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Abstract
This study investigated the role of audio feedback in graduate EFL students' academic writing
development and explored their perceptions of its use in academic writing. The study was
conducted with the graduate students at a foundation university in Istanbul, Tiirkiye. Adopting a
mixed-methods crossover design, the study compared students' writing performance after
receiving written and audio feedback across two reflection assignments. Quantitative data
consisted of achievement scores from students' first and revised drafts, while document analysis
examined the nature and extent of revisions following each feedback modality. Qualitative data
were collected through open-ended survey questions and semi-structured interviews to explore
students' experiences with audio feedback. In addition, pre- and post-intervention surveys
examined changes in students' feedback preferences. The findings showed that students obtained
significantly higher revised writing scores following audio feedback than written feedback.

Although revision patterns were broadly similar across feedback conditions, audio feedback
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prompted relatively more paragraph- and word-level revisions. The qualitative findings indicated
that students perceived audio feedback as clearer, more detailed, personalized, and supportive
than written feedback, while also identifying challenges related to time and technology. No
statistically significant changes were found in students' overall feedback preferences following
the intervention. By examining writing achievement, revision behavior, and learner perceptions
simultaneously, this study contributes to the growing literature on technology-enhanced feedback
by providing evidence from a graduate-level EFL context and highlighting the pedagogical
potential of instructor-delivered audio feedback for academic writing instruction.

Keywords: audio feedback, academic writing, written feedback, student perceptions

Writing plays a central role in second and foreign language learning because it provides
learners with a space to express ideas while it develops awareness of linguistic forms through
use. In higher education contexts, writing is not only a communicative skill but also a key
mechanism for intellectual development and disciplinary participation (Hyland, 2003). Academic
writing enables students to engage with scholarly communities, demonstrate knowledge in their
fields, and participate in disciplinary discourse (Cotos, 2010; Greene & Lidinsky, 2012). Because
these conventions are often unfamiliar to novice writers, particularly those writing in a second or
foreign language, explicit instruction and guidance are essential to support students’
development of academic writing competence (Hyland, 2000; Lau, 2004)

Among the instructional practices used to support writing development, feedback plays a
particularly important role. Feedback is information provided by an agent, such as a teacher,
peer, or resource, regarding aspects of a learner’s performance or understanding (Hattie &

Timperley, 2007). In writing instruction, feedback functions as a “noticing facilitator” that helps
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learners identify gaps between their current language use and target academic discourse
conventions (Wang & Jiang, 2015). Through this process, students can monitor their writing,
revise their work, and ultimately improve their language and rhetorical skills. Consequently,
feedback has long been recognized as a crucial component of second language writing pedagogy
(Hyland & Hyland, 2006).

Beyond error correction, effective feedback addresses multiple dimensions of writing,
including organization, content, and rhetorical effectiveness. Kumar and Stracke (2007)
conceptualize feedback as serving several functions, including referential feedback that focuses
on organization and content, directive feedback that provides suggestions and instructions for
revision, and expressive feedback that communicates instructors' opinions and evaluations.
Within process-oriented writing pedagogy, feedback is particularly central because writing is
understood as a recursive process involving drafting, feedback, and revision. In this perspective,
meaningful revision supported by constructive feedback is essential for the development of
writing competence.

Traditionally, instructor feedback in academic writing has been delivered in written form,
such as handwritten comments on student papers or digital annotations in word-processing
documents. While written feedback remains widespread, it is not without limitations. Instructors
often report time constraints and difficulties providing detailed comments (Rowe & Wood,
2008), and students may experience written feedback as unclear or impersonal (Carless, 2006;
Duncan, 2007). These challenges have led educators to explore alternative feedback modes that
leverage digital technologies to enhance communication and engagement.

Recent advances in educational technology have expanded possibilities for technology-

mediated feedback in writing instruction. Digital tools enable instructors to provide feedback
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through multiple modalities, including audio, video, and screen recordings, potentially making
feedback more detailed, personalized, and engaging for learners (Grigoryan, 2017; McCarthy,
2015). Studies have suggested that audio feedback may foster stronger student—teacher
connections and increase student engagement because vocal cues such as tone, emphasis, and
intonation can convey meaning that may be difficult to communicate through written comments
alone (e.g., Ice et al., 2007; Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Lunt & Curran, 2010). Additionally, audio
feedback allows instructors to elaborate on complex writing issues and provide more nuanced
explanations and suggestions for revision (e.g., Emery & Atkinson, 2009; Rawle et al., 2018;
Rassaei, 2019).

Despite growing interest in technology-enhanced feedback, empirical research on
instructor-delivered audio feedback in academic writing remains relatively limited, particularly
in graduate-level EFL contexts. Although recent developments in digital writing environments,
including Al-assisted writing tools, have expanded opportunities for technology-mediated
writing support, comparatively little research has examined how instructor audio feedback
influences graduate students' writing development and revision practices.

To address these gaps, the present study investigates the role of audio feedback in
graduate students' academic writing. Specifically, the study examines whether there are
differences in students' writing performance when they receive audio feedback compared to
written feedback. In addition, the study explores graduate students' perceptions of both feedback
modes, including their attitudes, preferences, and experiences with audio and written feedback.
By comparing these feedback approaches, the study aims to contribute to a better understanding

of how technology-enhanced feedback can support academic writing development. This study
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also contributes to the limited body of research examining alternative feedback practices in
English as a foreign language (EFL) context, particularly in Tirkiye.
Academic writing in L2 contexts

Academic writing is a central component of higher education, functioning not only as a
tool for communication but also as a means of intellectual development. As Weigle (2002)
explains, writing becomes increasingly important as students' progress through higher education,
where it is closely linked with critical thinking and disciplinary learning. In university settings,
writing enables students to demonstrate their understanding of disciplinary knowledge and to
participate in academic communities.

