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Abstract
From Deficiency to Legitimacy: An Autoethnographic Nexus Analysis of
Multilingual Academic Discourse Socialization Through Feedback in EMI Higher

Education

Feedback in undergraduate English academic writing courses plays a crucial role in academic
discourse socialization (ADS), shaping how students navigate academic norms and
expectations. In Kazakhstan, English-medium instruction (EMI) is promoted through
internationalization policies, yet it operates within a multilingual context where Kazakh and
Russian are dominant. While feedback is widely studied, existing research has focused on
graduate students and on surface-level aspects of written comments, overlooking how
students interpret and respond to feedback. This autoethnographic study addresses this gap by
examining my experiences as a multilingual undergraduate student in an EMI institution.
Drawing on nexus analysis (Scollon & Scollon, 2004), I analyze institutional discourses,
instructor feedback, and reflective memos documenting two formative feedback encounters,
offering insider insights into how feedback mediates positioning in EMI. Across institutional,
interactional, and personal levels, the study shows how internationalization policies position
English as the primary medium of participation. Although instructor feedback often invited
dialogue, my engagement was shaped by internalized native-speakerist ideologies, leading
me to position myself as a deficient non-native English writer. Through interactions with
faculty, I gradually reinterpreted these experiences and came to view my multilingual
repertoire as a legitimate resource for meaning-making. These findings show that feedback is
not inherently formative, summative, dialogic, or monologic; rather, its meaning emerges
through the interaction of historical body, interaction order, and discourses in place.
Methodologically, combining nexus analysis with autoethnography enables tracing feedback

across levels. The study calls for feedback practices that move beyond correction to create



viii
space for negotiation through low-stakes, iterative tasks. Institutionally, this requires moving
beyond standardized models of success, recognizing multilingualism as a resource, and

supporting instructors in understanding feedback as a socializing practice that shapes

students’ positioning and engagement through interaction and ideologies.

Keywords: academic discourse socialization, feedback, English-medium instruction,

autoethnography, nexus analysis, multilingualism



1
Anjaatna
Jepunuurren derutumaikke: ArbimbiH Tininae Korapsol Binim bepy
Karnaiibinga Kepi baitnansic ApkbLibl Kenrtingi AkageMusiibik Juckype
9dJieyMerTeHyiHe ABTOo3THOrpadgusiabik Hekcyce-Tannay
AFBUTIIBIH TUTIHIE aKaJeMUSITBIK jKa3y KypCTapbIHIAFbI Kepi OalTIaHbIC aKaIeMHUSITBIK
IUCKypc aneymeTTenyinae (AJlO) MaHbI3AbI PoIT aTKapaabl, OUTKEHI OJ1 CTYISHTTEPIIH
aKaJeMUSUTBIK HOpMaiap MEH TaJanTap/bl Kajlail MeHIepeTiHIH KAbIMTACThIPAIbI.
Kazakcranma arpUIIIBIH TUTIHAE OKBITY HHTEPHAIIMOHAIIAHIBIPY CasiCaThl ApKBLIBI
utrepineriice Ae, ol Ka3ak jKoHe OpbIC TiAepi 0achIM KOITUIII KOHTEKCTE KY3€ere acapl.
Kepi Gaitnanbic KEHIHEH 3epTTENreHIMEH, KOJIaHBICTaFbl 3epTTEyIep KoOiHEe MarucTpaTypa
CTYACHTTEpiHE KoHe *ka30ara mikipyiepaiH OeTKi AeHreline Ha3ap ayJaapaibl, ai
CTYACHTTEPAIH Kepi OaillaHbICThI Kalall TYCIHAIpIN, OFaH KaJslai jkayar OepeTiHi )KeTKUTIKTI
3epTTeNMereH. byl aBTOATHOrpadUsIIBIK 3epTTEy OCHI OJIKBIIBIKTHI TOITHIPY MAaKCAThIHIA
aFBUIIIBIH T11/I€ OKBITY JKaFIalibIHIaFbl KONTUIII OaKamaBpuaT CTYJCHTI pETiHAeTI MEHIH
ToxXipudbemal tangaiinel. Hekcyc-tannayra cyiieHe OThIPBIN, MEH HHCTUTYLIMOHAIIBIK
TMCKYpCTap/ibl, OKBITYIIBUIAPIBIH Kepi OaillaHBICHIH jKOHE €Ki KaJIBINTAaCTBIPYIIbI Kepi
OaiiaHpIc TOKIpHOECiH cUIIATTalTHIH pedIeKCUBTI ka30anapabl TangaiimMeid. by 3eprrey
Kepi OaaHBICTHIH AFBUIIIBIH TIJI€ OKBITY KOHTEKCTIH/IE TTO3UIUSUTAHYAbI Kasai
MeIMaNIeUTIHI Typaibl HHCAHAEPIIIK TYCIHIK Oepeai. MTHCTUTYIMOHANIBIK, 63apa 9pEKETTECTIK
’KOHE JKeKe JICHIeIep/Ii KapacThIpa OTBIPHII, 3€PTTEY HHTEPHALMOHAIIAHABIPY CasicaThl
aFBUIIIBIH TUTIH aKaJIEMUSITBIK KATBICYIBIH HETI13T1 TUTI peTiHae Kajlail Mo3UIUsIadThIHBIH
kepcerei. OKpITYIIBUTAPABIH Kepl OaiIaHbIChI kKU1 TUATOTKa IMIaKbIPFAaHBIMEH, MEHIH OFaH
KATBICYbIM HHTEPHAIM3ANMUSIIAHFAH «aHa TITIHAE COMNIeYII» HIe0IOTUsIIaphIMEH
KAJIBINITACThI, HOTMXKECIHIE MEH ©31M/11 aFbUIIIBIH TLTIH €KiHIII TiJ peTiHAe KOITaHATHIH

QJICi3 XKa3ylIbl peTiHae Mo3uIUsuIaabM. OKBITYIIBUIAPMEH ©3apa JPEKETTeCy apKbUIbl MEH



Oyt ToxkipuOenepi KaifTa naibIMaarn, ©31MHIH KONTI1 pernepTyapbIMIbl (OpbIC XKoHE Ka3aK
TLZIepi) aKaIeMUSIIBIK MaFbIHA JKacayIbIH 3aHJIbl PECYpPCHI PEeTiHAe KaOblIiai 0acTaIbIM.
Bbyn Hotmxkenep kepi OaitiaHbIC ©31ITTHEH KaIbIITACTHIPYIIBI, )KUBIHTHIK, THATIOTTHIK HEMECe
MOHOJIOTTBIK €MeC €KEeHIH KOPCETeli; OHBIH MOHI «TapUXH JICHE», 03apa dPEKETTeCy TOPTiOi
KOHE TUCKYpPCTap/IbIH ©3apa dpeKeTTeCyiHe KaablTaca bl. OJIiICHAMAJIBIK TYPFbIIaH
HEKCYC-Taliay MEH aBTOATHOTpa(UsIHbI OipiKTipy Kepi OaillaHBICTBI OpTYpJIIL ACHIeiepe
KapacThlpyFa MyMKiHAIK Oepeni. 3epTTey Kepi 6ainaHbIc TOKIpHOECiH TeK TY3€TyAeH repi
KeJlicce3re MyMKIHJIIK OepeTiH, TOMEH TOyeKel i XKoHe KalTalaMallbl TarChipManap apKblibl
KEHEUTYAIH KaXeTTUIIriH kepcerei. UHCTUTYIIMOHANABIK AeHTrelae Oyi1 TaObICTBIH
CTaH/IapPTTaJFaH MOJIETbACPiHEH 0ac TapTyAbl, KONTIAUTIKTI PECYPC PETiHAE TaHyIbl )KOHE
OKBITYIIBUIAPFA Kepi OalIaHbICTHI CTYIEHTTEPIH MO3ULUSIIaHYbl MEH KaTBICYbIH ©3apa
OpPEKEeTTECTIK MEH UJCOIOTHUs apKbUIbI KAJIBITACTBIPATBIH AJIEYyMETTEHY TXKipuoOeci peTiHae

TYCIHYyTE KOJIAay KOpCeTy i Tajlal eTe/i.
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AHHOTaNud
Ot lepunura k JlerntumHocTu: ABTo3THOrpapudeckunii Hexcyc-Anaaus
MHorosizpruHoit Akagemuueckoii J{uckypc-Counammnzanun Yepes Ooparnyro CBs3b B
Boiciiem O0pa3oBannu ¢ O0yuennem Ha AHIVIMICKOM SI3bIKe
OOparHas CBsI3b Ha Kypcax akaJeMHYECKOro MIChbMa Ha aHTJIMHCKOM SI3bIKE UTPAET

BaXXHYIO POJIb B aKaJieMU4eckoil quckypce-counanuzanuu (AC), dopmupyst To, Kak
CTYACHTBI OCBaMBAIOT aKaJeMU4ecKrue HOpMbI U TpeboBanus. B Kazaxcrane oOyuenue Ha
AHTJIMIICKOM SI3BIKE NMPOJIBUTAETCs Yepe3 MOJUTHKY HHTEPHALIMOHAIN3ALMH, OTHAKO OHO
(YHKIMOHUPYET B MHOTOSI3bIYHOM KOHTEKCTE, I'/Ie JIOMHUHUPYIOT Ka3aXCKUI U pyCCKUN
361k, HecMoTpst Ha TO 4TO 0OpaTHas CBsI3b IIUPOKO UCCIIEAYETCs, CYLIECTBYIOMINE paOOThI
B OCHOBHOM COCPEIOTOYEHBI HA MAarUCTPAHTAX U MMOBEPXHOCTHBIX aCIIEKTaX MHCbMEHHBIX
KOMMEHTapHEB, OCTaBIIssl 0€3 BHUMAHUS TO, KaK CTYJICHThl HHTEPIPETUPYIOT U PEarupyroT
Ha 00paTHYIO CBs3b. JJaHHOE aBTO3THOrpaUIecKOe UCCIeIOBAHNE HAMIPABICHO HA
BOCIIOJIHEHHE TOT0 Mpolera MyTeM aHaIu3a MOETO OIbITa KaK MHOTOSI3BIYHOTO CTYICHTa
OakanaBpuaTa B yCIOBHAX aHIJIOS3BIYHOTO 00pazoBaHust. Onupasch Ha HEKCyC-aHaIM3, 5
aHATM3UPYIO MHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHBIE JUCKYPChI, 00paTHYIO CBSA3b MperoiaBaTeneii u
pedIiekCuBHBIE 3aMETKH, JOKYMEHTUPYIOIINE JBa KIIOUYEBHIX AMHM30/a 00paTHOM CBS3H,
npejyiaras MHCaepCKuil B3I Ha TO, KaKk 0OpaTHAs CBSA3b MEAUUPYET MO3UIIMOHUPOBAHNE
B @QHIJI0SA3bIYHOM 00pa3oBaHuy. Ha HHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHOM, B3aUMOICHCTBUHHOM U
JUYHOCTHOM YPOBHSX UCCJIEI0BAHUE MOKA3BIBAET, KaK INOJIMTUKA HHTEPHALMOHAIN3ALUN
MO3ULUOHUPYET aHTIMHUCKUH S3bIK KAK OCHOBHOM SI3bIK aKaJIEMUYECKOT0 y4acTHsA. XOTs
oOpaTHast CBA3b MPEIoIaBaTesIell 4acTo MpeAroiaraia Iuaaor BOKpYT BHIOOpa B MUCbME, MOE
BOCIIPHSITHE 3TUX KOMMEHTApHEB OBLIO 00YCIIOBICHO HHTEPHAIN3UPOBAHHBIMU
UJICOJIOTUSIMU «HOCHUTEIS SI3bIKa», YTO MPUBEIIO K MO3UIIHOHUPOBAHUIO Ce0s KaK

NeUIUTHOTO HEHOCUTEISI aHTJIMICKOTO s13bIKa. B X0/1e B3auMOoIeHCTBUS C



xii
[IPENOAABATENIAIMHU S IIOCTEIIEHHO NIEPEOCMBICIINII 3TH OIBITHI U HA4aJl pacCMaTpPUBaTh CBOM
MHOTOSI3bIUHBIN penepryap (pyCCKUi M Ka3axCKUi) KaK JIETUTUMHBIN pecype i
aKaJIEMHUYECKOr0 CMBICIONPOU3BOACTBA. [IoaydeHHbIe pe3yIbTaThl IOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO
oOpaTHast CBA3b HE SBJISETCS 10 CBOSH cyTH (hOpMaTHUBHOM, CyMMaTUBHOM, THAIOTUYECKOM
WJIM MOHOJIOTHYECKOM; €€ 3HAYCHHE BO3HUKAET BO B3aUMOJACUCTBUU «MCTOPUYECKOTO TENAY,
MOPsIIKA B3aUMOJIEUCTBHS U IUCKYPCOB B KOHTEKCTE. METOI0JIOrMYECKH COYETaHUE HEKCYC-
aHaJM3a v aBTOATHOTpauH MO3BOJISET MPOCIEIUTH 00PATHYIO CBA3b HA
MHCTUTYMOHAJIIBHOM, B3aUMOJCYCTBUIHOM U JINYHOCTHOM YpoBHsX. MccienoBanue
MOTYEPKUBACT HEOOXOAUMOCTh PAKTUK OOPATHON CBSI3M, BHIXOAAIINX 32 PAMKU
UCTIPABJICHUS OIIHMOOK M CO3/IAIOLINX MPOCTPAHCTBO ISl IEPETOBOPOB Yepe3 HU3KOPUCKOBBIE
1 UTEpaTUBHBIE 3a1aHusl. Ha MHCTUTYLIMOHAIBHOM YPOBHE 3TO TpeOyeT 0TX0Aa OT
CTaHJAPTU3UPOBAHHBIX MOJEIICH yCIIEXa, IPU3HAHUSA MHOTOS3bIYMUS KAK pecypca U
MOJICPKKH IIperoiaBaTesnieil B MOHUMaHUH 00OpaTHOM CBSA3M KaK MPAKTUKU COLMAIN3ALINY,
(bopmupyroMIei MO3UITMOHUPOBAHNE M BOBJICUYCHHOCTh CTYJICHTOB U€pe3 B3aUMO/ICHCTBHE U

nACOJIOIrumn.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Where This Story Began

The seeds of this thesis were planted during my internship in the Writing Center
where [ worked as an undergraduate writing tutor. One afternoon, a senior engineering
student handed me their graduate school application and said, “I can’t write properly in
English.” It was as if they had already surrendered, coming to the Writing Center as a final
attempt at rescue. But when I looked over their application, it was not the disaster they
imagined. It was organized and much better than they gave themselves credit for.

That moment stayed with me because I recognized their fear in myself. I
remembered questioning whether my own writing sounded “English enough,” whether my
sentences betrayed my background, whether I truly belonged in academic spaces where
English was the standard at the beginning of my undergraduate studies. I loved writing, but
writing in English once felt out of reach, like a door I was not sure I could open due to my
origin.

I grew up in a Kazakh-Russian speaking family and community where English is a
foreign language. At home, English was a symbol of success, treated as a form of capital
(Bourdieu, 1991), a key that could unlock opportunities at prestigious universities and
beyond Kazakhstan. Even though I passed English proficiency exams with high scores and
was admitted to an English-medium university, I did not feel like I truly “held” that key. I
carried it like something borrowed, afraid it might be taken away if I did not act like it
belonged to me.

