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Abstract

The importance of learners’ cognitive and affective engagement with teachers’ feedback
has been recognized, but they remained underexplored. To bridge this gap, this qualitative
research aims to understand the dynamics of low-proficiency English learners’ cognitive
and affective engagement with a teacher’s combined modes of feedback (CMF) in an
Indonesian EFL context. A class of first-semester learners, working individually and in
pairs, wrote narrative and descriptive texts and revised their texts. Data was collected
with an open-ended questionnaire and a retrospective interview. The results showed that
students engaged with the teacher’s CMF both cognitively and affectively but to varying
degrees. Most of them were aware of the feedback by noticing and understanding the
writing issues addressed by the feedback, and they used cognitive and meta-cognitive
strategies that led them to have positive and negative emotional reactions and attitudinal
responses. The last section discusses the pedagogical implications, limitations, and future
directions for research.

Keywords: cognitive and affective engagement; writing; combined modes of feedback; low
proficiency; EFL learners

1. Introduction
Feedback on English as a second language and as a foreign language (L2/EFL) stu-

dents’ writing has been acknowledged as an integral part of curricula and to benefit learning
(Dixon, 2015; Killingback et al., 2019; Sarcona et al., 2020). Feedback provides information
on learners’ abilities from teachers, peers, parents, themselves, and experiences (Hattie
& Timperley, 2007) and from automated writing evaluation (AWE) such as Grammarly
(Anastasia et al., 2024; Thi et al., 2023). It helps them understand their writing problems
and improve their writing performance (T. Han & Sari, 2024; Panahi et al., 2013; Tan &
Manochphinyo, 2017). For feedback to fulfill its role, students must engage with it by
understanding and using it (Winstone et al., 2017), as student engagement with feedback
has a positive association with student learning outcomes; thus, student interactions with
feedback are primary to learning (Z. V. Zhang & Hyland, 2022).
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Teachers have played an important role in promoting student engagement with feed-
back (Z. V. Zhang & Hyland, 2022) by providing different modes of feedback, offering
a supportive environment, and impacting students’ attitudes (e.g., Handley et al., 2011;
Lunt & Curran, 2010). Promoting students’ cognitive and affective engagement makes
an important contribution to their learning. Studies indicated that when students view
their teachers’ feedback positively, it strengthens their emotional connection to learning,
resulting in a higher level of affective engagement (Gan & Wang, 2024; Wang et al., 2022;
Z. V. Zhang & Hyland, 2022). Moreover, receiving detailed and understandable feedback
often led students to positive emotional responses, which encouraged them to actively
revise their work and engage more deeply with the feedback (Ene & Yao, 2021). Also,
engaging students’ groups as they write and revise their texts based on detailed feedback
can enhance positive emotional engagement. This approach helps students feel connected
and supported, which in turn improves their engagement with the feedback process (Z.
Zhang, 2022).

The combined mode of feedback (CMF), combining audio feedback (AF) and indirect
written feedback (WF), offers more detailed feedback that teachers can provide than relying
on a single mode, such as audio-only or written-only feedback (Listiani et al., 2025). A
single mode of feedback targets specific issues. The AF can address macro-level issues
such as ideas, content, organization, and coherence, while the WF can address micro-
level issues, including grammar, punctuation, vocabulary, capitalization, and spelling
(Alharbi, 2022; Cavanaugh & Song, 2014; Morra & Asís, 2009). In contrast, CMF has the
capability to handle a wider array of writing issues across both micro and macro levels
(Listiani et al., 2025). Therefore, the mode of feedback, as an important contextual factor,
is considered to influence student engagement (Mao & Lee, 2023; Shen & Chong, 2023).
Research on students’ engagement with a single mode of feedback has been of interest to L2
writing researchers (Alharbi, 2022; Alsahil et al., 2024), and they considered the individual
difference factors, including students’ proficiency (Zheng & Yu, 2018; Cheng & Liu, 2022).
However, students’ cognitive and affective engagement with teacher CMF has yet to be
explored and has received limited attention (Listiani et al., 2025). Therefore, this study
addresses this gap by investigating students’ engagement with teacher CMF in an EFL
writing class at an Indonesia university.

This study investigated the extent to which lower-proficiency (LP) L2 students engaged
cognitively and emotionally with teacher-CMF in an EFL writing class in Indonesia. We
address two research questions:

To what extent were LP L2 students cognitively engaged with their teacher’s CMF?
To what extent were participants affectively engaged with their teacher’s CMF?

2. Literature Review
2.1. The Construct of Engagement with Feedback

Student engagement has been acknowledged to play an important role in learning, as
it mediates teacher feedback they receive and their learning outcomes. Student engagement
is a multi-dimensional construct characterized by three dimensions: behavioral, affective,
and cognitive engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004).

Although Fredricks et al. (2004) suggested a comprehensive, multidimensional con-
struct of engagement, it does not specifically address students’ engagement with feedback,
the focus of this study. Derived from this construct, Ellis (2010) proposed a framework
that is a widely used conceptualization of student engagement with feedback. It can be
influenced by the types of feedback, individual difference factors, and contextual factors,
concerning the manner in which students respond to the feedback they get (Ellis, 2010).
These three perspectives are used to examine students’ engagement with corrective feed-
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back (CF). The cognitive perspective relates to how students attend to the feedback, whereas
the behavioral perspective refers to the extent to which and how they use the feedback
and revise their texts. Finally, the affective perspective refers to attitudinal responses
to feedback.

