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Abstract

An increasing number of studies have explored the effects of collaborative writing on written
outcomes; however, few studies have examined the influence of collaborative processing of
feedback. This study addresses this gap by focusing on learner engagement. While
collaborative writing involves co-authoring a text, which requires negotiation and idea
sharing, collaborative processing of feedback focuses on jointly interpreting and responding
to feedback. Utilizing a mixed-methods design, this study examined 24 learners of French as
a Foreign Language (FFL) over an 8-week period. It compared their engagement with written
corrective feedback (WCF) when processed individually versus in pairs. The findings
provide insights into how different feedback processing modes influence learner engagement
and highlight the potential benefits of collaborative feedback processing. The instructor
provided indirect WCF, and learners revised their essays with think-aloud sessions. The study
examined cognitive and behavioral engagement through writing analysis and used think-
aloud reports examining affective engagement. Results indicated that learners’ cognitive
engagement varied between individual and collaborative processing, with individuals
employing fewer high-depth and low-depth processing strategies. However, affective
engagement was found to be independent of task completion mode, and behavioral
engagement did not differ between individual and collaborative processing of WCF.
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Résumé

Un nombre croissant d’études a examiné les effets de 1’écriture collaborative sur la
production de textes; cependant, peu de recherches ont analysé 1’influence du traitement
collaboratif de la rétroaction. Cette étude comble cette lacune en se concentrant sur
I’engagement des apprenants. Alors que I’écriture collaborative implique la corédaction d’un
texte, nécessitant négociation et partage d’idées, le traitement collaboratif de la rétroaction
corrective se focalise sur I’interprétation et la réponse conjointes a cette rétroaction. En
adoptant une démarche mixte, cette étude a analysé le comportement de 24 apprenants du
frangais langue étrangeére (FLE) sur une période de huit semaines. L’étude a comparé
I’engagement des apprenants face a la rétroaction corrective écrite (RCE), lorsqu’elle était
traitée individuellement versus en bindmes. Les résultats apportent des éclairages sur la
mani¢re dont les différentes modalités de traitement de la rétroaction influencent
I’engagement des apprenants et mettent en €¢vidence les bénéfices potentiels du traitement
collaboratif de la RCE. L’enseignant a fourni une rétroaction indirecte, et les apprenants ont
révisé leurs essais lors de séances de réflexion a voix haute. L’étude a examiné I’engagement
cognitif et comportemental des apprenants a travers 1’analyse de leurs productions écrites,
ainsi que leur engagement affectif a partir des rapports de réflexion a voix haute. Les résultats
indiquent que 1I’engagement cognitif varie selon le mode de traitement, avec une utilisation
moindre de stratégies de traitement a profondeur €levée ou faible en contexte individuel.
Cependant, 1’engagement affectif s’est révélé indépendant du mode d’achévement de la
tache, et I’engagement comportemental n’a pas différé entre le traitement individuel et
collaboratif de la rétroaction.
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The Differential Effect of Individual and Collaborative Processing of Written
Corrective Feedback on French as a Foreign Language Learners’ Engagement

Literature Review
Written Corrective Feedback and Learner Engagement

In this study, written corrective feedback (WCF) is defined as linguistic information
provided to correct grammatical errors in writing (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). Although
research provides evidence for a positive and statistically significant effect for WCF
(Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010) in terms of the efficacy of particular types of WCF, the
research evidence is still inconclusive. The variations in the research findings suggest that
WCEF is a multidimensional practice that can be influenced by a variety of factors (Chen et
al., 2016; Ellis, 2009; Kormos, 2014). Some of these factors include the category of error
(syntax, spelling, or vocabulary), the nature of the feedback, and learner-specific variables
(motivation, aptitude, skill level, learning disabilities, and age) (Lira-Gonzales & Nassaji,
2020).

Research has also shown that affective factors may affect whether feedback results
in uptake in revised drafts. Learners for example “may reject teacher feedback if it is
perceived as contradicting their own held beliefs about language conventions or as altering
their intended meaning” (Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012, p. 369). Furthermore, even if
learners modify their writing in response to the WCF received in their drafts, they may not
retain WCF in new writings if their ultimate goal is not improved grammatical accuracy
(Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010).

Engagement has been used as an umbrella term to bring together students’ degree of
attention, curiosity, interest, and willingness to employ their language proficiency and a
repertoire of learning skills to make progress (Zhang & Hyland, 2018). Zheng and Yu
(2018) provided a conceptual framework for learner engagement with WCF comprising of
three dimensions of engagement: affective, behavioural, and cognitive. Affective
engagement includes affect (students’ feelings and emotions expressed upon receiving
WCF); judgment (students’ personal judgments of admiration/criticism, as well as moral
judgments of praise/condemnation toward WCF) and appreciation (students’ value of
WCF). Behavioral engagement refers to the revisions in response to WCF which are used
to improve the accuracy of the text. Cognitive engagement involves the cognitive
processing of WCF (e.g., showing awareness of the presence of feedback) as well as the use
of cognitive and metacognitive strategies.