This uncertainty reflects my early experiences of academic discourse socialization
(ADS) (Duff, 2010). Beneath the engineering student’s “I can’t write properly in English”
was a deeper, unspoken question: Do [ write properly enough to belong here? It was the

same question I carried throughout my own undergraduate studies, wondering whether my



native speaker professors considered my writing good enough or if anyone who read my
essays could spot that I did not belong to the English academic community. For several
years, writing for me was mostly about negotiating legitimacy and claiming membership in
an academic community.

The only viable way I could try to claim membership was through receiving
approval from my professors, who I considered as gatekeepers of the English academic
community. This made feedback central to my process of ADS. As a result, each comment
on my papers carried enormous weight: a praise could feel like validation that I belonged,
while criticism, although constructive, could feel like proof that I did not.

This study traces my journey of ADS: how I learned to navigate the rules,
expectations, and unwritten norms of English-medium academia through feedback. Using
autoethnography, I turn my own experiences into a lens for understanding how
multilingual students negotiate their belonging in academic spaces, and how feedback
shapes their growth as writers and participants in scholarly communities. Through this
study, I argue that feedback does not function solely as it is designed by a feedback giver,

but through how it is experienced, interpreted, and negotiated by a feedback receiver.

Background Information

My story is just one of many. It is the product of a larger system where language,
power, and language socialization intersect. To understand experiences like mine, we need
to look beyond that and trace the historical and institutional forces that have made English
a gatekeeper in education.

When a multilingual student at an EMI receives feedback on their writing, they are
engaging in more than a simple exchange of comments and corrections. These interactions
are sites where challenges with writing intersect with processes of language socialization

and the negotiation of ideologies about what counts as legitimate academic discourse (Li &



Han, 2023). Over time, repeated participation in such interactions forms what Scollon and
Scollon (2004) describe as a “nexus of practice,” a space where multiple social, cultural,
and historical forces intersect.

The student’s experiences are shaped by their historical body which according to
Scollon and Scollon (2004) is the accumulated knowledge, skills, and prior educational
experiences that they bring to the interaction. These experiences are deeply connected to
the discourses in place, which establish the rules, expectations, and norms of academic
writing. The interaction order, which refers to the socially organized patterns of
interaction in the classroom or academic setting, identifies how communication occurs,
who has authority, which voices are prioritized, and how participation is structured. In
feedback sessions, the interaction order shapes the moment-to-moment negotiation of
knowledge, authority, and legitimacy, determining both what feedback is delivered and
how.

These three elements (historical body, discourses in place, and interaction order)
operate together and influence one another. By examining feedback interactions through
the lens of ADS and nexus analysis, this autoethnographic study highlights how
multilingual students’ writing development is both shaped by and contributes to broader
social, cultural, and institutional contexts.

Building on this theoretical framework, it is important to situate these feedback
interactions within the wider global and local context of English-medium higher education.
Since 1960, English has progressively taken on the role of the primary language of
instruction in universities worldwide, including in countries where it is not an official
language, which has reinforced English’s position as the dominant language in academic
fields (Crystal, 2003). Kazakhstan is no exception, as the government has undertaken

several initiatives to integrate English-medium of instruction (EMI). These include



participation in the Bologna Process, the launch of the “Trinity of Languages” cultural
program, and the implementation of the “Trilingual Education” reform, aimed at
increasing the number of universities with EMI (Yessenbekova, 2023). Given
Kazakhstan’s unique linguistic landscape, where Russian is widely spoken due to the
country’s Soviet legacy and Kazakh serves as the national language, English is often a
foreign language for students entering higher education. Therefore, with English now the
language of instruction in many Kazakhstani universities, students must undergo a process
of academic discourse socialization. They are expected not only to learn how to write
academically in English, but also how to engage with the norms, expectations, and values
of English-medium academic communities.

Problem Statement

Students whose first language is Kazakh or Russian often enter English-medium
universities as newcomers to English academic discourse, navigating norms and practices
that may feel foreign or inaccessible. From an ADS perspective, this transition involves
learning to participate in the oral and written practices of the university in ways that align
with institutional expectations while also drawing on prior linguistic and cultural
experiences (Duff, 2010; Wette & Furneaux, 2018).

Writing is especially significant in this process, as it is the primary medium
through which students are assessed and recognized in higher education. Written feedback,
in particular, plays a crucial role in ADS because it also conveys implicit messages about
competence and participation in academic communities (Anderson, 2021; Kim, 2018; Li &
Han, 2023; Okuda & Anderson, 2018; Sung, 2023; Yang, 2021). Despite extensive
research on feedback, much of it has focused on graduate students and has not fully
examined how undergraduate multilingual writers navigate feedback in EMI settings

(Anderson, 2021; Kim, 2018; Li & Han, 2023; Okuda & Anderson, 2018). In addition,



much of the existing literature tended to focus more on the comments themselves or on
how students revise their texts afterwards. What often gets overlooked is how students’
choices, ideologies, and positioning within institutional discourses mediate the entire
process. This creates a gap in our understanding of feedback.

As Duff (2010) points out, ADS is not a straightforward or uniform process but
rather one that is socially situated, affectively charged, and shaped by unequal access to
discourse practices. Therefore, to fully understand the role of feedback in ADS, we need to
look beyond surface-level revisions and see how feedback is negotiated, interpreted, and
sometimes even resisted taking into account wider ideological contexts.

To address this gap, I treat each feedback encounter as part of a “nexus of practice”
shaped by the historical body, the interaction order, and the discourses in place, which are
further elaborated in the following sections. Such an approach is made possible through
autoethnography, which allows me to document and analyze these dimensions from an
insider perspective and to reveal the complex ways feedback contributes to ADS.

By centering my experiences as a multilingual student, this research provides rich,
insider insights into how feedback mediates positioning negotiation in EMI, offering a
depth of perspective that traditional approaches often miss.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to trace my journey as a multilingual student
navigating English-medium discourse, focusing on how written feedback became a pivotal
force in shaping my positioning as a writer. Through autoethnography, I examine the
moments of vulnerability, resistance, and growth that marked my encounters with
feedback. Using these stories, I will try to uncover how language ideologies and
institutional expectations influence a student’s sense of legitimacy. Guided by nexus

analysis (Scollon & Scollon, 2004), this research views each feedback exchange as a



“nexus of practice,” shaped by my historical body (linguistic and cultural background), the
interaction order (power dynamics in teacher-student relationships), and the discourses in
place (ideologies surrounding English and academic writing). By reflecting on these
intersections, this study aims to demonstrate how multilingual students negotiate their
identities in English-dominant academic spaces through feedback. It also looks at how
gaps between how feedback is intended and how it is experienced influence students’
sense of identity.
Research Questions
The aim of this study is to understand what role feedback played in shaping my
academic discourse socialization as a multilingual writer in EMI settings. In particular, it
attempts to answer the following research questions:
1. How did my historical body, especially my embodied experiences of
multilingualism, change over time?
2. How did the interaction order, particularly the positioning between me and
my instructors during feedback interactions, change over time?
3. How did the discourses in place, such as language ideologies about

correctness, change over time?

Significance of the Study

This study offers important insights into how written academic feedback shapes the
identity formation of multilingual undergraduate students within EMI contexts. By
examining my evolving identity as a multilingual writer through the lens of nexus analysis,
focusing on the historical body, interaction order, and discourses in place, it reveals how
feedback can serve as a site of identity negotiation.

While much of the existing literature on feedback and academic writing focuses on

postgraduate students, this study addresses a gap by centering the undergraduate



experience, particularly within the context of Kazakhstan. It highlights how institutional
discourses and language ideologies surrounding correctness, legitimacy, and
multilingualism shape students’ trajectories, and how feedback interactions mediate their
positioning as either legitimate or novice participants in academic communities.

Furthermore, the study provides practical implications for writing instructors, EMI
curriculum designers, and policy makers seeking to foster more inclusive and equitable
feedback practices. It may also be helpful for future scholars interested in combining
autoethnography with nexus analysis, which has the potential to offer deeper insights into
how academic practices are experienced and negotiated.

Thesis Outline

This thesis is organized into six chapters, each designed to explore how written
feedback mediates ADS within EMI in Kazakhstan. The first chapter introduces the study
and situates it within the context of Kazakhstan. It presents the problem statement, purpose
of the study, research questions, and significance. The second chapter reviews existing
scholarship on English academic writing, ADS, written feedback in second language
writing, and studies that combine ADS with feedback.

The third chapter explains how the study was conducted. It introduces
autoethnography as a method that allows for an in-depth, insider perspective as well as
nexus analysis as a framework for tracing how past experiences, interactions, and
ideologies come together. The fourth chapter presents the findings, organized through
three key nexuses of practice across my educational journey. By tracing my early
experiences with English and evaluation across three nexuses—a the pre-nexus of my
learning experiences prior to university, a pivotal moment of ADS during the
undergraduate tutor preparation course in the nexus 1, and the aftermath of that moment

during the graduate studies in nexus 2—this chapter shows how my historical body,



discourses in place, and interaction order evolved over time helping me socialize into
academic discourse. The fifth chapter will analyze the findings in relation to the existing
literature on ADS and feedback. It will also conclude the study and offer implications for
educators. The final chapter summarizes the key conclusions, highlights the study’s

strengths and limitations, and offers final reflections.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

As outlined in the previous chapter, this autoethnographic study aims to explore
how feedback shaped the way I engaged with dominant language ideologies as a
multilingual undergraduate student in the EMI university and how feedback played an
important role in my academic discourse socialization unfolded as a result of that. This
chapter situates my experience within the existing scholarship while also identifying a key
gap: although feedback is widely researched, it is often examined at the level of
interaction, with limited attention to broader factors such as language ideologies, and
studies focus more on how feedback is delivered than on how it is interpreted by students.
Therefore, this chapter is organized into three sections. First, it examines multilingual
academic writing in EMI settings. Second, it explores feedback as a key mechanism for
academic discourse socialization, highlighting limitations in current approaches. Finally, it
presents nexus analysis as a framework that connects personal experiences of feedback to
broader ideological and institutional processes.

Revisiting Foundations of Academic Writing

In its broadest sense, academic writing refers to all writing produced in an
academic setting for educational or scholarly purposes (Chauhan, 2022; Chin et al., 2012).
Particularly, Chin et al. (2012) outline five features that distinguish academic writing from
other forms of writing: purpose, audience, evidence, style, and process.

These features of academic writing influence what you, the reader, can expect from
this thesis. This study has a purpose: to analyse written feedback as a social practice and
examine its impact on academic discourse socialization in EMI undergraduate contexts. It
is the backbone of the thesis because it guides each section as I try to find answers to my
research questions. I also keep in mind my audience. It is not my parents, who do not

speak English, or my friends, who have never heard of nexus analysis, but my supervisor,
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examiners, and other researchers who will stumble across this study, and this awareness
shapes the way I write and choose my words. Evidence is another defining feature of this
thesis as every claim I make must be backed by credible sources. This means I cannot
simply rely on my own impressions; I need to demonstrate how my analysis connects to
established scholarship, which sets academic writing apart from, say, fiction. Because my
audience includes the academic community, the style of this thesis needs to reflect
academic standards: formal tone, clear organization, and careful word choice. That means
you will not come across words from my mother tongues - Kazakh and Russian - such as
paxmem or npusem. Finally, there is the process of writing, which in my case has been
inseparable from feedback. I draft a section, get comments, rethink my approach, rewrite,
and sometimes completely revise it. This cycle of writing, reflecting, and revising
gradually turns ideas into a complete thesis.

While such features are widely recognized, much of the literature, particularly in
academic writing guidebooks, approaches them as relatively stable and transferable across
contexts. For example, books such as Becoming an Academic Writer (Goodson, 2013), The
Elements of Academic Style (Hayot, 2014), and The Handbook for Academic
Writers (Luey, 2009) offer detailed guidance on structure, style, and process, often
focusing on how to meet established expectations. Hayot (2014) emphasizes large-scale
organization and stylistic choices, while Goodson (2013) highlights writing as a process
supported by feedback and linguistic accuracy. However, these approaches tend to present
academic writing as a set of practices that can be learned and applied, with less attention to
how such practices are shaped by context, language ideologies, and students’ lived
experiences.

Other authors approach academic writing from an interactive perspective. In They

Say /I Say: The Moves That Matter in Academic Writing, Graff and Birkenstein (2010)
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define academic writing as an ongoing conversation with others rather than a solitary act.
My study is no exception because I position my work within the claims, assumptions, and
debates of those who came before me, sometimes building on their ideas, other times
challenging them, but always engaging in dialogue with the field. Schimel (2012), in
Writing Science, shares a similar belief. Although he does not define it, he argues that
writing matters only when others can understand it and use it in their own work.

In other words, both perspectives highlight that academic writing is not only about
producing text but about producing text that works. Strongman’s (2013) definition is
particularly fitting here as he describes academic writing as the careful selection of words
to communicate complex ideas clearly to a range of readers. This raises an important
question: what, then, makes academic writing effective?

There is no universal explicit answer, as scholars approach the question from
different perspectives. One is a structural approach, as seen in The Good Paper, where
Rienecker et al. (2013) define a good academic paper as one that follows a clear structure,
uses sources effectively, employs precise academic language, and builds strong reasoning.
Johnson’s (2016) checklist for academic writing in Academic Writing: Process and
Product aligns with that idea, but it also highlights the importance of originality of ideas,
clarity and conciseness of sentences, logical paragraphing, strategic word choice, clear
headings, correct referencing, overall fluency, and polished form. Combined together, they
show that effective academic writing is both a matter of structure and substance.

But for multilingual writers like me, producing such writing involves an extra layer
of complexity. While writing in English, I am not simply making choices about structure,
clarity, or word precision. I am doing so in a language that is not my first, while carrying
with me the habits, and rhetorical preferences of my other languages. In my early rhetoric

and composition classes, my drafts often came back covered in comments saying that I



12

was overusing ing-clauses and adding too many commas, which made it more difficult to
understand. Like Canagarajah (2002), who found that his Sri Lankan rhetorical training
clashed with North American expectations for explicit signposting and concise prose, I had
to relearn how to shape my arguments for a new audience - one that valued conciseness,
transparency, and an explicit guiding writing over syntactic complexity.

Drawing on Bakhtin, Hall (2008) argues that all acts of writing are inherently
dialogic, situated within an ongoing web of prior texts, cultural norms, and anticipated
responses. From this perspective, my English academic writing is not a solitary act of self-
expression but the outcome of continuous negotiation between the traditions of my first
languages and those of English academic discourse. Bakhtin’s concept of the contact zone
defines this space of negotiation - a place where languages, voices, and cultural logics
intersect, sometimes clash, and often blend into hybrid forms (Hall, 2008).

However, as Canagarajah (1999) notes, such negotiation often brings with it the
pressure to adapt to dominant academic norms in order to be recognized as legitimate
participants in scholarly discourse. This adaptation is rarely seamless; multilingual writers
may experience uncertainty about stylistic choices, difficulty with aligning their rhetorical
preferences with disciplinary expectations, and moments of identity tension when their
own voice feels constrained or reshaped to fit established standards (Canagarajah, 2004;
Cheng et al., 2025; Curry & Lillis, 2022). This is particularly true in the Kazakhstani
context, where a study of graduate students in the EMI university revealed that writing in
English is one of the biggest challenges for them (Tajik et al., 2024). Moreover,
postgraduate students’ prior writing experiences in Russian and Kazakh can hinder their
writing as they have to adapt to academic English conventions, which aligns with
Canagarajah’s findings (2004). This struggle is not simply about language proficiency but

about positioning oneself within and sometimes against the hierarchical power structures
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of academic publishing, where the norms of good writing are often implicitly defined by
Anglophone traditions (Canagarajah, 2004).