Developing academic writing proficiency can be particularly challenging for students
writing in a second or foreign language. Several factors may influence students' writing
development, including their educational background, cognitive development, and level of
language proficiency (Hinkel, 2004). In addition, L2 writers often face difficulties because they
may be unfamiliar with the conventions and expectations of academic writing in the target
language. Academic writing requires learners to integrate linguistic knowledge with rhetorical
and disciplinary conventions, making it a cognitively demanding process (Myles, 2002). It also
involves navigating complex discourse practices that vary across disciplines and institutional
contexts. Students must learn how to construct arguments, organize ideas, and position
themselves within academic conversations. Furthermore, writing in academic contexts requires
attention to audience expectations and disciplinary norms (Casanave, 2002; Kelley, 2008).
Writers are expected not only to report information but also to demonstrate familiarity with

existing scholarship and contribute meaningfully to academic discussions.
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Graduate students face significant challenges in developing academic writing skills.
Proficiency in academic writing is essential for their success and participation in scholarly
communities (Kelley, 2008). Graduate writers are expected to synthesize and evaluate the ideas
of others while developing their own academic voice (Al Fadda, 2012). However, research has
shown that L2 graduate students often experience a gap between their disciplinary knowledge
and their ability to express that knowledge effectively in the target language (e.g., Hirvela &
Belcher, 2001; Ivani¢ & Camps, 2001). Although many L2 graduate students successfully
participate in academic communities, they frequently encounter difficulties when producing
discipline-specific texts such as theses and dissertations.

Another challenge is that graduate writing instruction often focuses on general writing
skills rather than discipline-specific academic practices (Casanave, 2002). As a result, graduate
students may have limited opportunities to develop the specialized writing skills required for
academic research. It is also noted that they sometimes begin major writing projects, such as
theses or dissertations, with relatively little prior practice and limited feedback from instructors
(Leki, 2006). In such contexts, effective feedback becomes particularly important for supporting
students’ writing development.

Feedback in L2 writing
Feedback has long been recognized as a crucial component of writing instruction. In L2 writing
contexts, feedback can support students' writing development while also influencing their
motivation and confidence (Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Beyond its evaluative role, feedback
functions as a pedagogical tool that helps students understand writing expectations, revise their

work, and develop their writing abilities.
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Research has shown that feedback can promote interaction between instructors and
students and encourage meaningful revisions that contribute to language development (Séror,
2011). Instructor feedback can also help students interpret institutional expectations and identify
areas that require improvement (Parr & Timperley, 2010). Studies in L2 writing have found that
feedback contributes to writing development when students revise their texts or produce new
writing tasks based on feedback (e.g., Ellis et al., 2008; Ferris, 2006; Sheen, 2010).

Despite its importance, providing effective feedback remains challenging. Oral feedback
sessions have often been considered ideal because they allow for immediate interaction and
clarification (Jordan, 2004). However, time constraints and large class sizes often limit the
feasibility of providing individual oral feedback (Anson et al., 2016). Consequently, written
feedback continues to be the most common form of response to student writing.

Although written feedback is widely used, it also has several limitations. Research has
shown that written comments may be brief, general, or difficult for students to interpret (Stern &
Solomon, 2006; Weaver, 2006). Instructors may face constraints such as large workloads and
limited time, which can make it difficult to provide detailed feedback (Butler, 2011). Students
may also perceive written comments as unclear or impersonal, which can reduce their
effectiveness in supporting revision (Beach & Friedrich, 2006). These limitations are particularly
relevant in graduate writing contexts, where students require feedback that not only identifies
linguistic problems but also supports the development of disciplinary argumentation and
academic voice. Consequently, recent scholarship has increasingly examined technology-
enhanced feedback as a means of providing richer and more dialogic forms of instructor
response.

Technology-enhanced feedback
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Recent developments in digital technologies have transformed how instructors provide feedback
in writing classrooms. With the widespread adoption of learning management systems, cloud-
based writing platforms, and asynchronous online learning environments, technology-enhanced
feedback has become an increasingly important component of writing pedagogy (Grigoryan,
2017). These technologies enable instructors to provide feedback through multiple modalities —
including written comments, audio recordings, video feedback, and screencasts— creating
opportunities for richer and more flexible interactions between instructors and students.

Early research on technology-mediated feedback primarily examined electronic written
comments delivered through digital annotation tools (Ene & Upton, 2014). More recent
scholarship, however, conceptualizes feedback not simply as information transmission but as a
technology-mediated dialogue in which digital tools can support interaction, clarification, and
learner engagement. From this perspective, feedback becomes part of an ongoing communication
process rather than a one-way transmission of corrective comments.

Consequently, increasing attention has been devoted to multimodal feedback, in which
instructors combine written, spoken, and sometimes visual resources to communicate feedback.
Audio and video feedback represent two prominent examples of multimodal feedback because
they extend written comments through vocal cues such as tone, stress, and emphasis. Recent
reviews indicate that these multimodal forms of feedback often enhance students' perceptions of
clarity, personalization, and instructor presence while encouraging greater engagement with
revision (Listiani et al., 2024).

The potential advantages of technology-enhanced feedback can also be understood
through Mayer's (2001, 2020) cognitive theory of multimedia learning. According to this theory,

learning can be enhanced when information is presented through multiple channels, such as
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verbal and visual modes. Multimedia learning principles suggest that combining different forms
of information may support deeper understanding and retention. Because feedback can be
considered part of instructional content, integrating multimedia elements into feedback may
improve its effectiveness.

