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1. Introduction
Written communication as a learning outcome is fundamental to tertiary 
education because of its requirement in many professional fields (Moore & 
Morton, 2017). However, learners of foreign, second or additional languages 
(AL) find it difficult to express their ideas accurately in writing. As a result, 
they often have recourse to online tools readily available on devices such 
as computers, tablets and smartphones. Despite the frequent use of online 
tools, they are not typically encouraged by teachers as the primary means 
of support for learners to express themselves in an AL (Groves & Mundt, 
2015). However, these tools offer possibilities to drive learning and to 
develop learner agency, empowering students as authors and editors of their 
own work.

Task design, content, feedback and editing/correcting have traditionally 
been in the hands of teacher-assessors; however, in higher education, 
disruptive and decentring waves impacting the roles of teachers and 
students, particularly those related to web-based (WB) tools, have led to 
new ways of viewing writing in the AL class. This study critically engages 
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with the theme of decentring, specifically, the shift in thinking that sees 
online tools as potential sources of epistemological authority rather than 
the teacher being the sole expert when it comes to producing written 
outputs in the AL. While the particular study presented in this chapter 
was a response to emergency online teaching during pandemic lockdowns, 
the questions raised about student use of WB tools in written production 
remain critically relevant. Applications including, but not limited to, 
ChatGPT, DeepL, Google Translate, Microsoft Editor and Grammarly 
have now forced learning and teaching committees, university management 
and other stakeholders to reflect on teachers’ and students’ practices and 
experiences and to consider how artificial intelligence (AI) applications can 
positively or negatively impact learning. It is therefore propitious to explore 
teacher implementation of a guided feedback protocol that takes advantage 
of digital resources and seeks to engage students with them productively.

This chapter explores the pedagogical implications of opening up teaching 
and assessment practices to include guided student use of online tools as 
sources of knowledge. Using the author’s reflections as an action researcher 
in an Australian tertiary setting, it presents and evaluates a project on 
technology-enhanced writing in an AL context, using a specific feedback 
protocol that avoids direct correction in favour of encouragement of 
student agency, including individualised consultation of online tools 
such as dictionaries, concordances, grammar checkers and machine 
translation (MT).

The paper is structured following an action research cycle of observation, 
reflection, planning and action. The first section describes the context in 
which the project is carried out and the problem requiring critical attention 
(observation). The second discusses the principles important to the design 
of the feedback protocol (reflection). This protocol is then presented 
(planning), followed by a description of its implementation (action). Data 
from a cohort of students using the protocol are presented as a second 
observation section, leading to further reflections. The paper concludes with 
recommendations for educators and students planning their own teaching 
and learning.
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2. Observation (i): Pen and paper meet 
emergency remote teaching
The case study presented is both specific to the context and an example 
of a local disruption that reflects more generalised shifts in paradigms. 
The feedback protocol was developed in reaction to emergency remote 
teaching (ERT) during the pandemic, when it was impossible to maintain 
the previous regime of weekly pen and paper writing tasks performed in 
class, under supervision and with no use of additional resources, either 
paper-based or online. There was an urgent need to adapt pen and paper 
assessments for  online delivery during the period of COVID-induced 
ERT. In addition, there were concerns about academic integrity (Ducasse, 
2022), since all in‑class assessments were, by necessity, conducted online, 
and students were able to consult MT tools without teachers noticing.

In ERT conditions, there were no specific guidelines or policies for the use 
of technological tools in assessment for Spanish at the author’s institution, 
which meant she was free to develop her own strategies. She devised an 
evolving feedback practice intended to provide AL learners with individual, 
sustainable input to their writing (Ducasse & Hill, 2019) that supported 
learners’ use of online translators, dictionaries and corpora for improving 
their writing. It seemed easier to adapt to and adopt the available technology, 
rather than to shut the door on its possibilities and pretend students were 
not using it.

The author’s positionality in the participatory action research undertaken 
was actively and proactively critical. The interrogation of teaching practices 
was driven by what Kemmis et al. (2014, p. 6) describe as:

dissatisfactions, or issues, that lead … towards felt concerns … 
in the way we think, in the way we do things, and in our responses 
to the conditions in which we live and work.

As a multilingual speaker and writer, the author considers it surprising that 
AL teachers often do not accept student use of digital tools, even though 
they themselves unavoidably use them when texting or writing on a phone 
or computer for their daily written communication needs.

