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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Problem Statement 

Responding to student writing is an essential component of process writing, yet it is a 

major concern to teachers of writing. As a former English as a foreign language (EFL) teacher, I 

observed that neither teachers nor students liked the writing classes. While working at a public 

middle school as well as at a university as an English instructor in Turkey, I found out that my 

colleagues defined writing as a nightmare. Teachers avoided teaching writing because 

responding to student essays was a burden for them. First of all, providing feedback on multiple 

drafts on various prompts was a quite time consuming process. Moreover, being non-native 

speakers of English language, teachers hesitated to provide feedback regarding the content due to 

their lack of knowledge about some words or expressions in English. Finally, they did not know 

how and when to give feedback 

Until the 1970s, based on the structural view of language teaching, writing was seen as a 

final product. That is, the writer did not revise the text and the teacher’s feedback referred only 

to surface corrections (Riley, 1995). The increasing popularity of the communicative approach 

shifted the paradigm toward the process approach (Leki, 1992). As Zamel (1982) indicated, 

related research had earlier been concerned with the composition itself, but now the composing 

process has become the point of attention. Investigations revealed that writing is the process of 

exploring and integrating ideas. Moreover, it is not linear, but ‘recursive’ (Silva, 1990). As 

writers experience writing, they discover thoughts, express them and reformulate them (Zamel, 

1983). While discussing the process/product dichotomy, researchers find it necessary to define 

the good and poor writer accordingly. Johns (1990) claims that the writer is a creator who goes 

through the process of creating and producing discourse. Similarly, Riley (1995) claims that 

current research in writing supports the idea that English as a Second Language (ESL) students 

need to pay close attention to the purpose and concepts of the reading and apply these concepts 

in their writings to become good writers.  

The process approach requires a considerable amount of time and effort from teachers 

because of its iterative nature. Teachers need to read and respond to first and subsequent drafts 

that student write in response to a particular prompt. AES systems such as e-rater®, Intelligent 

Essay Assessor™ (IEA), and IntelliMetric™ have been developed to assist teachers in evaluating 

student essays, thus reducing the amount of effort toward correction, and providing a greater 
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amount of time for developing content skills, i.e., organization, focus and unity. Moreover, these 

systems respond to essays automatically and provide feedback within seconds. As Burstein, 

Chodorow, and Leacock (2003) emphasize, in order to improve his/her writing skills, a learner 

needs to get feedback from the instructor and revise his/her writing accordingly. However, those 

teachers who teach large classes, this is quite a time consuming process, which might also affect 

the frequency of the writing assignments given in class. The reason for developing automated 

tools for writing is not only to provide students with opportunities to practice writing, but also to 

provide them with quick and accurate feedback regarding grammatical errors, style, content, and 

organization (Burstein et al., 2003).  

Given these concerns in the field, I turned to issues of writing in my own country. Since 

teachers of English in Turkey were hesitant about teaching and grading writing assignments and 

writing was not included in the standardized English proficiency exams, the teachers and the 

students paid less attention to writing. As a result, whenever there was a problem with time, such 

as catching up with the syllabus, the writing sections in the textbooks were the ones to be omitted 

first from EFL classes. The negative attitudes toward writing urged me to find out about more 

about this challenging and intimidating skill. I started thinking about the role of the computer and 

technology in writing assessment, which led to the following questions: Could advancements in 

technology assist EFL and ESL (English as second language) teachers of non-native English 

speaking students in responding to student compositions? Could computers be an aid for writing 

teachers in reducing the workload on grading essays? Could they make the jobs of writing 

teachers easier?  