Thus, writing by multilinguals in EMI contexts is a complex process of adapting
and negotiating. And feedback acts as a bridge in this process, connecting writers’ current
practices to the expectations of their academic communities.

Making Sense of Feedback in L2 Writing

In academic settings, feedback is commonly understood as information provided to
learners about their performance with the aim of improving future work (Boud & Molloy,
2013; Scott, 2014). In hindsight, what I had known as feedback from school was exactly
what Boud and Molloy (2013) call “telling”: a one-way delivery of corrections with the
assumption that acting on them would inevitably lead to improvement. It relied on the
belief that the change was a simple matter of compliance. From a feedback literacy
perspective, Carless and Boud (2018) expand the definition to include not only the
information given but also the learner’s ability to understand, process, and use feedback
productively. In this view, feedback is less about a one-way transmission of comments and
more about equipping students with the capacity to engage critically with those comments
and apply them to future tasks. However, this remains a largely skill-oriented perspective
that focuses primarily on instructor’s intention and design of feedback, with less attention
to how it is experienced and taken up by students.

Scholars agree that feedback in L2 academic writing is most effective when
approached as a socially mediated and dialogic process, where teachers and students
collaboratively negotiate meaning to develop disciplinary understandings, and refine
writing strategies (Cheng et al., 2025; Shin et al., 2018; Turner, 2023; Xu et al., 2024;

Zhang, 2025).
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Cheng et al.’s (2025) mixed-method investigation of L2 postgraduate students in
central China reveals that feedback engagement is an active, self-directed process rather
than a passive reception of supervisor comments. Students approached feedback as a tool
to “diagnose their gaps in knowledge, bridge known gaps, and enrich their preexisting
knowledge of academic writing” (Cheng et al., 2025, p. 20). Feedback framed in directive
or referential ways was usually acted upon fully, reflecting the influence of Confucian
traditions that place high value on teacher authority. In contrast, advisory feedback was
often treated as open to negotiation, suggesting that the autonomy, critical thinking, and
self-regulatory skills fostered in postgraduate study sometimes outweighed cultural
expectations, which lead students to selectively incorporate suggestions in line with their
own academic perspectives.

Similarly, Turner’s (2023) study of L2 learners in an introductory literature course
at a Swedish university shows that feedback operates as a socially mediated, dialogic
process shaped by multiple intersecting factors, including prior educational experience,
personality, and institutional context. While students who valued disciplinary knowledge
were more receptive to related feedback, many still prioritised grammar, mechanics, and
generic academic writing elements despite teachers’ greater emphasis on higher-order
concerns. Turner (2023) also identified a difference in how students perceived peer and
teacher feedback: peer comments were valued for offering alternative viewpoints, whereas
teacher feedback was sometimes filtered through perceptions of authority or assessment
stakes, subtly altering the depth of engagement.

The studies also indicate that feedback does not need to originate solely from
teachers to be dialogic or to enable negotiation of meaning. Xu et al. (2024) explored three
interconnected feedback types, such as self-evaluation, peer feedback provision, and peer

discussion, in an postgraduate L2 academic writing course in China. Their findings show
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that self-evaluation encourages learners to critically analyse their own work, diagnose
weaknesses, and plan targeted follow-up actions, while providing peer feedback fostered
comparative reflection, enabling students to draw on others’ strengths to address their own
gaps. Peer discussions further extended this dialogic engagement, allowing negotiation of
interpretations, co-construction of solutions, and mutual scaffolding. Together, these
practices created an iterative, socially mediated feedback cycle that integrated cognitive,
behavioural, and affective engagement, showing that feedback processes can be
collaborative and multidirectional rather than unidirectional transmissions from expert to
novice.

Shin et al.’s (2018) study of English major students at a university in Northern
Taiwan links feedback engagement to motivational and affective factors. They found that
intrinsic motivation (IM), not extrinsic motivation (EM), was a significant predictor of
students’ self-evaluative judgments of both teacher and peer feedback, with stronger
effects for teacher feedback. Students high in IM viewed feedback, especially from
authoritative sources, as an opportunity to enhance their skills and fulfil academic goals,
whereas those driven by EM were less inclined to engage deeply once external rewards or
grades were secured. Writing anxiety also shaped feedback use: students with test anxiety
or fear of making mistakes valued teacher feedback for its perceived credibility but often
hesitated to seek it proactively in high-stakes contexts, turning instead to peers who
offered empathetic and less judgmental support.

However, not all types of feedback are equally likely to foster productive
engagement. Zhang’s (2025) doctoral research, which examined L2 students in a U.S.
university writing course and their interactions with feedback from two professors,
demonstrates that learners’ language proficiency plays a decisive role in how feedback is

negotiated and applied. In this study, both instructors primarily used coded feedback,
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marking students’ errors with symbols and indicating the need for correction without
offering direct fixes. They intentionally avoided giving full corrections or detailed
explanations, aiming to push students toward deeper reflection and independent problem-
solving rather than simple error correction. As a result, higher-proficiency students were
more likely to engage critically with the feedback by questioning, reinterpreting, or
selectively incorporating suggestions. In contrast, lower-proficiency learners tended to
accept feedback more unquestioningly, focusing on surface-level fixes rather than
rhetorical or structural improvements. This suggests that productive engagement depends
on learner language proficiency level and on the feedback’s alignment with students’
needs.

These studies show that while feedback in L2 academic writing can function as a
socially mediated, dialogic process, its ability to foster meaningful engagement depends on
how it is framed, the learner’s proficiency level, and the match between feedback type and

students’ needs.

Academic Discourse Socialization

Guo, one of the main participants in Zhang’s (2025) study, was a lower-proficiency
L2 student in a U.S. university first-year writing course. At the beginning of the semester,
she often avoided engaging with coded feedback from her professors, because its volume
felt overwhelming for her and she treated it as a personal critique. Over time, however, as
she became more familiar with academic writing norms and expectations, she began to see
feedback as guidance and approach feedback more actively. This transformation illustrates
how feedback can serve as a bridge into the discourse practices of higher education.

This process aligns closely with what many scholars describe as Academic
Discourse Socialization (ADS). According to Duff (2010), ADS is the gradual induction of

learners into the language, practices, and epistemologies of their academic communities
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through sustained interaction and guidance. Just as with learning academic writing,
integration into academic discourse for those whose first language is not English, is not as
easy. Phyo et al. (2025) investigated the experiences of 255 international doctoral students
in Hungary, representing 49 countries, 48 first languages, and 65 academic programs.
Through interviews with 18 doctoral students, their findings reveal that during the early
stages of academic socialization, L2 students often encountered a mismatch between their
expectations and the demands of academic writing and research methodology. These
mismatches created doubts about their preparedness for graduate study, particularly in
navigating the transition from general English proficiency to the more specialized demands
of English for Academic Writing and discipline-specific research practices. Despite these
challenges, the study documented students’ successful ADS. A key factor contributing to
this success was their consistent commitment to writing practice and their deliberate
efforts to align their texts with disciplinary norms. Rather than remaining on the periphery,
students actively worked to integrate into their academic communities by internalizing and
enacting field-specific discourse practices.

ADS also involves internalizing the values and norms of the academic community.
Godfrey (2015), in her doctoral dissertation, examined the ADS of nonnative English
students in an introductory writing course, focusing on both student experiences and
instructor practices. Her analysis revealed how classroom activities simultaneously
targeted micro-level writing skills and embedded macro-level societal norms. In this way,
students not only learned to produce academically valued texts but were also socialized
into the broader roles and expectations of being good students and legitimate members of
higher education communities.

But ADS is not only limited to higher education. Alexander (2025) explored ADS

in the context of Chinese students attending British Columbia offshore schools (BCOS) in
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China and found that ADS is deeply connected to how students construct and negotiate
their identities. For example, Bai, one of the participants, frequently used plural pronouns

2 ¢

(“we,” “us”) to signal her sense of belonging within an academic community, positioning
herself as part of the academic discourse. Both Bai and another participant, Chan
internalized practices such as academic referencing and project-based assessments, treating
them as symbolic markers of legitimate educational identity that differentiated them from
peers in the local Chinese system.

To conclude, these studies show that ADS is not a one-time achievement but an
evolving process. Students start by feeling like outsiders, who are overwhelmed, uncertain,
or even resistant. Through sustained practice and interaction, however, they gradually
inhabit new identities, adopting the values and discourses that mark full participation in
academic communities. ADS, then, is best understood as an ongoing negotiation between
texts, people, and selves.

Feedback as a Tool for ADS

Across different contexts, research has shown that feedback plays a pivotal role in
ADS, shaping how students not only improve their writing but also internalize disciplinary
language, values, and ways of thinking (Anderson, 2021; Kim, 2018; Li & Han, 2023;
Okuda & Anderson, 2018; Sung, 2023; Yang, 2021).

For a particular group of students, specifically doctoral and graduate students,
feedback is central to their academic and professional socialization (Anderson, 2021; Kim,
2018; Li & Han, 2023; Okuda & Anderson, 2018). As Anderson’s (2021) 16-month
longitudinal case study of seven Chinese PhD students in an Australian university
demonstrates, the stakes of feedback are heightened in doctoral programs, where writing is
deeply connected to research productivity and future career prospects. For most of

Anderson’s (2021) participants, detailed and even critical feedback from supervisors was
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interpreted as a sign of investment and care, positioning them as legitimate emerging
scholars in their disciplines. Supervisors, whose reputations are often tied to their students’
work, acted not only as instructors but also as de-facto co-authors or copy editors, ensuring
that students’ texts met publishable standards. However, the case of Sissy, one of the
participants, revealed how negative appraisals, when internalized as personal criticism
rather than developmental guidance, could hinder both academic and social integration.
Feeling misunderstood and marginalized because of her perceived remedial English skills,
Sissy withdrew from departmental social life. This case demonstrates how the effects of
feedback extend beyond academic writing, shaping students’ sense of belonging and
participation in the wider academic community.

Li and Han’s (2023) study further highlights the identity-mediating role of
feedback by examining how Chinese international postgraduate students in the UK
interpreted their tutors’ comments. Their findings show that feedback not only guided
textual revision but also positioned students into particular roles: sometimes as illegitimate
writers, sometimes as peripheral members, and at other times as legitimate, emerging
contributors. For instance, feedback that focused narrowly on linguistic errors tended to
marginalize students, reinforcing deficit views of L2 writers. By contrast, comments that
engaged with content and intellectual contribution enabled students to imagine themselves
as part of their disciplinary community. It is important to note that students did not always
accept feedback passively; they negotiated, resisted, and sometimes re-aligned tutor
comments with their own goals. Sue, one of the participants, used her agency to navigate
contradictory voices and assert ownership over her writing, whereas Chloe’s resistance left
her with a fragmented sense of identity, balancing knowledge contribution with reliance on

external proofreading. This tension underscores how the effectiveness of feedback lies less
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in its form (oral or written) than in its perceived relevance, fairness, and alignment with
disciplinary expectations.

While supervisors often serve as the primary gatekeepers of feedback in graduate
education, research also highlights that students encounter feedback in other institutional
spaces such as writing centers. Okuda and Anderson’s (2018) study of three Chinese
graduate students at a Canadian university shows how writing centers function as
alternative but contested sites of ADS. The study illustrates that the feedback (even when
misaligned with students’ needs) shaped students’ socialization and identities. Blenda, for
instance, managed to redirect her tutor’s approach and co-construct new practices that
better addressed her writing concerns, positioning herself as an active agent in the
feedback process. By contrast, Lily and Sissy’s experiences showed how inadequate
feedback could amplify feelings of marginalization and self-doubt. These cases highlight
that writing centers, while not always designed with L2 graduate students in mind,
nevertheless become important feedback sites that can either enable or hinder academic
identity formation.

Sung’s (2023) qualitative study of L2 postgraduate students at an English-medium
university in Hong Kong adds an important perspective by focusing on agency in
feedback-seeking. Drawing from two contrastive case studies, Sung identifies two forms of
agency in feedback practices: proactive (actively seeking and mobilizing resources) and
reactive (responding passively to feedback received). These forms of agency are not static
but shift depending on students’ academic goals, their perceptions of feedback affordances,
and their ability to recognize potential socializing agents in their environment. Sung’s
(2023) study is also one of the few that explicitly highlights the role of language
ideologies. Drawing on Bourdieu (1991), the author argues that students’ language

ideologies, particularly beliefs about native-speaker norms, mediate how they interpret
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feedback and from whom they consider it valuable. These ideologies directly influence not
only their academic writing goals but also their willingness to approach certain socializing
agents for feedback. Thus, feedback-seeking is not just a matter of individual motivation,
but also of how students’ habitus (shaped by past academic experiences), forms of capital
(social, cultural, linguistic), and ideological orientations interact with contextual
affordances and constraints.

Yang’s (2021) case study of a Chinese doctoral student at a U.S. university further
demonstrates that feedback only becomes transformative when accompanied by reflective
engagement. Adopting a longitudinal lens, Yang (2021) traced how PhD students
interacted with feedback across different stages of their academic journey. The study
shows that they digested supervisor comments through three stages: reflection-on-
feedback, reflection-in-feedback, and reflection-for-feedback at different points in the
writing process. Yang’s work highlights that reflective practice is not an optional add-on
but an indispensable mechanism through which feedback translates into sustained
development in both writing and academic socialization.

When it comes to Kazakhstani context, similar findings appear in Goodman and
Montgomery’s (2020) study, which highlights the role of instructor and peer interaction in
students’ socialization to genre knowledge. The appropriate mediation and scaffolding or
metadiscursive support (Duff, 2010) provided through feedback and rubrics was so
valuable that students not only came to expect such guidance but also actively requested it.
Over time, they applied the strategies of explicit communication developed through these
exchanges. This process fostered an awareness of differing writing conventions and a
capacity to make deliberate rhetorical choices across languages, genres, and contexts.

Overall, it is evident that feedback’s impact depends on context, delivery,

interpretation, and the identities at stake. Constructive, dialogic, and reflective feedback
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can act as a powerful tool of academic socialization, while narrow or deficit-oriented

feedback risks marginalizing students and undermining their confidence.

Integrating Discourse, Positioning, and Ideology

While writing, students also engage in ongoing processes of identity negotiation
and learn who they can be as writers within the academic community (Ivanic, 1998). In
this study, identity is understood in terms of positioning, drawing on positioning theory, as
a dynamic and interactional process that emerges through discourse and social interaction
(Harré & van Langenhove, 1999). Positioning theory emphasizes that identities are
continuously constructed through discursive acts within specific social contexts, where
participants take up, resist, or negotiate positions shaped by underlying norms, rights, and
expectations (Felix & Ali, 2023). By understanding identity as positioning, it becomes
possible to analyze how feedback shapes how students see themselves as legitimate (or
illegitimate) participants in academic discourse. This is especially relevant in EMI
contexts, where language ideologies, moral orders, and power relations influence how
these positions are transformed over time, because discursive interactions continuously
construct and constrain participants’ roles and identities (Kayi-Aydar & Steadman, 2021).