More recently, the rapid emergence of generative artificial intelligence (Al) has
transformed digital writing environments by providing learners with immediate drafting
assistance and automated feedback (e.g., Jamshed et al., 2024; Ma et al., 2026; Zhang, 2025).
Although Al-generated feedback differs fundamentally from instructor-mediated feedback, these
developments have renewed interest in understanding the distinctive affordances of human
feedback, particularly those related to social presence, personalization, and dialogic interaction.
In this evolving landscape, instructor-delivered audio feedback remains especially relevant
because it combines the affordances of technology-mediated communication with human
expertise and interpersonal connection. Examining how learners respond to instructor audio
feedback can therefore provide valuable insights into how human feedback may complement,
rather than replace, emerging Al-supported writing practices.

Audio feedback in writing instruction

Among technology-enhanced feedback approaches, audio feedback has received increasing
attention in writing instruction. Compared with written feedback, audio feedback allows
instructors to communicate through spoken language, incorporating vocal features such as
intonation, stress, and tone that may help students interpret feedback more accurately and
understand instructors' intentions.

Several studies have reported positive student perceptions of audio feedback. Students

often describe audio feedback as more detailed, personalized, and supportive than written
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feedback (Lunt & Curran, 2010; Merry & Orsmond, 2008). Recent research has reached similar
conclusions, showing that learners value audio feedback for its personalization, detailed
explanations, and stronger sense of instructor presence, although preferences vary depending on
learners' needs and learning contexts (Alharbi, 2021; Mohammed, 2021; Listiani et al., 2024).

Audio feedback has also been found to support more detailed explanations of writing
issues. Because instructors can elaborate more naturally in spoken language, audio feedback
allows for richer explanations, examples, and suggestions for revision (Emery & Atkinson, 2009;
Merry & Orsmond, 2008). Recent empirical studies further suggest that audio feedback can
improve writing performance, writing accuracy, and revision quality compared with written
feedback in several L2 writing contexts (Bakla, 2020; Solhi & Eginli, 2020; Saeed et al., 2023).

However, research has not consistently demonstrated clear advantages for audio
feedback. Although several studies report positive perceptions and improved writing outcomes,
others indicate that learners continue to value written feedback because it is easier to access,
reread, and connect to specific parts of their texts (Brearley & Cullen, 2015; Morris & Chikwa,
2016). Likewise, recent studies suggest that students' preferences are shaped by factors such as
comprehensibility, accessibility, revision practices, and individual learning preferences rather
than by the feedback modality alone (Alharbi & Alghammas, 2021; Mohammed, 2021).

Overall, although existing research highlights the pedagogical potential of audio
feedback, recent reviews indicate that relatively few empirical studies have examined instructor
audio feedback in higher education L2 writing contexts, particularly with graduate learners.
Existing studies have also tended to investigate either writing performance or learner perceptions
separately rather than examining the multiple dimensions of feedback simultaneously (Listiani et

al., 2024).
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Building on these gaps, the present study contributes to the literature in three ways. First,
it focuses on graduate-level EFL writers, a population that has received relatively limited
attention in audio feedback research. Second, rather than examining learner perceptions alone, it
integrates analyses of writing achievement, revision behavior, and learner perceptions to provide
a more comprehensive understanding of audio feedback. Third, by employing a crossover design
in which all participants experienced both feedback modalities, the study offers insights into
learners' experiences across multiple dimensions of the writing process.

This study thus examines the role of audio feedback in graduate students' academic
writing and its impact on the development of their academic writing, as well as students'
perspectives on audio feedback and this process. Correspondingly, the research questions of the
study are:

1. Is there a significant difference in graduate students' academic writing achievement after
receiving written feedback and audio feedback?

2. How does audio feedback influence the nature and extent of revisions made in graduate
students' academic writing drafts?

3. What are graduate students' perceptions of audio feedback compared to written feedback
for academic writing?

4. TIs there any change in graduate students' preferences towards audio and written feedback
for academic writing in terms of a) usability of feedback, b) efficiency of feedback, and

c) students' feedback preference?

Methodology

Research design
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The present study employed a convergent mixed-methods design (Creswell & Clark, 2011) to
examine both the effectiveness of audio feedback on graduate students' academic writing and
students' experiences with different feedback modalities. Quantitative data were used to compare
writing achievement and feedback preferences, whereas qualitative data from document analysis,
open-ended survey responses, and interviews provided a richer understanding of students'
revision practices and perceptions. Integrating these complementary data sources enabled
triangulation and offered a more comprehensive account of the role of audio feedback than either
quantitative or qualitative data alone.

Context and participants

The research was conducted at the Graduate School of Educational Sciences of a foundation
university in Istanbul, Tiirkiye. The data were collected from an elective master's degree course
offered during the spring semester. The course aimed to prepare in-service teachers and MA
students to integrate computer technologies and media into their teaching practices, equipping
them with the theories and pedagogical implications of computer-assisted language learning
(CALL). Designed around collaborative and project-based learning, the course required students
to complete individual tasks, such as two reflective papers, an annotated bibliography, a book
review, and a final research proposal, as well as group projects involving demonstrations of
various applications and tools.

The 14-week course met once a week for three hours. The language of instruction was
English, requiring students to possess sufficient proficiency to actively participate in class
discussions. Rather than relying on traditional lectures, the course instructor facilitated
demonstrations, discussions, and hands-on practice with digital tools. Initially designed as a

hybrid course combining face-to-face sessions with synchronous online meetings via Adobe

90



Connect, the course fully transitioned to an online format after the first five weeks due to the
outbreak of the coronavirus pandemic. All course materials, tasks, and communications,
including the delivery of feedback, were mediated through the university's official online
learning management system.