During COVID-19, the author was supporting students to be successful 
language learners, while personally learning how to teach, assess and 
provide online feedback. She sought to draw on her teaching experience 
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to extend her innovative teaching practice efficiently—that is, by placing 
less emphasis on surface errors and a greater focus on content by offering 
students the opportunity to redraft until their texts communicated their 
content clearly with the support of MT and WB tools. The author hoped 
that lifting the guilt of ‘cheating’ or challenging academic integrity would 
encourage learners to spot and edit mistakes and revise already written 
texts, which, as Wallwork (2016) underlines, is as important as teaching 
learners to write texts. This approach permitted students to use all available 
WB  tools to learn from and engage with, while enabling them to be as 
accurate as possible through their own endeavours.

3. Reflection (i): Principles for use of WB 
tools in additional languages teaching and 
assessment
The following discussion engages with scholarly literature on the use of 
technology in teaching and learning to present important principles that 
guided the initial response and its subsequent iterations.

3.1. ‘Sustaining’ and ‘disruptive’ technologies

In the field of pedagogy, a longstanding distinction has been made between 
‘disruptive’ and ‘sustaining’ uses of technology. For example, a disruptive 
technology ‘lead[s] to possibilities beyond those previously envisaged’ 
(Chalhoub-Deville, 2002, p. 472), which is where twenty-first-century 
learning and teaching currently stands with chatbot technology and AI. 
In  contrast, a ‘sustaining technology’ makes it easy to continue current 
practices. This is exemplified by the now ubiquitous learning management 
systems (LMS) that are often used without any reflection on teaching 
innovation—for example, as a filing cabinet in the sky, or simply as a platform 
allowing for WB assessment to stand for pen- and paper-based tasks.

Behind the apparent preference of many teachers for ‘sustaining’ 
technologies may lie an unwillingness to embrace digital disruption, which 
is seen as leading to the relinquishment of teacher power and prestige in 
favour of technology. Thus, to avoid such a usurpation, some educators may 
resist moving away from the teacher-controlled environment of pen and 
paper assessment and feedback (see Shahzadi & Ducasse, 2022). However, 
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as Crossley (2018) has suggested with specific reference to MT, disruption 
transcends the university language classroom; it has moved to a  digital 
space where potential language students can, rightly or wrongly, rely on 
MT applications for their communication needs rather than learning a 
language. Even those who do engage in language learning can see WB MT 
as their go-to technology. More broadly, if the use of technological tools, 
from spellcheckers to translators, is an everyday practice in the world, even 
for experienced language users (including teachers), why limit students’ use 
of these tools in educational fora?

Many WB tools are available to improve written communication, offering 
particular benefits to adult AL learners frustrated by the simplification 
involved in writing at beginner levels. An early study suggests that embracing 
WB editing tools also supports L2 learning (Milton, 2006). It is imperative, 
therefore, to encourage learners to experiment with technologies to complete 
AL writing tasks, but with guidance and teacher feedback (Hyland & 
Hyland, 2006).

3.2. Technology-mediated language assessment 
and target language use

As a precursor to developing the new writing task, feedback protocol and 
marking rubric, the author considered various Bachman and Palmer’s (2010, 
pp. 127–130) questions on the design of language assessment. Particularly 
relevant and reassuring was the question: ‘To what extent and in what ways 
do TMLA [technology-mediated language assessment] tasks correspond to 
TLU [target language use] tasks?’ Not only were pencil and paper tasks 
impossible to run in lockdown, but they were also deemed no longer 
authentic or related to target language usage in the real world. In contrast, 
the revised WB assessment tasks were completely relevant: ‘writing tasks 
with access to online resources are situationally authentic for today’s 
language learners’ (Shin et al., 2021, p. 19). By motivating learners to use 
WB tools to produce and edit their L2 written texts, educators help them 
prepare for the digital world of work (Kivunja, 2015) in the twenty-first 
century. Such work mirrors current decentring perspectives in teaching and 
learning realities, moving away from teacher-focused feedback to encourage 
students to become proactive.
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3.3. Translation

Research has shown that learners using MT access language they would have 
difficulty retrieving independently, allowing for improved construction of 
their AL text. Further, translation can foster understanding of connections 
between L1 and L2 structures (Roehr-Brackin, 2018) in addition to helping 
students understand the many options that exist to create their intended 
meaning (Vold, 2018). Teachers can train learners at all levels to improve 
accuracy and to discern mistranslations while using MT (Chung & 
Ahn, 2021).