Nexus analysis, developed by Scollon and Scollon (2004), is a useful framework
for studying feedback and ADS, because it studies how actions are shaped by the
intersection of discourses, social practices, and histories. As Hult (2019) argues, such an
approach is necessary for understanding complex language phenomena, as it allows
researchers to move beyond isolated levels of analysis and trace the dynamic relationships
between them. It emphasizes that any single communicative act, in this case, receiving or
responding to feedback, is not isolated, but situated at the nexus of practice, where

multiple social, cultural, and ideological forces intersect (Figure 1).
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Figure 1
Nexus Analysis by Scollon and Scollon (2004)
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The first is discourses in place, which refers to the circulating beliefs, ideologies,
and norms that shape the meaning of any act (Scollon & Scollon, 2004). For instance, in
academic writing contexts, institutional discourses, such as English-only policies or the
valorization of native-speaker expertise, frame how students perceive feedback and whose
authority they consider legitimate. The second component, the interaction order, focuses
on the immediate social relationships and roles enacted in interaction. Feedback exchanges
are never neutral; they involve hierarchies between professors and students, the positioning
of the student as either a novice or a competent participant. Finally, the historical body
emphasizes that each participant brings with them a unique set of past experiences,
embodied habits, and language histories (Scollon & Scollon, 2004). A student’s prior

schooling, cultural identity, or previous encounters with authority figures all shape how
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feedback is interpreted. Together, these three components provide a powerful lens for
examining feedback as a socially mediated and ideologically charged process.

Providing and receiving feedback might seem like a straightforward academic
practice, but in reality, it is deeply embedded in larger contexts. Nevertheless, much of the
existing literature has tended to focus more on the comments themselves or on how
students revise their texts afterwards (Cheng et al., 2025; Shin et al., 2018; Turner, 2023;
Xu et al., 2024; Zhang, 2025). What often gets overlooked is how students’ choices,
ideologies, and positioning within institutional discourses mediate the entire process. This
creates a gap in our understanding of feedback. To fully understand the role of feedback in
academic discourse socialization, we need to look beyond surface-level revisions and see
how feedback is negotiated, interpreted, and sometimes even resisted taking into account
wider ideological contexts.

No research has yet combined ADS with nexus analysis to investigate feedback
practices. Bringing these perspectives together makes it possible to see how feedback
operates as a site of language socialization and ideological negotiation. Autoethnography
further complements these frameworks by situating me, the researcher, as both participant
and observer, allowing an insider view of how feedback is experienced, interpreted, and
enacted over time.

These approaches will help move beyond one-dimensional views of feedback to
reveal how it functions as a negotiated process. This framework not only fills the
conceptual gaps identified in this chapter but also provides a methodological way for

examining how multilingual writers negotiate feedback in English-medium contexts.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

This autoethnographic study aims to explore how feedback shaped the way |
engaged with dominant language ideologies as a multilingual undergraduate student in an
EMI university and how my academic discourse socialization unfolded as a result of that.
This chapter outlines the methodological choices that guided the study. In particular, I
explain the rationale behind choosing autoethnography and nexus analysis as research
design, discuss my positionality as a researcher-participant, and provide information about
data collection and analysis procedures that were taken to examine my experiences. This
chapter also addresses ethical considerations and the strategies used to ensure the

trustworthiness of the study.

Research Design
Autoethnography as Method

This study employed a qualitative design, as it focuses on people’s lived
experiences and the meanings they attribute to the events in their lives (Merriam & Tisdell,
2016). In particular, the study traced my own lived experiences as I navigated academic
discourse socialization, using an autoethnographic approach that aims to “translate the
personal into the social science research realm” (Marx et al., 2017, p. 2).

Canagarajah (2012) provides a helpful way to define autoethnography through
three components that constitute the term: auto, ethno, and graphy. First of all,
autoethnography centers the self as a site of inquiry (Marx et al., 2017) to share stories that
“have been shrouded in secrecy—hidden or silenced stories that may shame others into
acknowledging truths we haven’t dared to tell” (Bochner, 2017, p. 71). This makes it a
powerful tool for bringing forward stories of hardship, inequity, and marginalization that
typically remain unspoken. Additionally, by allowing researchers to narrate their own

experiences, autoethnography opens access to rich, firsthand data (Canagarajah, 2012).
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Traditional methods often position the researcher as an outsider who observes, questions,
and analyzes participants in order to make conclusions about what is happening. In
contrast, autoethnography allows the researcher to speak from within the experience itself.
By revisiting my own journey, I can offer deeper and more vulnerable reflections that
would be difficult to obtain if I were studying others from a distance. To illustrate that,
here is an excerpt from my literacy biography that was written during my undergraduate
studies:

Our topics for essays (although I was introduced to the word "essay" only in the

seventh grade for the first time) were repeated each year, and we usually wrote

compositions like "How I spent my summer," "Why I love my Motherland" and so
on. As a result, I couldn't master writing skills in Kazakh no matter how much time

I dedicated to memorization. My grandmother, who was fluent in Kazakh, would

wonder how come her granddaughter was so bad in Kazakh. It was one of the few

problematic subjects I had as I frequently failed the dictations due to not knowing
where to put a proper coma even though I knew the rules. It was the end of the
world for a ten-year-old me because my teachers shamed me for failing in my
native language. As a result, I concluded that I wasn't good at writing because my
works were highly criticized in terms of grammar.

This depth of emotional detail proves the value of positioning myself as a research
site and allows me to provide vulnerable and critical insight that a conversation could
never achieve.

Secondly, the ethno places personal experiences within a broader cultural
framework (Canagarajah, 2012). It is important to note that autoethnography is not just
telling a personal story of a researcher. It works to “reposition and resituate unheard

voices” so that lived experiences can be understood within their sociocultural contexts
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(Marx et al., 2017, p. 2). By situating the experiences of socially marginalized people
within academic discourse, autoethnography becomes a valuable tool for examining how
power and privilege operate in socio-personal lives (Marx et al., 2017). Following this
vein, my study analyzed the ways my own experiences with feedback and academic
discourse socialization were shaped by broader language ideologies and institutional
expectations. In particular, analyzing the strategic plans that demonstrates the university’s
determination to “compete internationally” and “achieve global recognition” provided
context for my decision to, for example, choose a native speaker for a writing-intensive
course. That helped frame pressure to master English is not just personal, but an
institutional desire.

Finally, the graphy refers to the act of writing and representing experience
(Canagarajah, 2012). This involves writing a narrative that is both evocative and
analytical, balancing storytelling with theoretical knowledge. As Bochner (2017)
describes, autoethnographic writing is an ongoing dialogue with the self: the researcher
listens closely to their own words, comments on what they hear, and continues the
conversation by interpreting, reinterpreting, and discovering aspects of the self that were
previously hidden. This process involves being one’s “own worst critic—picking at scabs,
exposing warts, vacillating between angst and anger, striving for an acute self-
consciousness and a shameless subjectivity” (Bochner, 2017, p. 72).

These three elements position autoethnography as a methodological approach that
foregrounds lived experience while interrogating the cultural forces that shape it
(Canagarajah, 2012). This study drew on that approach to explore how feedback shaped
my engagement with dominant language ideologies and how my academic discourse

socialization took place in the EMI university context.
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Nexus Analysis

As introduced earlier, nexus analysis framework was used to help situate my
personal experience within broader contexts. Even though nexus analysis has not been
used extensively in autoethnographical studies, it could be particularly useful in directing
attention not only to individual experiences but also to the discourse, power, and practice
that give those experiences meaning.

Drawing on three key components of nexus analysis (historical body, interaction
order, and discourses in place) as well as its focus on social action as the unit of analysis,
this study aims to understand how my experiences with feedback and academic discourse
socialization unfolded over time.

The historical body was examined through my prior experiences with language
learning and earlier encounters with feedback. Particular attention was given how these
embodied experiences shaped my responses to feedback, my positioning as a writer and
student, and, as a result, my sense of legitimacy. As mentioned before, discourses in place
refer to ideological and institutional norms that define what is considered as acceptable
academic writing. In this particular study, it explored dominant ideologies such as
monolingual ideology and ideology of correctness. The interaction order was examined
through how feedback positioned me within instructor-student relationships over time.
Positioning, defined as the discursive assignment of roles and expectations in interaction
(Felix & Ali, 2023), initially positioned me as a passive recipient of evaluation, but later
enabled a shift toward a more agentive role where I could interpret and negotiate feedback.
By bringing these dimensions into relation, the study traced how feedback operates as a

nexus of practice, where identity, positioning, and meaning are continuously transformed.
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According to Scollon and Scollon (2004), there are three theoretical stages of a

nexus analysis. The first, engaging the nexus of practice, requires the researcher to identify

key moments of mediated action and to locate themselves within a particular zone of

identification in relation to those practices. Second, navigating the nexus of practice

involves identifying the key patterns of meaning that move through the practice. These

patterns emerged inductively through repeated engagement with my reflections, feedback

comments, and drafts. Initial coding focused on identifying recurring themes in how

feedback was experienced, such as feelings of evaluation, uncertainty, or agency. These

patterns were then refined by relating them to the three dimensions of nexus analysis

(Table 1). At last, these patterns were traced across multiple moments and data sources to

examine how they evolved over time and across different contexts.

Table 1

Examples of Data Analysis

Initial coding NA lens Data Source Quote from the  Interpretation
document
Feedback = Pre-nexus Reflections “I fixated on Positioning as a
judgement tied  Historical about school what had gone ~ passive
to grades body years wrong... recipient
numbers had
always
measured my
worth”
Full Interaction Reflections “T accepted all Hierarchical
compliance order about suggestions positioning
with feedback undergraduate  because between
years instructor instructor and I
knows best”
Education Discourses in ~ Development “School as a Academic
linked to a place Strategy 2030  means to enter  success framed
national top 30 most as contributing
progress developed to national
countries” competitiveness
and global

positioning
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Third, in the stage of changing the nexus of practice, the analysis moves to
proposing new ways of understanding the feedback practice. Further, I elaborate on each
stage and outline how it guided the analytical process in this study.

Engaging the Nexus of Practice

Research Site. In this study, the research site was an EMI university in
Kazakhstan, where I completed both my undergraduate and graduate studies. The
university places a strong emphasis on internationalization, which is reflected in its
predominantly international faculty and the use of English as the primary language of
instruction and communication. All undergraduate students are required to complete a
sequence of academic writing courses, such as a first-year English rhetoric and
composition course and a second-year English writing and composition course. In
addition, the university offers support through the Writing Center, where students can seek
guidance on their writing and receive feedback outside the classroom. My experience is
grounded in my participation in a writing tutor preparation course, designed to train
students to support peers’ writing.

Three Nexuses. In this study, I focused on three nexuses of practice that shaped my

academic journey (Figure 2).
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Figure 2

Timeline of Three Nexuses
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The first nexus, which I refer to as the pre-nexus, was situated in my early high
school years. This stage demonstrates my initial experiences with English, evaluation, and
authority, where my early beliefs about correctness, legitimacy, and “good writing” began
to form. These experiences became part of my historical body, shaping how I later
interpreted feedback and positioned myself as a learner.

The second nexus was situated in my undergraduate years (2020-2024),
specifically in the writing tutor preparation course during spring semester in my
sophomore year. By looking closely at the kinds of feedback I received, how those
interactions took place, and what kinds of discourses about language and writing were
circulating in the program at the time, I can better understand how these early encounters
with feedback shaped my ADS, influenced how I engaged with academic writing, and
positioned myself within the academic discourse. It was a space where I began forming
ideas about what “good writing” was supposed to look like and where I first experienced

the tensions of being a multilingual writer in an EMI context.
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The third nexus came from my graduate studies (2024-2025). Returning to familiar

practices, such as receiving feedback, positioning myself in academic communities, and

navigating language expectations, allowed me to recognize how much my earlier

experiences continued to shape me. By examining this second nexus, I could see more

clearly what carried over from my undergraduate years, what changed, and how my

historical body as a multilingual student evolved over time.

Navigating the Nexus of Practice. Once the key nexuses were identified, the next

step was to navigate them by tracing the patterns. To do this, I collected different types of

data for each element of nexus analysis, which I summarized in Table 2.

Table 2

Data Sources

Nexus Element Documents
Pre-Nexus Historical Personal reflections about my background
(2007-2020) Body
Interaction Personal reflections of feedback encounters
Order

Nexus 1 (2020-

2024)

Nexus 2 (2024-

2025)

Discourses in
Place

Historical

Body

Interaction
Order

Discourses in
Place

Historical
Body

Interaction
Order

School’s Development Strategy 2030

Personal reflections about my experiences
Essay assignments from first year writing class
and writing tutor preparation class

Personal reflections about feedback encounters
Comments received during writing tutor

preparation class

University’s Strategic Plan
Writing Tutor Preparation Handbook

Personal reflections about my experiences
Essay assignments from EAP class

Personal reflections about feedback encounters
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Comments received during writing tutor
preparation class

Discourses in Program webpage
Place Course syllabus

Afterwards, I traced how these nexuses shifted over time and what changes
occurred between them. To understand my historical body, I analyzed my earlier writing
drafts, reflective journals, and feedback encounters across different stages of my
education. In particular, I focused on moments where my positioning as a writer became
visible. For instance, in early undergraduate drafts where I relied heavily on formal,
impersonal language and avoided making strong claims, reflecting an internalized belief
that academic writing required distance and correctness. Likewise, reflective journals
revealed how I often interpreted feedback primarily as correction, rather than as an
invitation for dialogue, which further reinforced a sense of myself as a deficient language
user. By identifying such recurring patterns across data sources, I traced how these
experiences become part of my historical body and continued to influence my engagement
with feedback in later contexts.

To analyze the discourses in place, I examined institutional documents, course
materials, and feedback comments to identify the dominant ideologies shaping
expectations of academic writing. For example, in my undergraduate courses, feedback
often emphasized the use of formal vocabulary and avoidance of “informal” expressions,
reflecting a broader ideology of correctness and alignment with standardized academic
English. In addition, institutional materials promoting EMI and internationalization
highlighted the implicit privileging of English as the primary language of academic
legitimacy. By tracing these patterns across data sources, I explored how monolingual
ideologies and expectations of native-like proficiency shaped my understanding of what

counted as “good” writing and legitimate participation in academic discourse.
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To analyze the interaction order, I drew on Duff’s (2010) discussion of how
students learn to participate in academic communities by negotiating roles, power
relations, and expectations through interaction. For example, in my undergraduate
experience, feedback comments such as “You do a nice job addressing the topic... the
conclusion could be stronger” position the instructor as an authority who evaluates and
directs improvement, while positioning me as a learner expected to revise accordingly.
Despite the supportive tone, the interaction order remained largely hierarchical, limiting
opportunities for dialogue.

In contrast, in my graduate studies, the interaction order shifted. For instance, when
I included metacommentary in my drafts (e.g., “l am not sure if this paragraph is
relevant”), I actively invited feedback and positioned myself as a participant in the
interaction rather than simply a recipient. These examples showed how interaction order
can change over time, shaping my positioning and sense of legitimacy.

Changing the Nexus. By pinpointing the tensions that appeared between them, I
further proposed suggestions for enhancing feedback practices and better supporting
multilingual students’ academic socialization. Engaging with these tensions allowed me to
reconsider feedback in a different way, which will further be elaborate more in the fifth
chapter. What is more, the process of changing the nexus of practice also occurs through
delivering these insights, publishing the work, and sharing it with educators and
researchers, where these new understandings can begin to influence practice.
Positionality

As the researcher and the primary participant in this autoethnographic study, my
positionality is at the center of the research process. I approach this work as a multilingual

writer who has navigated an English-medium university both as an undergraduate and later
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as a graduate student. These experiences shape the way I interpret feedback, understand
language ideologies, and make sense of academic discourse socialization.

While some might suggest that this insider perspective could introduce subjectivity,
I draw on the view that qualitative researchers are inherently part of the material—
discursive apparatus that produces knowledge (Riedler & Eryaman, 2025). From this
perspective, subjectivity is not a limitation to be eliminated but a productive resource that
shapes the insights I am able to generate. Hence, I understand my positionality plays an
important role in uncovering multilingual writers’ experiences. Nevertheless, instead of
striving for traditional neutrality, I embrace reflexivity and transparency, and acknowledge
that my interpretations emerge from a complex relationship between personal experience,
institutional discourses, and methodological frameworks.