Participants consisted of 28 graduate students (25 females and 3 males) enrolled in a
Master of Arts programs, including English Language Teaching and Educational Technology.
Three students enrolled in the Educational Technology Master's Program with a thesis, seven
participants were students of the English Language Teaching Master's Non-Thesis Program,
whereas eighteen were registered in the English Language Teaching Master's Thesis Program.
Considering the teaching status of the study participants, 17 were teaching in K-12 schools and 8
were English instructors at either a state or foundation university. Three participants reported that
they did not teach at an institution during the study period. Prior to the data collection, written
informed consent was obtained from all participants.

Data collection instruments
To ensure robust data triangulation, multiple quantitative and qualitative tools were utilized:
Student drafts

Academic writing achievement was measured using two reflective writing assignments
completed during the course. For each assignment, the students submitted an initial draft,
received instructor feedback, revised their work, and submitted a final draft. The reflection
papers were limited to 500 words and assessed using an analytical rubric adapted from the
reflective writing rubric developed by the School of Nursing at the University of Tennessee. To
ensure its suitability for the study context, the rubric was revised to align with the course

learning outcomes and the characteristics of graduate-level academic reflection writing.
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Specifically, the wording of the descriptors, scoring criteria, and content of the rubric were
modified to reflect the instructional objectives of the course. The final rubric consisted of 10
evaluation criteria organized into three dimensions: organization (four criteria), academic
language (three criteria), and formatting (three criteria). The organization dimension evaluated
the clarity and coherence of ideas, paragraph structure, relevance to the prompt, and integration
of relevant literature. The academic language dimension assessed grammar, mechanics,
academic vocabulary, disciplinary terminology, and cohesion. The formatting dimension focused
on adherence to APA style, citation and referencing practices, and overall document
presentation. Each criterion was scored on a 0—10 scale, with 10 indicating that the criterion fully
met expectations, 8 indicating that most expectations were met with minor weaknesses, 5
indicating partial fulfillment requiring substantial improvement, and 0 indicating that the
criterion did not meet expectations. Scores across the ten criteria were totaled to obtain a total
achievement score ranging from 0 to 100. This scoring procedure explains the achievement
means reported in the Results section. To promote scoring consistency, all assignments were
evaluated by the course instructor using the same analytical rubric across both feedback
conditions. Because all papers were scored by a single instructor, inter-rater reliability was not
calculated. To ensure that the students clearly understood the evaluation expectations, the rubric
was made available through the university's learning management system before the assignments
were completed. Two participants who did not submit the second draft of the second reflection
assignment were excluded from the quantitative analyses.
Feedback preference surveys

A researcher-developed Likert-scale survey was used to examine students' perceptions of

audio feedback. The instrument consisted of 11 items for the usability and effectiveness of audio
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feedback. It was developed based on the assessment rubric used in the course and examples of
perception scales in the literature. The items were reviewed by an expert in English Language
Teaching with expertise in technology integration and revised accordingly. The responses were
measured on a five-point scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. The
reliability of the instrument was assessed using Cronbach's alpha, which indicated acceptable
internal consistency (a = .86). Content validity was established through expert review and
iterative revisions to ensure alignment between the survey items, the study objectives, and the
instructional context. Pre-test and post-test surveys contained the same items, with minor
adjustments in verb tense for the post-test. Additionally, the post-test included two open-ended
questions to collect qualitative data on students’ perceptions of audio feedback. Both surveys
were administered via Google Forms, and participation took approximately five minutes for the
pre-test and fifteen minutes for the post-test.
Open-ended questions and semi-structured interviews

To capture qualitative insights, two open-ended questions were included in the post-test
survey. Additionally, semi-structured interviews were conducted with five volunteering
participants to explore their meaning-making experiences in depth. These interviews were held
online via Zoom, lasted approximately 25-30 minutes, and were conducted in English.
Procedures
Following completion of the pre-intervention survey, participants were randomly assigned to one
of two feedback conditions for the first reflection assignment: written feedback or audio
feedback. After revising and resubmitting the first assignment, participants completed a second
reflective writing task. For this assignment, the feedback conditions were reversed, such that

participants who had previously received written feedback received audio feedback and vice
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versa. This crossover design ensured that all participants experienced both feedback modalities
while reducing the influence of individual differences in writing ability.

For the written feedback group, the instructor inserted textual comments corresponding to
the reflection paper rubric and highlighted specific areas requiring attention. For the audio
feedback group, the instructor utilized the platform's built-in recording tool to deliver voice-
recorded comments based on the same rubric, ensuring the delivery mode was standardized
without the need for external applications.

Ethical considerations

Ethical procedures were followed throughout the study. The study complied with
institutional ethical procedures. Since the study was conducted as classroom-based educational
research at the institution during 2020-2021, formal institutional ethics approval was not
required under the university's regulations. Participants were informed about the purpose and
procedures of the research, the voluntary nature of participation, and their right to withdraw at
any time without penalty. Before data collection, graduate students were provided with
information about confidentiality and the use of research data. The surveys were administered
online, and informed consent was obtained from participants before the interviews. To ensure
anonymity, participants were assigned participant numbers, and no identifying information was
shared with third parties.

Data analysis

Quantitative data were analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics version 22. Descriptive
statistics were first calculated for all variables. Before selecting the appropriate statistical
procedures, the normality of the data distributions was examined using the Shapiro—Wilk test,

which is recommended for small sample sizes. The results indicated that the writing achievement
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scores for the revised drafts were not normally distributed (p < .05), whereas the survey data met
the assumption of normality (pre-test: p = .66; post-test: p =.06). Accordingly, non-parametric
analyses were used for writing achievement, whereas parametric analyses were employed for the
survey data. To examine differences in academic writing achievement between the audio and
written feedback conditions, a Mann—Whitney U test was conducted. This non-parametric test
was selected because the achievement scores did not meet the assumption of normality and the
sample size was relatively small. The analysis compared students' revised writing scores across
the two feedback conditions. Because participants experienced both feedback modalities over the
course of the study through a crossover design, the quantitative analyses focused on comparing
writing performance under each feedback condition while also examining students' perceptions
after experiencing both forms of feedback.