3.4. Rich materials reflecting multilingual reality

The use of online resources, beyond textbooks and grammar books, can 
support intercultural learning as expressed in the revised Common European 
Framework of Reference (Council of Europe, 2020), which  recognises 
learners as plurilingual subjects. As Canagarajah (2005, pp. 196–197) 
writes of English:

we readily recognise that teaching literacy in a single language 
(English or vernacular) or a single dialect of that language (standard 
English or native varieties of English) fails to equip our students for 
real-world needs.

Opening up the classroom to online resources builds on this real-world 
idea: students of Spanish as an AL, based in Australia, move between 
different Spanish or English varieties as they explore WB resources and 
make strategic choices about their own use. This leads to a reflection on 
authentic communication.

3.5. Engagement with resources and feedback

While students may have access to WB tools, this does not mean that they 
necessarily know of them or how to best use them; nor does it mean that, 
having such knowledge, they will act on it. In the past, much research on 
revisions in language learning focused on the correction of errors in written 
products following pedagogic interventions. Few studies focused on student 
processes of writing and revision.

However, some studies have examined student engagement with feedback. 
In Attali’s (2004) study, over two-thirds of the students involved did not 
produce a second draft after automated writing evaluation (AWE) feedback. 
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In Grimes’s (2005) research, students engaged only superficially with AWE 
feedback, while half of the students in El Ebyary and Windeatt’s (2010) study 
failed to redraft essays after such feedback. From early on, it was thought 
that ‘tools and approaches … providing frequent, individualised feedback 
on student writing ought to be considered, but not without keeping a critical 
eye turned onto carefully designed research’ (Warschauer & Ware, 2006, 
p. 176). The trend of AWE studies showing limited benefits to students 
points to the need for a more complex chain of interaction with WB tools. 
In 2018, Zhang and Hyland put out an urgent call for studies examining 
how individual students engaged with feedback—either automated or from 
their teachers—in their redrafting. Both Man et al. (2022) and Ducasse 
and Hill (2019) used training activities and found that students were more 
proactive in the feedback process. A shift from feedback as information 
to  processes that focus on learners’ and teachers’ perception of feedback 
helps students revise and improve their writing skills (Chong, 2022) and 
understanding of feedback processes (Ducasse et al., 2024).

Student feedback literacy has evolved as a student-centric concept 
(see definition in Yu et al., 2022) concerning students’ approach, use and 
evaluation of feedback while managing their emotions. Building on this 
premise, Yu et al. (2022) developed and validated a scale for feedback on L2 
writing assessment. Affect, one of the dimensions on the scale, interacts with 
student willingness to engage with the feedback process. Wu et al. (2023) 
underline the importance of developing students’ feedback literacy to ensure 
they are emotionally ready for the feedback process, which may include 
discussing their work with teachers. To (2022) explores how learner-centred 
feedback design promotes engagement with feedback by increasing learner 
responsibility; feelings of psychological safety; and evaluative judgement, 
being the ‘capability to make decisions about the quality of work of oneself 
and others’ (Tai et al., 2018, p. 5).

3.6. Assessment for learning framework

An assessment for learning (AfL) framework places students at the centre of 
a class, with student agency made explicit (see Larsen-Freeman, 2019). This 
framework was selected because it embodies the author’s aspirations and 
intentions. AfL is a framework in which:

students become more metacognitively aware—that is, they learn 
about themselves as learners and become more aware of their own 
thought processes. They become more reflective as they engage 
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in peer and self-assessment, set goals, reflect on their learning, 
and decide their next learning goals (with the teacher’s help)—
and hence develop self-regulated learning skills and boost their 
motivation. They also become more autonomous as they take greater 
responsibility for learning.

(Lee, 2016, p. 272)

Five strategies are the mainstays of AfL (Wiliam & Thompson, 2017): 
clarifying success, eliciting evidence of student progress via assessment, 
peer-assessment and feedback, developing student self-assessment, and 
encouraging self-regulation. Feedback is one of the key strategies for this 
case study, as it is central for improvements in student learning using 
a combination of the remaining strategies.