This insider perspective allows me to access memories, emotions, and ways of
making meaning that might remain hidden to an outside observer. At the same time, I am
aware that my interpretations are shaped by my current identity of an experienced
academic writer. Because of this, I try to reflect continuously on how my background,
assumptions, and goals influence both the stories I tell and the ways I analyze them. In this
process, I see myself not as a detached observer but as an active participant in creating

knowledge.

Ethical Considerations

Although this research focuses on my own experiences, I took all measures to
ensure the privacy and confidentiality of others who appear in my story. I do not use the
real names of institutions, courses, or assignments, and I refer to professors and instructors
using pseudonyms, describing them only in general terms such as whether English is their
first or additional language. While I work with the original feedback materials during my

analysis, these are securely stored and anonymized before any reporting. All identifying
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details, like names, signatures, or references to specific practices, are removed. In sharing
my journey, | focus only on the parts of feedback and experience that are relevant to my
research questions, aiming to tell my story honestly while respecting the privacy and

dignity of those around me.
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Chapter 4: Findings

This chapter focuses on feedback as a key process of ADS. Through feedback
interactions, students learn what counts as good writing, how knowledge should be
presented, and how they are expected to position themselves as academic writers.
Therefore, in this chapter, I present the analysis of how feedback interactions shaped my
positioning within dominant language ideologies as a multilingual student and how my
academic discourse socialization unfolded across time. In doing so, it will address the
following research questions:

1. How did my historical body, especially my embodied experiences of
multilingualism, change over time?

2. How did the interaction order, particularly the positioning between me and
my instructors during feedback interactions, change over time?

3. How did the discourses in place, such as language ideologies about
correctness change over time?

Drawing on nexus analysis, I examine three key nexuses in my educational
trajectory: my high school, undergraduate and my graduate studies. Within each nexus, I
analyze how my historical body, interaction order, and discourses in place intersect in
feedback interactions. Tracing the changes across these three dimensions will show how
feedback moments functioned as sites of academic discourse socialization and how my
positioning as a multilingual writer was negotiated over time.

Opening Space for Possibility

To illustrate how feedback interactions operate as sites of ADS, I begin with a key
moment from my undergraduate experience during a writing tutor preparation course that I
took in my later years at an EMI university. As part of this course, I was required to

produce a literature review, which was one of the first extended academic genres I had to
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engage with at this level and to discuss my writing with the instructor during office hours.
I fully trusted the instructor not only due to their teaching expertise and educational
background, but also because they were from North America and a native speaker of
English, which I associated with greater authority in academic writing. That was because I
approached academic writing with a lot of uncertainty, particularly regarding whether my
language and style were “academic enough.”

During one of these consultations, I suggested an idea that felt risky to me: opening
my literature review and all subsections with quotes from literary works to reflect my
identity as a literature student and to make the text feel more meaningful to me, even
though I knew it might not fully fit traditional academic expectations. While I was voicing
this idea, I anticipated rejection. I expected the instructor to correct me, to explain why
such an approach would be inappropriate, or to redirect me toward a more conventional
structure that was common in social science. In my understanding at the time, academic
writing required adherence to established norms, and creativity, particularly literary or
stylistic experimentation, seemed out of place within research writing.

Instead, the instructor responded with a simple question: “Why not?”

This response was unexpected. It did not provide correction, nor did it impose a
rule. Instead, it shifted the interaction from evaluation to possibility. The question
positioned me not as a student seeking approval, but as a writer capable of making
informed choices about my text. The instructor further emphasized that, as this was the
first draft, experimentation was acceptable, which reduced the perceived risk of deviating
from convention and created space for me to reconsider my assumptions about academic
writing.

Following this interaction, my approach to writing began to change. I allowed

myself to move away from the “safe” strategies I had previously relied on, such as
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overusing formal vocabulary or strictly adhering to rigid structures. I experimented with
tone, incorporated literary elements such as epigraphs, and drew more freely on my
multilingual and literary background. When these choices were later met with generally
positive feedback and were not rejected as inappropriate, it challenged my earlier beliefs
about academic writing and helped me see it as a flexible, context-dependent practice that
can include voice and creativity.

This moment serves as an entry point for the chapter. In what follows, I trace how
my historical body, discourses in place, and interaction orders before and after this pivotal

moment shaped both my expectations of feedback and my ADS.

Pre-Nexus: Where It All Began

To explain the significance of this feedback moment, I first trace the pre-nexus
conditions that shaped my expectations. Focusing on my childhood and high school
experiences (2007-2020), I examine how dominant language ideologies were internalized
and became part of my historical body, influencing how I later engaged with feedback.
Historical Body: How I Learned to be “Good” at English

To understand how my historical body, as a set of discursive experiences, shaped
my engagement with writing and feedback, I trace my development through journal entries
about my experiences in high school. Given that my formal education took place in
English-medium contexts, particular attention is paid to how my experiences of learning
and using English shaped my ideologies about writing, legitimacy, and academic success,
as well as how these experiences continued to influence my writing practices.

Performative Legitimacy. Across my journal entries, English was constructed not
just as a medium of communication but as a resource through which I produced,

performed, and negotiated legitimacy as a non-native English speaker. However, this
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legitimacy was fragile, shifting across contexts and dependent on who had the authority to
evaluate it.

My earliest understanding of English was shaped by family beliefs about education
and success. In my journal, I described how my grandmother, who dedicated her life to
education, passed on to my mother the conviction that speaking English fluently was
essential for achieving success. As a result, I grew up constantly hearing the phrase, “if
you know English, you will always find ways to succeed.” Even before I encountered
English as a language, I had already internalized what it symbolized. As I reflected, “I
could even say that I knew the word ‘anrnmiickuii’ (English) long before I actually heard
the language itself.”

In this early stage, English was treated as a pathway to mobility and was, therefore,
positioned as symbolic capital within my family’s value system. This was reinforced by
the material sacrifices linked to language learning. I reflected that “I clearly remember
how much it cost my parents” as English tutoring required financial commitment from my
family. As a result, the language was treated as a long-term investment that would
eventually justify the resources devoted to it.

Moreover, within my non-English-speaking family context, English also operated
symbolically. When relatives would ask me to “tell [them] something in English,” the
request was not about assessing linguistic competence because even a simple sentence
such as “I want to go to school” was met with praise. What mattered here was the visible
demonstration of English. Legitimacy in this space depended less on proficiency and more
on the performance. English, thus, functioned as proof of upward mobility in an
environment where it could not be critically evaluated.

In more formal school settings, this sense of legitimacy was reinforced in a

different way. During my early school years, English was closely tied to Russian, as
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classroom instruction relied heavily on translation-based methods. We learned English
primarily through translating words and sentences between the two languages, rather than
through communicative use. Because I already had a strong command of Russian, these
tasks felt relatively easy for me. As a result, [ was often positioned as a successful English
learner, not necessarily because of my proficiency in English itself, but because of my
ability to navigate translation tasks effectively. This further reinforced a form of
performative legitimacy, where success in English was linked to demonstrating
competence in a familiar linguistic system rather than developing new communicative
skills.

This experience was further shaped by the teaching style I was exposed to. My
English teacher followed a strongly Soviet-influenced pedagogical approach, where
feedback was primarily focused on identifying mistakes rather than offering praise.
Positive reinforcement was nonexistent, while the emphasis was on correction and
pointing out what was wrong. This reflected a broader educational culture in which
teachers were expected to highlight deficiencies rather than acknowledge strengths.

Evaluative Legitimacy. As my educational journey progressed, English became
increasingly quantified. Entrance examinations, selective school admissions, and IELTS
scores reframed English proficiency as measurable competence. In middle school, I
described how being accepted into a selective school was followed by the disappointing
realization that “my weakest results were in the English section, despite all my parents’
‘investment’ in English lessons. Furthermore, I recalled receiving a 7.5 on IELTS and
“feeling disappointed because I had expected a higher score.” And only when I later
achieved an 8.0, it “helped restore my confidence and made me trust my abilities more.”
These reflections show how feedback reinforced a discourse of English as something that

can and should be objectively measured and evaluated.
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During my high school, English was no longer just something to perform well on
exams. Instead, it became the medium through which all knowledge was accessed because
the examinations and most subjects were conducted in this language. As I wrote, “without
it, I simply wouldn’t have been able to understand the content.” English played an
important role in whether I could participate fully in academic life or not, making English
a necessity for me.

What is more, writing, especially, became the space where legitimacy felt most
needed. I describe how I “worried about every word, every sentence, and every citation,
especially when working on high-stakes papers.” Writing eventually became a certain test
of whether I truly belonged in that academic space.

Consequently, feedback became crucial in this process. I remember feeling that
“there was always something to improve, something I had overlooked.” Even when my
grades were strong, “I never felt fully satisfied after receiving my grades.” Each new
assignment made me question whether my English was truly good enough.

These experiences became part of my historical body, shaping my understanding of
English legitimacy as something that must be constantly demonstrated and validated as it
depended on grades, scores, teachers’ approval, and adherence to academic conventions.
Discourses in Place: The Rules I was Taught to Follow

My historical body was also shaped by the educational environment in which I was
learning. To examine the discourses in place that shaped my educational journey during
high school, I analyze policy documents, particularly, my high school’s Development
Strategy 2030. Before engaging with the document itself; it is important to situate the
context of the school I was part of. The school was highly selective, merit-based, and
incorporated elements of EMI, where science subjects were primarily taught in English

and assessment followed the UK education system. In its Development Strategy 2030
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document, education, therefore, was defined as a key mechanism for achieving broader
national goals, such as entering the “top 30 most developed countries.” This reflects a
discourse where education is positioned as a strategic tool for economic growth, global
competitiveness, and national advancement. Moreover, within this document, educational
programs were consistently described in relation to internationally recognized systems
such as A-levels, IB, and other global standards. This reflects a discourse of international
benchmarking, where the quality and legitimacy of education are defined through
alignment with globally established models. Additionally, the emphasis on international
collaboration with global organizations further strengthens this discourse, implying that
legitimacy is achieved through alignment with globally recognized institutions.

Language is also central to this discourse. While multilingual education is
emphasized, the structure of the program suggests a functional differentiation of
languages, where English is implicitly linked to access to global knowledge, academic
success, and professional opportunities. This reflects a language discourse of English as
global capital, positioning English proficiency as a key condition for full participation in
academic and professional domains. At the same time, there is a strong emphasis on
selection, monitoring, and assessment. Competitive entry processes, continuous tracking of
student progress, and alignment with international examination systems construct a
discourse of measurability and meritocracy, where student ability is understood as
something that can be objectively quantified.

These discourses in place construct an educational environment where legitimacy
is defined through measurable achievement, alignment with global standards, and
proficiency in English. Within such a system, I was positioned as a student who needed to
continuously perform and demonstrate my competence. Over time, these institutional

discourses became part of my historical body, shaping my beliefs about English as a key
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resource, academic success as measurable, and feedback as a form of evaluation tied to
standardized expectations, which impacted my interaction order with other members of the
community.

Interaction Order: Learning to Follow

During my high school years, the interaction order of classroom communication
was shaped by local and international teachers, as well as by the institutional expectation
that the majority subjects be taught in English. In practice, however, this expectation was
unevenly implemented. While international teachers conducted their classes fully in
English, some local teachers shifted between Russian and Kazakh, often relying on our
native languages to explain complex concepts due to their unpreparedness to conduct
classes in English.

This created a noticeable difference in how authority was perceived. Since final
exams and assessments were conducted in English, the ability to teach and operate fully in
English became closely associated with academic legitimacy. As a result, [ began to view
international teachers as more authoritative, not necessarily because of their pedagogical
skills, but because they aligned more closely with the language of assessment and
institutional expectations. In contrast, local teachers, despite their expertise, were
positioned as less authoritative within this system due to their use of other languages.

Feedback practices further reinforced this distinction. Feedback from international
teachers was typically polite, supportive, and often framed as suggestions. In contrast,
feedback from local teachers was more direct and correction-focused, often highlighting
mistakes without emphasizing strengths. This reflected a more traditional approach, where
the goal was to eliminate errors rather than engage in dialogue.

Through these experiences, a particular understanding of feedback and authority

became part of my historical body. I began to associate authority with English proficiency,
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and to interpret feedback primarily as the identification of what is wrong. These
assumptions shaped the interaction order in later academic settings, where I positioned
myself as a learner expected to accept corrections from those seen as more legitimate

language users.

Nexus 1: Learning the “Right” Way to Write
Historical Body: Trying to Get it Right

Upon graduating from high school, I was admitted to a selective EMI university,
which, similar to many international institutions, admitted students based on standardized
tests such as IELTS and SAT. I was admitted directly into the first-year program, without
needing to complete the foundation year designed for students who required additional
language support. At the time, this felt like confirmation of my readiness. However, it also
meant that I entered the university carrying forward the same assumptions embedded in
my historical body that legitimacy in English had to be continuously demonstrated.

Fragile Legitimacy. Those beliefs materialized in the way I actually wrote. My
first-year argumentative essays from English Academic Writing class included
considerable efforts to sound legitimate. One noticeable feature is the overuse of passive
constructions. Sentences such as “Technology implementation has been claimed to be a

2

preeminent step...” or “it has become clear that neither using secure browsers nor
quitting..” allowed me to remove my own voice from the claim, making the text sound
formal and objective. Rather than asserting ideas directly, I heavily relied on structures that
implied authority without clearly claiming it.

Another pattern was my deliberate pursuit of complex vocabulary. I actively
searched for more “academic-sounding” synonyms in a thesaurus, replacing simpler words

with more abstract or elevated ones such as preeminent, exacerbates, or ample. At the

time, I believed that lexical sophistication meant intellectual credibility. So, for instance,
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instead of writing “students cannot access the Internet,” I would produce longer
constructions like “students experience limited access.” These choices created a formal
tone, but they also sometimes made the sentences heavier than necessary.

In addition, traces of Russian syntactic structure occasionally slipped into my
English writing. For example, long relative constructions such as “using which a person
can...” mirrored common formal patterns in Russian writing. These extended clauses
reflected a rhetorical style I was already familiar with and learned in my early educational
journey through translation. So, even though I was striving to align with English academic
conventions, my prior linguistic background remained present in subtle ways.

This sense of legitimacy was also shaped by my positioning as a multilingual
speaker. While I had access to multiple linguistic resources, English was consistently
positioned as the most valuable and authoritative language within academic contexts. As a
result, my other languages, particularly Russian and Kazakh, were not seen as assets in
writing, but rather as potential sources of deficiency. I became aware of my
multilingualism as something that needed to be minimized to meet academic expectations.
This influenced how I approached writing tasks and feedback interactions, as I often felt
that I needed to distance myself from my linguistic background to sound “academic,”
which made my legitimacy incredibly fragile.

Discourses in Place: Writing the “Right” Way

To understand the role of place in shaping my academic socialization during my
undergraduate studies, I looked at the institutional environment I entered when I first
joined the university. In particular, I draw on institutional policy documents, such as the
Learning and Teaching Strategy (2015-2020), program-level materials like the Writing
Tutor Preparation Course Handbook (2020-2021), as well as data from feedback practices,

including margin comments and grading. Rather than analyzing these sources separately, I
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focus on the dominant ideologies that come across them and shape expectations about
writing and learning.

Monolingual Ideology. A dominant ideology across institutional texts is the
positioning of English as the primary and legitimate medium of academic knowledge. The
Learning and Teaching Strategy emphasizes that students operate in an English-medium
environment that enables them to communicate their ideas to a “sophisticated audience”
and access global knowledge. English is thus constructed as a gateway for intellectual
participation and future success.