Responses to the pre- and post-intervention feedback preference surveys were analyzed
using descriptive statistics and paired-samples t-tests. Mean scores were calculated for each
survey item as well as for the three dimensions of the instrument (usability, efficiency, and
overall feedback preference). Because the survey data were normally distributed, paired-samples
t-tests were conducted to examine whether students' perceptions changed after experiencing both
written and audio feedback.

Students' first and revised drafts were analyzed using document analysis to identify how
participants responded to instructor feedback during the revision process. Each revised draft was
systematically compared with its corresponding initial draft, and every observable revision was
coded using an adapted version of Tuzi's (2004) multi-layered revision taxonomy. The
adaptation involved revising the coding categories to better capture the characteristics of

graduate-level academic writing and the types of revisions expected in reflective writing
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assignments while preserving the overall structure of Tuzi's (2004) taxonomy. The adapted
coding scheme classified revisions according to their level (e.g., paragraph, sentence, clause,
phrase, or word), type (e.g., addition, deletion, replacement, movement, rewriting, or splitting),
and purpose (e.g., clarification, grammatical correction, structural improvement, or formatting)
(see Table 1). The coding framework was modified to better reflect the objectives of the present
study and the characteristics of graduate-level academic writing. The frequencies of each
revision category were then calculated and compared across the two feedback conditions to
identify patterns in students' revision practices.

Table 1

The draft analysis rubric for student revisions

Level Type Purpose

Paragraph Add Clarify intended meaning

Sentence Combine Grammar

Clause Delete Impact

Phrase Move New Information

Word Replace  Surface (spelling, formatting, punctuation, capitalization)

Rewrite  Structure

Split Not needed

Qualitative data obtained from the open-ended survey responses and semi-structured
interviews were analyzed using thematic analysis. The coding and theme development were
conducted by the first author, who iteratively reviewed the data throughout the analysis to ensure

consistency in coding decisions. The analysis began with repeated readings of the responses to
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achieve familiarity with the data. Initial codes were then generated to capture recurring ideas
related to participants' experiences with audio and written feedback. Similar codes were
subsequently grouped into broader categories, which were iteratively refined into themes
representing participants' shared perceptions of the two feedback modalities. These themes were
used to complement and explain the quantitative findings.
Findings

This section presents the results of quantitative and qualitative analyses conducted to
investigate the role of audio feedback in academic writing. The findings are organized according
to the impact of feedback type on academic writing achievement, the nature of student revisions,
participants' perceptions of audio feedback, and their overall feedback preferences.
Impact of feedback type on academic writing achievement

The first research question examined whether graduate students' academic writing
achievement differed according to the type of instructor feedback they received. To address this
question, the students' scores on the first and revised drafts of two reflection assignments were
analyzed according to the feedback condition (audio or written). Since the purpose of the study
was to compare writing performance under the two feedback modalities rather than improvement
within individual assignments, the scores from both assignments were combined for the final
analysis.
Table 2

Descriptive statistics of the achievement scores for the first reflection assignment

N M SE SD
First Second First Second First Second
Draft Draft Draft Draft Draft Draft
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Written Feedback

13 70.92 84.54 2.36 1.21 8.51 4.35
Group
Audio Feedback

13 67.61 87 3.17 1.66 11.45 5.99
Group

Descriptive statistics for the two reflection assignments are presented in Tables 2 and 3.
For the first reflection assignment, students who received written feedback initially obtained
slightly higher scores on their first drafts (M = 70.92, SD = 8.51) than those who received audio
feedback (M = 67.61, SD = 11.45). However, after feedback was provided and revisions were
made, students in the audio feedback group achieved higher scores on the second drafts (M =

87.00, SD = 5.99) compared with the written feedback group (M = 84.54, SD = 4.35).

Table 3

Descriptive statistics of the achievement scores for the second reflection assignment

N M SE SD
First Second First Second First Second
Draft Draft Draft Draft Draft Draft
Written Feedback
13 70.31 86.15 2.43 2.49 8.76 8.97
Group
Audio Feedback
12 7142 90.92 3.40 1.56 11.77 542
Group
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A similar pattern was observed for the second reflection assignment. While the initial
draft scores of the two groups were comparable, students who received audio feedback again
obtained higher scores on the revised drafts (M = 90.92, SD = 5.42) than those who received
written feedback (M = 86.15, SD = 8.97). Across both assignments, students in the audio
feedback condition consistently achieved higher mean scores on their revised drafts than those in
the written feedback condition, whereas the initial draft scores were comparable across groups.

To ensure that the two groups were comparable at the beginning of the study, an
independent samples t-test was conducted using the first draft scores. The results indicated no
statistically significant difference between the audio feedback group (M = 69.84, SD = 11.78)
and the written feedback group (M = 70.23, SD = 8.15), *t* (49) = .14, *p* = .89. This finding
suggests that there were no statistically significant differences in students' writing performance
prior to the intervention, supporting the comparability of the two groups at baseline.