Y. Han and Hyland (2015) expanded Ellis’ (2010) framework to incorporate more ways
that each dimension manifests itself to suit the complex nature of written CF provided after
a delay and offline. They proposed a multi-dimensional framework of engagement. The
cognitive dimension refers to the depth of processing the feedback, including awareness at
the level of noticing and comprehending, meta-cognitive operations that control how much
mental effort the students put into processing the feedback, and cognitive operations used
to process the feedback and make revisions. The behavioral dimension pertains to revision
operations in response to the feedback and observable strategies employed to enhance
the accuracy of the drafts, future texts, and/or L2 competence. The affective dimension
includes immediate emotional reactions upon receiving feedback, subsequent changes in
feelings during revision process, and attitudinal responses toward the feedback.

Based on the conceptualization of engagement, the framework is relevant to the com-
plex nature of the combined modes of feedback (CMF), combining audio feedback (AF)
and indirect written feedback (WF). CMF encompasses a broader construct than only oral
and written CF; it can incorporate instances where teachers offer corrections of mistakes,
presented asynchronously and online. Additionally, CMF addresses more intricate writing
issues and could include less direct correction and more indirect guidance (Listiani et al.,
2025). Y. Han and Hyland’s (2015) framework of engagement with feedback can be adopted
in this study, as it includes more ways of how students respond to feedback cognitively,
behaviourally, and affectively. Although originally developed in the context of corrective
feedback, the framework focuses on learners’ engagement with feedback processes rather
than on a specific feedback type. Therefore, it is applicable to CMF despite the differences
in its construct, delivery modes, and feedback characteristics. Through the concept of cog-
nitive engagement (Y. Han & Hyland, 2015), the two modes of feedback in CMF provided
students with more information and prompted them to spend more time processing it to
understand the feedback and respond to it. The concept of behavioural engagement can
include the manner in which students revise their text and their overall responses (or lack
thereof) to feedback, which encompasses the aspect to which they respond (Alharbi, 2022)
and the learning strategies they use to process feedback and improve their writing (Ryan
et al., 2020). Students’ emotional reactions during feedback acceptance, subsequent changes
in their feelings during revisions, and attitudinal responses are included in the affective
engagement (Y. Han & Hyland, 2015). Therefore, this study followed Y. Han and Hyland’s
(2015) framework and was not narrowly focused on corrective feedback.

2.2. The Potentials of Teacher-CMF from Previous Studies

Although research comparing two or more feedback modes demonstrates the potential
benefits of combining audio feedback and written feedback, studies on the integration of
these two modes remain limited. By combining these feedback modes, the strengths of
each mode can offer students enhanced opportunities to engage with the feedback, while
also revealing their respective limitations.

Studies examining the effects of AF and WF in EFL classrooms demonstrated that
AF had a positive impact compared to WF. Students receiving AF (Alharbi, 2022; Bakla,
2020; M. A. Saeed et al., 2022) or corrective AF (Tabrizi & Ranjbaran, 2021) outperformed
those receiving WF (Alharbi, 2022; Bakla, 2020; M. A. Saeed et al., 2022), metalinguistic
corrective WF (Solhi & Eğinli, 2020), or corrective WF (Tabrizi & Ranjbaran, 2021) in their
writing performance (Alharbi, 2022; M. A. Saeed et al., 2022). This included achieving
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the highest number of correct revisions in thei essay writing assignments (Bakla, 2020),
demonstrating better content and organization (Solhi & Eğinli, 2020), and exhibiting better
writing accuracy (Tabrizi & Ranjbaran, 2021). Although AF exerted a positive effect on
students’ writing performance, their perceptions and preferences varied. Bakla (2020)
and Mohammed (2021) found that students did not uniformly prefer and perceive one
feedback mode more positively than another one, but they emphasized the affordances and
limitations of each feedback mode. Students perceived AF as more effective in providing
details, clarifications, and personalization compared to WF, which was regarded as clearer
and more comprehensible (Alharbi, 2021). Students expressed a preference for WF over AF
for its clarity, ease of use, accessibility, and focus on specific issues (Alharbi & Alghammas,
2021). Furthermore, while AF provided fewer comments, it offered more language functions
compared to WF (Alharbi & Alghammas, 2021). Studies also indicated that students
incorporated AF into their revisions more frequently than WF (Alharbi, 2022).

Despite the opportunities and limitations that AF and WF may present, earlier studies
comparing various feedback modes have suggested integrating these feedback modes.
Earlier studies investigating students’ preference towards feedback modes found that
the majority of students preferred the combination of AF and WF over audio-only and
written-only (Ice et al., 2010; Lees & Carpenter, 2012), and students’ preference towards
this feedback combination also appeared after audio-only (Merry & Orsmond, 2008) and
written-only (Roy & Vetter, 2023). This combined or dual method of AF and WF could
provide more detailed comments and more opportunities for students to engage with the
feedback considering the number of students and the availability of time and resources
(Hennessy & Forrester, 2014).

Earlier studies also indicated students’ expectations of feedback modes in their future
writing assignments. Rasi and Vuojärvi (2018), who gathered students’ perceptions on
the development of asynchronous formative AF practices for mobile learning in higher
education, found that students expected the integration of AF and WF. Sarcona et al.
(2020), who investigated how students perceived and utilized AF and WF, revealed that
students perceived each feedback mode according to their benefits and drawbacks, and
they preferred both feedback modes in future assignments over audio-only.

In summary, evidence in studies suggests that the combination of AF and WF offers
the benefits of both modes for students and teachers. Students’ perception and prefer-
ence showed acceptance of teacher CMF. Therefore, CMF can offer students with helpful
opportunities to engage with the feedback.

