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What students Sﾗﾐげデ make of feedback in higher education: an illustrative 

study 

 

Dr. Simon Green  

University of Leeds 

 

Abstract 

This paper investigates the way a postgraduate student on an MA TESOL programme at a UK 

university constructed summative and formative messages from the written feedback she received 

on her first assignment, and the extent to which those messages corresponded with marker 

intentions. The study concludes that the participant was able to construct appropriate summative 

and formative messages with regard to aspects of her written expression such as lexical choice but 

showed limited ability to construct summative or formative messages from feedback concerned with 

argument, analysis or task achievement. The study highlights the importance of shared 

understandings; of making explicit the formative messages embedded within summative feedback; 

of the need to embrace a conception of feedback as dialogue rather than monologic telling; of issues 

of power, and of the need to empower students to seek out and negotiate rather than passively 

receive feedback; and of the need to understand the production and consumption of feedback 

within a wider context of affordances and constraints. 
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Highlights 

 Formative messages must be dis-embedded from within summative messages. 

 A dialogic assessment feedback practice is needed. 

 Issues of power in assessment feedback must be made explicit and challenged 

 Feedback practices must be understood within contexts of affordance and constraint. 
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Introduction 

Over the last fifteen years written feedback in higher education has emerged as a major focus for 

critical attention ( the collections edited by Boud & Molloy, 2013b; Burke & Pieterick, 2010;  and 

Evans, 2013;  and the systematic reviews by Li & De Luca, 2014;  and Merry, Price, Carless, & Taras, 

2013; see for example Wingate, 2010). This attention reflects the growing understanding that 

feedback on performance has a critical role to play in scaffolding the emergence of situated, 

disciplinary writing expertise (Jolly & Boud, 2013; Sadler, 2013).  However, these publications, 

especially Li and De Luca (2014), and Evans (2013) do  suggest a strong concentration of research in 

specific areas.  

Chief amongst these is a diverse body of studies exploring the diversｷデ┞ ﾗa デW;IｴWヴゲげ  feedback 

practices and tW;IｴWヴゲげ perceptions and understandings of them (Bailey & Garner, 2010; Carless, 

Salter, Yang, & Lam, 2011; Guillen Solano, 2016; Li & Barnard, 2011; Tuck, 2012);  their impact on 

student learning (Court, 2014; Phillips & Wolcott, 2014; Wingate, 2010); the impact of institutional 

contexts on feedback practices (Bailey & Garner, 2010; Seror, 2009); and ways of enhancing the 

effectiveness of feedback through complementary measures of various kinds ( or the mediation of 

written feedback through face-to-face tutorials, Cramp, 2011;  the use of audio files alongside 

written feedback, Knauf, 2016; for example, the use of exemplars and detailed assessment criteria, 

Lipnevich, McCallen, Miles, & Smith, 2014).   

Students feature extensively in the literature on feedback in higher education, offering their 

experiences (Hounsell, McCune, Hounsell, & Litjens, 2008); their assessments of the usefulness of 

feedback practices of various kinds (Chang, 2014; Knauf, 2016); and their preferences (Bols & 

Wicklow, 2013; Zacharias, 2007). There have also been studies which look at students as active, 

purposeful and motivated  constructors of meaning and point to the dissonance between student 

interpretations of feedback and the messages their teachers intended:  Guillen Solano (2016) points 

to the disprivileged position of international students in the UK, lacking the situated, cultural 

understandings necessary to interpret feedback; Torres and Anguiano (2016), point to different 

understandings of purpose and consider the impact of feedback on student identities; and  Zhao 

(2010) highlights the fact that the uses students make of feedback rest on the constructions they 

make of its purpose and meaning.  

Such studies however represent a fraction of the work in the field, a fact highlighted by Evans (2013) 

who identifies seven areas requiring further research. Five of these, in different ways, foreground 

the role of the student as a self-regulating subject, seeking, interpreting and appropriating feedback, 

and working within feedback networks, and through dynamic interactions with feedback-givers.  

Such research would serve to further underpin contemporary notions of feedback as dialogic process 

(Boud & Molloy, 2013a; Sadler, 2013).  The present study addresses these concerns by reporting one 

element of a larger project looking at the construction of academic literacies by a group of 

international and home postgraduates on a MA TESOL course at a UK university. The paper focuses 

in detail on one of these participants and considers how she constructed summative and formative 

messages from the written feedback she received on her first (non-assessed) assignment on the 

programme, and how those messages might match those intended by the marker. The choice to 

concentrate on a single participant reflects the need to offer a granular picture in which comment 

and interpretation can be set side by side.  
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The study is illustrative of the need to see feedback as a dialogic process, to see feedback-recipients 

as active constructors of meaning both empowered and constrained by the understandings they 

bring to the process, and to understand the interaction of feedback-giver and recipient within a 

┘ｷSWヴ けWﾐ;Hﾉｷﾐｪ IﾗﾐデW┝デげ (Freedman, 1987) of interweaving factors.  The study lends support to 

feedback practices which offer students opportunities to negotiate feedback (Boud & Molloy, 2013a; 

Carless et al., 2011; Sadler, 2013), for example through text-based discussion (Lillis, 2006); which 

rebalance power relations by enabling students to seek rather than simply receive feedback; and 

which enable students to draw on a range of affordances within their learning context to make sense 

of and to appropriate feedback for their own purposes.  

 

Methods 

The study was guided by two questions: 

1. What summative and formative messages did the participant construct from the written 

feedback she received? 

2. How did those interpretations compare with marker intentions as understood by けｷﾐaﾗヴﾏWS 
ｷﾐゲｷSWヴゲげ? 

The participant, けLﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げ ふ; ヮゲW┌Sﾗﾐ┞ﾏぶが an Indonesian woman in her 30s at the time of the 

research, was part of a group of eight home and international students on a MA TESOL programme, 

who had volunteered to participate in a longitudinal study investigating the construction of 

academic literacies, funded and ethically approved by a UK university.  The participants were not 

purposefully selected in any way but, fortuitously, they were representative of the wider MA TESOL 

cohort in terms of nationality (Indonesian, Japanese, Chinese, Vietnamese, British, Chilean and 

Slovenian), linguistic abilities, professional experience and academic qualifications.        

The data used for this paper relates to the early stages of this project and a collaborative academic 

literacy intervention which required the students to write a 1500-word practice assignment designed 

to afford them practice in engaging with sources and developing arguments. The assignment (see 

Appendix A) was set and marked, and the feedback written, by members of the MA TESOL team. 

Hﾗ┘W┗Wヴ デｴW ┘ヴｷデｷﾐｪ ﾗa ｷデ ┘;ゲ ゲI;aaﾗﾉSWS H┞ ;I;SWﾏｷI ﾉｷデWヴ;I┞ デ┌デﾗヴゲ aヴﾗﾏ デｴW ┌ﾐｷ┗Wヴゲｷデ┞げゲ L;ﾐｪ┌;ｪW 
Centre who taught a 16-hour (eight-week) in-sessional course. This course supported the writing of 

the assignment by both enacting  a writing process, beginning with  unpacking the question, and by 

providing input on relevant topics such as argumentation,  use of sources and register.   

The data came from two sources. The first was marker feedb;Iﾆ ﾗﾐ Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ aｷヴゲデ ふﾐﾗﾐ-assessed) 

assignment.  This feedback consisted of three elements:  ; ｪヴｷS ゲｴﾗ┘ｷﾐｪ デｴW SIｴﾗﾗﾉげゲ ;ゲゲWゲゲﾏWﾐデ 
criteriaが ┘ｷデｴ デｴW IﾗﾏﾏWﾐデゲ ;ヮヮﾉｷI;HﾉW デﾗ デｴW ゲデ┌SWﾐデゲげ ┘ﾗヴﾆ ｴｷｪｴﾉｷｪｴデWS; a set of summary 

comments drawn from the assessment criteria but with specific application to the studentげゲ デW┝デ; 
and a set of marginal notes commenting on specific sections of text.  This feedback is presented in 

Appendix B.  

For coding purposes these comments were broken down into discrete feedback chunks, though care 

was taken to preserve their sequential, textual coherence. Each chunk was first assigned one of the 

categories used in the ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉげゲ デ;┌ｪｴデ ヮﾗゲデｪヴ;S┌;デW assessment criteria. These were relevance, the 
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extent to which a question has been answered; analysis, the extent to which ideas have been 

understood and critiqued, and arguments constructed; support, the extent to which evidence from 

the literature or from personal enquiry has been used to support claims; structure, the extent to 

which the assignment text is organised cohesively to ensure coherence; and presentation, the extent 

to which the assignment meets word-limits, observes format conventions, follows citation and 

referencing conventions and is written in accurate, appropriate English. Each chunk was then 

categorised as either explicitly summative (affording an explicit comment on the assignment in 

question) or explicitly formative (affording an explicit suggestion/recommendation for improving 

subsequent written work). The great majority of comments were categorised as summative. The 

categorisation was then checked with two separate academics, both involved in teaching on the 

TESOL programme and in the marking of the practice assignment, who concurred fully with the 

categorisations.  