Table 4

Mann-Whitney U test for achievement scores of the second draffts

N U Z Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)

Written Feedback 26

Audio Feedback 25 209 -2.19 .03

*p*< .05

To examine whether feedback modality was associated with differences in students'
revised writing performance, a Mann—Whitney U test was conducted using the second draft
scores. The analysis revealed a statistically significant difference between the two feedback
conditions (U =209, z =—-2.19, *p* = .03). Students who received audio feedback obtained

higher revised draft scores (M = 89.16, SD = 5.92) than those who received written feedback (M
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=85.08, SD = 6.82). The calculated effect sizes (Cohen’s d = 0.63; r = .30) indicate a moderate
effect, suggesting that the observed difference was not only statistically significant but also
educationally meaningful.

Overall, the findings suggest that students who received audio feedback achieved
significantly higher scores on their revised drafts than those who received written feedback.
While these results indicate an association between audio feedback and improved writing
performance within the context of this study, they should be interpreted with appropriate caution
given the crossover design and the relatively small sample size.

Nature of student revisions

To address Research Question 2, students' first and revised drafts were compared to examine
how they responded to instructor feedback during the revision process. A total of 26 first drafts
and 26 revised drafts were analyzed for the first reflection assignment, and 25 first drafts and 25
revised drafts were analyzed for the second assignment. One paper was excluded because a
revised draft was not submitted or because the second submission represented a completely
rewritten text rather than a revision of the original draft. Across all draft pairs, 770 individual
revisions were identified and coded according to their level, type, and purpose.

Levels of revision

The total number of revisions made after written feedback (n = 386) and audio feedback
(n = 384) was almost identical. Sentence-level revisions constituted the largest category in both
conditions, with similar frequencies following written feedback (n = 189) and audio feedback (n
= 172). However, differences emerged at certain revision levels. Students made more paragraph-
level and word-level revisions after receiving audio feedback (n =29 and n = 85, respectively)

compared with written feedback (n = 14 and n = 62). In contrast, phrase-level revisions occurred
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more frequently after written feedback (n = 87) than after audio feedback (n = 67). These
findings indicate that both feedback modalities encouraged students to engage actively in the
revision process, as reflected by the nearly identical number of revisions. The predominance of
sentence-level revisions across both conditions suggests that students primarily focused on
refining existing ideas rather than substantially restructuring their texts. Nevertheless, the
relatively greater number of paragraph-level revisions following audio feedback may indicate
that the spoken explanations encouraged students to consider broader organizational aspects of
their writing, whereas the higher frequency of word-level revisions suggests increased attention
to lexical choices. These patterns should be interpreted cautiously because the observed
differences are descriptive rather than statistically tested.

The predominance of sentence-level revisions across both feedback conditions is
noteworthy because it suggests that students concentrated primarily on improving linguistic
accuracy, clarity, and local coherence rather than undertaking extensive global revisions. Given
that the assignments were reflective academic texts and that participants were graduate EFL
writers, this pattern may reflect both the instructional emphasis of the course and students'
tendency to respond to instructor feedback by refining existing ideas instead of substantially
reorganizing them.

Types of revision

The overall number of revision instances was again similar for both feedback conditions
(written: n = 381; audio: n = 389). Across both feedback types, the most common revisions
involved adding, deleting, and replacing textual elements. For most categories, the frequencies
were comparable across feedback conditions. The only noticeable difference emerged in the split

category, where the students made more revisions after audio feedback (n = 13) than after written
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feedback (n = 6). Overall, the distribution of revision types was remarkably similar across the
two feedback conditions, suggesting that both audio and written feedback prompted comparable
revision strategies. The slightly higher number of split revisions following audio feedback may
reflect students' efforts to improve clarity and readability after receiving more elaborated verbal
explanations. However, because differences across most revision categories were small, these
findings primarily indicate that the two feedback modalities supported similar revision behaviors
rather than fundamentally different approaches to revising academic texts.
Purposes of revision

Slightly more revisions occurred following written feedback (n = 399) than after audio
feedback (n =371). Across both feedback conditions, revisions were distributed similarly among
the categories of grammar, impact, new information, structure, and surface changes. The most
notable difference appeared in revisions aimed at clarifying meaning, which occurred more
frequently after written feedback (n = 58) than after audio feedback (n = 38). Across both
feedback conditions, revisions served similar purposes, with grammar, structural improvements,
and surface-level changes accounting for many revisions. This finding suggests that students
primarily used instructor feedback to refine and strengthen existing drafts rather than to
substantially alter the content of their writing. The higher number of clarification revisions
following written feedback may indicate that explicit written comments encouraged students to
resolve ambiguities directly within the text. Nevertheless, the overall similarity between the two
feedback conditions suggests that the instructional purpose of the feedback, rather than its
delivery mode, played a central role in shaping students' revision decisions.

Overall, the document analysis revealed that students engaged in comparable revision

practices following both written and audio feedback. Although the total number and types of
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revisions were largely similar across the two feedback conditions, audio feedback was associated
with relatively more paragraph- and word-level revisions, whereas written feedback prompted
more phrase-level and clarification revisions. These findings suggest that while both feedback
modalities supported meaningful revision, they may have influenced students' attention to
different aspects of their writing. Taken together, the mode of instructor feedback shaped certain
revision patterns without substantially altering students' overall revision behavior.

Student perceptions of audio feedback

To address Research Question 3, students' perceptions of audio feedback were examined through
open-ended survey responses and semi-structured interviews. Five recurring themes emerged: (a)
verbal features and clarity, (b) detailed and comprehensive feedback, (c) personalization and
conversational tone, (d) technology-related factors, and (e) time-related challenges.

Verbal features and clarity of feedback

The participants consistently reported that vocal cues, such as intonation, stress, and tone,
helped them interpret feedback more clearly and identify areas requiring revision. Several
students explained that hearing the instructor's voice reduced ambiguity and made the feedback
easier to understand.