Recent research has examined learners’ engagement with WCF in second language
writing classes (Han & Hyland, 2015; Lira-Gonzales et al., 2021a, 2021b; Lira-Gonzales &
Valeo, 2023; Zheng & Yu, 2018). Han and Hyland (2015), for example, conducted a case
study with four Chinese English as a foreign language students. Their findings provided
evidence that student behavioral, cognitive, and affective dimensions are mediated by
individual and contextual factors. Their results demonstrated that factors such as students'
objectives in L2 learning, perceptions regarding the efficacy of WCF, attitudes toward
English writing, and self-assessment of writing proficiency significantly shaped their use of
metacognitive operations, as well as the amount of effort they are willing to make to engage
with WCF.
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Zheng and Yu (2018) explored Chinese learners’ engagement in a low-proficiency
L2 English classroom setting. Their findings showed that while the participants’ affective
engagement was relatively positive, their behavioral and cognitive engagement was not
extensive, in the sense that their behavioral engagement did not necessarily result in greater
language accuracy. Lira-Gonzales et al. (2021a) examined the affective, cognitive, and
behavioral engagement of French as a foreign language learner upon receiving WCF. Their
findings showed a relationship between affective, behavioral, and cognitive engagement,
suggesting that the three dimensions of engagement are interrelated and that positive
attitudes toward feedback may promote deeper cognitive reactions, which might, in turn,
enhance revisions.

More recently, Lira-Gonzales and Valeo (2023) analyzed the influence of learner
and contextual factors on learners’ affective, cognitive, and behavioral engagement with
WCEF on linguistic errors. Participants in this study were five adult students registered in a
French as a second language (Francisation) program in the francophone province of
Quebec. Their findings show that learner and contextual factors influence learners’
affective, cognitive, and behavioral engagement with WCF in several complex ways. For
example, the degree to which, and the manner in which, an individual attended,
appreciated, and engaged with WCF provided in the classroom was not a simple
relationship but a result of multiple dimensions including the participants’ economic and
sociopolitical context which encouraged them to immigrate to Quebec searching for better
opportunities. To benefit from these opportunities and potentially be able to obtain
permanent residence in Quebec, participants acknowledged the need to master French.
Therefore, the participants’ engagement with the WCF provided by their teacher was
directly mediated by their motivation to learn French as a means to achieve their personal
and professional goals.

Collaborative Processing of Feedback

Although an increasing number of studies have examined the role of collaborative
writing in the quality of written outcomes, research on collaborative processing of
corrective feedback remains limited (Kim & Emeliyanova, 2021; Wigglesworth & Storch,
2012). Collaborative writing entails co-authoring a text, which requires negotiation, idea
sharing, and collective decision-making during content creation. In contrast, collaborative
processing of feedback focuses on jointly interpreting and responding to feedback. This
distinction is crucial because while collaborative writing fosters sharing and exchanging
ideas during the writing process, collaborative processing of feedback can lead to deeper
engagement with feedback, thereby enhancing the understanding and retention of corrective
measures.

Focusing on learner engagement is essential because it encompasses cognitive,
behavioral, and affective dimensions that are critical for effective learning. Engaged
learners are more likely to process feedback deeply, make meaningful revisions, and
internalize corrective measures. Cognitive engagement involves the mental effort and
strategies used to process information, behavioral engagement pertains to the actions and
participation in learning tasks, and affective engagement relates to the emotions and
attitudes toward learning. Despite the increasing emphasis on collaborative activities in
second language writing courses, most studies on written corrective feedback have
concentrated on learners' revision practices with little focus on learner engagement. These
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studies have also been primarily conducted outside of the classroom following teacher
feedback (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010). Consequently, the potential for enhancing the
efficacy of WCF through collaborative processing within the classroom setting remains
unexplored.

Existing studies on processing WCF in the classroom have been limited and often
conducted in the form of small-scale case studies (Kim & McDonough, 2008; Swain &
Lapkin, 2002). However, the findings of this research show that when learners process
feedback in pairs, they engage in deliberations about language form and lexical choices,
provide each other with suggestions and counter-suggestions, question each other’s
suggestions, and explain their choices by drawing on their knowledge of linguistic
conventions and intuitions (Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012, p. 369).

The quality of feedback processing has also been shown to be affected by the form
in which the feedback is given. For instance, Kim and Bowles (2019) compared how
English as a second language adult learners process two types of WCF: reformulation and
direct correction. Their findings showed that reformulations led to a deeper processing
since they push learners to use deeper processing to a greater extent than direct corrections
do. In the same vein, Leow et al., (2022) explored the cognitive processes of 10 adult L2
writers with minimal previous exposure to Spanish interacting with WCF (both direct and
metalinguistic) on morphological and syntactic errors. As in Kim and Bowles (2019), they
found a higher depth of processing (DoP) for metalinguistic WCF compared to direct WCF.
More recently, Lira-Gonzales et al. (2024) compared how 16 adult FFL learners cognitively
process two types of WCF: indirect (codes) and direct correction. Their findings showed no
significant relationship between the type of feedback and learners’ depth of processing. The
researchers reported that these were unexpected results since direct WCF has been
considered to prevent deep processing of specific targets because it is, in a way, a form of
spoon-feeding and does not involve the need to process the correction further, whereas
metalinguistic WCF was expected to promote deeper processing because it involves
problem solving. The authors explained their findings as well as the discrepancy with
previous studies by the fact that previous research used focused feedback whereas in their
study comprehensive feedback was used, implying that it is not the type of feedback but the
type of error that mediates with depth of processing.

