Supplementary Appendix A
Coding Framework, Decision Rules, and Transcript-Anchored Examples
This appendix presents the coding framework, eligibility criteria, category boundaries and transcript-based illustrations for “Surprised by What? Appraisal Objects in EFL Learners’ Accounts of ChatGPT Feedback”. It describes how reported emotions were distinguished from evaluations and interviewer-supplied premises. The examples allow readers to examine the interpretations without implying an independent second coding exercise or a frequency-based analysis.
Analytic Corpus and Unit of Analysis
The analysis draws on six Vietnamese-language semi-structured interviews (H01–H06), conducted face to face on 13 November 2025, two days after an AI-feedback writing activity. Each potentially affective passage was read with the preceding interviewer question to establish the expression, its referent, elicitation and temporal scope. A passage could contain multiple appraisal objects; an interviewer’s premise was not attributed to the participant unless accepted in the response.
Claude produced provisional suggestions for identifying and classifying affective passages. The first author reviewed the suggested classifications against the Vietnamese transcripts and verified the excerpts included in the article. The final segment-by-segment coding record is unavailable for independent numerical reconciliation; results therefore appear as categories with transcript-locatable illustrations, without frequency estimates. The focal/habitual analytic material required an endorsed or qualified named emotion or affective state, focal or habitual scope, and an interpretable link between the emotion and its object. Denials and conditional or hypothetical statements remain useful contrasts but do not, by themselves, establish an experienced emotion during the writing task.
Coding Dimensions
Table A1
Operational Dimensions Used in the Interview Analysis
	Dimension
	Operational definition and recording rule

	Elicitation context
	Code the preceding prompt as open narrative/process, direct emotion question, emotion-suggesting prompt, or premise-supplying question. Record the prompt even when the learner rejects it.

	Response status
	Endorsed (accepts), qualified (modifies/partially accepts), denied (rejects), declined (refuses to answer), or unclear (cannot be classified confidently). Record the local response to the question without assuming endorsement.

	Expression type
	Separate explicitly named emotions/affective states (e.g., lo lắng, bất ngờ, em bị rối) from evaluative descriptions (e.g., ổn, kỹ, tích cực) and propositional appraisals.

	Temporal or contextual scope
	Focal (the study essay/feedback event), habitual (typical AI-feedback use), prior (earlier episode), other (another learning activity), or hypothetical (imagined/conditional event). Code what the learner describes, not what the question presumes.

	Appraisal object
	Identify what the emotion is about. Multiple categories may apply to one segment when the speaker explicitly connects the feeling to more than one object (Table A2).

	Control/value appraisal
	Record stated perceptions of ability, control, utility, or importance only; do not infer an appraisal from an emotion term or treat expressed effort as proof of confidence.


Note. “Named emotion” is used operationally for a participant’s verbalised emotion or affective state. The analysis concerns narrated experience, not physiological or behavioural measurements of emotion.
Eligibility and Multi-Object Decisions
Eligibility was established from the learner’s own expressed emotion or affective state and its referent, not from the topic of the question. Where a turn moved between the focal task and a hypothetical situation, a hypothetical consequence could illuminate the learner’s expressed concern but was not treated as an observed event. A conditional example, denial or evaluative word could be included for contrast without being an eligible case illustration. Multiple objects were retained only when the wording linked them to the reported feeling.
Appraisal-Object Codebook
An appraisal object is the aspect of the experience to which the reported emotion refers. The six categories distinguish writing-related self-appraisal, usefulness of AI information, feedback comprehension, tool reliability, suggested-language suitability and social evaluation. They describe referents, not valence, and are not necessarily mutually exclusive.
Table A2
Appraisal Objects and Coding Boundaries
	Appraisal object
	Inclusion rule
	Boundary and grounded illustration

	Draft errors or writer capability
	Feelings directed at errors, extent of correction, writing competence, or ability to finish the task.
	H06 (01:55) was surprised by how much of the essay ChatGPT revised; reported effort alone was not coded as confidence.

	AI-supplied information or usefulness
	Feelings directed at new knowledge, explanations, or the usefulness of AI feedback.
	H04 (04:26) reported surprise at usefulness but denied surprise at expected errors (13:47).

	Understanding or using feedback
	Feelings about interpreting, sorting, remembering, selecting, or applying feedback.
	H05 (05:32) said em bị rối while dealing with extensive feedback. Kỹ described thoroughness, not a separate emotion.