I and the two other TESOL academics then, independently, provided our own interpretations of each 

of the chunks in the following manner: where the chunks were adjudged summative, we first offered 

our paraphrase of the comment, that is to say, we gave our own individual understanding of what 

the marker had meant to convey about the assignment. We then offered, again individually, our own 

inferences as to formative messages that might legitimately be drawn from the summative 

comments. That is to say, on the basis of what the marker had said about the assignment, we tried 

to infer an appropriate message for the student for their next assignment.  Where the chunk was 

adjudged explicitly formative, we offered our paraphrases of the recommendations.  This stage also 

produced a very high level of agreement. There were differences in the level of detail but the 

substance of both paraphrases and inferences was deemed by all three of the academics to be the 

same in all but one instance.   

The second data-source was a semi-structured, text-based interview.  In this interview, Lovely was 

first presented with both the highlighted assessment grid and the summary comments, as they 

appear in Appendix B, and asked to read them through until she was satisfied she understood them 

as well as she could. The interviewer then took the discrete, categorised comments, and asked 

Lovely to give her own understanding of each one with regard to (a) a summative message i.e. a 

message about the submitted text and (b) a formative message, i.e. a point of guidance for future 

┘ヴｷデｷﾐｪく TｴW ｷﾐデWヴ┗ｷW┘ ┘;ゲ ヴWIﾗヴSWS ┘ｷデｴ Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ ヮWヴﾏｷゲゲｷﾗﾐが ;ﾐS デヴ;ﾐゲIヴｷHWSく These interviews 

were transcribed and checked for accuracy. This data is presented in Appendix C. 

 

Findings 

This section presents the interpretation data organised according to the criteria of the assessment 

grid.  

1. Relevance 

M;ヴﾆWヴ IﾗﾏﾏWﾐデゲ ┌ﾐSWヴ デｴW ｴW;Sｷﾐｪ ﾗa けヴWﾉW┗;ﾐIWげ ┘WヴWぎ 

You have addressed most of the required components of the assignment task. 

You have thought about this in great depth and include the summary of positions in the papers to an 

W┝デWﾐデが ;ﾐS ヮﾉWﾐデ┞ ;Hﾗ┌デ ┞ﾗ┌ヴ ﾗ┘ﾐ IﾗﾐデW┝デく Yﾗ┌ Sﾗﾐげデ ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ ゲWデ ﾗ┌デ Sﾗ┘SWﾐ ;ﾐS Lｷ┌げゲ ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐゲ 
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against each other very clearly however: they have a contrasting stance, and this contrast is not 

obvious in your writing.  

 

The former sets out a general assessment that the assignment has partially addressed the question. 

The second offers some detail of what has been done (some summary of the key positions advanced 

H┞ デｴW デ┘ﾗ ┘ヴｷデWヴゲが ;ﾐS ;ﾐ ｷﾐSｷI;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW ゲデ┌SWﾐデげゲ ﾗ┘ﾐ IﾗﾐデW┝デぶ ;ﾐS ┘ｴ;デ ｴ;ゲ ﾐﾗデぎ デｴW デ┘ﾗ 
writers have not been presented as opposed participants in a debate. There is no indication of a 

aﾗヴﾏ;デｷ┗W ヮﾗｷﾐデ ヴWﾉ;デｷﾐｪ デﾗ デｴｷゲく Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ Iﾗﾐゲデヴ┌Iデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴe summative points was as follows: 

TｴW aｷヴゲデ ﾗﾐW ｷﾐ デWヴﾏゲ ﾗa ヴWﾉW┗;ﾐIWが ┞W;ｴが ﾉｷﾆW ┘ｴ;デ Iげ┗W ゲ;ｷS HWaﾗヴWが I デｴｷﾐﾆ ｴW デｴｷﾐﾆゲ デｴ;デ I 
ｴ;┗W ;SSヴWゲゲWS ゲﾗﾏW ﾗa デｴW ヴWケ┌ｷヴWぐゲﾗﾏW ﾗa デｴW ヴWケ┌ｷヴWS ;ゲヮWIデゲ デｴ;デ I ｴ;┗W デﾗ Sﾗ デﾗ 
address the required aspects from the practice assignment 

What he said.  I think I was not really addressing the task.  The task was not entirely 

addressing all of these that he expect me to do so.   

These two comments show an awareness of the partial nature of the task completion but little 

attention to the detail, that what was deficient in the assignment was a failure to set up a debate 

through the two protagonists. Pushed to infer a formative point from these comments, Lovely 

suggested the following: 

I think do more like present, no, I mean to criticise, maybe criticise more deeply about what 

the actually assignment asks to do, because somehow when I like first read the assignment, 

;ﾐS デｴWﾐ I ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSが I ┌ﾐSWヴゲデﾗﾗS デｴ;デ デｴｷゲぐデｴ;デ デｴW┞ ┘;ﾐデ ┌ゲぐ┘ｴ;デ デｴW ;ゲゲｷｪﾐﾏWﾐデ ┘;ﾐデ 
us to do, but in the reality when I start to write, and I write everything, and sometimes it will 

just not in the right way.  

Tｴｷゲ ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデゲ ;┘;ヴWﾐWゲゲ デｴ;デ ┘ｴ;デ ｷゲ ;ﾏｷゲゲ ｷゲ けIヴｷデｷI;ﾉｷデ┞げが H┌デ デｴWヴW ｷゲ ﾉｷデデﾉW ｷﾐSｷI;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ┘ｴ;デ デｴ;デ 
might mean in this case, nor how criticality might be instantiated in future writing. What it mainly 

suggests is a recognition that a task Lovely initially thought she had understood and could carry out 

turned out to be more complex and less manageable when she actually started writing.  Overall, the 

data suggest a general summative understanding of the feedback, though little understanding of the 

detail, but very little in the way of formative inference. This is in very marked contrast to the 

けｷﾐゲｷSWヴゲげ ┘ｴﾗ ┘WヴW ;HﾉW デﾗ ﾗaaWヴが aﾗヴ W┝;ﾏヮﾉWぎ 

Next assignment you must ensure you do all of the things the question asks you to do and 

fully (by adopting a range of writing strategies to make sure you understand the question, its 

SWﾏ;ﾐSゲ ;ﾐS ｴﾗ┘ デﾗ ;SSヴWゲゲ W;Iｴ ﾗa デｴWﾏぶく ぷぐへ Yﾗ┌ ﾐWWS デﾗ ゲ┌ﾏﾏ;ヴｷゲW ;ヴｪ┌ﾏWﾐデゲ ﾏﾗヴW 
fully. You need to show how different writers disagree about issues. 

Tｴｷゲ ｷﾐSｷI;デWゲ ;ﾐ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗa ﾐﾗデ ﾗﾐﾉ┞ ┘ｴ;デ ﾐWWSゲ デﾗ HW SﾗﾐW ふけ;ﾉﾉ ﾗa デｴW デｴｷﾐｪゲ デｴW ケ┌Wゲデｷﾗﾐ 
;ゲﾆゲ ┞ﾗ┌ デﾗ Sﾗげ ;ﾐS けゲ┌ﾏﾏ;ヴｷゲW ;ヴｪ┌ﾏWﾐデゲ ぷぐへ ゲｴﾗ┘ ｴﾗ┘ SｷaaWヴWﾐデ ┘ヴｷデWヴゲ Sｷゲ;ｪヴWWげぶ H┌デ ;ﾉゲﾗ some 

ｷﾐゲｷｪｴデ ｷﾐデﾗ ｴﾗ┘ デﾗ Sﾗ ｷデ ふけ;Sﾗヮデｷﾐｪ ぷぐへwriting strategies to make sure you understand the question, 

its demands and how to address each of themげぶく  

2. Analysis 

M;ヴﾆWヴ IﾗﾏﾏWﾐデゲ ┌ﾐSWヴ デｴW ｴW;Sｷﾐｪ ﾗa け;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲｷゲげ ┘WヴW ;ゲ aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ゲぎ 
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There is some understanding of the main ideas with an attempt to relate ideas and experience 

(where relevant). There is criticality but limited synthesis in the discussion. 

Some criticality is evident though, and you have engaged with some central ideas on the topic.  