4. Planning (i): Task design and 
feedback protocol
Previously, before COVID-19, language students typically wrote a 
paragraph at the end of each class to hand in for feedback at the next lesson. 
To facilitate autonomy during the lockdowns, and with students no longer 
in a classroom setting, assessment was implemented in iterative cycles 
across two semesters with a tightly designed feedback protocol. The task 
shifted from a face-to-face, closed-book restrictive teacher-controlled task 
(‘How well can you write on a topic with pen and paper within a time-limit 
with no resources and only one attempt?’) to an open-browser free-for-all 
(‘How  well can you write on a topic online with the help of WB tools, 
for example, dictionaries, conjugators, thesaurus, text editors, language 
keyboard etc. in your own time with drafting processes guided by teacher 
feedback?’). In response to the lack of teacher control over access to resources 
available online, a tool was designed to harness the use of WB tools. The 
resulting tool was intended to promote engagement and understanding of 
feedback, to improve student feedback literacy and their capacity to act 
on it (Ducasse & Hill, 2019). Students were supported to engage with, 
and be successful in, language learning because WB tools provided support 
beyond dictionary use: students could search for a single word, a phrase to 
be translated or check usage information for lexico-grammatical patterns 
(for example, use of prepositions or articles). Delimiting what was being 
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assessed involved shifting sands, as power lay with the student to engage 
with language learning, editing and writing quite differently from previous 
semesters or their previous Spanish learning experience.

Over the semester, students wrote and submitted 10 short homework drafts 
and received feedback. The required number of words gradually increased, 
and each text covered a different genre. After producing a first draft with 
minimal use of WB tools, students received feedback from the teacher that, 
rather than correcting their work, pointed them towards online resources 
that could be used to improve their text. These assessments were called 
‘engagement tasks’. The engagement was with the class topic for homework 
and, more importantly, with the teacher’s suggested edits (not corrections) on 
drafts. They received a percentage of the total 10 per cent engagement mark 
for each task. The engagement tasks were designed as sustainable, interactive 
formative assessment tools with individualised feedback. Students’ voices 
were heard on the feedback coversheet and in weekly engagement task email 
exchanges. The teacher set a deadline within which students could address 
the feedback, make sense of it and act on it. Following this protocol, the 
teacher invited learners to demonstrate what feedback they were acting on, 
encouraging them to articulate how they used the feedback or not.

Until students took note of teacher feedback and made efforts to improve the 
text, referencing the resources used, no marks were awarded. They received 
a 10 per cent engagement mark for each task. The first draft submission was 
marked for the quality (grammar, vocabulary and communication of ideas) 
and the second, edited and improved with WB and other tools, was marked 
for accuracy through appropriate use of these aids.

Four drafts were submitted as summative assessments in weeks 4, 8, 10 
and 12 of a 12-week semester: these end-of-topic summative WB tests were 
final drafts, completed in class. The summative language proficiency tasks 
were designed to build on previous formative tasks, and the links were made 
explicit because, as reported by Zimbardi et al. (2017), learners are then more 
likely to draw on feedback from previous tasks. The 10 per cent engagement 
mark was a formative practice for the summative tasks. While, ideally, 
formative assessment should not be marked, without marks, students do 
not complete them. Completing the extra 10 per cent could lift final grades 
to the next band (for example, distinction rather than credit), and students 
were meticulous in their drafting because they knew it was being marked. 
Anecdotally, the same task run as a pilot with no mark attached resulted in 
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less than 10 per cent of the class actioning feedback. Adding the 10 per cent 
mark for drafts distributed the benefits of feedback across the class, as more 
students completed the task.

As mentioned, the final submission was not only a writing/editing practice 
but also part of a test. For these pieces, students were marked on how well 
they edited, using the rubric shown in Table 10.1. The first three rows refer 
to the writing criteria used to mark the final draft for cohesion and range 
of vocabulary and structures at the course level; therefore, the marking is 
course-content specific and criterion-referenced. Students were also marked 
for how efficiently they used tools to edit and the range of tools used. Since 
students were novices at using such tools, the greater number of tools used 
was to their advantage, because this gave them a range of inputs to choose 
from on the same question. This clearly advantaged students who had more 
mistakes. However, most beginner AL writers need considerable support to 
write accurately. In the grid, the typical usage for each level is determined 
from student self-reporting.

Table 10.1. Template grading rubric

Below 
level

<1

Pass
1.5

Credit
2

Distinction
2.5>

High 
distinction 

3

/15

Original text
Text flow
Use of connectors and 
connected content

/3

Range and level of 
vocabulary

/3

Range and level of 
expression

/3

Edited text
Edits marked up/in 
capitals edited correctly

>50% >60% >70% >80% /3

Tools used referenced 
in text

1 tool 2 tools 3 tools 4 tools 5 tools /3

Tools
(D) Online dictionary
(OC) Online conjugator
(OT) Online translator
(CN/N) Class notes/notes
(PPT) Class PowerPoint
(M) Memory
(A) Autocorrect
(K) Keyboard

Source: Author.
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The feedback protocol facilitated learner agency through requiring a 
sustained effort to edit texts. Students gained marks from editing mistakes 
instead of losing marks for making them while trying to practise.