	Tool operation or output reliability
	Feelings concerning prompt-response fit, accuracy, consistency, or trustworthiness of AI output.
	H03 (02:42) associated increased worry partly with distrust of ChatGPT; this is distinct from difficulty completing the essay.

	Suggested-language fit or recognisability
	Feelings about whether suggested wording matches the writer’s proficiency or style, or might be noticed as incongruent.
	H03 (02:42–03:30) anticipated possible teacher recognition; the account does not establish that recognition occurred.

	Writing standards or social evaluation
	Feelings directed at meeting writing expectations or anticipated judgement by teachers or others.
	H03 (02:42–03:30) linked worry to a feared possibility of teacher recognition. H05 (09:33) described an imagined, potentially embarrassing peer comparison; H02 (09:37) spoke conditionally about others’ expectations. The latter two are boundary illustrations, not focal/habitual coverage cases.


Note. Each illustrative phrase can be located in the interview transcripts by case and timestamp. The examples define code boundaries; they are not a substitute for a complete case-by-segment ledger.
Decision Rules
Rule 1. Read the question and response together. A named feeling elicited by a direct question must not be reported as volunteered. For example, H05’s “Em bị rối chị” (05:32) followed a question proposing “too many errors.”
Rule 2. Preserve denials and qualifications. H04’s “không phải là bất ngờ” (13:47) denied surprise at errors, whereas the same learner reported surprise at the usefulness of feedback (04:26). These are different referents.
Rule 3. Distinguish emotion from evaluation. H05 used kỹ to assess the detail of AI feedback and rối to describe a state (11:54). A positive or negative assessment alone did not warrant an emotion code.
Rule 4. Avoid lexical equivalence without contextual support. H06’s khó hiểu (03:47) described difficulty understanding unfamiliar revisions, followed by surprise. It was not automatically treated as the same expression as rối.
Rule 5. Code distinct objects and scope explicitly. H03’s 02:42–03:30 account linked worry to task difficulty, distrust of ChatGPT output and anticipated recognisability. The teacher-recognition discussion was hypothetical and is not evidence of detection; it may clarify a focal concern but must not independently establish focal-scope eligibility.
Rule 6. Keep reported possibilities distinct from outcomes. A statement that a teacher might identify AI-suggested language does not establish that any teacher did so. Temporal sequences reconstructed in an interview do not establish causation.
Rule 7. Distinguish eligible cases from illustrative contrasts. Only endorsed or qualified named emotions/affective states with focal or habitual scope and interpretable emotion–object links contribute to the category/case summary. Denials, refusals, unclear responses and other-scope examples may be discussed without counting as eligible cases.
Rule 8. Apply theory conservatively. Control-value theory sensitised attention to appraisal objects. Control and value were recorded when expressed by participants, not imputed simply because a particular emotion was named.
Transcript-Anchored Illustrations
Table A3 presents brief quotations in Vietnamese, English renderings and the analytic distinction illustrated by each. Interview timestamps and relevant question contexts are supplied. Some excerpts are abbreviated; they illustrate the decision rules and are not a complete transcript or coding inventory.
Table A3
Illustrative Interview Evidence and Interpretive Boundaries
	Case and elicitation
	Vietnamese excerpt and English rendering
	Interpretive point

	H01, 08:22; asked how an error felt
	“Em phải ngạc nhiên rồi. Lúc mà em viết cái bài đó em không nghĩ là em sai cái lỗi đó.” [“I must have been surprised. When I wrote that essay, I did not think I had made that mistake.”]
	Surprise is reasoned from an unanticipated error. The phrasing is retrospective and inferential, not an in-the-moment observation.

	H02, 09:37; asked about pressure from others
	“Nếu như họ muốn mình viết kiểu như thế này, thì mình sẽ cảm nhận kiểu khá là bị ràng buộc … khá nhiều áp lực.” [“If they want me to write a certain way, I feel rather constrained … under considerable pressure.”]
	The pressure was conditional and prompted by a question about others. This illustrates a category boundary; this passage alone does not demonstrate eligibility for the case-coverage subset.

	H03, 02:42 and 03:30; feelings-change question and follow-up
	“mình phải lo lắng tại vì mình không làm được bài … em không tin tưởng ChatGPT.” [“I was worried because I could not complete the essay … I do not trust ChatGPT.”] Later: “giáo viên nhìn cái là biết rồi” [“teachers can tell at a glance”].
	Task difficulty, tool reliability, and anticipated recognition are distinguishable. Anticipated recognition is not evidence of detection.