 

These ｷﾐSｷI;デW デｴ;デ Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ ;ゲゲｷｪﾐﾏWﾐデ ゲｴﾗ┘WS ゲﾗﾏW ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗa ;ﾐS Wﾐｪ;ｪWﾏWﾐデ ┘ｷデｴ 
relevant concepts (in this case plagiarism and cultural constructions of it), some attempt to connect 

ｷSW;ゲ ;ﾐS W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIW ふデｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ IﾗﾐゲｷSWヴｷﾐｪ デｴW ゲデ┌SWﾐデげゲ ﾗ┘ﾐ IﾐSﾗﾐWゲｷ;ﾐ context) and some 

indication of criticality and synthesis, though these are not explicitly exemplified. The comments 

┘WヴW ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデWS H┞ ゲｷ┝ ﾏ;ヴｪｷﾐ;ﾉ ﾐﾗデWゲが aｷ┗W ヮﾗｷﾐデｷﾐｪ デﾗ ;ﾐ;ﾉ┞デｷI;ﾉ SWaｷIｷWﾐIｷWゲ ふけI Sﾗﾐろデ デｴｷﾐﾆ デｴWヴWげゲ 
anything particularly recent about pﾉ;ｪｷ;ヴｷゲﾏげき けYﾗ┌ ;ヴW ;ﾉｷｪﾐｷﾐｪ ┘ｷデｴ Sﾗ┘SWﾐげゲ ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐ ｴWヴW ┘ｷデｴﾗ┌デ 
aｷヴゲデ IヴｷデｷI;ﾉﾉ┞ W┝;ﾏｷﾐｷﾐｪ ｷデが ┘ｴｷIｴ ┞ﾗ┌ ﾐWWS デﾗ Sﾗげき けTﾗﾗ けW;ゲ┞げ ; IﾗﾐIﾉ┌ゲｷﾗﾐげき けSﾗ┘SWﾐ ┘;ゲ ﾐﾗデ デ;ﾉﾆｷﾐｪ 
;Hﾗ┌デ IﾐSﾗﾐWゲｷ;が ;ゲ ┞ﾗ┌ ;ヴWが ゲﾗ デｴｷゲ ｷゲ ﾐﾗデ け;IIﾗヴSｷﾐｪ デﾗ Sﾗ┘SWﾐげぶき ﾗﾐW ヮﾗｷﾐデｷﾐｪ ﾗ┌デ a coherence 

ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏ ふけI Sﾗﾐろデ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐS デｴｷゲ IﾗﾐIﾉ┌ゲｷﾗﾐくげぶ; ;ﾐS ﾗﾐW IﾗﾏﾏWﾐS;デｷﾗﾐ ふけTｴｷゲ ｷゲ ; ｴｷｪｴWヴ ケ┌;ﾉｷty of 

argumentation に well doneげぶ.  

Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞ ｷﾐデWヴヮヴWデWS デｴW aｷヴゲデ ゲWﾐデWﾐIW ふけTｴWヴW ｷゲ ぷぐへ ヴWﾉW┗;ﾐデぶくげぶ ;ゲ ﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪぎ 

and then I actually attempt to elaboヴ;デW ゲﾗﾏWぐaｷﾉﾉ ゲﾗﾏW ｷSW;ゲ H┌デぐ;ﾐS デｴWﾐ デヴ┞ デﾗ SW┗Wﾉﾗヮ 
ﾏ┞ ｷSW;ゲ ┘ｷデｴ ﾏ┞ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWが H┌デ ｷデげゲ ﾐﾗデ デｴ;デ ﾏ┌Iｴが ｷデげゲ ﾃ┌ゲデ ; aW┘ ﾗa デｴWﾏが ┞W;ｴが ;ﾐS 
デｴWﾐぐデｴ;デげゲ ｷﾐ デWヴﾏゲ ﾗa ;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲｷゲ. 

SｴW ｷﾐデWヴヮヴWデWS デｴW ゲWIﾗﾐS ゲWﾐデWﾐIW ふけデｴWヴW ｷゲ IヴｷデｷI;ﾉｷデ┞ ぷぐへ SｷゲI┌ゲゲｷﾗﾐげぶ ;ゲぎ 

 ゲﾗ ｷデげゲ ﾃ┌ゲデ ﾉｷﾆWが I Sﾗﾐげデ ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ ﾉｷﾆW IヴｷデｷIｷゲWぐI SｷSﾐげデ ヴW;ﾉｷゲWぐI ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ IヴｷデｷIｷゲW デｴW ﾗデｴWヴ ;┌デｴﾗヴゲ 
ぷぐへ  I ┘;ゲ ;┘;ヴW ;ﾉゲﾗ ;ゲ ┘Wﾉﾉ ;Hﾗ┌デ IヴｷデｷIｷゲｷﾐｪ ;ﾐSぐIヴｷデｷIｷゲｷﾐｪ デｴW ﾗデｴWヴ ;┌デｴﾗヴゲが ｷデげゲ 
ﾐﾗデぐ┞W;ｴが I aﾗ┌ﾐS デｴｷゲ SｷaaｷI┌ﾉデが ;ﾐS ;ﾉゲﾗ ﾏ;┞HW Iぐﾐﾗデ ﾏ;┞HWが H┌t, there was limited 

ゲ┞ﾐデｴWゲｷゲ ｷﾐ ﾏ┞ぐ S┞ﾐデｴWゲｷゲW ｷゲ aﾗヴ ヮ┌デデｷﾐｪ ;ﾉﾉ ﾗa デｴW ｷSW;ゲ ﾗa ゲﾗﾏW W┝ヮWヴデゲが ;ﾐS デｴWﾐ IﾗﾏHｷﾐW 
┘ｷデｴ ﾏｷﾐWが デｴ;デげゲ ﾉｷﾆW デｴ;デく  

These suggest an awareness of deficiencies in understanding or at least of the articulation 

ふけWﾉ;Hﾗヴ;デｷﾗﾐげぶ ﾗa ideas and some understanding of criticality and synthesis. It is notable though that 

Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ Iﾗﾐゲデヴ┌Iデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa IヴｷデｷI;ﾉｷデ┞ Wケ┌;デWゲ ｷデ ┘ｷデｴ けIヴｷデｷIｷゲﾏげく AゲﾆWS デﾗ SWaｷﾐW けIヴｷデｷI;ﾉｷデ┞げ Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞ 
replied: 

Lovely  Criticality is it to do with criticise? 

Interviewer  WWﾉﾉが ｷデげゲ IWヴデ;ｷﾐﾉ┞ IﾗﾐﾐWIデWS ｷゲﾐげデ ｷデい   
Lovely  Criticise an argument and then tell in some extent why?  To some extent 

┘ｴ┞く  I Sｷゲ;ｪヴWWが aﾗヴ W┝;ﾏヮﾉWが ﾗヴ ┘ｴ┞ぐく 
Interviewer  OKが SﾗWゲ ｷデ ｴ;┗W デﾗ HW Sｷゲ;ｪヴWWｷﾐｪ ┘ｷデｴ ヮWﾗヮﾉWが ｷa ┞ﾗ┌げヴW HWｷﾐｪ Iritical in the 

scientific sense? 

Lovely  Yeah. 

 

This strongly suggests that Lovely thought that what was wrong with her writing was that she had 

not disagreed more explicitly with her sources, an altogether partial view. The interviewer pursued 

this point in the following lines: 
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Interviewer  I デWﾐS デﾗ IヴｷデｷIｷゲW ﾏ┞ S;┌ｪｴデWヴげゲ IｴﾗｷIW ﾗa Iﾉﾗデｴｷﾐｪ ﾗﾐ ﾗII;ゲｷﾗﾐが ﾗヴ デｴ;デ ゲｴW ぷぐへ 
SﾗWゲﾐげデ ┘;ﾐデ デﾗ ｪﾗ デﾗ HWS ;デ デｴW ;ヮヮヴﾗヮヴｷ;デW デｷﾏWが H┌デ ｷﾐ ; ゲIｷWﾐデｷaｷI ゲWﾐゲW 
Iヴｷデｷケ┌ｷﾐｪ SﾗWゲﾐげデ ﾃ┌ゲデ ﾏW;ﾐ ゲ;┞ｷﾐｪ デｴｷﾐｪゲ ;ヴW ﾐﾗデ ｪﾗﾗS ﾗヴ things are bad. 

Lovely  Ok  

Interviewer  What would you understand by critiquing rather than criticising in a scientific 

sense? 

Lovely  What would I understand was critiquing に ｷデげゲ ﾉｷﾆW I Sｷゲ;ｪヴWWが ﾗﾐ ;ﾐ ｷSW; ﾗヴ ゲﾗﾏW 
ideas of some authors, and then tell why I disagree, in the relevance, with the 

other relevant sources, or I can use with the other author resources, and then 

can also support ﾗﾐ ﾏ┞ ﾗ┘ﾐ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWゲが H┌デ ｷデげゲ 

Interviewer  OK, OK, right can we just have a look in the assignment に if we say take what will 

be an important one? OKが ┘Wﾉﾉ ﾉWデげゲ デ;ﾆW デｴｷゲ ヮ;ヴデ ;Hﾗ┌デ IヴｷデｷI;ﾉｷデ┞ に can you find 

anywhere in here where you think you are being critical? 

Lovely  Critical.  (Long pause as reads through paper).  This one. 

Interviewer  Ok  

Lovely  Like the first thing I do, itげs like I compare two arguments from this expert and 

then this one, and then after that I decide whether to follow the first author or 

the second and then explain why and add some explanations. 

Interviewer  OKが ゲﾗ デｴ;デげゲ デｴWぐﾗn page three then, this bit at the top here on page 3, and at 

the very bottom of page 2, OK.  You would say the criticality there is taking 

different views, comparing them 

Lovely  Yeah  

Interviewer  and showing your own view? 

 

In the end Lovely appeared to be reaching some understanding that criticality is about more than 

disagreement but it is notable that this understanding only emerged through a process of question 

and answer that was actually extraneous to the research interview and more akin to a tutorial.  

Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ ｷﾐaWヴWﾐIW ﾗa ; aﾗヴﾏ;デｷ┗W ヮﾗｷﾐデ ｷゲ ;ﾉゲﾗ ﾐﾗデ;Hﾉ┞ ┗;ｪ┌Wぎ 

And then in terms of analysis, I think I will just like read more, read more, some of the 

ゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲが ;ﾐS デｴWﾐ デﾗ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐS HWデデWヴ デｴ;ﾐ HWaﾗヴWが ;ﾐS デｴWﾐ ｷデげゲ ;ﾉゲﾗ ;Hﾗ┌デ ﾏ┞ぐ 

Her inference is that simply reading more will resolve the problem of criticality in her writing. Again 

デｴｷゲ ｷゲ ｷﾐ ﾏ;ヴﾆWS Iﾗﾐデヴ;ゲデ デﾗ デｴW けｷﾐゲｷSWヴゲげ ┘ｴﾗ ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデWSぎ 

 You need to show a clearer understanding of the ideas in your next assignment. [..] You 

need to critique more fully. You need to try to critique arguments i.e. to discuss and show 

the strengths and weaknesses of the arguments. 

Overall this suggests a partial understanding of the problem as it relates to her assignment but very 

little detailed, practical understanding of key summative and formative messages.   

3. Support 

The marker comment concerning support was: 

There is some use of relevant sources to support your discussion. 
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Lovely interpreted this as follows: 

;ﾐS デｴWﾐ aヴﾗﾏ デｴW ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデが ┞W;ｴが I ;ﾉゲﾗ ヮ┌デ ゲﾗﾏW ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデぐヴWﾉW┗;ﾐデ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ ｷデげゲ ﾉｷﾆW aヴﾗﾏ デｴW 
ideas from other expert to support my experience, and I put them together in my 

;ゲゲｷｪﾐﾏWﾐデが ;ﾐS ;ｪ;ｷﾐ ｷデげゲ ﾃ┌ゲデ ; aW┘ ﾗa デｴWﾏが デｴ;デげゲぐｴW W┝ヮWIデ ﾏW ﾏ;┞HW デﾗ ｪｷ┗W ﾏﾗre than 

that.   

SｴW ｷﾐデWヴヮヴWデWS デｴW デWヴﾏ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ W┝Iﾉ┌ゲｷ┗Wﾉ┞ ｷﾐ デWヴﾏゲ ﾗa ﾗデｴWヴ ┘ヴｷデWヴゲげ ┘ﾗヴﾆ H┌デ aﾗヴ デｴW ヮ┌ヴヮﾗゲWゲ ﾗa 
デｴｷゲ ;ゲゲｷｪﾐﾏWﾐデ デｴ;デ ┘;ゲ ; a;ｷヴ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪく SｴW ;ﾉゲﾗ ヮｷIﾆWS ┌ヮ デｴ;デ デｴW けゲﾗﾏW ┌ゲWげ ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデWS デｴ;デ 
the writer would have liked to see more. She did not in fact offer an explicit formative inference but 

her recognition that the marker was expecting wider reference, a suggestion noted by the insiders,  

suggests she could correctly infer a formative message. She was also able to offer an accurate 

ｷﾐデWヴヮヴWデ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW ﾆW┞ デWヴﾏ けヴWﾉW┗;ﾐデ ゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲげぎ 

Interviewer  the relevant sources then, what does that mean? 

Lovely   YW;ｴ ｷデゲぐ┘ｴ;デ ┞ﾗ┌ I;ﾉﾉ ｷデが ｷデげゲぐデｴW ┘ﾗヴSゲぐデｴW ヴｷｪｴデが ﾐﾗが ┞W;ｴが デｴW ;ヮヮヴﾗヮヴｷ;デW 
sources that I use to support my own views, its ﾉｷﾆW ┌ゲW ﾗデｴWヴ ｷSW;ゲぐﾗデｴWヴ 
;┌デｴﾗヴゲ W┝ヮWヴデ デﾗ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ ﾏｷﾐWく Iデげゲ ﾉｷﾆW ┘ｷデｴ デｴW┞ ケ┌ﾗデ;デｷﾗﾐが ｷゲ ｷデい 

 

4. Structure 

UﾐSWヴ ゲデヴ┌Iデ┌ヴWが デｴW ﾏ;ヴﾆWヴげゲ IﾗﾏﾏWﾐデゲ ┘WヴW ;ゲ aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ゲき 

The text of your assignment has some structure and you have begun to develop the argument  

but gaps and inconsistencies make it difficult to follow your thinking. 

 

This comment was supported by three marginal notes, all commenting on lapses in textual 

IﾗｴWヴWﾐIW ;ﾐS IﾗｴWゲｷﾗﾐ  ふけAゲ ;ﾐ ｷﾐデヴﾗS┌Iデﾗヴ┞ ヮ;ヴ;ｪヴ;ヮｴ デｴｷゲ ｷゲﾐげデ H;Sが H┌デ Iﾗ┌ﾉS HW ﾏﾗヴW IﾗﾐIｷゲWげき 
けCﾗｴWゲｷﾗﾐ HWデ┘WWﾐ デｴW デ┘ﾗ ヮ;ヴデゲ ﾗa デｴｷゲ ゲWﾐデWﾐIW ｷゲ ﾐﾗデ ゲデヴﾗﾐｪ に you need to start a proper new 

ヮ;ヴ;ｪヴ;ヮｴ ｴWヴWげき けSWWﾏゲ ヴWヮWデｷデｷ┗W デﾗ ﾏWげぶく The insiders glossed this as: 

At an overall text level there is a discernible structure (of introduction, main body, 

conclusion). You offer elements of an argument. The argument has missing steps and 

contradictions which confuse the reader.  

Their formative inference was as follows: 

Structure your text more clearly through developing a sustained step-by-step argument over 

the course of your assignment. You need to develop your arguments so there are no missing 

steps or contradictions.   

Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ ｷﾐデWヴヮヴWデ;デｷﾗﾐ ┘;ゲ ;ゲ aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ゲぎ 

And then デｴW ﾉ;ゲデ ﾗﾐWが ｷデ ﾐﾗデ ｴ;ゲﾐげデ デｴW ゲデヴ┌Iデ┌ヴWが ｷﾐ デWヴﾏゲ ﾗa ゲデヴ┌Iデ┌ヴWが ┞W;ｴく  I ﾏW;ﾐ ｴW ゲ;┘ 
ケ┌ｷデWが ｴW ゲ;┘ デｴW ゲデヴ┌Iデ┌ヴWが H┌デ ｷデげゲ ﾐﾗデ ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ ┘Wﾉﾉ ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷゲWSく AﾐS ゲﾗﾏWぐ;ﾐS デｴWﾐ ｴW aﾗ┌ﾐS 
some of the inconsistencies of my argument maybe. 
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Although lacking in detail, this shows awareness of the issue of organisation and a sense of 

SWaｷIｷWﾐI┞く PヴWゲゲWS ﾗﾐ デｴW デWヴﾏ けｪ;ヮゲ ;ﾐS ｷﾐIﾗﾐゲｷゲデWﾐIｷWゲげ ゲｴW ヴWゲヮﾗﾐSWS ┘ｷデｴ ; ヮ;ヴデｷ;ﾉ ;ﾐゲ┘Wヴ 
which led into the following exchange: 

Interviewer  Wｴ;デげゲ ; ｪ;ヮ ｷﾐ デｴW ;ヴｪ┌ﾏWﾐデが ﾗヴ ｷﾐIﾗﾐゲｷゲデency? 

Lovely  

 

 

Interviewer 

 

 

Lovely  

Interviewer 

 

Lovely  

 

 

interviewer 

Inconsistency に maybe because sometimes I support one idea, and then in the 

middle I ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ デｴW ﾗデｴWヴ ｷSW;が ﾏ;┞HW ぷぐへYW;ｴ I デｴｷﾐﾆ デｴ;デげゲぐﾏ;┞HW デｴW 
ｷﾐIﾗﾐゲｷゲデWﾐI┞ デｴ;デ ｴW ﾏW;ﾐが ｷデげゲ about support one idea and then 

Iデ Iﾗ┌ﾉS HWが I ﾏW;ﾐが ｷデ ゲ;┞ゲ けｪ;ヮゲ ;ﾐS ｷﾐIﾗﾐゲｷゲデWﾐIｷWゲげが I ﾏW;ﾐ ｪ;ヮゲ ;ヴW ┌ゲ┌;ﾉﾉ┞ 
デｴｷﾐｪゲ ┘ｴWヴW デｴWヴWげゲ ;ﾐ ;ヴｪ┌ﾏWﾐデが H┌デ ゲﾗﾏWｴﾗ┘ デｴWヴW ;ヴW ゲデWヮゲ デｴ;デ ;ヴW ﾏｷゲゲｷﾐｪ 
in the argument. 