Previous research on pairs processing feedback (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010;
Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012) found that indirect feedback (editing symbols) elicited
greater engagement than direct feedback (reformulations). The authors reported, however,
that even if they assumed that deeper processing generated by indirect feedback would lead
to more enduring language learning, they found that the impact of direct feedback was in
fact more enduring, resulting in greater accuracy in subsequent new writing. They explain
their findings in the light of the strategies that the learners seemed to adopt when given
different types of feedback, including memorising the reformulation, as well as other
affective factors such as learners’ attitude to the type of feedback given and to the
importance attributed to grammatical accuracy.

Kim and Emeliyanova (2021) compared students’ revision behavior when they
processed WCF collaboratively and when they processed WCF individually. Participants in
this study were 36 learners of ESL who completed four timed essays over 8 weeks. The
instructor provided indirect WCF on students’ essays, and the students revised their writing
either individually (the self-correction group) or in pairs (the pair-correction group). The
findings indicated that the pair-correction group corrected their errors at a higher rate of
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accuracy than the self-correction group. No significant benefits of collaborative processing
of WCF were found regarding the accuracy of students’ final timed-essay writing; however,
the researchers claimed that the findings related to students’ revision behavior suggest
potential benefits of processing WCF in pairs.

Manchon et al. (2020) is one of the few studies that examined and compared how
learners write and process WCF in individual and collaborative writing conditions. Their
study took place with 118 intermediate EFL learners who completed a picture-based
problem-solving task in either individual or collaborative writing conditions, in both cases
with and without the availability of feedback. Their findings revealed that “writing with the
availability of WCF led to higher levels of detection and noticing which, in turn, resulted in
greater languaging activity” (p. 260); therefore, Manchoén et al. (2020) concluded that the
writing conditions (individual or collaborative) were not as determinant as the access to
feedback, which was considered a key variable that mediated both depth of processing and
improvements in global accuracy.

Although previous research has investigated the role of collaborative processing of
feedback, these studies have been relatively few and have primarily focused on the quality
of written outcomes (Kim & Emeliyanova, 2021; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012). There is a
notable gap in the literature regarding how collaborative processing of feedback influences
learners’ engagement. Engagement, encompassing affective, cognitive, and behavioral
dimensions, is crucial for effective learning and has not been sufficiently explored in the
context of feedback processing. This study aims to address this gap by comparing learners'
engagement with written corrective feedback when feedback is processed in pairs versus
when it is processed individually. By examining these different dimensions of engagement,
the study seeks to provide a more comprehensive understanding of how feedback
processing strategies impact learners’ involvement in the learning process. The following
research questions guide the present study:

1. Does FFL learners’ cognitive engagement with WCF differ when processing it
individually and collaboratively?

2. Does FFL learners’ affective engagement with WCF differ when processing it
individually and collaboratively?

3. Does FFL learners’ behavioural engagement with WCF differ when processing it
individually and collaboratively?

Method
Research Context and Participants

The current study took place at a university in Costa Rica that offers a bachelor’s
degree in French studies (FFL) and a bachelor’s degree in teaching French as foreign
language (TFFL) as part of the university’s Modern Languages School. Each of these
programs requires the completion of 144 credits. The academic year is divided into two 16-
week-long semesters and classes meet three hours a week. More specifically, the present
study was carried out in an intact intermediate adult French grammar II classroom, which
aims for students to apply grammatical rules accurately in different written texts. This class
is offered in the second year of both the FFL and TFFL programs.
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The French grammar II class used to take place in person three hours per week.
However, because of the pandemic context, in which the study took place, all classroom
instruction was provided online using Zoom for the synchronous sessions as well as
Moodle for the asynchronous activities provided in the course. The synchronous sessions
were delivered through Zoom for 3 hours weekly. The class instructor was the third author
of the study.

The participants for this study were 24 intermediate learners of FFL. To answer the
study research questions, the participants were randomly divided into two groups as
follows: Group 1 (Individual processing group [henceforth IP]) N = 12; Group 2
(Collaborative processing group [henceforth CP]) N =12. Tables 1 and 2 show the
demographic information about the participants in each group.

Table 1
Demographic Information about the Participants in Each Group
Individual Collaborative
Variables processing processing
N % N %
Gender
Male 3 25,00 3 25,00
Female 9 75,00 9 75,00
Total 12 100,00 12 100,00
University program
FFL 8 66,67 3 25,00
TFFL 4 33,33 9 75,00
Total 12 100,00 12 100,00

Has visited or lived in
French-speaking countries

Yes 0 0,00 2 16,67
No 12 100,00 10 83,33
Total 12 100,00 12 100,00
Participant speaks another
language
Yes, English 11 91,67 8 66,67
No 1 8,33 4 33,33
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Table 2
Age of the Participants in Each Group
Variables Participants (n) Mean SD
Age
Individual processing 12 23,08 5,14
Collaborative processing 12 20,67 1,44
Total 24 21,86 3,29

Research Design

This quasi-experimental study presents two different revision conditions: a)
individual and b) collaborative processing of the teacher’s WCF in class. The independent
variable in the study is the WCF processing condition (individual or collaborative), and the
dependent variables are learners’ responses to WCF (i.e., behavioral, affective, and
cognitive engagement).