	H04, 04:26 and 13:47; feelings-change and error questions
	“biết được nó rất là hữu ích thì em có một sự bất ngờ” [“finding it very useful surprised me”]; “không phải là bất ngờ, vì em biết em sẽ viết tệ” [“it was not surprise, because I knew I would write badly”].
	Reported surprise at usefulness and denied surprise at errors can coexist without contradiction.

	H05, 11:36 and 11:54; premise-led question followed by clarification of ổn
	11:36: “Bị rối á chị.” [“I felt confused.”] 11:54: “nó kỹ về thông tin, kiểu sửa kỹ lắm luôn, nhưng mà mỗi tội là thông tin nó nhiều quá, nó không có tóm lại được cho em nên là rối.” [“The feedback is very detailed, but there is so much information and it is not summarised for me, so I feel confused.”]
	At 11:36, rối followed the interviewer's 11:31 'too many' premise. At 11:54, the interviewer asked what ổn meant; H05 differentiated thorough feedback (kỹ) from feeling confused (rối). The later utterance was not a direct response to the 11:31 probe.

	H06, 01:55 and 03:47; open narrative and process question
	“em cảm thấy khá là bất ngờ … phần lớn những thứ em viết ra đều được ChatGPT chỉnh sửa” [“I was quite surprised … most of what I wrote was revised by ChatGPT”]; “khá là khó hiểu” [“rather hard to understand”].
	Surprise concerns the extent of revision. Difficulty understanding unfamiliar language is separately described.


Note. English renderings preserve the stance of the Vietnamese turns. Ellipses indicate omissions. Some passages are conditional or contrasting evidence and are not counted as eligible focal emotion episodes.
Recorded Example of a ChatGPT Feedback Request
The instructor supplied a model feedback prompt, but its exact original wording is unavailable. The request below comes from H04’s recorded ChatGPT interaction; it illustrates the feedback requested by one participant and should not be taken as the standard prompt used verbatim by all six. The essay text is omitted:

‘I have written a paragraph about [topic]. Please read it and give me feedback on:
1. Is the overall structure clear? (Topic sentence, supporting sentences, concluding sentence)
2. Are the ideas well-connected to each other?
3. Are there any logical gaps or unclear transitions?
4. Which parts need more explanation or examples?

Here is my paragraph: [essay omitted]

Note: I do NOT want you to rewrite it. I ONLY want you to POINT OUT the issues so I can revise it myself.’

H01’s retained request covered comparable feedback criteria. The available records do not establish identical prompting across all six participants.
Selected Appraisal-Object Illustrations
Appraisal-object categories are not mutually exclusive. Table A4 locates selected examples in the six interviews; it is not a table of category frequencies or an exhaustive distribution of participants. Conditional accounts that clarify a category boundary are identified separately from reported focal/habitual feelings.
Table A4
Appraisal-Object Categories and Selected Interview Examples
	Appraisal object
	Transcript-grounded examples

	Draft errors or writer capability
	H01 (08:22); H06 (01:55)

	AI-supplied information or usefulness
	H04 (04:26)

	Understanding or using feedback
	H05 (05:32; 11:36–11:54)

	Tool operation or output reliability
	H03 (02:42)

	Suggested-language fit or recognisability
	H03 (02:42–03:30)

	Writing standards or social evaluation
	H03 (02:42–03:30)


Note. The category names and cited examples correspond to Table 1 of the article. H02’s conditional statement (09:37) and H05’s imagined peer comparison (09:33) illustrate the boundaries of social evaluation but are not treated as direct accounts of emotions during the focal writing task.
Analytic Verification and Interpretive Limits
The coding process involved AI-assisted identification followed by the first author’s review of the Vietnamese interviews, source quotations and translations. This was researcher verification of suggested codes, not independent second coding, and no agreement coefficient is reported. Without a complete final segment-level coding record, the article and this supplement do not provide category frequencies that can be independently recalculated. Readers can instead inspect the quoted wording, question context and timestamps supporting the presented interpretations.
The source-language quotations, timestamps, preceding questions, denied responses and cautious appraisal links allow readers to assess the featured interpretations. They do not establish emotion prevalence, causal effects or systematic comparability across different interview prompts. The same retrospective and mixed-scope limitations described in the article apply to these coding examples.
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