One participant noted that audio feedback helped them “realize the weaknesses in [their]
paper much more easily because the instructor's voice guided [them] to the problematic parts.”
The interview participants also emphasized that intonation and emphasis in the instructor's voice
clarified the meaning of feedback and reduced ambiguity that sometimes occurred in written

comments.
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Detailed and comprehensive feedback

Participants also perceived audio feedback as more detailed than written comments
because it allowed the instructor to elaborate on suggestions and provide explanations more
naturally. Many reported that these additional explanations supported their revisions. As one
participant explained, audio feedback provided “clearer and more informative” comments.
Personalization and conversational tone

Students frequently described audio feedback as more personal and conversational than
written feedback. Hearing the instructor’s voice created a sense of dialogue that many found
motivating and supportive. Several participants also noted that vocal tone softened critical
comments, making feedback feel more encouraging.
Technology-related factors

Participants also discussed the role of technology in shaping their perceptions of audio
feedback. Because many students were engaged in online learning environments before and/or
during the study period, receiving feedback through audio recordings felt compatible with their
technology-mediated learning experiences. They suggested that audio feedback aligned well with
contemporary digital communication practices, where listening to audio or watching videos is
common for obtaining information. However, some technological limitations were also
mentioned. These included potential compatibility issues with devices, audio quality concerns,
and difficulty locating specific points in longer recordings.
Time-related challenges

Although students generally viewed audio feedback positively, some considered it more
time-consuming because recordings often needed to be replayed to locate specific comments. In

contrast, written feedback was perceived as easier to scan and revisit during revision.
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Overall, the qualitative findings suggest that students valued audio feedback primarily for
its clarity, detail, and interpersonal qualities, while recognizing practical limitations related to
navigating recorded comments.

Changes in feedback preferences

Another aim of the study was to examine whether the students' preferences for audio and written
feedback changed after they had experienced both feedback modalities. To address this question,
an 11-item feedback preference survey was administered before and after the intervention.
Table S

Descriptive statistics of pre- and post-test feedback preference surveys

N M SE SD

Pre-test Feedback Preference Survey 28 3.60 .08 .26

Post-test Feedback Preference Survey 28 3.91 .06 .20

Descriptive statistics for the pre-test and post-test surveys are presented in Table 5. The
results show that the mean score of the post-test survey (M = 3.91, SD = .20) was slightly higher
than that of the pre-test survey (M = 3.60, SD = .26). The descriptive statistics indicate that
students reported relatively positive perceptions of audio feedback before the intervention, with

slightly higher mean scores after experiencing both feedback modalities.
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Table 6

The results of the paired samples t-test for pre- and post-test feedback preference surveys

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
M SD  SEM  Lower Upper t df  Sig. (2-
tailed)
Pre-test Preference
Scale — Post-test -31 1.06 .20 =72 10 -1.53 27 14

Preference Scale

*p*< .05

To determine whether this difference was statistically significant, a paired-samples t-test
was conducted. The results indicated that the difference between the pre-test and post-test scores
was not statistically significant, *¢* (27) = —1.53, *p* = .14. Although the post-test mean was
higher than the pre-test means, the difference was not statistically significant. Therefore, the
intervention was not associated with a statistically significant change in students' overall
feedback preferences.

Students reported slightly higher usability ratings following the intervention (pre-test: M
=3.75, 8D = .82; post-test: M =4.12, SD = .81). However, this increase did not reach statistical
significance, *t* (27) = —1.95, *p* = .06.

Likewise, no statistically significant difference was observed for perceived feedback

efficiency (*t* (27) = —0.68, *p* = .50), despite a small increase in the post-test mean.
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Mean scores for overall feedback preference were also higher after the intervention (pre-
test: M =3.45, SD = .77; post-test: M = 3.87, SD = .98); however, this difference was not
statistically significant, *#* (27) =—1.66, *p*=.11..

Overall, the findings indicate that students reported generally positive perceptions of
audio feedback both before and after the intervention. Although post-test mean scores were
consistently higher across overall preference, usability, and efficiency, none of these differences
reached statistical significance. These descriptive trends may suggest a favorable orientation
toward audio feedback; however, they should be interpreted cautiously given the absence of
statistically significant differences.

Discussion

The findings of the present study suggest that audio feedback offered several advantages
over written feedback in supporting graduate students' academic writing development and
shaping their perceptions of feedback. The statistical analysis showed that the students obtained
higher revised writing scores following audio feedback while the qualitative findings indicated
that they perceived audio feedback as clearer, more detailed, and more supportive than written
comments. Although the survey results did not reveal statistically significant changes in
feedback preferences, the students already held generally positive views of audio feedback
before the intervention, and descriptive results suggested a slight increase following their
experience with both feedback modalities. Taken together, these findings suggest that the
potential benefits of audio feedback may stem from the way it enhances communication,
interpretation, and engagement during the feedback process.

One explanation for the positive impact of audio feedback relates to the depth and clarity

of feedback communication. Audio recordings allow instructors to provide more elaborate
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explanations and contextualized comments on student writing. Through spoken feedback,
instructors can discuss issues in greater detail, provide examples, and explain the reasoning
behind suggested revisions. From a learning perspective, such explanatory feedback may support
deeper cognitive processing, as students are able to understand not only what needs to be revised
but also why particular changes are necessary. This interpretation aligns with previous research
indicating that audio feedback can contribute to improved revision outcomes and writing
performance (e.g., Rasi and Vuojarvi; Luck et al., 2018).