5. Action: Protocol in practice
This section presents examples of the draft, feedback and revision process, 
the design of which has been argued for and described above.

In an engagement task, students submitted Draft #1, written using only 
a WB dictionary referenced in the text as (D) to indicate where it had been 
consulted. They could request feedback on ‘accuracy’, ‘expression variety’, 
‘vocabulary’ and ‘flow and connectors’. The teacher marked up places in the 
text to carry out edits, listed suggested edits under the four criteria headings 
and marked Draft #1 for quality. (Note that the summative end-of-topic 
test gave much more weight to this criterion.) Learners then submitted 
Draft #2 for marking, having had the opportunity to follow their teacher’s 
suggestions to use online tools to make edits. The edits were referenced just 
as a student normally would when writing an essay and borrowing words or 
ideas from another source, a concept that was easy for university students to 
grasp, since academic integrity is discussed in all subjects. Thus, the student 
submitted the text, listing all WB and other tools used. They were marked 
on the accuracy of edits to their original text (see Box 1).

Box 10.1 Example LMS summative assessment task

Semester 1 Spanish 3 A2
Draft 1 for feedback.
Paste in Draft #1 here for feedback. It is your text written in response to the 
topic, with essential use of MT for single words only. Label in text with (D) for 
online dictionary if used.
Paste in Teacher mark-up of Draft 1
Paste the improved Draft #2 for assessment. Include the references in text to 
WB resources used to edit, as suggested by the teacher’s mark-up.

An example of this process is presented below:

•	 Student submission of Draft #1: The task is to recount an important 
moment in history.
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Box 10.2. Draft #1—the original submitted text

En 2008 primer ministro, Kevin Rudd, se disculpó oficialmente a los pueblos 
indígenas de Australia, específicamente por la generación robada. Antes de la 
disculpa, no había reconocimiento gubernamental de malas acciones contra 
los pueblos indígenas en el pasado. En la sociedad en general, las personas no 
lo pensaban a menudo, o el tema era evitado porque las personas se sentían 
culpable, enojada o triste sobre la situación o desconectada de la situación 
completamente. Ahora todavía tenemos mucho que hacer para crear paz con 
nuestro pasado como un país, pero las actitudes sobre los pueblos indígenas 
están cambiando. Antes éramos muy separado, pero ahora hay algunas 
iniciativas para crear un futuro compartido.

•	 Student feedback focus request: This student ranks their priorities for teacher 
focus in feedback as: 1) accuracy, 2) expression variety, 3)  vocabulary 
range, 4) flow and connectors (for discussion of L2 feedback requests, 
see Ducasse and Hill [2019]).

•	 Teacher response to the feedback request: For ‘accuracy’, the teacher uses 
symbols to mark up the text, pointing out edits that will earn marks (see 
Box 10.3). Accuracy mark-up key:
	– (): word is missing
	– (  ) around a group of words: group needs editing
	– * a single word has an error.

Box 10.3. Marked up student work—teacher insertions highlighted 
in yellow

En 2008 ( ) primer ministro, Kevin Rudd, se disculpó oficialmente a los pueblos 
indígenas de Australia, específicamente por la generación robada. Antes de la 
disculpa, no había reconocimiento gubernamental de ( )malas acciones contra 
los pueblos indígenas en el pasado. En la sociedad en general, las personas no 
lo pensaban a menudo, o el tema era evitado porque las personas se sentían 
*culpable, * enojada o * triste sobre la situación o * desconectada de la situación 
completamente. Ahora todavía tenemos mucho que hacer para crear paz con 
nuestro pasado como un país, pero las actitudes sobre los pueblos indígenas 
están cambiando. Antes * éramos muy * separado, pero ahora hay algunas 
iniciativas para crear un futuro compartido.
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•	 For ‘expression variety’, the teacher provides encouragement ‘you 
are doing well’, then suggests using a different structure to start each 
sentence: Expression: vas bien. Piensa en empezar cada frase con una forma 
o estructura diferente.