2.3. Empirical Studies on Student Feedback Engagement

Research on student engagement with teacher feedback has been a primary research
area in both first language (L1) and L2 writing studies. Researchers have investigated
students’ engagement with different feedback modes and considered factors influenc-
ing learners’ engagement. Studies have focused on limited research areas and yielded
various findings.

A few studies focused on learners’ feedback engagement with a single mode of feed-
back. Brearley and Cullen (2012) looked at how undergraduate students engaged with a
teacher’s formative AF on a written assignment; they found that their engagement was
impacted by how well-organized they turned in finished drafts. The completion of the
first draft impacted the extent of writing problems addressed in the feedback. The stu-
dents who turned in finished drafts devoted more time to engaging with the feedback
and responding to it. As a result, they got higher grades on their final drafts than those
who submitted partially completed drafts. Another study investigated university learners’
perceptions and their affective engagement with Chinese-speaking teachers’ and native
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English-speaking (NES) teachers’ WF (Ene & Yao, 2021). Students received detailed feed-
back without overwhelming corrections from their NES teacher, which made them feel
positive and encouraged them to revise their texts.

Researchers have compared students’ engagement with different modes of teachers’
feedback. Alharbi (2022) examined how many and how well they incorporated a teacher’s
feedback from four modes (oral, text, audio, and audio–visual) in their text revisions.
The amount and quality of integration varied between the four feedback modalities. The
most successful integration in revised texts was audio–visual, while the least successful
integration was textual. Alsahil et al. (2024), who compared oral, audio-recorded, and
automated writing evaluation (AWE), investigated learners’ affective, behavioral, and
cognitive engagement with the feedback modes. They found an inconsistency across three
dimensions of feedback engagement, resulting from alignment and misalignment between
learners’ needs and the modes of feedback.

Another line of studies focused on in-depth descriptions of learners’ engagement
by considering their individual difference factors. Zheng and Yu (2018) studied LP L2
students’ cognitive, affective, and behavioral engagement with a teacher’s written CF.
They revealed that despite students’ positive emotional engagement, their behavioral
and cognitive engagement did not result in better language accuracy due to their low
proficiency. As a result, there was an imbalance among the three dimensions of feedback. In
another study, Cheng and Liu (2022) investigated high-proficiency (HP) and LP L2 students’
engagement with WF. Their engagement was influenced by their language proficiency and
feedback focus. Both HP and LP students engaged similarly with feedback on global issues
(i.e., content and organization) but differently with feedback on local issues (i.e., vocabulary
and grammar). They found a complex non-linear relationship among the three dimensions
of engagement.

In summary, the above studies showed that students engaged with the feedback
to various degrees. Their level of language proficiency, the scope of writing issues ad-
dressed in the feedback, and the type of feedback mode influenced the extent to which
students engaged with the feedback. Although the studies have added new insights into
students’ engagement with AF and WF, more studies are needed on LP L2 university
students’ engagement with teacher-CMF, especially in Indonesia, where no such inquiry
has been conducted.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Research Design

The present study explored low-proficiency students’ cognitive and affective engage-
ment with their teacher’s CMF in an EFL writing class at an Indonesian university. A quali-
tative approach (Creswell, 2015) was used to analyze students’ responses to get insights
into how they engaged cognitively and affectively with their teacher’s CMF, involving their
ways in which they processed the feedback, revised their texts, and they reacted emotion-
ally and responded attitudinally. How they engaged behaviorally as another engagement
dimension was presented in another paper (Listiani et al., 2025).

3.2. Context

This research took place in an undergraduate program at an English language educa-
tion department in Indonesia during the fall semester of the 2022/2023 academic year. The
academic calendar consists of 14-week meetings with weekly hundred-minute sessions,
followed by two weeks of mid- and final-term examinations. As the program offers stu-
dents courses in language and non-language knowledge and skills, students are required to
attend a basic writing course in the first semester, preparing them for more advanced writ-
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ing courses in subsequent semesters. They are expected to graduate with good academic
writing skills after completing the writing courses.

The department assessed all students’ English proficiency before starting the program.
This evaluation is conducted periodically during their studies using the TOEFL ITP (Test of
English as a Foreign Language—Institutional Testing Program). The results are used by the
department to define their proficiency and group them to classes with similar proficiency
levels based on the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR)
(Council of Europe, 2020). Basic users (A2-A1) were placed in regular classes, and students
with scores of 430 or above (about B1 or higher) were placed in an international class. They
are expected to achieve a minimum score of 500, that is above B1/lower intermediate level,
to graduate.

3.3. Participants

The study involved 23 first-year BA students (5 males and 18 females) from a regular
class. As their responses to a demographic questionnaire showed, their ages ranged from 18
to 20 (M = 18.22, SD = 0.60). They all enrolled in a basic writing course in the first semester.
They were native Indonesian-speaking students and started learning EFL in schools around
the age of nine. The English proficiency test found that 90% of students in this class were
rated as basic users (A1), whereas 10% failed to reach A1. They varied significantly in their
understanding of instructions, vocabulary, and grammatical structures and their ability to
express and connect ideas, use cohesive devices in writing.

We invited their teacher, a female native Indonesian-speaking speaker, in her 30s
to participate. She was in her third year of teaching this writing course. She holds a
master’s degree in English language education from a university in Indonesia and at-
tended a workplace training for improving novice lecturers’ pedagogical competency,
namely Pengembangan Ketrampilan Teknik Instruksional/PEKERTI (The development of
instructional technique skills) regulated by the Indonesian government under Kementerian
Pendidikan Tinggi, Sains, dan Teknologi Indonesia (Kementerian Pendidikan Tinggi, Sains,
dan Teknologi Indonesia, n.d.) and organized at a university in the country.