While looking for an answer, I found out that there were several Automated Essay 

Scoring (AES) systems on the market. These powerful programs could provide students with 

instant feedback. Some companies were claiming that their programs had up to 98% agreement 

with human raters. Ellis Page, one of the developers of an AES system called PEG™ (Project 

Essay Grader), summarized the purpose of the system he developed as “concerned with 

improving writing practice and performance, PEG™ research has concentrated on how to 

improve student writing and simultaneously relieve the pressure of the extra work for teachers to 

grade such work” (Page, 2003, p. 48). Is this statement true? Are these systems really helpful? If 

so, what about ESL writers? Could AES systems really assist ESL writers and teachers in the 

same way?  
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The developers of AES systems claim that AES systems can assist teachers in responding 

to a large number of essays and assign frequent writing assignments without worrying about 

scoring the first and subsequent drafts. The developers also claim that they take ESL and EFL 

populations into consideration as well. For instance, MY Access!® has multilingual feedback 

capacity and Criterion
sm

 includes many retired TOEFL prompts. Could AES systems assist ESL 

teachers in providing feedback to the essays that non-native English speaking students produced? 

Could non-native English speaking students benefit from the AES feedback?  

In order to find the answer of these questions, the present study analyzed how ESL 

students incorporated the feedback they received either from the teacher or from an AES system. 

It also investigated to what extent ESL students used each type of feedback in their drafts. It is 

possible to speculate on the extent that the AES systems would assist ESL writers. AES systems 

provide students the opportunity to submit as many drafts as they want and get instant scoring 

and feedback. The feedback on content skills, i.e., organization, focus and meaning, they receive 

might help good writers pay attention to those aspects of writing. On the other hand, it might also 

be possible that poor writers would get lost in the information pool generated by the computer 

since the feedback provided by the program can sometimes be quite extensive.  

What is Automated Essay Scoring (AES)? 

Automated essay scoring (AES) is a system that requires computer technology to 

evaluate and score essays instantly. Although research on automated essay scoring began in the 

1960s, for a long time, the focus has been primarily on the native English speaking writers. 

Recently researchers have started working on models that involve languages other than English 

(Shermis & Burstein, 2003).  For instance, Educational Testing Service (ETS) is currently 

working on “computer-based corpora” that characterize language variation, both for subgroups 

who use non-standard dialects of English and nonnative speakers of English (Burstein & 

Chodorow, 1999). Additionally, Vantage learning developed programs that can provide non 

native English speaking students feedback in their own languages, i.e., Spanish and Chinese. 

AES programs rely on various machine learning methods such as Artificial Intelligence 

(AI), Natural Language Processing (NLP), and Latent Semantic Analysis (LSA) to provide 

instant feedback and scoring. AI focuses on designing intelligent machines that have the ability 

to imitate the human mind. NLP is one application of AI and it has been used to summarize texts 
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and translate them to different languages for decades. Furthermore, LSA characterizes a word 

used in a sentence, passage, or essay based on the semantic associations (Landauder, Foltz, & 

Laham, 1998).  

Four types of AES systems are widely used by testing companies, universities, and public 

schools. The first one is known as Project Essay Grader™ (PEG).  Given an essay, PEG™ is 

supposed to predict the score that a human rater would possibly assign to a similar type of essay. 

The comparisons of predictions are based on correlations between human raters as well as human 

raters and PEG™ (Page, 2003). Another AES scoring system, Intelligent Essay Assessor™ 

(IEA), is based on Latent Semantic Analysis (LSA) engine. Unlike other approaches, LSA is 

claimed to focus more on content rather than mechanical features of writing, i.e., grammar, 

spelling, and punctuation (Landauer, Laham, & Foltz, 2000; Landauer, Laham, & Foltz, 2003). 

An example of an automated essay scoring system that employs text-based NLP applications is 

e-rater®. E-rater® consists of three NLP-based modules including syntactic, discourse, and 

topical analysis modules, to identify the scoring guide.  The syntactic analyzer tracks the 

syntactic variety in the essay, whereas, the discourse analyzer identifies the discourse elements 

such as cue words and argument developments in the text. Finally, the topical analyzer captures 

the vocabulary use or topic identification (Burstein, 2003). E-rater® is designed to analyze essay 

writing performance instantly according to the writing features specified on the six-point holistic 

scoring rubric used by the human expert raters (Burstein, Kukich, Wolff, Lu, & Chodorow, 

1998). E-rater®’s instructional application is called Criterion
sm

 and it includes the main 

characteristics of both approaches: automated essay scoring and diagnostic feedback (Burstein et 

al., 1998). Like e-rater®, IntelliMetric™ is also use artificial intelligence and natural language 

processing. The instructional application of IntelliMetric™ is MY Access!®. A richer 

description of AES programs is provided and the use of each system is discussed in greater depth 

in Chapter 2.  