•	 For ‘vocabulary range’, the teacher suggests an online site for quick access 
to synonyms to provide variety: 150 palabras puedes usar sinónimos www.
lenguaje.com/herramientasV2/sinonimos.htm.1

•	 For ‘flow and connectors’, the teacher remarks that all is well for the 
student’s level: vas bien usas los marcadores de tiempo y algunos conectores 
que estudiamos.

•	 Student’s submission of Draft #2. The redraft includes in-text references 
to facilitate the teacher’s cross-referencing of edits to the list of resources 
used: see Box 10.4, where the in-text references are highlighted.

Box 10.4. Draft #2 with in-text references highlighted

En 2008 el (OT) primer ministro, Kevin Rudd, se disculpó oficialmente a 
los pueblos indígenas de Australia, específicamente por la generación robada. 
Antes de la disculpa, no había reconocimiento gubernamental de las (OT) 
malas acciones contra los pueblos indígenas en el pasado. En aquellos tiempos 
(N), en la sociedad en general, las personas no lo pensaban a menudo, o el 
tema era evitado porque las personas se sentían culpables (A), enojadas (A) o 
tristes (A) sobre la situación o desconectadas (A) de la situación completamente. 
Ahora, aunque todavía tenemos un largo camino para recorrer (SpD) para 
crear paz con nuestro pasado como un país, las actitudes sobre los pueblos 
indígenas están cambiando. Donde una vez estábamos (N) separados (N), hoy 
en día (N) hay respeto entre las personas y hay muchos más esfuerzos por ambas 
partes para crear un futuro compartido.

Along with the draft, the student completes a record of the changes to 
demonstrate authorship of the edits and to indicate what tools were used.

1	  Webpage discontinued.

http://www.lenguaje.com/herramientasV2/sinonimos.htm
http://www.lenguaje.com/herramientasV2/sinonimos.htm
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Table 10.2. Student edits and sources table

Teacher edit 
number

Original teacher 
markup

Student tool 
for edits

Student edited text Correct
Yes/No

1 (  ) primer ministro OT el primer ministro Y

2 de (  ) malas 
acciones

OT de las malas acciones Y

3 *Culpable Autocorrect 
Word

culpables Y

4 *enojada Autocorrect 
Word

enojadas Y

5 o *triste Autocorrect 
Word

o tristes Y

6 *desconectada Autocorrect 
Word

desconectadas Y

Student edit Antes Linguee Donde una vez -

Student edit Algunas iniciativas Linguee Muchos más esfuerzos 
por ambas partes

-

Student edit Ahora Notes Hoy en día
En aquellos tiempos 

-

7 Ahora todavía 
tenemos mucho (  ) 
hacer

Spanish Dict. Ahora, aunque todavía 
tenemos un largo 
camino para recorrer

Y

8 (un) país - Un país N

9 *eramos muy Notes Estábamos muy Y

10 *separado Notes separados Y

Note: Online translator (OT).
Source: Author.

The intention was to encourage students to use online resources to 
demonstrate understanding of teacher feedback by making accurate choices 
in the resubmitted drafts. Such engagement could correlate positively with 
feelings of agency in using online tools to achieve and to demonstrate visible 
improvement (Zhang & Hyland, 2018), thus supporting a realisation of the 
value of ongoing effort. This fits with ideas expressed by psychologist Carol 
Dweck (Hopkins, 2005):

When students fail, teachers should also give feedback about effort 
or strategies—what the student did wrong and what he or she could 
do now. We have shown that this is a key ingredient in creating 
mastery-oriented students.
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In other words, teachers should help students value effort. Too many 
students think effort is only for the inept. Yet sustained effort over 
time is the key to outstanding achievement.

In addition, this process permitted the gathering of data on the online tools 
students were using to edit and improve texts.2

6. Observation (ii): Data collection on 
implementation of the protocol
Here I explore the specific teaching intervention put in place in response to 
the considerations outlined above. An exploration of student engagement 
with feedback and WB tools contributes to evolving knowledge about 
how CALL projects support learners to achieve language-related goals 
(Buendgens-Kosten, 2020) and develop agency, especially attributes such as 
judgement and self-reliance (Bridgstock, 2009).

6.1. Data collection tools

The following data will be discussed here: learning analytics from the 
Canvas LMS for learners who had given informed consent, and a content 
analysis of open-text anonymous comments harvested from the university-
administered student evaluation of courses.