Ah yeah 

AﾐS ゲﾗ ┞ﾗ┌ Sﾗﾐげデ ケ┌ｷデW ﾆﾐﾗ┘ ｴﾗ┘ ┞ﾗ┌ ｪWデ from here to here, because some of 

デｴﾗゲW ゲデWヮゲ ;ヴW ﾏｷゲゲｷﾐｪが H┌デ デｴ;デげゲ ﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉﾉ┞ ┘ｴ;デ ｷデ ﾏW;ﾐゲ ;ﾐ┞┘;┞く 
Oh yeah, I remember when one of his comments is about I outlined one of 

;┌デｴﾗヴげゲ ;ヴｪ┌ﾏWﾐデ H┌デ I SｷSﾐげデ aｷヴゲデ IヴｷデｷI;ﾉﾉ┞ぐIヴｷデｷIｷゲW ｴｷゲ ｷSW; aｷヴゲデが I Sﾗﾐげデ know 

if this mean the gap? 

Iデ Iﾗ┌ﾉS HWが ｷデ IWヴデ;ｷﾐﾉ┞ Iﾗ┌ﾉS HWく  Iデ Iﾗ┌ﾉS HW デｴ;デ ┞ﾗ┌ ;ヴｪ┌W ; ヮﾗｷﾐデ H┌デ ┞ﾗ┌ Sﾗﾐげデ 
say why you argue a point, and that would be a gap HWI;┌ゲW デｴWヴWげゲ ﾐﾗ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデく  
   

Again this showed Lovely negotiating an understanding through dialogue in a manner akin to a 

tutorial rather than a research interview.  

5. Presentation 

TｴW ﾏ;ヴﾆWヴげゲ IﾗﾏﾏWﾐデゲ ﾗﾐ ヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ┘WヴW ;ゲ aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ゲぎ 

You have observed most of the presentation conventions, but language errors seriously affect 

comprehensibility. 

Your writing is often inaccurate, and you must work to address this. I have made corrections to 

surface accuracy (articles; verb agreements etc) and have suggested re-phrasing where possible. I 

have also indicated where your written expression remains unclear to me. I suggest you work with 

the Language Centre colleagues to address these issues, and pay particular attention to these in 

your assessed work.  

 

These general comments were supported by no less than 39 marginal notes, the majority of which 

ｷﾐSｷI;デW SｷaaｷI┌ﾉデｷWゲ ｷﾐ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ふげ┌ﾐIﾉW;ヴげき け┗;ｪ┌Wげぶが ゲﾗﾏW ﾉ;ヮゲWゲ ｷﾐ ヴWｪｷゲデWヴ ふけInappropriately 

informalげき けNot precise or in appropriate stylWげぶ ;ﾐS ゲﾗﾏW ﾉ;ヮゲWゲ ｷﾐ ┘ﾗヴS-IｴﾗｷIW ふけ┘ヴﾗﾐｪ ┘ﾗヴSぎ 
デWﾐSWﾐIｷWゲいげぶく  

Lovely showed a clear understanding of these comments: 

And then when I saw the feedback, there are some words that he feels is unclear, like the 

use of reference in terms of accuracy, and then honestly I always do that, I mean, in practice, 

ヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐが ｷデげゲ ;Hﾗ┌デぐヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ ;Hﾗ┌デ デｴW ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪes and word-IｴﾗｷIW ┗ﾗI;H┌ﾉ;ヴ┞ ぷぐへI mean, 

aﾗヴ デｴW ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪW ﾏ;┞HW I ﾆﾐﾗ┘ デｴ;デ ┘ｴWﾐ I ヴW;S ;ｪ;ｷﾐ I ﾆﾐﾗ┘ ｷデげゲぐデｴ;デ ｷデ ┘;ゲ ｷﾐIﾗヴヴWIデが H┌デ 
ﾏ;┞HW HWI;┌ゲW I SｷSﾐげデ ヴeally check.  So, and then the other difficulties is about the 

vocabulary, the languages.  I sometimes integrate the words, the words that I can use for 

ﾏ┞が ┞W;ｴが aﾗヴ ﾏ┞ ;ゲゲｷｪﾐﾏWﾐデく I デｴｷﾐﾆ ｷデゲぐI デｴｷﾐﾆ ｷデゲ ｪﾗﾗS ┗ﾗI;H┌ﾉ;ヴ┞が I ﾏW;ﾐ デｴW ｴｷｪｴが ﾐﾗデ 
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high, but ac;SWﾏｷI ┘ﾗヴSゲが ;I;SWﾏｷI ┗ﾗI;H┌ﾉ;ヴ┞ デﾗ ┌ゲWが H┌デ ﾏWが H┌デ I SｷSﾐげデ ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ぐｷデげゲ 
ｷﾐ;ヮヮヴﾗヮヴｷ;デW デﾗ ┌ゲW ｷﾐ デｴ;デ IﾗﾐデW┝デが デｴ;デげゲ ┘ｴ;デ ｷデ ｷゲが デｴ;デげゲ ┘ｴ┞ ｷデゲぐI ｴ;┗W ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ ﾉﾗ┘ ゲIﾗヴW 
for that presentation. 

She was also aware of the gravity of the errors and the way they obstructed comprehensibility: 

I ｴ;┗W ゲﾗ ﾏ;ﾐ┞ ┌ﾐIﾉW;ヴく I ﾏW;ﾐ ｴW ﾏ;ヴﾆ ┌ﾐIﾉW;ヴが ┌ﾐIﾉW;ヴ  ぷぐへ V;ｪ┌Wが ┗;ｪ┌W ﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪ ぷぐへ 
WゲヮWIｷ;ﾉﾉ┞ ｷデげゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ デｴW ヴWaWヴWﾐIWが ゲﾗﾏWデｷﾏWゲ ｴW aﾗ┌ﾐS ｷデげゲ ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ ┌ﾐIﾉW;ヴが ﾉｷﾆW デｴｷゲ - what 

mean by this に what do you mean by they, anS I ﾏW;ﾐ ｷぐﾏ;┞HW HWI;┌ゲW ｷﾐ ヮWヴゲヮWIデｷ┗W ﾗa 
the writer, I understand which one they, but as tｴW ヴW;SWヴ ｴW Iﾗ┌ﾉSﾐげデ aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ 

In contrast to the other comments under the other criteria Lovely had much to say about the 

reasons for the lapses and what she could do in future to avoid making them.  

The first one in terms of like presentation, the one about my language that I did my language 

errors, and it consider like simple thing, like verb, no, subject verb agreement, say that I 

really have to be really careful when I write that, so I like to check and recheck before.  And 

デｴWﾐ ┞W;ｴが ;ﾐS ｷデげゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ ;ゲ ┘Wﾉﾉが ｷデげゲ ｷﾐ デWヴﾏ ﾗaぐゲデｷﾉﾉ ｷﾐ ヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ;ゲ ┘Wﾉﾉが ｷデげゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ ﾏ┞ 
SｷIデｷﾗﾐが ｷデげゲ ﾉｷﾆW デﾗ IｴﾗﾗゲW デｴW ;ヮヮヴﾗヮヴｷ;デW ┘ﾗヴSゲく  I ┘ｷﾉﾉ ﾐﾗデ ﾉｷﾆW デヴ┞ デﾗ aｷﾐSが I ﾏW;ﾐが ┘ｴ;デげゲ ｷt 
called, what they call the high level of vocabulary, but I will just use my, that I mean, I am 

ゲ┌ヴW デｴ;デ ｷデげゲ ヴｷｪｴデ ｷﾐ ｴﾗ┘ ｷデ ｷゲ ┌ゲWS ｷﾐ デｴW ゲWﾐデWﾐIWが I ﾏW;ﾐ I ┘ｷﾉﾉ ﾐﾗデ デヴ┞ デﾗ デヴ;ヮ ﾏ┞ゲWﾉa ;ｪ;ｷﾐく  

This last comment refers back to something Lovely mentioned in an earlier interview in which she 

ゲ;ｷS デｴ;デ ゲｴW IﾗﾐゲIｷﾗ┌ゲﾉ┞ ゲﾗ┌ｪｴデ ﾗ┌デ け;I;SWﾏｷI ┗ﾗI;H┌ﾉ;ヴ┞げ ｷﾐ デｴW デW┝デゲ ゲｴW ヴW;S ;ﾐS デヴｷWS デﾗ SWヮﾉﾗ┞ 
them. The experience of this assignment showed that that strategy was ill-advised unless she was 

absolutely sure of the meanings of the terms, hence her decision to stick with simpler words, but 

ones of which she was sure.  

 

Discussion 

The overall picture of comprehension of feedback illustrated in this study is far from reassuring. 

Although the participant demonstrated a general understanding of the summative comments on the 

focus of her essay (relevance), her understanding and engagement with ideas (analysis), her use of 

sources (support), her organisation of her text and argument (structure) and the quality of her 

expression and observance of academic convention (presentation), only in the last does she display a 

Iﾗﾐ┗ｷﾐIｷﾐｪ ;ﾐS SWデ;ｷﾉWS ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪく Iﾐ ﾗデｴWヴ ;ヴW;ゲが WゲヮWIｷ;ﾉﾉ┞ け;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲｷゲげが ｴWヴ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗa 
what is deficient is partial at best, as shown clearly by the misapprehension she displays concerning 

the nature of criticality in writing. These limitations of understanding are accentuated sharply when 

we consider her inferences of formative messages. She appears to have a fairly clear understanding 

of the need for wider reading, and has some concrete strategies in mind for tackling the linguistic 

problems pointed out by the marker, but beyond that she appears to have only a vague sense of 

how to improve her writing.  