This study is expected to fill the gap in the AES research. Little research explored the use 

of AES systems in ESL contexts and most studies included only native English speaking writers. 

Only a few studies have been conducted with respect to ESL contexts by ETS and Vantage 

Learning. For instance, one of the studies (Burstein & Chodorow, 1999) that ETS conducted 

focused on the performance of e-rater® on Test of Written English (TWE) essays that were 

written by non-native English speakers while the other study (Chodorow & Burstein, 2004) 
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investigated the relationship between essay length and holistic scores assigned to computer based 

Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL-CBT) essays by e-rater®. Furthermore, Vantage 

Learning conducted two different studies (Edelblut & Vantage Learning, 2003; Elliott, 2001b) 

based on the essays written in languages other than English (Hebrew and Bahasa).  However, the 

focus of these studies was different than that of this study in that the feedback students received 

was in Hebrew and Bahasa. This study did not focus on the feedback provided in different 

languages but on the impact of the feedback on the writing improvement for ESL students. In 

other words, the participants in this study were from various linguistic backgrounds and they 

wrote the essays in English.  

A number of studies were conducted mainly to compare human raters with the AES 

systems (Attali, 2004; Burstein & Chodorow, 1999; Elliot, 2000a, 2000b, 2001c, 2002a, 2003b, 

2003c; Landauer, Laham, & Foltz, 2003; Landauer, Laham, Rehder, & Schreiner, 1997; Nichols, 

2004; Page, 2003). These studies aimed to prove the accuracy and reliability of the AES systems 

with respect to the writing assessment. However, the focus on this study was not to evaluate the 

validity or the reliability of the AES systems, but to investigate how ESL writers incorporated 

the type of feedback they received either from the AES system or from the teacher. There was no 

study conducted regarding the use of an AES system in an ESL classroom setting and this study 

could be the first one that investigated the use of AES feedback in an ESL classroom setting. The 

results of this study suggested critical implications for future AES research regarding not only 

ESL but also EFL students in countries all over the world. 

Purpose of the Study 

The AES program that was used in this study was MY Access!®, which was supported 

by the IntelliMetric™ scoring system. The MY Access!® program was selected because of its 

availability. The producing company of the program, Vantage Learning, donated the software for 

research purposes. However, the study was conducted independent of the company’s influence. 

The research questions included: 

1. How do two English as a second language (ESL) students who are exposed to 

Automated Essay Scoring (AES) feedback and two ESL students who receive 

written teacher feedback (TF) incorporate the type of feedback they receive 

across multiple drafts of selected prompts? 
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a. What differences exist in the extent to which ESL students use the feedback 

they receive to revise their drafts when the students are presented with AES 

feedback versus written TF? 

b. Are there differences in the type of revisions performed by ESL students in 

terms of focus and meaning, content and development, organization, language 

use and style, and mechanics and conventions on particular drafts? 

c. What factors or reasons reported by ESL students and observed in the 

classroom help to explain observed differences? 

A methodological field test was conducted with only one class in the summer semester of 

2005 to enhance the implementation of the proposed study. The field test process was discussed 

in Chapter 3.  

This study focused on four adult ESL students who took the English as a Second Language 

(ESL) instruction during a seven-week-session at the Intensive English Center (IEC) at a state 

university in North Florida during the spring semester of 2006. Linguistic backgrounds of 

students included Spanish, Arabic, Turkish, and Korean. The students’ English proficiency levels 

in reading and writing were determined by IEC teachers as low-intermediate based on the tests 

developed by the center. 

The present study explored the use of computerized feedback (AES system) and human 

feedback (teacher feedback) on the writings of four ESL students from a case study perspective. 

A class of 12 students was divided into two groups. Approximately half of the students were 

exposed to computerized feedback (AES group) and the other half received written feedback 

from the teacher (TF group). However, the focus of this study was four case study students (two 

from each group). All students typed a diagnostic essay at the beginning of the study before they 

were assigned to their feedback groups (AES or written TF feedback). Based on their diagnostic 

essay scores, the students were assigned to either the AES feedback or the written TF feedback. 