6.1.1. Participants and recruitment
LMS data were collected from intermediate Spanish language learners (n = 6) 
at an Australian university. They were predominantly enrolled in a Bachelor 
of International Studies (Global Studies) in which the focus of language 
learning is to understand the culture of the other. Students attended online 
workshops twice a week for two hours during the two 12-week semesters of 
2020. In Semester 1, they took Spanish 3, CEFR level A1.2; in Semester 2, 
they took Spanish 4, CEFR level B1.1. This was the first time the course was 
taught synchronously using the Canvas Collaborate LMS. Ethical clearance 
was granted via approval for an international digital feedback project in 
various institutions. The student participants, after responding to email 
recruitment after the course was finished and the marks published, provided 
consent to quote from their assessments and feedback.

2	  For discussion in relation to Spanish AL multimodal writing contexts, see Ducasse (2022).
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6.2. Learner engagement

Table 10.3 presents LMS data for 
the six participating students.

Column 1 indicates those students 
who studied in the two semesters 
and volunteered to participate. 
Column 2 shows how many of the 
10 drafts they submitted. Column 3 
presents LMS analytics that rate the 
student participation online as low, 
moderate or high. Column 4 shows 
the students’ rankings in their 
whole cohort (41 in first semester, 
31 in second) in terms of number of 
page views. In column five appear 
the total marks for Spanish 3 and 
Spanish 4, which can be compared 
with the marks for drafts, presented 
in the remaining columns. Based 
on the criteria shown in Table 10.2, 
0–5 is a poor mark, 5–10 is a mid-
range mark and a good mark (in the 
top third) is between 10 and 15.

It is interesting to note that the 
number of page views does not 
correlate with how well the student 
fared by marks or the number of 
submissions made for drafting. 
High page viewers were likely to 
receive both high and low marks.

Ta
bl

e 
10

.3
. L

ea
rn

er
 e

ng
ag

em
en

t a
s 

sh
ow

n 
by

 L
M

S
 a

na
ly

ti
cs

S
tu

de
nt

s
n 

= 
6

D
ra

ft
s 

su
bm

it
te

d
LM

S
 p

ar
ti

ci
pa

ti
on

LM
S

 p
ag

e 
vi

ew
s 

ra
nk

in
g

Fi
na

l m
ar

ks
LM

S
 ta

sk
Po

or
 m

ar
k

LM
S

 ta
sk

Fa
ir

 m
ar

k
LM

S
 ta

sk
G

oo
d 

m
ar

k

S
1

S
2

S
1

S
2

S
1

S
2

S
1

S
2

S
1

S
2

S
1

S
2

S
1

S
2

(M
) C

M
_1

8
5

m
od

hi
gh

13
/4

1
03

/3
1

81
77

0
1

1
3

7
2

(F
) C

B
_2

9
8.

5
m

od
m

od
04

/4
1

04
/3

1
90

83
0

0
0

0
8

6

(F
) M

B
_3

8
7

hi
gh

 
hi

gh
09

/4
1 

06
/3

1
75

 
75

1
0

3
3

4
3

(F
) M

F_
4

9
8.

5
m

od
hi

gh
21

/4
1 

18
/3

1
93

93
0

0
0

0
8

6

(F
) H

C
_5

7
7

m
od

hi
gh

14
/4

1
9/

31
71

75
2

1
3

1
3

4

(F
) M

G
_6

5
6

hi
gh

m
od

03
/4

1
2/

31
76

76
2

0
0

2
6

4

S
ou

rc
e:

 A
ut

ho
r.



239

10. LOOSENING THE REINS OF TEACHER CONTROL

6.3. Affective response and personal reflections

Further data on the students’ response to the intervention come from the 
university-administered course evaluation exercise and the anonymous 
answers to open-ended questions. The teacher/author inferred from these 
that the use of the engagement task protocol facilitated learner empowerment 
and autonomy.

One question on the course evaluation asked how much feedback was 
provided. Earlier work in this area by Ducasse and Hill (2019) was provoked 
by the uninspiring responses from students who did not recognise the 
amount of work that went into providing feedback. With such an explicit 
feedback protocol as presented here, it was pleasing to read: ‘She always 
makes sure to comment on your work’ (Student Participant [SP]3, 2020). 
Another student wrote:

The best aspect of this course was the paragraph writing that we 
sent and got feedback for. We then used online tools to make our 
paragraph better. I think I learnt the most out of that task.