At the same time, although the strategy references a “multicultural environment,”
other languages remain largely invisible. This absence reflects a broader monolingual
ideology, where legitimacy is tied to English, and multilingual resources are not
recognized as contributing to academic success.

A similar pattern appears in the Writing Tutor Preparation Course Handbook,
where there is no acknowledgement of the multilingual nature of the student body, despite
its emphasis on communication and learning. The absence of multilingualism in both
institutional and pedagogical texts strengthens the idea that academic writing operates
within a monolingual English norm.

Standard Language Ideology. Alongside monolingualism, a strong standard
language ideology shapes what counts as good academic writing. Institutional and
pedagogical discourses consistently construct writing as something that must conform to
established standards, both structurally and technically.

This is evident in feedback practices, where clarity, structure, and explicitness are
repeatedly emphasized. Comments such as “The connection should be crystal clear,” “this
sentence formulation is awkward,” and “topic sentences would improve organization”

(Figure 3) position writing as something that must guide the reader through clearly
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structured argumentation. Clarity, in this sense, is not simply about understanding, but
about aligning with expected forms of academic expression.

Figure 3
Feedback Example: This is Awkward

in this consultation because it achieved its goal to motivate and engage a student
because frequently "respond to tutor's statements or questions'noughout the

session, which corresponds to another FIAC categc

This sentence formulation is awkward.

You have a because... because here

_ which is repetitive and packs too many

aSking a tutee to read aloud her Worﬁ's impor ideas into the sentence making it hard
to follow. This would be improved by

request, the tutor explained this action by saying th¢  separating the sentence into a couple
more direct statements.

Furthermore, | would like to highlight one of tl

In addition, adherence to formal conventions is treated as essential for legitimacy.
Instructions such as “be sure you are following APA standards,” “include signal phrases”
and “follow formatting rules,” as shown in the Figure 4Figure 4, reinforce an ideology
where correctness is inseparable from credibility. Even local issues, such as phrasing, are

elevated to higher-order concerns, as seen in comments like “Here, LOCs become HOCs,”

further reinforcing the importance of precision.
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Figure 4
Feedback Example: To the Letter

Be sure you are following APA
standards to the letter. This will be a
big part of the course, especially as There are also a number of

we move into research writing. mechanical issues that impact the
overall clarity of the work. This is

when LOCs become HOCs. There is
some awkward sentence structure
and confusing word choices. | don't

The handbook also contributes to this discourse through its emphasis on “raising
our standards of quality academic writing,” positioning writing as measurable against
institutional benchmarks. These practices construct the discourse that academic writing is a
standardized system where legitimacy depends on conformity to predefined norms.

Writing as a Process. At the same time, institutional discourses promote writing
as a developmental and reflective process. The handbook states that “all writers, no matter
how accomplished, can improve their writing,” framing writing as an ongoing process
rather than fixed product. Similarly, writing is described as a cognitive process, where “the
thinking process is the driving force behind writing clearly,” emphasizing reflection and
intellectual engagement.

Collaboration is also positioned as central to learning. The idea that “collaboration
among student peers is an effective mode of learning” and the description of tutors as
“bridges between faculty and students” show a dialogic and participatory model of

knowledge construction.
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However, this discourse exists in tension with the ideology of correctness. While
students are encouraged to be “active agents” in their learning, their writing must still
conform to specific conventions and standards. As a result, agency is present but
constrained. Or in other words, students are expected to think independently, but within
clearly defined boundaries.

These implicit definitions of “good writing” and academic success influenced my
historical body, shaping how I interpreted feedback and my role within it. Consequently, I
was positioned as a learner expected to align with these norms, which will be further
analyzed through the interaction order.

Interaction Order: The Instructor Knows Best

To further examine how feedback shaped my positioning as a writer, I analyze the
interaction order of feedback encounters through Duff’s (2010) ADS framework, which
she defines as the process through which students learn not only the linguistic features of
academic writing but also the epistemological norms, evaluative criteria, and positioning
valued within academic communities. Using this framework, I examined my journal
entries, recollections of interactions with professors, and written margin comments on my
reflective assignments written during the writing tutor preparation course.

It is important to note that even before these interactions unfolded, my historical
body had already shaped how I positioned myself within them. When given the option to
choose my writing instructor, I deliberately selected native English-speaking faculty. This
decision was influenced by my earlier experiences with English as symbolic capital and
performative legitimacy. I associated native speakers with correctness, authority, and the
“ideal” form of academic English. As a result, I entered feedback interactions already
positioning the instructor as the ultimate authority and myself as a learner seeking

validation, which reinforced an hierarchical interaction order from the outset.
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Feedback as Authority. Now looking at the essence of comments, what stood out
first was how often the comments began with praise. As demonstrated in the Figure 5,
many margin notes are short and affirmative: “Nice intro,” “An engaging introduction,”
“Fantastic analytical consideration,” “Very nice work,” “This is a great moment of
reflection.” Some comments consisted only of “Good.” It is worth mentioning that the
praise frequently targeted higher-order concerns, such as introductions, analysis, reflection,
rather than grammar alone. Through these comments, the instructor positioned me as
someone who could think analytically and engage meaningfully with course concepts.

Figure 5
Feedback Example: You Are Doing Well

An engaging introduction that sets up
reflective concerns and goals. A nice
start to establishing tone as well.

What a great introductory sentence to
an evaluation movement!

Good activation of the conclusion
stage of the reflective cycle here.

However, more often, the praise was followed by suggestions. For example: “You
do nice job of addressing... The concluding statement could have gone further,” “A really
successful clarification of the connections.... More engagement with course texts ...
would have strengthened this movement,” or “A nice reference to course materials.
Contextualizing this further would be useful” (Figure 6). In addition, a notable feature of

the feedback is the consistent use of hedging. Phrases such as “I think there is a better
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phrase,” “I’m not 100% on this,” “It might be useful to,” and “Perhaps more clear topic
sentences would have improved...” soften the directive tone of the comments. Through
hedging, authority appeared dialogic and supportive, positioning me as a capable writer
and inviting me to revise rather than correct.

Figure 6
Feedback Example: Praise, Then Push

You do nice job of addressing potential
strengths and weaknesses of an
approach in this paragraph. The
concluding statement could have gone
further. Clarify the connections you
make by addressing some significance
in your observations.

A really successful clarification of the
connections made in your analysis and
their significance to writing center
practices. More engagement with
course texts that address directive v.
nondirective approaches would have
strengthened this movement.

What is more, many comments were structured as questions: “Is this about
motivation or engagement?” “How so?” “Could this be a more practical scaffolding
strategy?” “How does this benefit you today?” These questions functioned as scaffolding
devices. Instead of telling me what was missing, the instructor invited me to think further.
I was given the agency to accept or reject these comments, even though the questions
themselves signaled where development was necessary.

In contrast to hedged suggestions, certain comments were directive: “Provide page
numbers for direct quotes in APA,” “Avoid speculating about feelings in an observation
report,” and “Be sure you are following APA standards to the letter.” These statements

pointed at non-negotiable disciplinary expectations, increasing the instructor’s authority.
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Finally, grading practices (e.g., 16/20, 17/20, 19/20, Figure 7Figure 7) strengthened
the hierarchical structure of interaction. No matter how supportive the tone of the
comments was, the number at the top of the page quantified my performance and marked
where I stood within institutional expectations.

Figure 7
Feedback Studio: Numbers at the Top

7] feedback studio Aiym Zhumabayeva  aymznumsbayeva 16 /20 ©)

I Instructor Feedback

The consultation given for the observation aimed to improve the already revised E

version of a tutee's text about her : The student's main

concerns were related to the word count and cohesion of the text to the general Text Comment

audlcnwﬂﬂch the tutor addressed. Overall, the tutor's approach during a 37-

minute-long writing center sessionﬂs successful in directing a student towards
producing a well-written piece of work and satisfied most of Bonnie Devet's altered

Flanders' Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC) and demonstrated that some

sacrifices should be made in order to facilitate the process.

From the beginning of the consultation, the tutor applied the second category of

FIAC, which states that "the tutor praises or encourages” (Devet, 1890, p.79). It was

evident through the tutor's interest in the theme of the assignment and high opinion

of it as she called the start-up idea "amazing” and added that she "was impressed”

At the same time, the elaborated general feedback that followed those grades
softened its hierarchical impact. Even when I received a 16/20, the feedback began with
affirmation: “A major strength of this observation report is how your analyses... connect
directly to practice,” and “It is clear that you have a developed understanding of writing
center practice.” Similarly, a 17/20 was accompanied by, “Overall, a well considered
reflection that develops nicely throughout the piece,” and recognition that “the strongest
part of the reflection” was my ability to situate both benefits and challenges. Even with a

29 ¢

19/20, the praise “very astute analysis,” “nuanced and valuable critical analysis” was
paired with suggestions such as “could have been better contextualized” or reminders
about APA conventions.

Emotional Responses to Feedback Interactions. My emotional reactions to the

comments drastically differed from their intended purposes. Throughout the course, grades
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functioned as emotional triggers. In my journal, I describe opening the learning platform
with a “racing heartbeat,” anticipating the percentage that would appear first on the screen.
Even though my grades consistently fell between 80 and 90, which is an objectively strong
performance, I treated them as insufficient because they were “uncomfortably far from the
100 I secretly aimed for.” I interpreted numerical feedback as measurements of self-worth:
higher grades meant a better writer; lower grades meant personal deficiency. In nexus
analytical terms, this shows how institutional grading practices intersected with my
historical body, as numerical scores were resemiotized from simple feedback into
judgments about my abilities and worth as a writer.

My immediate response to seeing scores such as 16/20 or 17/20 was a
disappointment. I focused not on what I had achieved, but on the missing points. This
pattern reflects a long-standing internalization of quantifiable performance, consisting of
SAT scores, IELTS bands, GPA, where numbers had consistently functioned as markers of
value. In this sense, feedback interactions directly interacted with my historical body
shaped by high-stakes assessment.

Interestingly, praise did not provide emotional reassurance. When overall
comments began with statements such as “A major strength...” or “Overall, a well
considered reflection...,” I struggled to accept them as genuine. A 16/20 did not align with
the idea of “many strengths” in my mind. I assumed that praise was an obligatory Western
politeness strategy rather than a genuine recognition. As a result, I skimmed positive
comments and focused almost exclusively on critique.

As a result, margin comments consisting solely of praise felt “almost useless” to
me. Looking back, I think it is related to the post-Soviet educational mindset I internalized,
where positive feedback was almost never used and hence, praise was not considered

pedagogically necessary. Therefore, emotionally, I did not know how to receive it.
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Comments framed as questions like “How so?” “Could this be...?” also resulted in
a mixed emotional response. Instead of treating them as invitations to dialogue, I
interpreted them as indirect instructions and I never thought to disagree. Even hedged or
open-ended suggestions felt authoritative. My emotional reaction was to comply because
“the instructor knows best, so I must revise accordingly.” Finally, the comments I felt most
comfortable with were direct corrections about grammar, word choice, or citation as they
were direct and easily fixable.

Apart from receiving written feedback, I regularly attended office hours to discuss
my progress and ask questions. I particularly sought help when I was assigned to write a
literature review, a genre I had never encountered before. These face-to-face meetings
(even though they were held online during the COVID-19) felt different from margin
comments. They created a more dialogic space, where I could joke or explain rationale
behind my decisions in writing.

At that point, I was deeply insecure about whether my language sounded
“academic” or “smart” enough. As I mentioned earlier, I thought academic writing
required a certain elevated vocabulary that did not come naturally to me. Because of this
belief, I approached office hours expecting correction and direction just like I did with
written feedback. I assumed the professor would tell me what to fix and how to fix it.

So, when I suddenly suggested beginning my literature review with a quote from
Pride and Prejudice to showcase my identity as a literature student, I was bracing myself
for rejection. I expected to be told that this was inappropriate, not serious enough, or
incompatible with academic conventions. In my mind, academic writing was rigid and
rule-bound while creativity belonged to the literature field, not research writing.

Instead, the professor’s response was “Why not?” which changed the interaction

order. This simple question positioned me not as a novice seeking approval but as a
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developing writer capable of making informed choices. The professor’s reassurance that
experimentation was acceptable “since it was only the first draft” further reduced
evaluative pressure. For the first time, instead of worrying to sound “correct,” I was prone
to experimentation and trying something new. I describe it reflecting that perhaps writing
was “not just a rigid structure I had to fit into.”

This moment highlights an important distinction between summative and formative
feedback. Earlier in my educational journey, feedback was predominantly summative, tied
to grades and evaluation, which I had come to interpret as judgments of my competence
and self-worth. In contrast, the feedback on this draft functioned formatively: it created
space for experimentation, reduced evaluative pressure, and positioned writing as a process
rather than a product.

However, rather than treating this distinction as purely procedural, this moment
shows its embodied and discursive dimensions. Having multiple drafts and rounds of
feedback allowed me to temporarily suspend the ideology of correctness and engage with
writing as a space of exploration.

From a nexus analytical perspective, this shift emerges through the interaction of
the historical body, discourses in place, and interaction order. My historical body, which
predisposed me to expect evaluation and correctness, started to shift when the emphasis on
drafting and revision (discourses in place) reframed writing as a process, changing the way
I positioned myself in interaction from someone seeking approval to someone willing to
explore and take risks.

Agentive Legitimacy. In most of my undergraduate experience, I tended to accept
feedback without hesitation. The discourses in place about correct language and the
elevated position of the instructor over the students had transformed into an assumption in

my historical body that the instructor “knew best,” and my task was to adjust accordingly.
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In my literature review, while the instructor generally supported my stylistic choice, there
were suggestions to reconsider the relevance and integration of certain textual examples.
This time, however, I found the agency to negotiate and resist some suggestions while
making revisions I agreed with. For instance, I refined and replaced some of the epigraph
quotes to ensure they aligned more clearly with the thematic focus of each section.

What makes this moment significant is not whether I was “right” or the instructor
was “right.” Rather, it is the fact that I treated feedback as dialogic and used my legitimacy
to make informed decisions about my writing. In this sense, my identity as a writer moved
from one who seeks approval to one who participates in meaning-making alongside
instructors.

Drawing on a nexus analytical perspective, this case suggests that distinctions
between formative and summative feedback or dialogic and monological feedback are
experienced differently depending on how discourses in place, historical body, and
interaction order intersect. Feedback that is designed as formative may still be interpreted
as summative if a student’s historical body is shaped by evaluative, score-driven
experiences. Similarly, feedback that appears dialogic at the level of language (e.g.,
questions, hedging) may still function monologically if the interaction order positions the
instructor as unquestionable authority. Therefore, the nature of feedback is not fixed in its
form as it emerges through how it is taken up by the learner. My experience shows that
feedback becomes truly dialogic and formative particularly through a shift in how it is
interpreted within interaction.