Students were randomly assigned to one of the following groups: individual WCF
processing group (IP), or collaborative WCF processing group (CP). The students in the IP
group wrote essays and then processed WCF and made corrections individually in class.
The students in the CP group wrote essays individually but processed WCF in pairs and
made corrections to both essays. For the feedback processing sessions, the students in the
CP group were asked to form pairs according to their preference, and the learners stayed
with the same partners for the duration of the study. Both individual and collaborative
groups responded to retrospective guided report questions and thinking aloud protocols.

Test Instruments and Procedure
Writing Tasks

During eight weeks, students were required to write four timed writings (descriptive
essays) as a part of their French grammar II class. Students were asked to use between 250
and 300 words in each of the descriptive essays. The prompts for all the writings (see
Appendix A) were developed in collaboration with the instructor.

After each writing task was completed, students submitted it to the instructor, who
revised the essays and provided feedback after one week. Students received indirect WCF
through codes on each essay. It’s worth mentioning that error correction coding has been
used in the university Modern Languages School for the last ten years; thus, many
instructors in the language program use similar coding in writing classes and students are
familiar with this practice.

Think-alouds

Each participant received the instructions for the think-aloud activity according to
their group. In the IP group, students were asked to think about the WCF they received in
their essays as they compared their original essay to the one with the feedback. Students
were instructed to act as if they were alone in their room speaking to themselves without
trying to explain their thoughts. They were also told that they could use their native
language (Spanish) or French or both. In the CP group, students were asked to think about
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the WCEF they received in their essays and share their thoughts with their peer as they
compared their original essay to the one with the feedback. Students were instructed to say
out loud everything that they would say to themselves silently while thinking. As in the IP
group, students were told that they could use their native language (Spanish) or French or
both.

All think-alouds (in French and Spanish) were recorded on Zoom, transcribed and
translated into English by the first author, who is also a native speaker of Spanish, and a
research assistant whose first language is French.

Retrospective Interview

After each think-aloud activity, participants in both individual and collaborative
WCEF processing groups were also asked to express their thoughts and feelings at the time
they read the teacher feedback and used it to revise their drafts by responding to the
questions below:

a) Choose 3 errors in your text and answer the following question for each of them:
What was wrong here? What did the teacher want you to do here? How did I correct
that error?

b) How do you feel when you received the teacher feedback?

¢) How do you feel when you revise your text alone? Would you’ve preferred to do it
in pairs? Why? How do you feel when you revise your text in pairs? Would you’ve
preferred to do it individually? Why?

The participants’ writings were used to examine students’ behavioural engagement,
whereas the think-aloud and retrospective interviews aimed to determine how students
cognitively and affectively engaged with WCF.

Data Analysis

The data analysis consisted of two phases: (a) a quantitative analysis of student
errors, types of WCF, and students’ behavioral reactions to WCF in the form of revisions
(i.e., behavioral engagement) and (b) a quantitative and qualitative analysis of
transcriptions of the think-alouds and retrospective interviews (to address students’
cognitive and affective engagement). The three types of WCF engagement were determined
according to a conceptual framework adapted from Zheng and Yu (2018) and Kim and
Bowles (2019).

First, we analyzed learners’ linguistic errors and learners’ revision in response to
their teacher’s feedback. We identified and categorized the errors according to a taxonomy
offered by the instructor (Table 3). Then, we calculated error rates based on the number of
errors per 100 words in each participant’s first draft (total number of errors/total number of
words x 100).
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Table 3
Types of Errors
Type of error Description Code (in French)
category
Spelling Incorrect spelling O [Ortographe]
Lexical Wrong word choice Lex [Lexique]
. Incorrect use of punctuation marks L
Mechanics Incorrect use of capital letters M [Mecanique]
Problems with sentence structure  SS [Structure de la phrase]
Grammar Problems with verb forms FV [Forme verbale]

Problems with verb tenses TV [Temps verbal]

To investigate the learners’ behavioral engagement, we cross-linked the original
errors in their first drafts, which had been treated with WCF, to their revised parts in each
student’s subsequent draft. The revisions in response to WCF were identified and

categorized based on the changes students made using the taxonomy adapted from Ferris
(2006) (Table 4).

Table 4
Types of Students’ Revisions
Type of Revision Category Description Example
J'ai mal & admettre mon erreur (TV)
Successful Error Error corrected as per  [I struggle to accept my error (VT)]
revisions corrected teacher’s marking J'ai eu mal & admettre mon erreur
[I have struggled to admit my error]
Henry, était avec Thomas et Simon qui
étaient les plus jeunes de la famille
Student incorrectly [Henry was with Thomas and Simon
Substitution, made a change that who were the youngest in the family]
incorrect was not suggested by ~ Henry, était avec Thomas et Simon qui
the teacher’s marking  étaient les plus trop jeunes de la famille.
[Henry was with Thomas and Simon
who were the too youngest in the family]
Ils ont entendu un bruit terible (O)
.. . [They have heard a terible (Sp) noise]
Unsuccessful Norevision  No revision was made IlIs ont entendu un bruit terible (O)
revisions [They have heard a terible noise]
Donc, mon grand-pére est ancient (L)
Incorrect Revision was made, [So, my grandfather is ancient]
revision but incorrectly Donc, mon grand-pére est antique

[So, my grandfather is antique]

Hier, mon amie est venue chez moi, nous
beaucoup avons mangé (SS).
Student removed the [Yesterday my friend came home, we a
marked text lot have eaten]
Hier, mon amie est venue chez moi.
[Yesterday my friend came home]

Deletion
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For these analyses, we calculated intercoder reliability, for which the first and third
authors examined the students’ drafts and the teacher’s WCF. Both initially coded
approximately 50% of the textual data independently (the original and revised drafts of five
student participants, together with the teacher’s WCF). The agreement rates for the
identification and categorization of errors and revision operations were 98% and 99%,
respectively.