This is worrying because the feedback Lovely received was not reflective of a careless, tokenistic 

practice. The marker made careful reference to standardised assessment criteria (Bloxham, 2013), 

fleshed these out with summative comments specific to the assignment and exemplified the points 
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through copious marginal notes all the way through the assignment (Burke & Pieterick, 2010), and 

did so in the context of an exercise that was purposely designed to foster understandings of the 

situated literacy practices of the school and discipline (Green, 2016). It exemplified many of the 

qualities students are said to value in feedback (Bols & Wicklow, 2013). The marker did so, we may 

assume, in the expectation that the feedback would afford Lovely insight into standards for quality 

writing in the discipline, and/or foster the ability to apply those standards to examples of written 

work, and/or help Lovely develop a strategic repertoire for writing, and so scaffold the emergence of 

expertise and self-regulation (Carless et al., 2011; Sadler, 2013). Regrettably, the data collected in 

this study provide little evidence that Lovely gained any specific insight into standards, or developed 

the ability to evaluate her own work, or learnt new strategies for improving her work. As a 

contribution to emergent writing expertise, the feedback appears to have been of quite limited 

value.  

This feedback event, and its apparent relative failure, illustrate a number of critical issues to do with 

the conceptualisation and enactment of assessment feedback, and speak to many of the research 

concerns identified by Evans (2013).   

The first issue, and one that is fundamental to all the others, is that, as with every other act of 

communication, feedback events depend on shared understandings. For feedback on an academic 

assignment to be interpreted by the recipient in at least roughly the way the assessor intended, both 

persons must share a set of cognitive-rhetorical schemata about quality academic writing, about the 

assignment task at hand, and about the purpose and scope of feedback (Boud & Molloy, 2013a; Jolly 

& Boud, 2013; Sadler, 2013).  Iデ ｷゲ ﾐﾗデ;HﾉW デｴ;デ デｴW デｴヴWW けｷﾐゲｷSWヴゲげ ┘ｴﾗ ﾗaaWヴWS ゲ┌ﾏﾏ;デｷ┗W ;ﾐS 
formative interpretations of the feedback agreed with each other in every respect. They did so 

because they shared understandings accumulated over time and through shared professional 

experience, of the assessment criteria, the nature of the assignment, and of the intention of the 

feedback.  Lovely, however, was not in their position: her construction of summative and formative 

messages from the feedback was mediated (Evans, 2013) by the assumptions and understandings 

she had brought with her from her university in Indonesia, what she had gleaned from induction 

briefings, and some ideas picked up on the academic literacy programme of which the practice 

assignment formed the culmination.  Wh;デ Iｴ;ヴ;IデWヴｷゲWS Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐ ;ゲ ;ﾐ ｷﾐterpreter and 

appropriator of feedback was an inversion of S;SﾉWヴげゲ (2013) notion of writing expertise: her lack of 

insight into standards, inability to judge her own work and lack of a strategic writing repertoire. That 

this will be the case for the great majority of students, as novice writers, is obvious: those most in 

need of feedback on their work will also be those least equipped to interpret and appropriate it.  

A number of things follow from this. The first concerns the nature of the feedback. The 

ﾗ┗Wヴ┘ｴWﾉﾏｷﾐｪ H┌ﾉﾆ ﾗa デｴW IﾗﾏﾏWﾐデゲ ﾗﾐ Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ Wゲゲ;┞ ┘Wヴe summative, rather than formative. They 

were designed to explain how the assignment had been assessed against a set of standardised 

criteria, and this meant Lovely had to infer how she was supposed to improve her writing in 

subsequent assignments. As the data show Lovely found this very difficult: while she was able to 

offer a vague interpretation of the summative messages she was largely unable to construct 

appropriate formative messages from the feedback. It is possible that if some of these comments 

had been systematically reformulated as formative messages, with appropriate procedural detail, 

Lovely might have had a better chance of understanding what she needed to do  (Burke & Pieterick, 
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2010). Clearly, the tendency to embed formative messages in summative messages adds a wholly 

unnecessary layer of obscurity to feedback. 

However, the study also suggests thW ﾉｷﾏｷデゲ ﾗa ;ヮヮヴﾗ;IｴWゲ デﾗ aWWSH;Iﾆ H;ゲWS ﾗﾐ ﾏﾗﾐﾗﾉﾗｪｷI けデWﾉﾉｷﾐｪげが 
however carefully comments are worded and exemplified. Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ I;ゲW ﾗaaWヴゲ ┗Wヴ┞ IﾉW;ヴ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ aﾗヴ 
the need to move away from thinking about feedback as product, towards thinking about feedback 

as a dialogic, communicative interaction (Boud & Molloy, 2013a; Sadler, 2013). Lovely received well-

intentioned, conscientiously-written, detailed feedback made as transparent as the marker was able 

to achieve but was still unable from the comments alone to construct clear summative or formative 

messages. As is shown by the interview data quoted above in which Lovely and the interviewer 

ﾐWｪﾗデｷ;デWS デｴW ﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪ ﾗa デｴW デWヴﾏ けIヴｷデｷI;ﾉｷデ┞げが ｷt was actually only through this oral interaction that 

Lovely was able to begin to construct more appropriate interpretations of some of the comments. 

This clearly shows a need to go beyond the notion of feedback as a one-way, one-off transmission: if 

feedback is to be constructed in appropriate summative and formative ways, students need to be 

able to negotiate the meaning of comments, ask questions and so to reconstruct the feedback in 

their own terms. One way of doing this is through face-to-face interaction in tutorials (Cramp, 2011), 

in which feedback can be interpreted and the implications adduced, or through the kinds of 

けIﾗﾉﾉ;Hﾗヴ;デｷ┗Wげ ;ﾐS けデ;ﾉﾆH;Iﾆげ Sｷ;ﾉﾗｪ┌Wゲ Lillis (2006) advocates, which ﾏﾗ┗W HW┞ﾗﾐS けデ┌デﾗヴ-SｷヴWIデｷ┗Wげ 
talk to afford students a space in which to critique the institutional conventions and practices 

underlying feedback.  

The ﾐﾗデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa Sｷ;ﾉﾗｪ┌Wが WゲヮWIｷ;ﾉﾉ┞ デｴW ﾏﾗ┗W aヴﾗﾏ けデ┌デﾗヴ-SｷヴWIデｷ┗Wげ デﾗ けデ;ﾉﾆH;Iﾆげ Sｷ;ﾉﾗｪ┌W aﾗヴWｪヴﾗ┌ﾐSゲ 
the issue of power (Gaventa, 2003), something that has hitherto remained implicit. What is notable 

about the study, when considered with regard to power, is how at each stage of the process Lovely 

was positioned as an object, someone to whom things were done, not as a subject. She had no 

choice over participation in the academic literacy programme leading up to the writing of the 

assignment, no choice of the focus or nature of the assignment, no say in the time-frames leading to 

submission, no say in the criteria against which her assignment would be marked, no say in the kind 

of feedback she would receive, and finally, having received her feedback, she was afforded no 

ﾗヮヮﾗヴデ┌ﾐｷデ┞ aﾗヴ ﾐWｪﾗデｷ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗヴ けデ;ﾉﾆH;Iﾆげ  ﾗデｴWヴ デｴ;ﾐ デｴW WﾐデｷヴWﾉ┞ ｷﾐIｷSWﾐデ;ﾉ ヴWゲW;ヴIｴ ｷﾐデWヴ┗ｷW┘ゲ 
conducted for this paper. The feedback was not something therefore デｴ;デ Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞ けゲﾗ┌ｪｴデげ ;ﾐS ｷデ ┘;ゲ 
not something she expected to be able to negotiate. This all suggests a suppression of agency and 

considered from a socio-cultural perspective and with regard to the role of feedback in fostering 

emergent self-regulation (Paul, Gilbert, & Remedios, 2013), deeply problematic. It is difficult to see 

how self-regulation can really be fostered unless students are engaged much more fully as 

collaborators, as co-decision-makers, and so invested with greater power in the writing-assessment-

feedback process.  This speaks to the need to see and enact feedback as a process that is both 

dialogic and empowering: students need to see themselves as feedback-seekers and to see their 

need to negotiate meaning though dialogue as a legitimate and necessary educational practice, one 

that a university should strive to foster.  