(SP3, 2020)

Another described the feedback as ‘valuable’, ‘good’, ‘extremely helpful’ 
(SP4 2020). Students also reflected on the impact the exercise had on their 
study habits: ‘helps me to synthesise what I’ve learnt’; ‘great for keeping me 
on track’; ‘helps me refine my writing skills and also to practise my grammar 
+ sentence structure’ (SP3, 2020); and ‘a great way to keep improving my 
writing’ (SP4, 2020). One student reported ‘lik[ing] the weekly writing 
tasks because they help me to synthesise what I’ve learnt while getting 
valuable feedback’ (SP3, 2020). Another reflected on their level of personal 
effort: ‘I really challenged myself and learnt lots this semester’ (SP3, 2020). 
The feeling of empowerment that came from improving their own work 
autonomously using online tools was a driver for success, as students could 
observe their improvements from Draft #1 to Draft #2.

7. Reflection (ii): Supporting student agency
The data analysis shows that the engagement task protocol contributed to 
a culture in which language learners felt confident that their agency could 
help them to advance. It provided learners with strategies and insights into 
how they could improve their texts using WB tools and following their 
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teacher’s guidance. Confident that they understood the quality to aspire 
to and the rigour required in addressing teacher feedback, students were 
able to develop self-regulation techniques. The learning environment 
gave students ownership of their language learning, and both weaker and 
stronger students were motivated to take on the digital feedback tasks to 
improve learning and their marks.

Lecturers in Australian universities feel under threat of being replaced 
by technology, but there is compelling evidence that lecturer–student 
relationships enhance student outcomes (Farr-Wharton et al., 2018). The 
findings presented here show that technology, utilised appropriately with 
teacher guidance, is a motivator of students. Learners oriented positively to 
individualised feedback, responded well to editing their texts digitally and 
benefitted from observing the transformation from the first draft to the 
final text.

By emphasising shifts in the conceptualisation of learner agency, the 
innovative feedback protocol in the study contributes to AL education across 
private and public material and digital social contexts in a multilingual world 
(Douglas Fir Group, 2016, p. 20). It is clear that online tools can be sources 
of epistemological authority in instructed second language acquisition, 
rather than the teacher being the sole authority. That said, it is also the 
case that using WB tools exposes students to a greater variety of language 
than normally available through a teacher’s editorial or proofreading input, 
requiring them to exercise discernment as they critically evaluate the worth 
of the information gathered. Decentring the teacher as editor promotes 
awareness that learners have the agency to lead their own learning and 
be ‘the first editor’ of their work (Ducasse & Hill, 2019), promoting the 
development and application of evaluative judgement.

8. Planning (ii): Practical implications
Numerous practical implications can be drawn from this protocol for 
teachers and students. For teachers:

•	 Focus on learning processes by providing formative feedback, developing 
students’ ability to lead their own learning and complete diverse tasks in 
the target language
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•	 Offer digital tools and enable students to use an open browser to 
accelerate learning by making use of individualised tools to develop their 
writing

•	 Do not ban or ignore digital tools and but discuss their use
•	 Take a position on web-based tools and develop policies for their use 

(Barrot, 2023)
•	 Train students if, how and when to use tools selectively and effectively.

For students:

•	 Become aware of their agency to lead their own learning
•	 Be ‘the first editor’ of their work before submitting assessments
•	 Find ways of determining for themselves ‘the extent of the benefit’ 

of self-correction for individual language learning.

In brief, what is necessary is a change in the positioning of digital tools so 
that they are seen as a means of helping students to do their work rather than 
simply fixing it (Brooks et al., 2021). Helpful here is Hattie’s (2008) idea 
of visible learning, in which students are taught to see their work through 
the eyes of teachers, then plan the next steps with teachers to see what is 
needed for them to learn. In the case of this project, this support comes 
from well‑used online tools.

Future research might include an analysis of which WB tools learners use 
the most for editing purposes and their uptake over time. Close scrutiny of 
weekly submitted writing tasks may offer evidence of the latter. It would 
also be instructive to analyse the reactions of teachers and students to the 
permitted use of online tools in assessment. Teachers may find it challenging 
to support students in executing technology-enhanced writing in tertiary 
AL classrooms. Nevertheless, the findings have practical implications for 
teachers to focus on learning by providing all types of formative feedback 
that develop learners’ ability to lead their learning and, thus, their capacity 
to complete diverse tasks in the target language. More than ever since the 
arrival of ChatGPT, teachers should take a position and develop policies 
for using WB tools. This should include training students how and when 
to use WB tools selectively and effectively to drive their own learning 
and outputs.
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