This particular shift influenced my future historical body. Over time, I became
more willing to experiment and negotiate feedback, not only in writing but also in peer
support roles. Previously, as a non-native English speaker, which was a salient discourse in

place, I had questioned my legitimacy to write well, positioning myself as less
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authoritative within such interactions. However, as my historical body began to shift, I
started to see my multilingual background as a resource rather than a limitation. As a
result, the interaction order also changed: I no longer positioned myself solely as someone
being evaluated, but as someone capable of contributing, guiding, and participating in
knowledge construction. This gradual shift reshaped how I understood my place within the
academic community.
Intersection of Historical Body, Discourses in Place, and Interaction Order

Although the discourses in place strongly promoted dialogic learning,
collaboration, and student agency, they simultaneously reinforced English as a
standardized form of academic expression. This tension shaped the interaction order of
feedback encounters. On the surface, feedback was structured to be dialogic through
hedging, questions, and invitations to reflect, positioning me as an active participant in
meaning-making. However, my historical body, shaped by earlier experiences of
evaluative legitimacy and authority-driven education, did not allow me to fully engage in
this dialogue. Instead, I interpreted even open-ended and supportive feedback as directive
and authoritative, positioning myself as someone who needed to comply rather than
negotiate. As a result, the intended dialogic interaction order was not fully realized in
practice. It was only during a critical moment, when the instructor responded with “why
not?” that this pattern was disrupted. This moment changed the interaction order, allowing
me to move from passive alignment toward active participation, and marked the beginning
of my shift toward agentive legitimacy.
Nexus 2: Rethinking Feedback

My second nexus focuses on my experience in graduate studies, which took place
after I had completed my bachelor’s degree and gained experience working in the Writing

Center as an undergraduate tutor. Entering this stage, I was no longer approaching
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academic writing as a novice. Instead, I brought with me prior experiences of both being
evaluated as a student and supporting others as a tutor. I then enrolled in a master’s
program, where I took an Academic English writing course and worked on extended
assignments such as a literature review. Across my graduate journal entries, a clear shift
occurs in how I perceive English academic writing.

Historical Body: Old Habits Die Easy

Agentive Legitimacy. In earlier journal entries from my undergraduate years,
English was constructed as something I constantly had to prove myself in. In contrast, my
graduate studies reflections reveal a noticeable shift. As I wrote, “I did not feel as
intimidated in my Academic English class as I had felt years earlier,” my graduate self is
positioned as confident and competent. English is no longer a symbolic capital I must
continuously earn.

This transformation is particularly visible in how I positioned grades. Previously,
legitimacy was measured through IELTS bands, GPA, or the difference between 16/20 and
19/20. However, in my graduate reflection, I stated that “this time, however, grades did not
define my confidence in writing.” The sentence, “I was ready to accept the ‘punishment’
of lower grades if necessary” revealed that I was willing to accept lower marks as long as
my writing felt authentic and intellectually honest.

As aresult, English academic writing turns into a space of choice and
experimentation. I wrote, “I had finally realized that I could make my own writing
choices,” and “I felt freer to disagree, to voice my opinions, and to experiment.” Academic
writing is no longer about rigid adherence to standards. Instead, it becomes a site of
agency.

Unlike my earlier undergraduate essays, assignments, including literature reviews,

and reflections, that I wrote during my graduate studies in an EAP course did not rely
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heavily on excessively “fancy” vocabulary. The language was relatively simple. Terms
used in my graduate assignments belonged to an academic register, but they were not
overly ornamental. This demonstrated a change from my earlier belief that sophistication
equals complexity. Instead of searching for rare synonyms to sound intellectual, the
vocabulary here leaned toward clarity and disciplinary relevance.

In addition, a more unconventional approach to titling assignments also reflects my
attempts to negotiate my position within academic discourse rather than simply conform to
it. For instance, in a reflective assignment, I titled my work (Figure 8) “Choose Your Hero:
A Novice Researcher, a Learner or a Practitioner?” while in a literature review I used the
title (Figure 8) “Beyond the Borders: Factors that Hinder the Adaptation of International
Students While Studying Abroad.” These titles attempt to incorporate elements of voice,
stance, and audience engagement, signaling a shift toward a more agentive and self-
positioned academic identity.

Figure 8
Title Examples: More Than Just Titles

_________________________ 1;1

Choose Your Hero: A Novice Researcher, a Learner or a Practitioner?? Imaginative title! &

When you get given an essay prompt, probably better to

Bevend-the Borders: Factors that Hinder the Adaptation of International Students
keep closely to its wording.

While Studying Abroad

One particularly distinctive feature of my graduate assignments’ first drafts is my
addition of metacommentary, for example: “To be honest, I am not sure if this paragraph is
relevant at all...” Unlike earlier stages, I now felt legitimate enough, as a writer, to openly
express uncertainty and initiate conversation with the instructor. This reflects a shift from
seeking approval to engaging in dialogue. The draft, therefore, becomes a site of

negotiation rather than a product awaiting judgment.
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Discourses in Place: Some Things Never Change

To understand the role of place in shaping my academic socialization during my
graduate studies, I looked at the institutional environment I entered when I joined the
master’s program. Particularly, I examined key institutional texts, including programme
webpages and course syllabi.

Global Competitiveness and Internationalization. One of the most dominant
discourses was the positioning of education within the international academic community.
Institutional texts repeatedly emphasize terms such as “world-class,” “highest international
standard,” “cutting-edge research,” and “internationally recognised universities.” These
lexical choices construct academic legitimacy as something achieved through alignment
with global standards rather than local contexts. The institution was presented as

29 <6

“aspir[ing] to become,” “aim[ing] to,” and “seek[ing] to” position itself within an

international hierarchy. Within this discourse, students were imagined as “visionary

99 <6

leaders,” “catalysts for change,” and “influential policy makers.” Education is thus framed
not only as knowledge acquisition but as participation in global influence and
transformation. It is also important to note that English remained implicit but central to
global participation. The absence of explicit references to multilingualism further
reinforces the idea that legitimate academic participation is tied to operating within a
global (and English-dominant) space.

Moreover, English is positioned as the primary medium through which academic
legitimacy is achieved. The syllabus frames the course as a “structured opportunity to
improve oral and written English in professional and academic settings.” Here, English is
positioned as a prerequisite for participation. The ability to function in English, therefore,

became a condition for accessing, producing, and demonstrating knowledge. This

demonstrates that legitimacy is tied to linguistic performance in English.
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Standard Language Ideology. Another strong discourse focuses on standards and
adherence to institutional norms. The syllabus emphasizes “academic and ethical
conventions” and the use of sources “in ethical and responsible ways, including through
the APA citation and writing format system.” This constructs legitimacy as compliance
with standardized practices. Academic writing is positioned as something that must align
with established formats, conventions, and expectations.

However, compared to earlier educational experiences, this ideology is slightly
reframed. Rather than presenting correctness as rigid rule-following, it is positioned as part
of responsible participation in academic communities. Still, the underlying assumption
remains: to be legitimate is to write in ways that are recognizable and acceptable within
institutional norms.

Collaboration. Another discourse is related to the positioning of learning as
collaborative and dialogic. Students are expected to “work effectively with peers in
collaborative learning activities” and engage in both speaking and listening. This reframes
academic work as socially constructed rather than individually performed. Writing and
learning are presented as interactive processes involving negotiation, discussion, and
shared meaning-making. Such discourse supports a more dialogic model of academic
participation, where authority is less centralized and knowledge is co-constructed.
Interaction Order: Joining the Conversation

Negotiation in the Feedback Interactions. Although the authority enacted in
feedback interactions within my graduate EAP course was present in the way feedback
was present, [ still treated it as dialogic. First, directive language was present, but it was
often softened through hedging or suggestion rather than imposed as command. For
example, comments such as “I would suggest use over utilize” or “You’ll need to adjust

the way you introduce studies” maintain instructor authority. The modal verbs (would



63

suggest, you’ll need to) signal expectation. Similarly, evaluative labels were also used.
Praise was explicit and often enthusiastic: “Very clear and strong writing,” “Your
summary is detailed and well organized,” or “Imaginative title!” These comments
positioned me as an already competent writer.

Another important feature of authority enactment was the relatively limited use of
open-ended, scaffolding questions. While there were occasional prompts such as “What
other modal verbs are possible?” these moments were rare. Most comments did not
function as invitations to negotiate meaning but as guided corrections or efficiency-
oriented suggestions. As in the nexus 1, comments about citations and references were
mostly directive, guiding me through academic conventions.

During my master’s, my emotional responses shifted noticeably too. I became more
open to critical feedback. Instead of interpreting comments as confirmation of wrongness
or correctness, I began to see them as part of an ongoing developmental process. When I
write, “I am a human and I am just developing as a writer,” I position myself as someone
engaged in continuous growth instead of focused on validation. Comments such as “your
writing is mostly very accurate” no longer triggered anxiety. I also acknowledge that my
repeated challenges such as “details and APA citations” stem from inattentiveness rather
than incapacity. This reframing reduces the emotional weight of critique.

However, the journals also reveal sites of tension. When the instructor commented,
“If I read this aloud, I don’t think I would pass = no need for the commas. APA allows this
kind of choice,” I describe the insight as “important,” but I also admit that I would “still
prefer to keep my commas in the way I prefer to read them.” Unlike my undergraduate
self, who would have immediately conformed, my graduate self tries to stick to her own

stylistic preferences.
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Similarly, when discouraged from using certain lexical choices, my reaction is not
automatic compliance but questioning: “why can’t I use the word I think is appropriate?” I
am only willing to follow the advice when there are clear justifications provided. Finally,
perhaps the most important emotional transformation is my statement that I “started
treating feedback as really feedback, not just checking if I am correct or wrong.”

Overall, these journal entries demonstrated how I became legitimate enough to
negotiate, question, and make more informed decisions.

Product of Negotiation. Following the written feedback, my revision process
became more selective and reflective. Following the written feedback, my revision process
became more selective and reflective. One of the important parts of revisions was related
to punctuation, particularly my use of commas influenced by Russian syntactic
conventions. In some cases, I retained commas in places where they reflected how I
preferred to structure sentences rhythmically. However, there were moments when
punctuation affected meaning. For example, the instructor commented on my final draft:
“A comma means that ALL such students ONLY go to this context = non-defining
clause.” At the same time, other comma usages were not addressed in the final draft and
remained unchanged. In other areas, such as lexical choice, citation structure, or rhetorical
framing, I followed suggestions when I agreed with the reasoning behind them. Here, I
was no longer revising to secure a perfect score. I revised because I found the argument
convincing.

The changes were also reflected in my emotional response to the final grade. I
received 27.3 out of 30.0 (91/100). In earlier stages of my academic journey, anything
below a near-perfect score would have unsettled me. In this instance, however, it did not.
The grade felt proportional to the work and aligned with my developmental stage. It

neither affected my confidence nor undermined my sense of belonging.
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Thus, my academic discourse socialization during graduate studies reflects a shift
in the interaction order from compliance with perceived authority to negotiated
participation. Feedback was no longer taken up as a summative judgment to be accepted
uncritically, but as a dialogic resource that I could interpret, question, and selectively
incorporate. In nexus analytical terms, this shift became possible because my historical
body, previously shaped by evaluative and correctness-oriented feedback, began to engage
differently with the discourses in place that framed writing as developmental and
reflective. As a result, I was repositioned not simply as a student correcting errors, but as a
writer participating in meaning-making.

Overall, the chapter shows a transition from fragile, performance-based legitimacy
to a more stable and agentive sense of legitimacy. While institutional discourses continued
to emphasize English as the standard, my relationship with those expectations changed. I
moved from trying to fit into academic norms to actively participating in them, negotiating
meaning in collaboration with instructors, and shaping my own voice as a writer.

In the next chapter, I synthesize these nexuses by directly addressing the research
questions and situating my findings within broader scholarship on academic discourse

socialization, multilingual writer identity, and language ideology.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

This chapter brings together the findings of this study to examine the role of
feedback in academic discourse socialization in EMI higher education. By tracing how my
historical body, interaction order, and discourses in place changed over time, I argue that
feedback’s impact depends less on its design and more on how it is interpreted by a
feedback receiver, which depends on students’ prior experiences, dominant language
ideologies, and interaction order. Furthermore, the chapter discusses the findings within
existing scholarship. Finally, this study provides pedagogical, institutional, and
methodological recommendations based on the findings.

Feedback-as-Designed vs. Feedback-as-Practiced

Across both nexuses, and in contrast to the pre-nexus, my undergraduate and my
graduate studies, it became evident that the nature of feedback itself remained relatively
consistent. In both settings, instructor comments included similar features such as praise,
hedging, suggestions, and occasional directive corrections. Likewise, the discourses in
place, particularly ideologies of correctness and expectations of academic writing,
remained largely stable across these contexts.

However, what changed significantly over time, and across levels of study, was
how I interpreted and responded to the feedback. As I moved from undergraduate to
graduate-level work, my engagement with feedback became more selective and reflective.
In other words, while the observable interaction order initially appeared stable, my
historical body, shaped by accumulated experiences with feedback and academic writing,
underwent a transformation.

This shift in my historical body, in turn, reshaped the interaction order, as I began
to reposition myself within feedback encounters as an active participant in meaning-

making. From a nexus analytical perspective, this repositioning can be understood as a
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form of social action that emerges through the intersection of historical body, interaction
order, and discourses in place, rather than belonging to any single dimension in isolation.

This observation suggests that feedback is not inherently formative, summative,
dialogic, or monologic. Rather, its meaning emerges through the interaction of the
historical body, interaction order, and discourses in place. What may be designed as
dialogic or formative at the level of instruction can still be experienced as evaluative or
authoritative, depending on how it is taken up by the learner.

This was evident in my undergraduate experience, where even relatively neutral or
positively framed comments such as “Nice intro” or “Good” were interpreted as
unimportant because of my historical body shaped by strong ideologies of correctness and
evaluation. Despite their encouraging tone, these comments reinforced my positioning as a
learner whose role was to meet the standards. Similarly, hedged suggestions or questions,
which are features typically associated with dialogic feedback, were still perceived as
implicit corrections because the interaction order positioned the instructor as the
unquestioned authority.

In contrast, in my graduate EAP context, similar types of feedback began to
function differently. For instance, when I received comments that did not explicitly correct
my stylistic choices such as the use of unconventional titles, metacommentary, or
epigraphs, I interpreted this absence of correction as permission to experiment. In this
case, feedback became more dialogic not because its linguistic form had changed
significantly, but because my historical body had shifted, allowing me to interpret
feedback as open to negotiation rather than as a fixed standard to follow. This was further
reflected in my selective approach to revision, where I engaged with some comments

critically rather than accepting all of them unconditionally.
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These examples illustrate that the same or similar forms of feedback can be
experienced in fundamentally different ways due to prior experiences, power relations, and
dominant ideologies. As a result, whether feedback is experienced as formative or
summative, dialogic or monologic, depends less on how it is designed and more on how it
is interpreted and enacted within a particular nexus of practice.

Therefore, it is important to draw a distinction in the way feedback was taken up
and experienced, rather than assuming its function based solely on its design, which I label
as feedback-as-designed and feedback-as-practiced.

Feedback-as-designed can be understood as a social action produced through the
intersection of the feedback giver’s historical body, interaction order, and discourses in
place. This means that the way feedback is formulated, for example, whether it appears
supportive, dialogic, or directive, reflects the instructor’s prior experiences, their
positioning within the interaction, and the institutional and disciplinary expectations they
operate within.

For example, during Nexus 1, I received a comment such as: “You do a nice job of
addressing the topic... The concluding statement could have gone further.” This comment
can be understood as the outcome of the instructor’s historical body, shaped by their own
academic training, which impacted the way they perceived what good academic writing
should look like. At the same time, it reflects an interaction order, in which the instructor
positions themselves as both supportive evaluator and authority, combining praise with an
implicit directive for improvement. Finally, it draws on broader discourses in place.

However, feedback-as-practiced depends on a different intersection, particularly,
that of the feedback receiver. The same comment is interpreted through the learner’s
historical body, their understanding of authority within the interaction order, and the

broader discourses that shape their expectations of writing and evaluation. As a result,
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whether feedback achieves its intended purpose does not depend solely on how it is
designed, but on how it is taken up in practice. When there is alignment between these
intersections, feedback may function as intended; when there is a mismatch, even dialogic
or formative feedback can be experienced as authoritative or evaluative.