To examine learners’ affective and cognitive engagement with WCF, we identified
and categorized the data from the retrospective reports and think-alouds adapting the
dimensions in Zheng and Yu (2018) and Kim and Bowles (2019) respectively, as Table 5
and Table 6 show.

Table S
Learners’ Affective Engagement with WCF. Adapted from Zheng and Yu (2018)
Sub Dimension of

Affective Description Example
Engagement
Learners’ feelings and J'aime quand le professeur corrige
Affect emotions expressed upon mes erreurs d'orthographe.
receiving WCF. [T like when the teacher corrects my

spelling errors.]

Pour moi, c'est inutile quand le
professeur souligne mes erreurs sans
me donner la réponse correcte.

Personal judgments of
admiration/criticism as well

Judgment as moral judgments of .
udg e /coﬂllzie%n nation toward [To me, it's useless when the teacher
%VCF underlines my mistakes without
giving me the correct answer. ]
La correction de mes erreurs me
. ermet d'améliorer la qualité de mes
- I F P
Appreciation Valuing WC textes.

[The teacher’s corrections allow me
to improve my writing. ]
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Learners’ Cognitive Engagement with WCF. Adapted from Kim and Bowles (2019)

Sub dimension of
cognitive
engagement

Description

Example

High depth of
processing (DoP)

Low depth of
processing (DoP)

Hypothesis formulation about a
target item (whether the
hypothesis was accurate)

Arrival at the target rule

Application of a target rule to
interpret the feedback

Shown high level of cognitive
effort to address/understand the
corrected item

Acknowledgment of feedback
on the item simply with words
such as yes, right, oh, or I see

Observations and/or comments
that indicated some minimal
processing of the target item

Little cognitive effort to
address or understand the
correction

Failure to arrive at the target
rule

Target item noted or repeated
but learner reported not
understanding the correction

Thomas est un nom propre,
donc c’est avec majuscule.
[Thomas is a proper noun,
therefore I have to write in
uppercase. |

Ah! Aller utilise étre pour le
passé composé.

[The verb go, uses the verb to
be for the perfect tense.]

«Je regarde [VT] la télé hier
soir. » Ah, ok! Hier soir est le
pass¢ donc, J’ai regardé.

[I watch TV yesterday evening.
Ah OK! Yesterday is past
tense, so I have to use past
tense I watched.]

Ceci est différent de ma
correction précédente, car
contrairement a l'autre, Paul
effectue 'action maintenant,
donc au lieu du temps passé, je
dois utiliser le présent.

[This is different than my other
correction, because unlike the
other one Paul is performing
the action now, so instead of
the past tense I need to use the
present tense. |

Ici il dit TV, ah bon!
[Here it says VT, right!]

Ici, il c’est écrit TV, donc je
dois changer le temps verbal,
OK!

[Here, it says VT so, I have to
change the verb tense, OK!]

Celui-ci est trop difficile,
j'essaierai le suivant.

[This one is too hard, I’ll try
the next one.]

Je n'ai aucune idée de ce que je
dois faire ici.

[I have no idea what to do
here.]
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For the analysis of the cognitive and affective engagement, we adopted an inductive
approach, analyzing transcripts of learners’ think-alouds and retrospective interviews. First,
we organized the transcripts by individual participants according to their groups (individual
or collaborative) and read each participant data file iteratively. We then highlighted and
coded the textual segments that provided relevant insight to the research questions. The first
and third author calculated intercoder reliability for this analysis as well coding together all
the data from the think-alouds and introspective reports. Initially, the overall intercoder
agreement rate for engagement was 79%. Most disagreement was resolved after discussion.
The final intercoder agreement rates for behavioral engagement, cognitive engagement, and
affective engagement were 99%, 98.9%, and 98.5%, respectively.

Results

The first research question of the present study was: Does FFL learners’ behavioural
engagement with WCF differ when processing it individually and collaboratively? Our
findings showed that FFL learners’ behavioural engagement with WCF did not differ when
processing it individually or collaboratively. As Table 7 shows, overall, the number of total
errors did not differ when processing WCF individually (M = 15.278) or collaboratively (M
=14.194; F (1.22) = .118 , p = .734). Moreover, differences between the groups were
examined for each type of error. The number of spelling errors did not differ when
processing WCF individually (M = 1.583) or collaboratively (M = .917; F (1,22) = 1.325, p
=.262). The number of vocabulary errors did not differ when processing WCF individually
(M =1.111) or collaboratively (M = 1.250; F'(1,22) =.175, p = .680). The number of verb
tense errors did not differ when processing WCF individually (M = 3.167) or
collaboratively (M =4.528; F'(1,22) = 1.626, p = .216). The number of verb form errors did
not differ when processing WCF individually (M = 1.583) or collaboratively (M = 1.306; F
(1,36) = .208, p = .653). The number of sentence structure errors did not differ when
processing WCF individually (M = 7.639) or collaboratively (M = 5.944; F' (1,22) = .957, p
=.339). The number of mechanics errors did not differ when processing WCF individually
(M = .194) or collaboratively (M = .250; F (1,22) = .191, p = .666). See Table 7.