The notion of power ;ゲ ;ﾐ ﾗ┗Wヴ;ヴIｴｷﾐｪ デｴWﾏW ｷﾐ デｴW ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗa けデｴW aWWSH;Iﾆ ﾉ;ﾐSゲI;ヮWげ  
;ﾉﾗﾐｪ ┘ｷデｴ け;┘;ヴWﾐWゲゲげが けIﾗﾏﾏ┌ﾐｷデ┞げが けデﾗﾗﾉゲ ;ﾐS けヮヴﾗIWゲゲげ (Evans, 2013: 97) points to the need to 

understand the experience of interpreting feedback in a wider context of affordances and 

constraints, a layered institutional context of actors (lecturers, administrators, students), academic 

and administrative structures and systems, technological resources and tools and organisations of 
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time and space.  Aゲ Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ I;ゲW ゲｴﾗ┘ゲが ゲデ┌SWﾐデゲげ ゲデヴ┌ｪｪﾉWゲ デﾗ Iﾗﾐゲデヴ┌Iデ ﾏWゲゲ;ｪWゲ aヴﾗﾏ デｴWｷヴ 
feedback can only be understood by an uncovering of, for example, the way assignment tasks relate 

to teaching programmes; the way preparation for assignments is interwoven in the teaching; the 

attention paid to explaining and demonstrating assessment criteria; the access students have to 

exemplars and the facilitation of their interactions with these; the opportunities students have to 

negotiate their understandings of the assignment as a set of cognitive-rhetorical problems (Green, 

2013); guidance about writing standards provided by induction programmes, briefings, handbooks 

and so forth.  

 

Conclusions 

The study reported here is very small-scale but I believe it serves to illustrate the difficulties novice 

writers  in higher education have with interpreting and appropriating even carefully constructed 

assessment feedback, and it points to a number of theoretical and practical issues within the field.  

Firstly it places the student as a subject at the heart of the feedback process: it is the student who 

makes sense of feedback and gives it value and purpose.  This must be one direction for future 

research into assessment feedback: if we are to assess the utility of feedback practices we need to 

know how students interpret feedback and what they then do or do not do with it, and why.  It also 

means that institutional feedback practices need to be enacted in such a way that assessors take 

into account not just what they wish to say about a submitted piece of work but also how the 

recipient of the feedback will interpret what they say and how the student might be supported in 

constructing appropriate summative and formative messages.  

This refocusing of attention on the student as interpreter of feedback leads to the second concern 

arising from the study:  the need for models of feedback, which are both dialogic and situated. 

Feedback should be understood as both a communicative process in which assessor and student 

writer negotiate meaning through multi-modal exchanges, and as a process embedded in specific 

teaching and learning contexts and so forming part of specific institutional configurations of 

affordances.   It follows that institutional feedback practices should  be  constructed so as to 

facilitate dialogue and negotiation of meaning, through post-feedback tutorials for example, and 

that thought be given to the ways different affordances such as assignment briefings, discussions of 

assessment criteria, discussions of sample work, discussions of examples of feedback might all work 

together to prepare students to seek, interpret and negotiate feedback, construct appropriate 

summative and formative messages, and so learn about standards, acquire the capacity to judge 

their own work, and develop a repertoire of writing strategies.  

Finally, the study foregrounds the issue of power and the effects of institutional power relations on 

student education. Feedback practices are one of many ways through which higher education 

institutions may empower or disempower their students, and they represent a site of potential 

contest.  If the effects of power can be made explicit, and feedback practices understood as 

expressions of institutional power relations, it becomes possible for both institutions and their 

students to begin to consider ways in which empowerment and so self-regulation may be fostered. 
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Appendix A: Practice assignment 

Discuss a current controversy in the field of TESOL, the causes and prevention of plagiarism, taking 

into account the academic debate and your own experience as a teacher/learner, and giving your 

own views. In your discussion you should refer to the articles indicated below and two other sources 

you identify for yourself.  

 Sowden, C. (2005a) Plagiarism and the culture of multilingual students in higher education 

abroad. ELT Journal, 59(3), 226-233. 

 Liu, D. (2005) Plagiarism in ESOL students: is cultural conditioning truly the major culprit? ELT 

Journal, 59(3), 234-241. 

 Sowden, C. (2005b) Reply to Dilin Liu. ELT Journal, 59(3), 242-3. 

Word length: 1500 words +/- 10%, excluding appendices and references. 
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Appendix B: Marker feedback 

B.1 Summary comments and marginal notes 

You have thought about this in great depth and include the summary of positions in the papers to an extent, and plenty about your own 

IﾗﾐデW┝デく Yﾗ┌ Sﾗﾐげデ ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ ゲWデ ﾗ┌デ Sﾗ┘SWﾐ ;ﾐS Lｷ┌げゲ ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐゲ ;ｪ;ｷﾐゲデ W;Iｴ ﾗデｴWヴ ┗Wヴ┞ IﾉW;ヴﾉ┞ ｴﾗ┘W┗Wヴぎ デｴW┞ ｴ;┗W ; Iﾗﾐデヴ;ゲデｷﾐｪ stance, 

and this contrast is not obvious in your writing. Some criticality is evident though, and you have engaged with some central ideas on the 

topic.  

 

Your writing is often inaccurate, and you must work to address this. I have made corrections to surface accuracy (articles; verb 

agreements etc) and have suggested re-phrasing where possible. I have also indicated where your written expression remains unclear 

to me. I suggest you work with the Language Centre colleagues to address these issues, and pay particular attention to these in your 

assessed work.  

 

This work would receive a mark of around 45 if presented for assessment (see attached assessment criteria) 

 
Relevance  

Analysis 1. I Sﾗﾐろデ デｴｷﾐﾆ デｴWヴWげゲ ;ﾐ┞デｴｷﾐｪ ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴﾉ┞ ヴWIWﾐデ ;Hﾗ┌デ ヮﾉ;ｪｷ;ヴｷゲﾏ 

2. Yﾗ┌ ;ヴW ;ﾉｷｪﾐｷﾐｪ ┘ｷデｴ Sﾗ┘SWﾐげゲ ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐ ｴWヴW ┘ｷデｴﾗ┌デ aｷヴゲデ IヴｷデｷI;ﾉﾉ┞ W┝;ﾏｷﾐｷﾐｪ ｷデが which you need to do. 

3. Tﾗﾗ けW;ゲ┞げ ; IﾗﾐIﾉ┌ゲｷﾗﾐく 
4. Sﾗ┘SWﾐ ┘;ゲ ﾐﾗデ デ;ﾉﾆｷﾐｪ ;Hﾗ┌デ IﾐSﾗﾐWゲｷ;が ;ゲ ┞ﾗ┌ ;ヴWが ゲﾗ デｴｷゲ ｷゲ ﾐﾗデ け;IIﾗヴSｷﾐｪ デﾗ Sﾗ┘SWﾐげく 
5. I don't understand this conclusion. 

6. This is a higher quality of argumentation に well done. 

Support  

Structure  7. As an ｷﾐデヴﾗS┌Iデﾗヴ┞ ヮ;ヴ;ｪヴ;ヮｴ デｴｷゲ ｷゲﾐげデ H;Sが H┌デ Iﾗ┌ﾉS HW ﾏﾗヴW IﾗﾐIｷゲWく 
8. Cohesion between the two parts of this sentence is not strong に you need to start a proper new paragraph 

here. 

9. Seems repetitive to me 

Presentation  10. Wｴ;デ ｷゲ けデｴｷゲげい AﾐS デｴW ｷSW; ﾗa ゲﾗﾏWデｴｷﾐｪ HWｷﾐｪ けIﾗﾏヮﾉWデWﾉ┞ デヴ┌Wげ ｷゲ ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏ;デｷIく A┗ﾗｷS ﾗ┗Wヴゲデ;デｷﾐｪ ┞ﾗ┌ヴ 
position using language like this. 

11. Wrong word 

12. This is rather vague. 

13. The sentiment is correct but the wording is rather vague 

14. This is unclear to me, and needs rephrasing precisely. 

15. OK に by whom? Liu? Be specific. 

16. Wｴ┞ けデｴWヴWaﾗヴWげい 

17. Unclear to me. 

18. Tend to plagiarize? 

19. Unclear 

20. What is the referent? Exam-based learning? 

21. Wrong word. Argues would be better. 

22. I understand this, but it needs rephrasing for precision and clarity 

23. Not the place for belief! Argues祉 Maintains祉 would be better 

24. Not precise or in appropriate style. 

25. Even more than what祉 

26. Referent に cultural background? 

27. Wｴﾗ ;ヴW けデｴW┞げい 

28. This type of emphasis is not necessary 

29. Unclear 

30. Wrong word. Tendencies? 

31. Wrong word 

32. Good to include this block quote. It is a direct quote so you need to include a page number with the citation 

33. This type of emphasis is not necessary に ｷデげゲ デﾗﾗ ゲデヴﾗﾐｪ く 
34. Unclear 

35. a very well-expressed sentence. 

36. Inappropriately informal 

37. Ditto: Inappropriately informal 

38. unclear. Who are けデｴW┞げい 

39. wrong word 

40. unclear 

41. unclear 

42. unclear 

43. Inappropriately informal and vague 

44. Unclear meaning 

45. Unclear 

46. Unclear what you mean here 

47. wrong phrase. Cultural difference? 

48. good accurate referencing here. 
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B.2 Assessment grid 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Level 5 20 - 39 40 に 49 50 -59  

Relevance 

Have you addressed the 

assignment task? 