In Hult’s (2019) extension of nexus analysis (Figure 9), educational interactions are
typically understood as unfolding within a common set of discourses in place, while
participants jointly produce a shared interaction order in the moment of interaction.
However, my experience shows that these dimensions are not always fully shared, given
that participants enter the interaction with different historical bodies, occupy unequal
positions within the interaction order, and draw on overlapping but not identical discourses
in place.

Figure 9
Hult's (2019) Conceptualization of Educational Interaction in Nexus Analysis
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For example, as a student, I often experienced the interaction order as inherently

hierarchical, shaped by a historical body formed through prior educational contexts where
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authority was closely tied to correctness and evaluation. This led me to position the
instructor as the unquestioned authority and myself as a recipient of judgment. In contrast,
the instructor may have perceived the same interaction as more collaborative or supportive,
viewing their role as guiding rather than evaluating. Likewise, while we both operated
within the same broader discourses in place, these discourses may be taken up differently
depending on one’s position. For the instructor, such discourses may function as
pedagogical tools for development, whereas for the student, they may be experienced as
standards to be met or enforced. As a result, even when participants appear to share the
same interactional context, the meaning of the interaction can differ significantly.
Therefore, I argue that educational interactions are not fully shared, but are shaped by
overlapping and distinct participant interaction orders and discourses in place (Figure 10).

Figure 10
Adaptation of Hult's (2019) Conceptualization of Feedback Interaction in Nexus Analysis
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This difference in how interaction is experienced helps explain why feedback can
lead to such varied outcomes in educational contexts. A growing body of research has
examined the conditions under which students find formative feedback useful and
effective. In her literature review, Shute (2008) found that feedback is widely recognized
as central to learning, but its impact is complex and often inconsistent with earlier meta-
analyses showing that about one third of studies reported harmful effects on performance.

One explanation for this variability lies in how feedback is interpreted and taken up
by students. Hounsell et al. (2008) argue that the effectiveness of feedback depends not
only on how it is designed, but also on how it is understood by learners. Similarly, more
recent research also defines feedback as a process rather than a one-way transmission,
emphasizing the active role of students in making sense of comments (Carless, 2015;
Olsen & Hunnes, 2024, Mujtaba et al., 2025).

In addition, studies highlight the importance of social factors in shaping feedback
(Cramp, 2011). For instance, developing positive relationships with instructors can affect
how feedback is received, particularly at moments when students may feel vulnerable
(Cramp, 2011), which can be understood as part of the interaction order, where
relationships between students and instructors influence how feedback is experienced.
Likewise, perceptions of feedback are affected by the identity of the feedback provider,
with students responding differently depending on who gives the feedback (Winstone &
Carless, 2020), which reflects how students’ historical body, including prior experiences of
evaluation, shapes their reactions to feedback.

Therefore, by looking at the differences between feedback design and practice
emerge through the interaction of historical body, interaction order, and discourses in
place, the differences in students’ responses to feedback can be better understood more

systematically. This approach aligns with recent developments in language policy
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research, which argue that policy should not be understood only as something prescribed
in texts or articulated through ideology, but also as something enacted in practice
(Bonacina-Pugh, 2011).

It is Not What Feedback Says, But How You Respond

As it was already established earlier, the impact of feedback is shaped less by what
is written in comments and more by how those comments are interpreted and responded to.
While the form of feedback remained relatively consistent across contexts, my responses
to it changed over time, reflecting a shift in how I engaged with feedback. From an ADS
perspective, this suggests that socialization is not only about understanding feedback, but
also about learning how to interpret and respond to it. Developing this ability enables
students to reposition themselves within feedback interactions, transforming feedback
from a site of evaluation into a space for meaning-making. This aligns closely with Duff’s
(2010) description of academic discourse socialization as a dynamic, socially situated
process characterized by interaction, feedback, and variable uptake. As Duff (2010)
argues, socialization involves not only exposure to feedback but also learners’ agency,
interpretation, and negotiation of power and identity within academic contexts.

In contrast, while much of the existing literature examines feedback in terms of
students’ ability to interpret and use it effectively, my findings suggest that this perspective
may be somewhat limited. For instance, Carless and Boud (2018) emphasize feedback
literacy as an individual capacity, focusing on students’ skills in making sense of
comments and acting on them. However, my experience shows that engagement with
feedback is a relational accomplishment that emerges through the interaction between both
participants. As shown in my undergraduate experience, even when feedback was designed
to be supportive or dialogic, I interpreted it as authoritative due to my historical body and

the hierarchical interaction order I perceived . In this sense, the “problem” was not a lack
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of ability, but a mismatch between how feedback was constructed and how it was
experienced.

This aligns with and also extends, findings from studies such as Li and Han (2023),
which demonstrate that feedback plays a key role in shaping students’ sense of legitimacy
within academic communities. Similar to their participants, I self-positioned myself some
times as a deficient writer and at other times as an emerging contributor.

Finally, my findings align with Sung’s (2023) conclusion that students’ language
ideologies mediate how they interpret feedback and from whom they consider it valuable.
My strong trust in native-speaker instructors, for instance, shaped how I positioned myself
in relation to the feedback, which in turn influenced the way I perceived the feedback. This
suggests that feedback engagement cannot be understood simply as a matter of motivation

or skill, but must be situated within broader contexts.

Changing the Nexus
Implications for Educators

Building on these findings, this study suggests that improving feedback practices in
EMI contexts requires a change toward understanding feedback as a socially situated
process shaped by students’ historical bodies, interaction orders, and discourses in place. If
feedback is interpreted through students’ prior experiences, linguistic trajectories, and
internalized beliefs about legitimacy, then instructors need to actively create conditions
that allow these dimensions to surface and be negotiated.

That could be done by attending to students’ historical bodies when giving
feedback. Students interpret it through their past experiences with language learning and
evaluation. Hence, feedback should not begin with correction but with an effort to
understand student intention. For instance, instead of immediately labeling a passage as

unclear, an instructor might ask, “Can you tell me what you wanted to communicate
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here?”” Such moves shift the focus from error to meaning and position the student as a
knowledgeable agent. In my undergraduate experience, moments where instructors did not
immediately correct my stylistic choices, particularly my use of epigraphs, created space
for me to reflect on my intentions and develop them further. Such moves shift the focus
from error to meaning and position the student as a knowledgeable agent.

At the level of interaction order, the study shows that even supportive or “nice”
feedback does not automatically produce dialogue if classroom norms position students as
passive recipients. Instructors therefore need to deliberately restructure feedback
interactions to redistribute participation. As it was evident in the findings chapter, low-
stakes assignments played a crucial role in making such dialogic engagement possible by
enabling me to safely experiment with my style. When writing is heavily graded, students
are more likely to focus on compliance rather than exploration. By contrast, low-stakes
tasks can be designed to prioritize experimentation and negotiation. For instance, early
drafts can receive only non-evaluative feedback, encouraging students to focus on
developing ideas rather than correcting errors. Instructors might ask students to try
multiple ways of structuring a paragraph, to rewrite a section in different styles, or to
revise only one part of a text in response to feedback and explain their choices. Framing
these tasks explicitly as spaces for experimentation can reduce anxiety and support more
active engagement with feedback.

Finally, these practices depend on students being able to participate in feedback
processes, which means that feedback literacy must be explicitly taught. Students benefit
from guidance on how to interpret comments, how to decide which suggestions to take up,
and how to articulate their own reasoning. Structured activities such as feedback response

sheets, where students explain which comments they found useful or why they chose not to
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follow certain suggestions, can help develop these skills. This helps reduce the gap
between feedback-as-designed and feedback-as-practiced.
Implications for Institutional Administrators and Policymakers

At the institutional level, EMI universities located in multilingual contexts, where
English is not the dominant societal language, should actively take into account the
diversity of students’ historical bodies, influenced by prior experiences with different
languages, educational systems, and ideologies. They can do so by first acknowledging the
multilingual nature of the student body in important institutional documents, which can
shift discourses in place away from narrow, native-speakerist and monolingual standards
toward more inclusive and multilingual ideologies. This can be further supported through
establishing institutional structures that encourage more dialogic interaction orders, such as
writing centers, peer feedback programs, and feedback literacy workshops. These
initiatives help reposition students not as deficient language users, but as active
participants in meaning-making, whose linguistic repertoires are valuable resources rather
than limitations.
Methodological Contributions

By examining feedback through the intersection of the historical body, interaction
order, and discourses in place, this study offers a methodological contribution to feedback
research. Nexus analysis was particularly valuable in tracing how feedback operates across
interconnected scales. As Hult (2019) argues, complex phenomena such as language
learning cannot be understood by isolating individual elements; rather, they emerge
through the interaction of multiple dimensions across micro, meso, and macro levels. In
this sense, feedback can be seen as a moment of “layered simultaneity,” where past
experiences, institutional norms, and circulating ideologies intersect in real time

(Blommaert, 2005, as cited in Hult, 2019, p. 137). This perspective allows feedback to be
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understood not as a simple transmission from instructor to student, but as a socially
situated site of negotiation shaped by broader sociocultural forces.

More specifically, nexus analysis enabled a systematic mapping of how my
historical body, including prior experiences with English, internalized deficit positioning,
and expectations of academic writing, influenced how feedback was interpreted and taken
up. At the same time, the interaction order structured power relations within feedback
encounters, often positioning me initially as a passive recipient. Meanwhile, discourses in
place, such as native-speakerism and monolingual ideologies in EMI contexts, shaped
what counted as legitimate language use and “good” writing. As nexus-oriented research
shows, these dimensions converge in moments of social action, forming a nexus of
practice through which meaning is constructed (Scollon & Scollon, 2004).

It is important to note that this perspective also aligns with recent autoethnographic
work in raciolinguistics, which emphasizes that language, identity, and power are always
interconnected and must be examined through lived experience rather than abstract
categories (Zhang-Wu & Goodman, 2025). As highlighted in this book, language practices
are never neutral but are shaped by broader histories of race, power, and inequality, and
individuals’ experiences must be understood in relation to these structures. Thus, feedback
can also be seen as part of these raciolinguistic processes, where judgments about
“correctness’ are not purely linguistic, but tied to broader ideologies about legitimacy and
competence.

While nexus analysis provided the analytical framework to map these relationships,
autoethnography was essential in generating the depth and richness of data needed to
access them. The use of personal documents such as written feedback, drafts, and
reflective memos enabled insight into the often-invisible processes of interpretation, affect,

and identity negotiation that accompany feedback. As Zhang-Wu and Goodman (2025)
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argue, autoethnography allows researchers to “look inward” at lived experiences while
also connecting them to broader sociocultural structures, making it particularly valuable
for examining processes of marginalization and resistance.

Therefore, this study demonstrates that nexus analysis and autoethnography
function as complementary methodological approaches. Nexus analysis provides a multi-
scalar, relational framework for understanding how feedback is embedded within broader
sociocultural systems, while autoethnography offers insider and longitudinal access to how
these systems are experienced and negotiated in practice. This study demonstrates how
combining these approaches makes it possible to capture both structural influences and
lived experience, particularly in contexts shaped by language ideologies and power

relations.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion
The purpose of this study is to trace my journey as a multilingual student in EMI
university to explore how feedback functions as a key site of ADS, where their positioning
is negotiated within English-dominant academic spaces. By combining autoethnography
and nexus analysis, the study explored the feedback interactions through the intersection of
my historical body, interaction order, and discourses in place. This chapter outlines the
main findings, strengths and limitations of the study, as well as proposes areas for future

research.

Bringing It All Together

This study shows that feedback is a dynamic social practice that is shaped by
participants’ prior experiences, positioning, and ideologies. My journey across different
undergraduate and graduate studies demonstrates that my interpretations of feedback,
shaped by my prior experiences, played a key role in my ADS. Therefore, this study
argues that it is important to consider feedback as feedback-as-designed and feedback-as-
practiced, because the intended function of feedback does not always align with how it is
experienced in practice due to differences in historical body, interaction order, and
discourses in place.

Furthermore, the study suggests that the ability to interpret, negotiate, and respond
to feedback plays an important role in ADS. In earlier stages of my academic journey,
feedback was primarily interpreted as correction, reinforcing a passive and evaluative
positioning. Over time, however, I developed a more agentive approach, engaging with
feedback selectively and using it as a resource for meaning-making. This shift shows that
feedback becomes meaningful through the learner’s capacity to actively engage with it,

positioning themselves within academic discourse.
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Finally, by combining ADS with nexus analysis and autoethnography, this study
offers a deeper understanding of feedback as a social action. The multi-layered analytical
nature of nexus analysis makes it possible to capture the complexity of feedback
interaction. In addition, by positioning the researcher as a participant, autoethnography
offers access to insider and longitudinal perspective on feedback interactions,
complementing the nexus analysis.

Strengths of the Study

This study moves beyond traditional approaches to feedback research that often
focus on feedback as a set of comments or evaluate it based on whether students find it
useful. Nexus analysis enables to examine feedback through multiple layers, enabling us to
trace how students’ positioning is negotiated and how ADS unfolds over time.

This research is also strengthened by the use of autoethnography, which provides
rich data on personal experiences related to emotional responses and internal struggles.
Such data are often difficult to access through traditional methods, but they are essential
for capturing the less visible dimensions of feedback, especially emotions and moments of
vulnerability.

Finally, these insights have implications for a range of stakeholders. For
instructors, they highlight the need to design feedback taking into consideration students’
historical bodies and teach students feedback literacy to ensure the alignment between
feedback design and practice. For institutions, this study urges EMI universities in
multilingual settings to recognize the diversity of students’ linguistic repertoire and move
beyond native-speakerist ideologies. For researchers, this study shows that combining
nexus analysis with autoethnography provides a more comprehensive understanding of

feedback.
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Limitations of the Study

While this study offers valuable insights into feedback interactions, it is important
to acknowledge some limitations. As an autoethnographic study that focuses on a
researchers’ experiences only, its findings cannot and does not intend to be generalizable.
Moreover, much of the analysis draws on retrospective reflections, most of which were
written long after the events have taken place. This means that my interpretations may
have been shaped by later experiences, potentially leading to partial reinterpretation of past
events. Even though it is an inherent feature of autoethnography (Canagarajah, 2012), it
creates a challenge for capturing experiences as they were originally lived. Additionally,
the study focuses only on my own experiences and does not provide any data on
instructors’ historical bodies and interaction orders, which limits the analysis of feedback
as a socially situated process.

Future Directions and Final Reflections

To address these limitations, future research could further incorporate a wider
range of perspectives and data sources. In particular, future studies could adopt multi-
participant ethnographic nexus analysis to examine how multilingual students with
different linguistic and educational backgrounds experience and interpret feedback in EMI
institutions. This can help confirm whether the findings identified in this study extends
beyond a single case.

Future studies could also incorporate the perspectives of instructors along with
students in order to better understand the feedback interactions. By examining instructors’
historical bodies, interaction orders, and discourses in place, it will be possible researchers
and educators to get a more complete picture of how feedback contributes to ADS.

Finally, researchers who plan to work on nexus analysis and autoethnography

should be prepared to navigate the challenges that I personally went through while



working on this study. Maintaining distance and objectivity while analyzing one’s own
experiences can be difficult, especially when the researcher is both the participant and
analyst. Nevertheless, rather than viewing subjectivity as a limitation, future researchers
can treat this as a valuable analytical resource that can offer inaccessible and unexpected
insights. This way, the challenge of subjectivity can become an opportunity to open up
space for deeper insights into complex social processes. In this way, the challenge of

subjectivity becomes not something to overcome, but something to work with.
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