Table 7
FFL Learners’ Behavioral Engagement with WCF
Individual Collaborative
Behavioral engagement processing processing F P
mean Mean

Total errors 15.278 14.194 118 734
Spelling errors 1.583 917 1.325 262
Vocabulary errors 1.111 1.250 175 .680
Verb tense errors 3.167 4.528 1.626 216
Verb form errors 1.583 1.306 208 .653
Sentence structure errors 7.639 5.944 957 339
Mechanics errors .194 250 191 .666

As for the second research question, “Does FFL learners’ affective engagement with
WCEF differ when processing it individually and collaboratively?” the findings showed that
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FFL learners’ affective engagement with WCF did not differ when processing it
individually or collaboratively.

Participants in both groups reported positive feelings when processing their teacher
feedback either individually or collaboratively. For example, Eve (all names are
pseudonyms) in the IP group reported, “Je me sens bien, je pense que ¢’est un bon maniere
de faire les corrections” [I feel good, I think this is a good way for me to correct my
mistakes] and Peter in the CP group mentioned that “je me sens bien en travaillant avec
mon ami et reviser ensemble nos fautes” [I feel good working with my friend and revising
together our mistakes]. Although FFL learners reported more positive feelings (M = .806)
when processing WCF individually than when processing it collaboratively (M = .639; F'
(1,22) = 1.511), the difference was not significant (p = .232).

When processing WCF collaboratively (M = .083; F (1,22) = 1.941), FFL learners
reported more neutral feelings than when processing it individually (M = 0); however, the
difference was not significant (p = .177). For example, Robert in the IP group mentioned,
“Cette fois ici je me sens que je dois faire plus attention aux consignes et soigner mon
orthographe” [this time, here, I feel that I have to pay more attention to the instructions and
to my spelling], whereas Lucy in the CP group reported that “je sens qu’il faut que je fais
plus d’attention au moment d’écrire et il faut lire de nouveau certaines phrases pour étre
stre qu’il n’ait pas d’erreurs. » [I feel that I have to pay more attention when I write, and |
have to read again some of the phrases to be sure that there are no errors]

When processing WCF individually, FFL learners reported less negative feelings (M
=.028) than when processing it collaboratively (M = .139; F (1,22) = 1.492, p = .235), but
the difference was not significant. For example, Tania (CP group) mentioned “Pues es
frustrante no haberte dado cuenta de los errores u horrores que has hecho hasta después de
que alguien mas los ve... llega la retroalimentacion es un poco frustrante que a pesar de
haberlo revisado y todo, siguen habiendo errores” [well it is frustrating not having realised
the errors or the horrors that you have done until someone else notices them....you get
feedback and it is a bit frustrating that although you have revised everything, errors are still
happening]; and Christine (IP group) claimed that “quand j’ai vu les erreurs je me sens un
peu béte car je me souviens quand mes professeurs de la premiére année m’ont expliqué
cela et je pense que quand j’écris cette partie je 1’ai fait rapidement et peut étre
négligemment” [when I saw the errors I feel a bit silly because I remember when my
professors during my first year explained to me, and I think that when I write this part I
have done it too fast and without paying enough attention].

When processing WCF individually, FFL learners reported less mixed feelings (M =
.056) than when processing it collaboratively (M = .111; F'(1,22) = .440), but the difference
was not significant (p = .514). For example, Danielle (CP group) mentioned, “Me siento
mal, obvio. Porque sé que me equivoqué y quizas en cosas demasiado basicas, pero al
mismo tiempo sé que eso me ayuda para crecer y para avanzar respecto al idioma” [I feel
bad obviously because I know I made a mistake and maybe in very basic stuff, but at the
same time | know that this helps me to grow and to advance in the language]. Fatima (IP
group) reported, “Je ne me sens pas triste parce que je sais que j’ai amélioré beaucoup en
comparaison du semestre dernier mais je suis une étudiant de la deuxiéme année et bon, je
devrais savoir plus” [I don’t feel sad because I know I have improved a lot in comparison
with last semester but I know that I’'m a second-year student and I shall know better].