The explanatory nature of audio feedback may also encourage students to reconsider how
ideas are structured within their texts and how specific lexical choices contribute to meaning. As
a result, students may be more likely to adjust at both local language levels and broader
structural levels. This observation partially aligns with Tuzi's (2004) findings that electronic
feedback frequently prompts revisions at paragraph and sentence levels, possibly because digital
feedback formats facilitate more detailed explanations. In the present study, the revision type
“split” occurred more frequently following audio feedback, suggesting that spoken explanations
may prompt students to reorganize sentences or divide complex statements into clearer units.
Because spoken feedback allows instructors to discuss the flow of ideas more naturally, students
may become more aware of how information is structured in their writing and consequently
make structural adjustments. Although the overall revision patterns were broadly similar across
feedback conditions, the greater number of paragraph-level revisions following audio feedback
suggests that spoken explanations may encourage students to engage with broader organizational
aspects of their writing rather than focusing solely on sentence-level corrections.

The presence of paralinguistic cues, such as tone, emphasis, and intonation, helped the

students interpret instructor comments more accurately and identify key issues in their writing.
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Written comments may sometimes be perceived as ambiguous or overly critical. In contrast,
vocal cues can communicate intention and can help students better understand the meaning and
purpose of feedback messages. Similar findings have been reported by Merry and Orsmond
(2008) as well as Northcliffe and Middleton (2008), who noted that vocal cues in audio feedback
enhance their comprehension of feedback.

The findings also highlight the importance of instructor presence in technology-mediated
feedback. Many participants described audio feedback as more personalized and conversational,
noting that hearing the instructor’s voice created a sense of dialogue rather than one-way
evaluation. This perceived conversational quality appeared to strengthen the sense of connection
between instructor and student and made the feedback process feel more supportive. Previous
research has similarly suggested that audio feedback can enhance the relational aspect of
feedback by creating a stronger sense of instructor presence (e.g., Gould & Day, 2013;
Middleton et al., 2009). This may, in turn, encourage students to engage more actively with
feedback and apply it more effectively during the revision process.

The results may also be interpreted in relation to student engagement with feedback and
the development of feedback literacy. Because audio feedback often includes extended
explanations and guiding commentary, it may help students develop a clearer understanding of
expectations and revision strategies. In this sense, audio feedback does not simply deliver
corrective information but also supports students in learning how to interpret and use feedback
more effectively. Such scaffolding may partly explain why students in the present study achieved
higher writing scores after receiving audio feedback. These findings also align with recent
discussions of feedback literacy, which emphasize students' active engagement with and use of

feedback rather than feedback transmission alone.
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These advantages may be particularly relevant in the context of graduate-level academic
writing, which often requires students to navigate complex rhetorical conventions, develop well-
structured arguments, and refine their academic voice. Addressing such higher-level writing
concerns typically requires detailed explanations that may be difficult to convey through brief
written annotations. Audio feedback may allow instructors to elaborate on these issues more
thoroughly, which may help students better understand how to improve the organization, clarity,
and coherence of their texts. At the same time, the findings also suggest that the presence of
targeted feedback itself may play a key role in encouraging revisions, regardless of whether it is
delivered in written or audio form.

The generally positive perceptions of audio feedback observed in the present study may
also be related to the broader digital learning context in which students operate. Particularly in
contexts where distance education has become common, students may be accustomed to
accessing information through audio and video formats, which may contribute to their positive
attitudes toward technology-mediated feedback.

The study was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, when instruction was
delivered online and students were accustomed to technology-mediated communication. This
context may have contributed to participants' generally positive perceptions of audio feedback, as
asynchronous digital communication had become a routine component of their learning
experiences. Consequently, the findings should be interpreted considering the emergency remote
teaching conditions under which the study was conducted.

The overall similarity in revision types across feedback conditions suggests that the
modality of feedback may not fundamentally alter how students revise their texts. Instead,

revision behavior may be shaped more strongly by the nature of the comments and the specific
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issues identified in the text. In other words, when feedback clearly identifies a problem or
suggests a revision, students may respond to that guidance regardless of whether it is delivered
through written or audio format. These findings suggest that while feedback modality may
influence how students experience feedback, the quality, specificity, and pedagogical purpose of
instructor comments remain central to effective revision.
Conclusion

This study contributes to the growing body of research on technology-enhanced feedback
by demonstrating that instructor-delivered audio feedback can support graduate EFL students'
academic writing through clearer explanations, greater personalization, and stronger instructor
presence. Although the quantitative findings should be interpreted with appropriate caution, the
combination of improved writing performance and consistently positive qualitative perceptions
suggests that audio feedback represents a valuable complement to written instructor feedback. Its
ability to provide clear, detailed, and personalized guidance may enhance students' understanding
of feedback, promote more effective revisions, and strengthen instructor—student rapport.
Combining audio and written feedback may offer additional benefits, providing both elaboration
and easily accessible written comments, and this approach could be particularly valuable in
online or distance learning environments. Audio feedback may also be extended to peer feedback
activities, supporting collaborative learning and engagement. As digital writing environments
continue to evolve, audio feedback may also complement Al-supported writing tools by
providing the personalized guidance, disciplinary expertise, and interpersonal interaction that
automated systems cannot fully replicate.

The present study was limited by its small sample size, short duration, and focus on two

writing assignments, which restrict the generalizability of the findings. In addition, the study was
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conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, when emergency remote teaching shaped students'
experiences with technology-mediated learning and feedback. These conditions may have
influenced participants' perceptions of audio feedback and should be considered when
interpreting the findings. Future research could explore audio feedback over longer periods,
across different types of tasks and skills, and with larger and more diverse participant groups.
Investigating students' and instructors' perceptions, as well as the broader impacts of audio
feedback on engagement and reflective learning, would further deepen understanding of its role
in language learning and academic writing development. Future studies should also examine how
instructor audio feedback interacts with emerging Al-supported writing environments and
explore how human and Al-mediated feedback can be integrated to support academic writing

development.
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