in order of highest to lowest number of successful revisions 

 

 

Table I.4   

Individual cross-tabulation of argumentation category and revision rating; Nik [LCASSem12016] 

Argumentation 

category* 

NR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

SR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

ME 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

UR 

n (% within 

argumentation 

category) 

Total 

n (% of total 

comments) 

Logical connectives 0 2 (100) 0 0 2 (13) 

Logical reasoning 0 2(50) 2 (50) 0 4 (27) 

Organisation of ideas 0 1 (50) 1 (50) 0 2 (13) 

Developing ideas 0 1 (33) 2 (67) 0 3 (20) 

Use of sources 1 (25) 1 (25) 2 (50) 0 4 (27) 

      

Total 

n (% of total comments) 

1 (7) 7 (46) 7 (46) 0 15 

Note. *Ranked in order of highest to lowest number of successful revisions 
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Appendix J Example activity to support principle (vii) 

Read the feedback given on the coherence and cohesion in this paragraph carefully. Work with your partner to decide how the 

writer could respond to this feedback to make improvements? Re-write the paragraph to show what action you would take. 

 

 

 

[UR] Unclear referent  

It's unclear to the reader 

which designers/figures 

you are referring to 

here. This affects the 

cohesion and confuses 

the reader. 

 

[Explain] 

Develop and explain 

these ideas.  

This is another idea and 

not a reformulation of 

the statement about 

economic benefits. 

Therefore 'in other 

words' doesn't work for 

this part of the sentence.  

The most important problem which must be explained is 

what is fashion? The designers acquired inspiration from 

these figures which is perceived as attractive in our eyes. 

Also, the creation can bring economic benefits and meaning 

(Yuksel, 2012). In other words, fashion shows a social 

appreciation of beauty. Fashion has recurring trends. It is 

not unusual for fashion which was popular in the past to be 

popular again. 

[Topic sentence] Fashion is not 

'a problem' - I think you mean 

how to define fashion is 

problematic. Write a clearer 

topic sentence that tells the 

reader that the purpose of this 

paragraph is to DEFINE the 

concept of fashion in the 

context of your analysis. 

 

[Logical progression]  

Your argument needs to 

develop logically so that it is 

clear your reader how one 

idea leads on to the next. 

You have jumped from starting 

to define the concept of fashion 

to a new point about the 

economic benefits, then to 

another point about social 

appreciation of beauty and then 

to a last point about recurring 

fashion trends.  

You have several ideas in this one paragraph but I’m not clear how they support the controlling idea in your topic sentence. You can 

improve your line of argument by developing and explaining these ideas more fully and then using more appropriate logical 

connectives. 
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Appendix K Excerpts from course outlines – Manage your students’ expectations of 

feedback  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Week 8 Remind students that feedback on first drafts will be visible in Turnitin by 

the next tutorial. They should print it out and bring it to the Week 9 tutorial. 

Manage student expectations around the feedback by explaining your principles 

of marking. i.e. you concentrate on the key issues; you do not correct every error; 

you do not edit; fixing up all errors made will not mean the piece is perfect or will 

score 5/5 on the final draft; students are responsible for developing their own 

skills and for finding help to improve it (a consultation with you, EnglishHELP or 

other support service). 

 

Week 12 Remind students to access the final draft feedback and when it will be 

available. Manage student expectations around the feedback i.e. you do not 

correct every error; you do not edit; students are responsible for developing their 

own skills and for finding help to improve for the rest of their degree (a 

consultation with you, EnglishHELP or other support service). 

 