Students typed their essays using the MY Access!® program three times a week. They wrote 

three drafts on five prompts in writing classes during the seven-week session. The essays were 

evaluated both holistically and analytically either by the AES program or by the teacher. More 

information can be found in the procedures section of Chapter 3.  

The data were collected through various sources: a) diagnostic essays, b) student essays on 

five writing prompts (both first and subsequent drafts), c) analytic and/or holistic feedback that 
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were assigned to the essays either by the MY Access!® program or by the teacher, d) 

demographic, computer literacy, and opinion surveys, e) student and teacher interviews, and f) 

classroom observations. 

The same computer and writing skills were taught to each group at the beginning of the 

seven-week session. The students were provided instruction regarding process writing by the 

classroom teacher at the beginning of the session. Both the AES and the TF group students typed 

their essays using the MY Access!® program. However, the MY Access!® website functioned 

similar to the Microsoft Word program for the TF group. In other words, the website was treated 

as a word processor by turning off all the capabilities of the program except for the spell checker. 

It was hoped that this would reduce the differences between the groups and minimize the 

negative attitudes of the students in the TF group for not using the MY Access!® program. 

Moreover, it was expected to provide a more convenient online environment both for the 

students and the teacher, as well as the researcher because the drafts that the students typed were 

saved in an e-portfolio on the MY Access!® website. The writing instruction the AES and TF 

group students received was the same since both groups obtained instruction from the same 

teacher in the same class. The students, however, typed their essays in two different computer 

labs.  

The researcher prevented all students from accessing the MY Access!® program outside of 

the class by activating the program at the beginning of the class and inactivating it at the end of 

the class. The researcher and another observer conducted classroom observations and took field 

notes throughout the data collection process. The researcher was able to access the MY 

Access!® program to monitor the students’ first and subsequent drafts online, along with each 

type of feedback and scoring they received either from the computer or from the teacher. When 

teacher provided feedback and scoring on a word document, he e-mailed them to the researcher 

as attachments. 

The drafts of the four students, two from each feedback type, were analyzed in depth from a 

case-study perspective. The students were selected based on the holistic scores they received on 

the diagnostic essays. One student with a score of 2 and another student with a score of 3 from 

each group were selected for the document (draft) analysis. The main reason for determining the 

score levels as 2 or 3 was that these scores could reflect the change in student writing over time 
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much better the ones with a score of 4 (the highest score received). Another reason was that the 

researcher aimed to keep both pairs in each group similar in terms of diagnostic essay scores. 

The study included three types of analysis: 1. document analysis, 2. interview, and 3. 

observation. Document (essay) analysis was the dominant data collection procedure in this study. 

During the document analysis stage, the way each of four students integrated the feedback they 

received either from the MY Access!® program or from the teacher from first to final draft on 

each of the five prompts was qualitatively analyzed. The data was coded by the researcher and 

another doctoral student who has extensive knowledge in process writing to ensure consistency. 

To answer the main research question, How do two English as a Second Language (ESL) 

students who are exposed to automated essay scoring (AES) feedback and two ESL students who 

receive written teacher feedback (TF) incorporate the type of feedback they receive across 

multiple drafts of selected prompts?, the drafts of four case study students as well as the type of 

feedback they received either from the MY Access!® program or the teacher were classified and 

analyzed. First, the feedback points assigned either by the teacher or by the MY Access!® 

program was identified based on their form or function (see Chapter 4 for more information). 

The writing categories generated by the MY Access!® program (focus and meaning, content and 

development, organization, language use and style, and mechanics and conventions) were used 

as a basis to classify both the written TF and AES feedback in this study. Next, the data from the 

student drafts and the related feedback either from the teacher or from the AES system (MY 

Access!®) were compared and cross-referenced to explore how students incorporated the type of 

feedback they received into their revisions. The type of feedback students received was classified 

as usable AES feedback/written TF and other AES feedback/written TF. Additionally, the 

revisions made by each student on each draft were categorized as followed: a. changes that 

might be based on TF/AES feedback, b. partial changes that might be based on TF/AES 

feedback, c. changes that are not based on TF/ AES feedback, and d. usable AES feedback/ 

written TF that is not used. The feedback and revisions were also coded by another doctoral 

student with extensive knowledge in process writing to ensure reliability.  