3.4. Data Collection Instruments

Based on a framework of engagement and several empirical studies (e.g., Alharbi,
2022; Cheng & Liu, 2022; Z. V. Zhang & Hyland, 2022; Zheng et al., 2020), we found that
learners’ cognitive and affective engagement with feedback can be examined with reflective
open-ended questionnaires and semi-structured retrospective interviews.

The open-ended reflective questionnaire (Q) and retrospective interview (I) comprised
nine open-question items aiming to elicit in-depth information on learners’ cognitive and
affective engagement with feedback (Appendix A). Cognitive engagement, collected in
question one (Q/I 1), gathered data on learners’ awareness of noticing and understanding
the feedback, and in questions two to four (Q/I 2, Q/I 3, & Q/I 4), gathered data on learners’
cognitive and meta-cognitive strategies for processing the feedback and revising the texts.
While for affective engagement, question five (Q/I 5) collected their emotional reactions,
and questions six to nine (Q/I 6, Q/I 7, Q/I 8, & Q/I 9) collected their attitudinal responses.
The question items were adapted from previous studies (i.e., Ene & Yao, 2021; Cheng &
Liu, 2022; Zheng & Yu, 2018). Demographic information of all students was collected by a
short questionnaire.

3.5. Procedure

A naturalistic classroom-based approach was used to examine the students’ cognitive
and affective engagement with their teacher’s CMF from different sources in an EFL
writing class. We distributed a questionnaire to collect their demographic information,
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and we obtained the students’ language proficiency levels from the department. Students
were given a questionnaire and interviewed, and their responses were analyzed to gather
information about their cognitive and affective engagement with their teacher’s feedback.

Before collecting data, we obtained the approval of the ethical board at the University
of Szeged, Hungary (Date: 16 August 2022; #10/2022). We shared the ethical approval with
the department of a university in Indonesia where the study took place. The department
gathered written informed consent forms for this study from the teacher and her intact
class of students. Additionally, we also informed participants about the confidentiality of
this project. The research was approved by all parties.

Data was collected over a 14-week semester from September to December 2022
(Table 1). In accordance with a weekly syllabus, a descriptive writing task was given
during weeks 6 to 8. Students worked on these individually. A narrative task was given
during weeks 11 to 12; students worked in pairs. During these weeks, they produced their
first draft of each writing task; then the teacher gave them CMF, and they revised the drafts
to produce final drafts. The writing class syllabus promoted a CMF mediated by technology,
multiple drafts, revisions, and individual and collaborative work, and addressed various
aspects of writing issues related to the research questions. Students stored their first drafts
in a Google Drive. It gave the teacher and students access to texts and feedback online.
The teacher provided indirect WF to students’ texts by highlighting words or phrases
using color codes to indicate errors electronically (Ellis, 2009; Ene & Upton, 2014). Another
mode of feedback was also provided by inserting an online link to downloadable recorded
oral feedback on Vocaroo (https://vocaroo.com/). The oral recorded feedback included
explanations about the highlighted errors. The teacher gave the first researcher permission
to access the texts and her feedback. The students’ first and final drafts of two different
tasks, along with their teacher’s CMF practices, were analyzed to show how the students
engaged behaviorally with their teacher’s CMF in their EFL writing class, and the results
were presented in a separate paper (Listiani et al., 2025).

Table 1. Short syllabus of the writing course.

Week Activities

Weeks 1–3 Introduction to the Writing I course
Paragraph and essay writing fundamentals

Weeks 4–5 Introduction to descriptive writing & evaluation aspects,
Brainstorming

Week 6 Writing draft I

Week 7 Draft I returned with teacher CMF

Week 8 Revising & writing draft II

Weeks 9–10 Introduction to narrative writing & evaluation aspects,
Brainstorming

Week 11 Writing draft I

Week 12 Draft I returned with teacher CMF

Week 13 Revising & writing draft II

Week 14 Portfolio submission

At the end of the course, we distributed the questionnaire to 23 students. Two students
were excluded from data analysis for their incomplete datasets. After administering the
questionnaire, we conducted an interview with seven students who volunteered to partici-
pate. These students expressed their willingness to take part in the interview by completing
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the interview participant section of the questionnaire. Additionally, they reaffirmed their
readiness to participate before the interview commenced. The first researcher spent about
thirty minutes conducting one-on-one interviews with the seven students through the
Zoom platform. The interviews were conducted in L1 Indonesian to create a comfortable
environment for the students and to encourage them to express themselves clearly. The
interviews were recorded in audio format, transcribed and translated into English by the
first researcher, subsequently reviewed by an experienced translator, and reviewed by the
other researchers. The data collected from questionnaire and interviews were analyzed to
reflect their participation in writing and revising their drafts, and their emotional reactions
and attitudinal responses. The results were used in this present study to indicate their
cognitive and affective engagement with their teacher’s CMF in an EFL writing class.