You have not addressed the 

assignment task.  

You have addressed some of the 

required components of the 

assignment task.  

You have addressed most of the 

required components of the 

assignment task.  

Analysis 

Have you shown that you 

can evaluate critique and 

synthesise ideas? 

This is largely descriptive, with 

little evidence of understanding 

of the basic ideas, and without 

discussion or critical analysis.  

There is some understanding of 

the main ideas with an attempt to 

relate ideas and experience 

(where relevant).  

The assignment is mainly 

descriptive with limited 

discussion. 

There is a clear understanding of 

the main ideas linked with your 

own views and experience. 

There is criticality but limited 

synthesis in the discussion. 

Support 

Have you shown you have 

used a range of appropriate 

sources (including 

experience where relevant)? 

There is little or no evidence of 

reading in the area to support 

your discussion.  

There is limited reading in the 

area and the sources are too few 

or insufficiently relevant to 

support your discussion  

There is some use of relevant 

sources to support your 

discussion.  

Structure 

Is your assignment and the 

development of your 

argument clearly structured? 

The text does not have a clear 

structure and it is hard to see 

how the argument develops.  

The text of your assignment has 

some structure and you have 

begun to develop the argument 

but gaps and inconsistencies 

make it difficult to follow your 

thinking  

Your assignment has a clear 

structure and the development of 

the argument is sufficiently 

sustained but there are still 

specific gaps and inconsistencies.  

Presentation 

Have you followed the 

conventions related to 

length, layout, language use 

and referencing? 

You have not observed the 

presentation conventions and 

language errors seriously affect 

comprehensibility.  

You have observed some of the 

presentation conventions, 

language errors occasionally 

affect comprehensibility.  

You have observed most of the 

presentation conventions, there 

are some language errors but 

these do not affect 

comprehensibility.  
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AヮヮWﾐSｷ┝ Cぎ IﾐゲｷSWヴ ｷﾐデWヴヮヴWデ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ┗Wヴゲ┌ゲ Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ ｷﾐデWヴヮヴWデ;デｷﾗﾐゲ 

 

C.1 Assessment grid sample: Analysis criterion 

 

Comment Insider understanding Lﾗ┗Wﾉ┞げゲ understanding 

Summative  Formative  Summative  Formative  

There is some 

understanding of the 

main ideas with an 

attempt to relate ideas 

and experience (where 

relevant). 

You have thought about 

ideas to do with 

plagiarism and you have 

tried to connect your 

understanding with 

your own experience. 

You need to show a 

clearer understanding 

of the ideas in your next 

assignment. 

and then I actually 

attempt to elaborate 

ゲﾗﾏWぐaｷﾉﾉ ゲﾗﾏW ｷSW;ゲ 
H┌デぐ;ﾐS デｴWﾐ デヴ┞ デﾗ 
develop my ideas with 

ﾏ┞ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWが H┌デ ｷデげゲ 
not デｴ;デ ﾏ┌Iｴが ｷデげゲ ﾃ┌ゲデ ; 
few of them, yeah, and 

デｴWﾐぐデｴ;デげゲ ｷﾐ デWヴﾏゲ ﾗa 
analysis 

And then in terms of 

analysis, I think I will 

just like read more, 

read more, some of the 

sources, and then to 

understand better than 

HWaﾗヴWが ;ﾐS デｴWﾐ ｷデげゲ 
;ﾉゲﾗ ;Hﾗ┌デ ﾏ┞ぐ 

There is criticality  You critique some ideas  You need to critique 

ideas more fully: to 

show the strengths and 

weaknesses of 

arguments 

ゲﾗ ｷデげゲ ﾃ┌ゲデ ﾉｷﾆWが I Sﾗﾐげデ 
ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ ﾉｷﾆW IヴｷデｷIｷゲWぐI 
SｷSﾐげデ ヴW;ﾉｷゲWぐI ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ 
criticise the other 

;┌デｴﾗヴゲ ぷぐへ  I ┘;ゲ ;┘;ヴW 
also as well about 

criticising 

;ﾐSぐIヴｷデｷIｷゲｷﾐｪ デｴW 
ﾗデｴWヴ ;┌デｴﾗヴゲが ｷデげゲ 
ﾐﾗデぐ┞W;ｴが I aﾗ┌ﾐS デｴｷゲ 
difficult, 

 

but limited synthesis in 

the discussion. 

but you do not 

integrate different 

points or different 

authors. 

You need to bring 

together different 

viewpoints or different 

sources 

;ﾐS ;ﾉゲﾗ ﾏ;┞HW Iぐﾐﾗデ 
maybe, but, there was 

limited synthesis in 

ﾏ┞ぐ S┞ﾐデｴWゲｷゲW ｷゲ aﾗヴ 
putting all of the ideas 

of some experts, and 

then combine with 

ﾏｷﾐWが デｴ;デげゲ ﾉｷﾆW デｴ;デく 
 

 

Some criticality is 

evident though, and you 

have engaged with some 

central ideas on the 

topic.  

 

You discuss ideas to 

some extent i.e. you 

consider the strengths 

and weaknesses of 

arguments to some 

degree. You have 

thought about the issue 

of plagiarism.  

You need to critique 

more fully. You need to 

try to critique 

arguments i.e. to 

discuss and show the 

strengths and 

weaknesses of the 

arguments. 

AﾐSぐI デｴｷﾐﾆ ｴW ゲ;┞が ｴW 
said, I actually arise a 

ﾆｷﾐS ﾗa ｷSW;ゲが H┌デ ｷデげゲ 
ﾐﾗデぐ;ﾐS H;ゲWS ﾗﾐ ﾏ┞ 
W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIWが ｷデげゲ ﾐﾗデぐｷデ ｷゲ 
just a few of ideas, a 

aW┘ ﾗa ;ゲヮWIデゲ デｴ;デげゲ 
maybe he expect me to 

write as many as 

possible.   
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C.2  Summary comments sample: Presentation criterion 

 

 Insider Lovely 

Comment Summative 

understanding  

Formative 

understanding   

Summative Formative 

Your writing is often 

inaccurate, and you must 

work to address this. I have 

made corrections to surface 

accuracy (articles; verb 

agreements etc) and have 

suggested re-phrasing where 

possible. I have also 

indicated where your written 

expression remains unclear 

to me. I suggest you work 

with the Language Centre 

colleagues to address these 

issues, and pay particular 

attention to these in your 

assessed work.  

 

There are many 

language errors. Some 

of these affect 

comprehensibility.  

You should look at the 

errors pointed out in the 

marginal notes and try 

to correct these.  

 

Seek help from the 

Language Centre. 

and then for the surface 

structure, I guess I had 

mistakes and errors in 

the accuracy, so 

accuracy, and then the 

vocabulary, how I 

selected the appropriate 

words, so yeah, there is 

some reason that I 

;Iデ┌;ﾉﾉ┞ぐｷデげゲ ;Iデ┌;ﾉﾉ┞ 
inappropriate, or in 

grammatical, sorry, 

incorrect in 

grammatical, yeah, I 

think that. 

The first one in terms 

of like presentation, 

the one about my 

language that I did my 

language errors, and it 

consider like simple 

thing, like verb, no, 

subject verb 

agreement, say that I 

really have to be really 

careful when I write 

that, so I like to check 

and recheck before.  

And then yeah, and 

ｷデげゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ ;ゲ ┘Wﾉﾉが ｷデげゲ 
in term ﾗaぐゲデｷﾉﾉ ｷﾐ 
presentation as well, 

ｷデげゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ ﾏ┞ SｷIデｷﾗﾐが 
ｷデげゲ ﾉｷﾆW デﾗ IｴﾗﾗゲW デｴW 
appropriate words.  I 

will not like try to find, 

I ﾏW;ﾐが ┘ｴ;デげゲ ｷデ 
called, what they call 

the high level of 

vocabulary, but I will 

just use my, that I 

mean, I am sure that 

itげゲ ヴｷｪｴデ ｷﾐ ｴﾗ┘ ｷデ ｷゲ 
used in the sentence, I 

mean I will not try to 

デヴ;ヮ ﾏ┞ゲWﾉa ;ｪ;ｷﾐく ぷぐへ 
デｴWﾐ ｷデげゲ ;ﾉゲﾗ ;Hﾗ┌デ 
ﾏ┞ぐデｴW ┌ﾐIﾉW;ヴ ﾗﾐWが 
some unclear 

statement and unclear 

words, that I will try to 

look for, to look at it 

IﾉﾗゲWﾉ┞が ;Hﾗ┌デぐﾗｴ 
┞W;ｴが WゲヮWIｷ;ﾉﾉ┞ ｷデげs 

about the reference, 

sometimes he found 

ｷデげゲ ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ ┌ﾐIﾉW;ヴが ﾉｷﾆW 
this - what mean by 

this に what do you 

mean by they, and I 

ﾏW;ﾐ ｷぐﾏ;┞HW 
because in perspective 

of the writer, I 

understand which one 

they, but as the reader 

ｴW Iﾗ┌ﾉSﾐげデ aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ 
ﾏ┞ぐ 


