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Diagnostic Potential of AWE

* Immediacy of feedback and anonymity of
access

* Provision of multiple writing and teaching aids

e Fostering students’ writing autonomy (Liao,
2016; Milton, 2006; Wang & Goodman, 2012)

* A growing recognition of Automated Writing
Evaluation (AWE) as a potential diagnostic
assessment tool (Cotos & Pendar, 2007; Jang,
2012; Lee, 2015)

* Alack of research on using AWE for diagnostic
purposes
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Research Questions

RQ1: How do Chinese EFL students interact with
Write & Improve-generated diagnostic feedback
in the process of essay revision?

RQ2: Does Write & Improve-generated
diagnostic feedback result in Chinese EFL
students’ successful revisions?

Students’engagement Is
the key to successful
Implementation of
automated writing
evaluation (AWE)as a
diagnostic assessment
tool.

Cambridge English Write
& Improve® prompted
Chinese EFL students’
active engagement with
automated feedback and
led to active revisions.

The direct feedback (i.e.,

error flagging + correct
form)resulted in much
higher percentage of
successful revisionsthan
the indirect feedback (i.e.,
sentence highlighting).
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Data Collection

 Two Chinese EFL students from a UK
university (Alice and David) based on
purposive sampling

 Essay writing and revision on Write &

Improve

 Eye-tracking of students’ essay revision

process (30 minutes/student)

e Subsequent stimulated recall interview

(45 minutes on average), using eye-tracking

replay as cue

Data Analysis
e Eye-gazeplot recordings: manual coding,
NVivo 12, based on a coding scheme created

by the leading researcher
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* |Interview responses: thematic analysis
(Braun and Clarke, 2006), NVivo 12

* All data double coded by two Chinese EFL
raters, both highly proficient and
experienced (Cohen’s Kappa > 0.9)

Results
e Students’ high level of engagement with
Write & Improve feedback

Types of Behavior David Alice
Fixation Fixation Fixation Fixation
Counts  Duration Counts Duration
Reading Score/Level Feedback 0 0 0 0
Reading General Comment 3 0.3 (1.11%) 9 1.0 (3.44%)
Reading Specific Feedback 18 1.9 (6.41%) 13 2.3 (7.83%)
Reading Sentence Highlighting 44 3.1(10.32%) 47 7.0 (23.38%)
Reading Progress Graph 6 0.7 (2.18%) 1 0.1 (0.88%)
Total 71 6.0 (20.02%) 70 10.4 (34.73%)

 Students’ active revisions in response to
Write & Improve feedback

Specific behaviors  David Alice

Adding
Deleting
Substitution
Correction
Re-organization
Rewriting

No change
Adding
Deleting
Substitution
Correction
Re-organization
Rewriting

No change

Types of revisions

Revising based on specific

feedback

Revising based on sentence
highlighting
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e Students’ difficulty in essay revision
based on indirect feedback

David
Revision to SF  Revision to SH Total
Good 7 (70.0%) 2(11.1%) 9 (32.1%)
Neutral 2 (20.0%) 14 (77.8%) 16 (57.2%)
Bad 1 (10.0%) 2 (11.1%) 3 (10.7%)
Alice
Revision to SF Revision to SH Total
Good 6 (75.0%) 5 (31.2%) 11 (45.9%)
Neutral 1 (12.5%) 4 (25.0%) 5 (20.8%)
Bad 1 (12.5%) 7 (43.8%) 8 (33.3%)

Note: SF = Specific Feedback; SH = Sentence Highlighting
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