3.6. Data Analysis

For data analysis, we applied an inductive approach. The analysis of qualitative
datasets started by reading and rereading them. Then, we coded students’ answers to the
open-ended reflective questionnaire and retrospective interview on their cognitive and
affective engagement. The datasets from questionnaire and interview were entered into
MAXQDA® 2020 and analyzed separately. We used open coding, eclectic coding, and
pattern coding (Saldaña, 2013). In the first cycle, each data point was read and re-read,
and the identified excerpts were labeled with codes and assigned to different categories.
These code and category choices were refined and grouped into themes in the second
cycle. The three researchers revised the datasets multiple times and agreed on the codes
associated with themes. Subsequently, the refined items were assigned as cognitive and
affective engagement. The emerging themes from students’ responses to the questionnaire
and interview were also coded by an iterative process. Examples of cognitive engagements
were coded as awareness (noticing and understanding) of feedback points and meta-
cognitive and cognitive strategies. Affective engagement examples were coded as positive
or negative emotional reactions and attitudinal responses towards the teacher’s feedback.
The coding process was conducted by the researchers through online discussion. An
iterative process was employed to refine the codes generated from the data. The coding
cycles were repeated multiple times. The initial codes were created by the first researcher
and subsequently shared with the other researchers. After reviewing the codes, revisions
were made, and the updated codes were reviewed again until consensus was reached
among all researchers on the final codes. Although disagreements occurred, they were
resolved through discussion.

4. Results
4.1. Low-Proficiency L2 Students’ Cognitive Engagement with Their Teacher’s CMF

The first research question investigated students’ cognitive engagement with their
teacher’s CMF. In terms of their awareness, the findings indicated that all students re-
sponded to Q1 and I1 were aware of the teacher’s feedback. They did not have difficulties
identifying and understanding feedback points in the CMF in their texts. They noticed
micro-level issues, such as grammar, punctuation, word choice, spelling, and capitalization,
and macro-level points related to ideas, content, organization, and coherence. They were
also aware of their teacher’s suggestions on correcting mistakes and improving their writ-
ing. The points were identified in the teacher’s audio files, and she also highlighted them
in their texts. The following excerpts are the responses of student one (S1) and student
seven (S7).
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My lecturer’s comments were about transition words and the reasons why charac-
ters did what they did. I also got comments on the use of capital letters and tenses.
(S4 in Q1)

[The feedback] was about [how to] improve the narrative text that my group
submitted. For example, I made a mistake in capital letters, and [teacher’s name]
explained through her audio feedback that this part was incorrect. The grammar
was also wrong. Then, she said, “For narrative text, the tense is simple past
tense.” . . .I made a mistake. I still used the present tense. The errors were also
highlighted by her. The other problems were related to the content of the narrative
text, the structure of the text, the plot of the story, the reason why the characters
did this, and the ending that should have moral value. (S7 in I1)

Findings of students’ cognitive and meta-cognitive strategies showed that several
strategies were mentioned by 19 students in response to Q2 and all students in Q3 and Q4,
and by all students in response to I2, I3, and I4. They reported that while they received
the feedback, they tried to understand the problems, looked at them in their draft, and
wrote them down. They also analyzed the feedback, thought about ways in which they
could improve their texts, corrected their mistakes, and used an online platform to help
them revise their texts. The interviews showed similar strategies: they reported that
after listening to the feedback, they discussed problems with their partners, read their
texts, and revised them. They also reread and revisited problems, evaluated their drafts,
identified the problems, and determined the solution. The following examples are the
students’ responses.

I looked for the location of errors that I needed to correct by seeing highlighted
words in orange and yellow. Then, I analyzed the mistakes and corrected them. I
also used Grammarly to help me revise grammar mistakes. (S8 in Q4)

We listened to the audio and revised together with my partner. Of course, I
listened to it well. Then, I thought, “How can the text be better than the previous
one?” Then, we immediately revised it. . . . We also evaluated the comments and
texts about what else needed to be replaced or what else needed to be added.
When we first created narrative text, we looked at the examples of narrative texts
on Google. However, after we got feedback, we found out that the examples . . .
were wrong. I also looked for other sources, but they were only used as references.
All comments and suggestions were followed. We improved [our work] and
added the content of our text. Then, we made the plot and ending of the story
clearer. There was no total change. Some were deleted, but we did not completely
change our text. (S3 in I4)

Accordingly, findings showed that the cognitive strategies included understanding
of the problems, revisiting and rereading the draft, taking notes on key points, analyzing
and discussing the mistakes, looking for references before revising, and finally, correcting
mistakes. Some meta-cognitive strategies were also used, for example, they thought
about ways to improve their writing, reread and revised drafts multiple times, and used
information technology on online platforms to help them revise the problems. Therefore,
they implemented learning strategies, planned, monitored their progress, varied and
adjusted their strategies, used self-evaluation and critical reflection to facilitate their revision
practices and regulate their mental efforts while processing feedback.

In addition to strategies, they also demonstrated learning autonomy because they
knew how to find help, and they were able to determine what tools to select and use for
revising their texts. They used Grammarly and Google to get external help with internet
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support. These steps showed that the students had good information technology literacy
skills and knew how to apply them.

Therefore, these findings documented how students engaged cognitively in the
teacher’s CMF. They noticed and understood micro and macro problems that the CMF
addressed in their drafts through listening to audio files and checking the highlighted sec-
tions. They applied cognitive and meta-cognitive strategies efficiently and autonomously
to support their learning process. Their awareness of the CMF and their use of cognitive
and meta-cognitive strategies regulated their learning and facilitated their processing of
feedback and revisions of their texts.

4.2. Low-Proficiency L2 Students’ Affective Engagement with Their Teacher’s CMF

To answer the second research question, we analyzed students’ affective engage-
ment with the teacher’s feedback to explore how they reacted emotionally and responded
attitudinally.