In summary, results suggest that FFL learners’ affective engagement with WCF is
independent of whether they complete the task alone or in pairs (see Table 8).
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Table 8
FFL Learners’ Affective Engagement with WCF
. Individual Collaborative
Affective processing processing F p
engagement mean Mean
Positive feelings .806 .639 1.511 232
Neutral feelings .000 .083 1.941 A77
Negative feelings .028 139 1.492 235
Mixed feelings .056 A11 440 514

As for the third question, “Does FFL learners’ cognitive engagement with WCF
differ when processing it individually and collaboratively?” the findings showed that FFL
learners’ cognitive engagement with WCF differed when processing it individually or
collaboratively. When processing WCF collaboratively, FFL learners reported using a
greater number of high DoP strategies (M = 9.889) than when processing it individually (M
=1.389; F (1,16) = 24.639 , p <.001; partial n2= .606). The effect size suggests that 60.6%
of all variance in the number of high DoP strategies used was attributable to the type of
processing. However, the use of low DoP strategies did not differ when processing WCF
collaboratively (M = 1.833) or individually (M = .889; F' (1, 16) = 4.009, p = .063). For
example, Alex and Paul (CP group) showed high DoP by applying a target rule to interpret
the feedback:

Alex: Aqui el profesor me puso SS en “fini”, este es un problema de acorde, “fini”

lleva “es” al final [here the professor wrote SS in “fini” this is a problem of

agreement, “fini” takes “es” at the end]

Paul: Claro, asi como por ejemplo en perdu, con una “e” al final [right, as for
example in “perdu” with an “e” at the end]

Alex: Y asi con varias palabras que solo tengo que poner mas atencion a lo que es el
género y niimero para los acordes [just as in many other words, I just have to
pay more attention to the gender and number to make the agreement]

On the other hand, in the following example, Peter (IP group) showed low DoP by
noting the target item but reporting not understanding the correction:

“yo escribi j'ai vu complete la série 'y el profesor me escribid que tengo un error en
el orden de los elementos en la oracion, no entiendo cual es el problema [I wrote
"J'ai vu compléte la série" and the teacher wrote me that I have an error in the order
of the elements in the sentence, I don’t understand what the problem is].

Results suggest that FFL learners’ cognitive engagement with WCF differ when

processing it individually or collaboratively. Indeed, when working collaboratively, they
tend to use more strategies that involve high depth of processing (Table 9).
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Table 9
FFL Learners’ Cognitive Engagement with WCF
Individual Collaborative
Cognitive engagement processing processing F P
Mean Mean
Low depth of processing .889 1.833 4.009 .063
High depth of processing 1.389 9.889 24.639 <.001
Discussion

This study examined the influence of collaborative processing of feedback, which
refers to jointly interpreting and responding to feedback. It compared learners' engagement
with WCF when processed individually versus in pairs.

Our findings showed that FFL learners’ behavioral engagement with WCF does not
differ significantly when processing it individually or collaboratively. These findings align
with Kim and Emeliyanova (2021), who found that learners in the collaborative correction
group did not outperform those in the self-correction (individual) group in accuracy on a
subsequent new writing task (i.e., final timed writing). Similarly, Manchon et al. (2020)
reported that the level of error detection was higher when reflecting on a previously
produced text with the aid of WCF, regardless of whether the writing and WCF processing
occurred under individual or collaborative conditions.

While our findings are consistent with studies that focused on error detection and
accuracy in individual versus collaborative processing, they might be seen to be different
from those that have focused on collaborative writing. Collaborative writing studies have
shown the benefits of collaboration in different contexts. For instance, Dobao (2012)
investigated the benefits of collaborative writing tasks and found that texts produced by
groups were more accurate than those written individually or in pairs. Wigglesworth and
Storch (2009) compared individual and collaborative L2 writing performance and observed
that collaboration positively impacted accuracy. Additionally, Kim & McDonough (2008)
found that learners who participated in collaborative tasks performed significantly better on
vocabulary tests than those who worked individually.

These variations can be attributed to the different focuses and methodologies of the
studies. In the studies by Dobao, Wigglesworth and Storch, and Kim, students
collaboratively co-constructed new texts during writing tasks. In contrast, in the present
study, learners in both the individual processing (IP) and collaborative processing (CP)
groups wrote individual texts. Moreover, learners in the CP group processed not only the
WCEF they received on their own writing but also the WCF their partners received on their
original writing. This additional layer of processing in our study may have influenced the
outcomes, resulting in no significant difference in engagement between the individual and
collaborative conditions.

Our findings revealed that learners’ affective engagement with WCF is independent
of whether they complete the task alone or in pairs. This means that the emotional response
and attitude toward the feedback were similar, regardless of the mode of processing. Both
groups of learners reported positive feelings toward WCF, indicating a general acceptance
and positive reception of the feedback provided.

These results align with Chen et al. (2023), who studied learners’ affective
engagement with collaborative feedback and found that learners generally displayed
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positive feelings and emotions during the collaborative feedback activity. Chen et al.'s
(2023) study highlights that collaborative feedback can foster a positive emotional climate
among learners, which can be beneficial for their learning process. Similarly, our findings
suggest that even when learners process feedback individually, they can still experience
positive affective engagement.

The consistency between our findings and those of Chen et al. (2023) suggests that
the positive affective engagement with WCF is a robust phenomenon, not necessarily
dependent on the collaborative nature of the task. This could imply that the quality of the
feedback itself and the learners' perceptions of its usefulness play a significant role in
shaping their emotional responses, rather than the specific mode of feedback processing.

However, our findings showed that FFL learners’ cognitive engagement with WCF
differs when processing it individually versus collaboratively. When working
collaboratively, learners tend to use more strategies that involve a higher depth of
processing. This indicates that collaboration fosters a richer and more engaged cognitive
approach to processing feedback.