The findings of Q5 and I5 showed students’ emotional reactions to the teacher’s
feedback practices. The Q5 indicated that students’ emotions occurred before they received
and after they processed the feedback. Twenty students reported positive emotional
reactions: they felt happy, grateful, interested, and curious. A negative emotional reaction
was also found: a respondent worried about making mistakes. The following excerpt is an
example of a student’s emotional reactions:

I felt anxious because I was afraid that there would be too many mistakes in
writing. (S14 in Q5)

The data elicited in I5 indicated that students did not report any immediate emotional
reactions upon receiving the feedback; however, they occurred before receiving feedback
and after they processed the feedback. The students mostly reported more than one
emotional reaction towards their teacher’s feedback. A range of positive emotional reactions
included feeling happy, close to the teacher, feeling cared for, confident, enthusiastic,
comfortable, helped, crystal clear, and motivated. Emotion shifts were also found from one
reaction to another. Their emotions changed from being worried and scared before receiving
the teacher’s feedback to feeling relieved after receiving the feedback. The following is an
example of a student’s excerpts.

I felt scared. I was afraid that everything would go wrong, and I was afraid of
being heavily criticized. However, when I was praised, my thoughts were like
“Oh it turns out it wasn’t that bad”, so I felt relieved. At first, I was really scared,
but after listening to the criticism and suggestions from the audio, I felt very
relieved. (S6/I5)

The overall emotional reactions indicated that students’ emotions toward the teacher’s
CMF varied. Some feelings found in the questionnaire also emerged in the interviews,
but others emerged only in the interviews. Students’ responses were different before
and after receiving and processing feedback. Although before receiving it, some students
were anxious about the quality of their texts due to their low English proficiency level, all
students reacted positively to the teacher’s CMF after they had received it. These outcomes
indicated that they expected their teacher to give helpful CMF to their texts, and once they
had access to their teacher’s comments, they appreciated it overwhelmingly.

Students’ attitudinal responses were also elicited to explore their attitudes towards
the benefits (Q&I 6) and drawbacks (Q&I 7) of feedback, what they recommended as
improvements (Q&I 8), and their preference for feedback modes (Q&I 9), collected from
both instruments.

Regarding how useful students perceived feedback, all respondents in both instru-
ments highly valued it for easy and unlimited access, and clear, detailed, and understand-
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able content. They also pointed out that feedback helped them identify problems, improve
their draft, interact with the teacher personally and indirectly, learn how to write, and
save time.

Additionally, responses to the questionnaire also showed that feedback helped stu-
dents locate, know, and correct their mistakes, understand their weaknesses, learn about
the quality of their texts and their writing abilities, improve their concentration, and get
suggestions for revising their work. Its benefits also emerged in the interviews. Students
highly appreciated feedback because it benefitted them with slow-paced, clear, and under-
standable language, they got insights from a reader’s point of view, information about how
to write, and what to do next, and they learned about their strengths and weaknesses. The
following examples are the students’ excerpts.

The usefulness of [the teacher’s feedback] could help me understand the teacher’s
explanation because it [felt like she] spoke to me directly, so that it was easier to
understand. (S8 in Q6)

. . .[the feedback language] was English and Indonesian. . . . Because our lecturer
understood us, she . . . mixed [her languages], so that the feedback was easier
to understand. If it was pure English, maybe I’m still trying to understand the
feedback now. (S6 in I6)

Although most participants valued feedback, 13 respondents in the questionnaire and
six students in the interview pointed out some drawbacks. They included references to
poor sound quality, content-related problems, and accessibility. The quality of the audio file
was unclear, noisy, broken, and low; the content had few critical points and provided hints
only. Some difficulties were noted concerning access to the feedback due to a poor internet
connection. They also addressed a problem related to feedback language: the teacher used
more English than the students’ native language. These are excerpts from the responses.

[Teacher’s CMF] was quite difficult to access when I did not have an internet data
package. (S6 in Q7)

Several explanations used Indonesian, but more explanations were in English. . . .
because I was still studying in semester 1, there were some words that I didn’t
know yet. . . . (S4 in I7)

Due to the disadvantages that the CMF participants experienced, 12 students in the
questionnaire and four students in the interview suggested some improvements to the
feedback. They suggested making the sound clearer and louder, making the scripts of the
AF available, making the access to the application easier, and making its comments more
specific and critical. Additionally, students also suggested improvements by sequencing
the comments and by improving or changing the application’s sound recording quality.
These are samples of students’ excerpts.

I was very grateful for receiving feedback from my lecturer. Everything was very
stable and easy to access and understand. However, I need it to give me criticism
without hesitation or feeling bad because criticism, input, and suggestions are
very important in my learning process as a student. (S13 in Q8)

Perhaps the media . . . should not be Vocaroo. Vocaroo often has technical errors.
. . . The sound was not clear, and suddenly the volume increased by itself. . .. The
sound was like having trouble getting [an internet connection]. (S7 in I8)

The findings also showed students’ preference for familiar feedback modes. All
students, gathered in both instruments, preferred their teacher’s CMF to other forms of
feedback they had experienced. The CMF was considered more detailed, understandable,
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accessible, and personal than written and verbal feedback. Here are some examples of
students’ quotes.

In my opinion, marking and audio are enough. (S6 in Q9)

I once got verbal feedback. The feedback was addressed to all students because
there were a large number of students. . . [However], if it was the teacher’s
feedback [CMF], the text was really scrutinized from the beginning of the text to
the end. Therefore, in my opinion, the feedback was better. I prefer the feedback
because it was more detailed, and its audio could be listened to repeatedly. So,
if I still didn’t understand what it meant, I could replay the file again until I
really understood it. The feedback was also quite helpful because there were
marks in the text where parts needed to be revised. [They] were highlighted by
[teacher’s name], so they [marks] helped me revise the sentences that needed to
be corrected. The marks were blue and yellow highlights. The blue color was for
punctuation, and the yellow one was for grammar. (S2 in I9)

Therefore, students’ attitudinal responses showed that they valued the feedback highly.
However, they perceived the feedback negatively for some aspects, and they offered their
ideas for fixing the shortcomings. Overall, despite some issues, they clearly preferred their
teacher’s CMF to written and spoken feedback alone.

In conclusion, the findings documented students’ affective engagement with the
teacher’s CMF. They showed emotional reactions before and after receiving the teacher’s
CMF, reflecting changes in their attitudes. They expressed both positive and negative
emotions towards the new practice of getting feedback. Despite the shortcomings they
pinpointed, their suggestions for improvement and their overall answers indicated that
they highly appreciated CMF for its usefulness and showed their preference for it. Their
answers indicated a good working relationship with their instructor, and they were clearly
supportive of her ways of using CMF.

5. Discussion
The findings of the study indicated that the teacher’s combined modes of feedback

(CMF), combining audio feedback (AF) and highlighting, was perceived by the participants
as a helpful and motivating way of scaffolding their writing abilities in English, encouraging
meaningful engagement with the feedback.

The first research question focused on the students’ cognitive engagement with their
teacher’s CMF. Students cognitively engaged with it in multiple ways, in line with findings
of other studies (Cheng & Liu, 2022; Y. Han & Hyland, 2015; Pohl, 2020; Z. V. Zhang
& Hyland, 2018). They were aware of their teacher’s feedback and used cognitive and
meta-cognitive strategies. These forms of cognitive engagement facilitated their revision
practices and regulated their mental efforts to process the feedback.

In terms of awareness of the feedback, the findings showed that all participants were
aware of and could recognize and comprehend problems in their texts. They could find
ways to correct their mistakes to improve their texts based on the audio file and the high-
lighted sections. These findings provide further evidence to previous studies investigating
low-proficiency (LP) Second language (L2) students’ engagement with AF or written feed-
back (WF), particularly indirect WF. AF scaffolded LP L2 learners understanding and
reviewing the issues (Alsahil et al., 2024). However, they found WF easy to notice but
difficult to understand (Cheng & Liu, 2022; Zheng & Yu, 2018).

As for another sub-dimension of cognitive engagement, we found that most students
argued that they used certain cognitive and meta-cognitive strategies to respond to the
CMF. They demonstrated self-efficacy, a sense of ability to improve their texts, as they
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argued for using the necessary learning strategies to revise their drafts. They regulated
their own learning by planning, monitoring their own progress, varying and adjusting
strategies, self-monitoring, evaluating, and reflecting their revisions, and seeking another
help independently. The strategies they used indicated that students could take responsibil-
ity for their own learning (Holec, 1981). Autonomous learning can be fostered by utilizing
automated writing evaluation programs, such as Grammarly (Barrot, 2021; Cavaleri &
Dianati, 2016). However, limited cognitive and metacognitive strategies were adopted by
LP L2 students who engaged with AF-only and WF-only (Alsahil et al., 2024; Cheng & Liu,
2022; Zheng & Yu, 2018).

Accordingly, an adequate level of noticing and understanding of CMF could be at-
tributed to the way their feedback mode worked as it did. Although they lacked linguistic
competence as required by Chandler (2003) to interpret indirect WF, the explanations in
the teacher’s audio feedback were a viable support to understand the message. As they
received adequate assistance for processing the CMF and revising their texts, they were
aware of their teacher’s CMF. They also used more cognitive and meta-cognitive strategies.
Thus, they engaged cognitively with the teacher’s CMF in different ways than students in
other studies.

The second research question concerned the students’ affective engagement with the
feedback, including both positive and negative emotional reactions, changes in feelings,
and attitudinal responses towards the teacher’s feedback (Y. Han & Hyland, 2015; Z. V.
Zhang & Hyland, 2018). We found a temporal reference to their emotional reactions: they
gave accounts of both positive and negative feelings as they anticipated feedback, whereas
they experienced only positive emotional reactions after processing it. However, they
did not report any emotional reactions immediately after receiving the feedback. Overall,
participants appreciated the feedback, which resonated with earlier studies investigating
LP L2 students (Alsahil et al., 2024; Anastasia et al., 2024; Cheng & Liu, 2022; Zheng & Yu,
2018; Zheng et al., 2020). However, negative emotions emerged following LP L2 students’
use of WF-only (Cheng & Liu, 2022; Zheng et al., 2020; Zheng & Yu, 2018).

As far as their attitudes were concerned, all students valued CMF highly, but they
also identified its drawbacks and suggested some improvements for it, which provided
evidence for previous studies investigating AF and WF. In terms of accessibility, students
found that the feedback could be accessed easily and unlimitedly (Alsahil et al., 2024;
Zhan, 2023), but accessing it required an internet connection (Kiymaz, 2023). Furthermore,
although they valued the clarity of the feedback content (Ice et al., 2010), they pointed to
its complexity, so they suggested providing stages in delivering comments, audio script
provision, and direct comments. They also needed more critical comments (Sipple, 2007).

Additionally, they valued the clarity of feedback language highly. However, they
argued that the teacher did not adapt to their language ability levels, as the adaptation
was important to match students’ needs and expectations (Neupane Bastola & Hu, 2021).
Another problem identified was sound quality (Zhan, 2023), so they suggested changing the
audio-recorded application for improved sound clarity. This was an unexpected outcome,
as in Rasi and Vuojärvi’s (2018) study, the application was found adequate with minor
problems. Feeling connected to the teacher, saving time, and support to develop draft
quality, writing ability, and concentration were also highly appreciated by students, and
these valued characteristics of CMF were consistent with previous studies (e.g., Anastasia
et al., 2024; Cheng & Liu, 2022; Dixon, 2015; Hennessy & Forrester, 2014; Killingback et al.,
2019; Kirwan et al., 2023; N. Saeed & Mohamedali, 2022; Zheng et al., 2020).