These findings are supported in the literature. For example, Storch (2021) claimed
that “augmenting a collaborative writing activity with collaborative processing of feedback
received on the text produced provides learners with additional language learning
opportunities” (p. 26). This suggests that the act of jointly interpreting feedback can create
a more dynamic learning environment, allowing learners to benefit from each other's
insights and understanding.

Other studies have also highlighted the benefits of collaborative processing of WCF.
Storch and Wigglesworth (2010) and Wigglesworth and Storch (2012) reported that
processing WCF collaboratively allows learners to discuss the source of their errors, utilize
their L2 knowledge to find alternative ways of correcting their errors, and articulate their
understanding of grammatical rules and conventions. These discussions and reflections are
indicative of deeper cognitive processing, which is less likely to occur when learners
process feedback individually.

However, as Manchon et al. (2020) pointed out, although it can be predicted that
collaborative writing conditions are more conducive to deeper WCF processing, “these
predictions remain somewhat speculative to date given that, to the best of our knowledge,
no previous studies have compared DoP of WCF in individual and collaborative
conditions” (p. 242). This underscores the novelty and importance of our study, as it
provides empirical evidence supporting the hypothesis that collaborative processing
enhances cognitive engagement with WCF.

In summary, our findings suggest that while affective engagement with WCF is
similar regardless of whether learners work individually or collaboratively, cognitive
engagement is significantly enhanced in collaborative settings. This is consistent with
theoretical perspectives and empirical studies that emphasize the cognitive benefits of
collaborative learning activities.

Conclusion and Pedagogical Implications
In summary, our study indicates that FFL learners’ behavioral engagement with
WCF remains consistent, whether processed individually or collaboratively. Notably, their

affective engagement with WCF is unaffected by the task format. Despite this, both
individual and collaborative groups reported positive feelings toward WCF. Furthermore,
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our results revealed that FFL learners’ cognitive engagement with WCF differed based on
processing method. Collaborative work prompted increased use of strategies involving high
depth of processing. These insights contribute to understanding the complex dynamics of
engagement in WCF tasks.

While our study has provided valuable insights into the interplay of WCF
processing and learner engagement, it is essential to acknowledge and address certain
limitations of the study and their implications for future research. One significant limitation
is the sample size, which, when increased, can enhance the generalizability of our
observations. Additionally, examining individual differences that may influence
participation and contribution to individual and collaborative WCF processing is crucial for
a better understanding of their effectiveness.

Despite these limitations, our study can have important pedagogical implications.
First, the fact that both groups benefitted from written WCF underscores its effectiveness in
both individual and collaborative learning contexts. This highlights the importance of
incorporating WCF into language learning classrooms to enhance students’ writing skills
collectively. Second, the finding that participants in both groups displayed positive
affective engagement with WCF underscores the potential of both processing types in
fostering a positive learning experience. Therefore, teachers should consider both
individual and collaborative writing strategies when designing instructional activities. This
dual approach not only recognizes the diverse preferences and learning styles of students
but also maximizes the benefits of incorporating WCF into the learning process.
Encouraging students to participate in meaningful discussions and collaborative feedback
processes can elicit a stronger level of cognitive and affective engagement, as evidenced in
this study. Nonetheless, these implications necessitate further investigation, and future
research should examine the underlying mechanisms of the role of collaborative feedback
processing and its influence on learner engagement.

Correspondence should be addressed to: Maria-Lourdes Lira-Gonzales
Email: maria.lira@ugqat.ca
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Appendix A
Taches d'écriture
[Writing tasks]
Théme 1
[Task 1]

Vous participez a un forum avec des amis francophones. Dans ce forum, vous racontez a
vos amis ce que vous avez fait pendant les vacances en juillet et vous leur décrivez tout ce
que vous avez fait. (250 a 300 mots) (Utilisez les temps du passé — passé compos€, imparfait
et plus-que-parfait)

[You participate in a forum with French-speaking friends. In this forum, you tell your
friends what you did during the holidays in July and describe everything you did. (250-
300 words) (Use past tenses — pass€ compos¢€, imparfait and plus-que-parfait)]

Théme 2

[Task 1]

Vous participez a un forum avec des amis francophones. Dans ce forum, vous leur racontez
comment a été votre vie pendant la premicre année a I’université, ce que vous avez vécu,
vos expériences, vos difficultés, vos cours, etc. (250 a 300 mots) (Utilisez les temps du
pass€ — pass€ compose, imparfait et plus-que-parfait)

[You participate in a forum with French-speaking friends. In this forum, you tell them
what your life was like during the first year at university, what you went through, your
experiences, your difficulties, your courses, etc. (250-300 words) (Use past tenses — passé
composé, imparfait and plus-que-parfait)]

Théme 3

[Task 1]

Vous participez a un forum avec des amis francophones. Dans ce forum, vous leur racontez
le dernier film que vous avez vu au cinéma. Vous leur décrivez I’histoire du film, ainsi que
les personnages principaux. (250 a 300 mots) (Utilisez les temps du passé — pass€¢ composé,
imparfait et plus-que-parfait)

[You participate in a forum with French-speaking friends. In this forum, you tell them
about the last movie you saw in the theater. You describe the story of the film, as well as
the main characters. (250-300 words) (Use past tenses — passé composé, imparfait and
plus-que-parfait)]
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