Despite the drawbacks of the feedback, all students preferred the teacher’s CMF. They
felt very close to the teacher, and they appreciated her extra work. The fact that students
were aware of a pedagogical innovation and found it helpful was seen as motivating.
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These results partially resonate with previous findings on students’ preference towards
CMF for the potential of combining AF and WF (Ice et al., 2010; Lees & Carpenter, 2012;
Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Rasi & Vuojärvi, 2018; Sarcona et al., 2020). Other studies
investigating teacher feedback across different modes depicted students’ mixed perceptions
and preferences for each mode (Alharbi, 2022; Alsahil et al., 2024; Bakla, 2020).

Therefore, framed along the three dimensions of learner engagement (Ellis, 2010; Y.
Han & Hyland, 2015), the present study revealed the multifaceted nature of EFL undergrad-
uates’ cognitive and affective engagement with their teacher’s CMF while revising their
texts in a basic writing class. The teacher’s CMF made students aware of feedback points
in the audio file and color-coded texts. She encouraged her students to apply learning
strategies as they responded to and processed the feedback during revisions. Most stu-
dents experienced positive emotional reactions and attitudinal responses after receiving the
feedback. Although students demonstrated extensive cognitive engagement and positive
affective engagement with the feedback collected from two instruments, this does not sug-
gest a reciprocal relationship between cognitive and affective engagement for their complex
relationship. This complex non-linear relationship among engagement dimensions is in
line with the results of previous studies (Cheng & Liu, 2022; Zheng & Yu, 2018). Therefore,
the present study provided preliminary results, indicating how their cognitive engagement
related to their affective dimensions of engagement to a varying degree and how their low
proficiency level contributed to their engagement with the feedback.

Although this study offers valuable insights into students’ cognitive and affective
engagement with teacher CMF, some limitations should be acknowledged. First, students’
engagement with the teacher’s CMF did not indicate the overall success of students’
engagement with the feedback. Connecting the results of the present study with the
students’ behavioral engagement can provide new insights into L2 feedback practices.
Second, as participants were at a low level of English proficiency, further studies should
involve students with better English proficiency to find out how they respond to CMF.
Third, findings cannot be generalized to other students, teachers, or contexts, as this was a
case study involving only one group of learners with their teacher.

The pedagogical implications are important for improving not only students’ engage-
ment with feedback but also for their overall motivation, self-efficacy, and autonomy. First,
the learners’ language proficiency level indicates their ability to notice, understand, inter-
pret, and use the feedback appropriately (Cheng & Liu, 2022; Listiani et al., 2025; Zheng
& Yu, 2018). Being aware of their level of English proficiency guides teachers to choose
and apply an appropriate feedback mode. Second, teachers should consider the features of
each feedback mode that suit their students’ needs. Different categories of issues can be
effectively addressed through well-articulated comments (Alharbi, 2022). The combination
of feedback modes can provide beneficial practices for helping LP L2 students’ writing
(Listiani et al., 2025). Third, teachers should use more advanced technology that provides
free access for teachers and students to address the poor quality of sound and difficult
access. Finally, based on the findings of our small-scale study, some unique features of
CMF stand out. The teacher’s recorded voice combined with visual information added to
the students’ texts proved to be conducive to the students’ engagement with their writings.
Both types of feedback were contextualized, and integrated oral and written information.
Students could go back and listen to each comment as many times as necessary, whereas
unrecorded oral feedback can be heard only once. The students felt that their teacher
cared about their development and trusted them that they could revise their texts with
her carefully designed and implemented scaffolding techniques. Also, using CMF was an
innovation on part of their teacher, and their active involvement in the process motivated
them. They appreciated their teacher’s extra work and the way she involved them in this
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innovative project. These outcomes have important implications for writing instruction. At
the time when writing instructors worry about students using AI for writing assignments
instead of engaging with their tasks, CMF can serve as a helpful way forward, involving
students in developing their writing abilities instead of using shortcuts.

6. Conclusions
Despite the recognition of the significance of students’ engagement with their teachers’

feedback, studying combined modes of feedback (CMF) is limited. To the best of our
knowledge, this study fills a gap in the literature by providing the first empirical evidence
on a group of low-proficiency (LP) Second language (L2) learners’ engagement with their
teacher’s CMF. The CMF encouraged LP L2 students to deeply engage with the feedback. It
demonstrated their cognitive and affective engagement with their teacher’s CMF, although
their engagement varied. Overall, students had a positive learning experience with their
teacher’s innovative use of feedback in their EFL writing class. Although this study
was conducted in a limited context, the results offer a glimpse into how participants’
engagement could enhance their self-efficacy, self-regulation, and motivation, as well as
their writing abilities in English and their relationship with their teacher. More innovative
studies, employing various instruments, are needed to strengthen the results of this study.
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Appendix A
Question items of the questionnaire and interview:

1. What comments did you receive from your teacher on your first draft?
2. What did you do when you received the feedback?
3. What did you do when you revised your writing?
4. To what extent did you use the feedback?
5. What did you feel when you received teacher feedback?
6. What do you think of the feedback benefits?
7. What do you think of the feedback drawbacks?
8. What improvements do you wish for the feedback?
9. What mode of feedback (e.g., combined audio and highlight feedback, spoken feed-

back only, or written feedback only) do you prefer?
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