To answer the first subsidiary research question, what differences exist in the extent to which 

ESL students use the feedback they receive to revise their drafts when the students are presented 

with AES versus written teacher feedback?, the number of feedback points (either the AES 

feedback or the written TF) provided to students was suggested was calculated, and the number 
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as well as the percentage of feedback points each student used in their revisions were calculated 

and compared. The percentages provided an indication of how similar or different were the 

students in terms of feedback points they were presented and how useful each type of feedback 

was, AES feedback vs. written TF.  

To answer the second subsidiary research question, are there differences in the type of 

revisions preformed by ESL students in terms of focus and meaning, content and development, 

organization, language use and style, mechanics and conventions on particular drafts?, the 

revision students made on each draft were matched to the writing traits in the analytic rubric 

(focus and unity, content and development, organization, language use and style, and mechanics 

and conventions) and the revisions made by each student were compared to each other.  

The third subsidiary question, what factors or reasons reported by the ESL students and 

observed in the classroom help to explain observed differences?, was answered based on the data 

obtained from the interview notes and field notes. The observation of the students’ writing 

processes and the interviews conducted both with the students and the teacher provided 

information regarding the context of the feedback. They also assisted to explain the reasons of 

similarities or differences in the use of feedback by each student.

Finally, the survey data was analyzed to provide information about the computer abilities and 

demographic backgrounds of the participants. The demographic and computer literacy survey 

information regarding four case study participants was included in the study to present a better 

description about the context of each type of feedback.   

Issues of Credibility 

The classes at IEC were seven weeks long and the students were able to write three drafts 

on five prompts for five weeks. Therefore, it was not possible to conduct a longitudinal study 

because the student would not be in the same classroom in the following sessions. At IEC, 

students take an exit exam, which determines their English proficiency levels, and they are 

placed in different classrooms based on the scores they received in this exam.   

The results of this study cannot be generalized because it utilized a case study approach. 

On the other hand, the findings could be applied in institutions alike because they tend to attract 

a particular population of students, the classrooms and setup of the programs are geared toward a 

low student-teacher ratio, and they are different from other types of ESL programs for adults.  
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The changes students made in their drafts were determined by the results of the essay 

analysis, and supported by classroom observations and interviews. It would be useful to conduct 

retrospective interviews with each case study participant right after he or she submitted a draft 

for a future study. Students could better explain how they incorporated the feedback in their 

revisions, and why they used some feedback, but not some other. An alternative technique to 

investigate the changes the students made would be “think-aloud protocols.”  

Significance of the Study 

This study is expected to fill in the gap in AES research since no research has been  

published regarding the use of an AES system in an ESL classroom setting at the time of this 

study was conducted. The findings are also expected to contribute to AES research in the 

improvement of AES technology for ESL or EFL (English as a foreign language) students and 

the effective use of the AES systems in ESL/EFL classroom settings. It is also anticipated that 

the results of this will contribute to the research in writing and technology in general. Finally, the 

results of this study suggest important implications for the research in ESL/EFL writing by 

providing writing teachers with further insights regarding the use of AES programs in ESL/EFL 

classrooms. The findings may be a great assistance to EFL teachers not only in Turkey, but in 

other countries as well.  As I mentioned above, being non-native speakers of English, most 

writing teachers in Turkey prefer focusing more on grammar and hesitate to provide feedback on 

content. Although my teaching EFL experience is limited to Turkey, it is quite possible that EFL 

teachers in other countries are encountering similar problems while teaching writing. The use of 

this software might make teachers feel more confident in teaching writing classes in English all 

around the world.  

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following terms have these meanings: 

1. In “product approach” writing is treated as a linear course of action and it is treated as 

a final product. In product approach the writer does not revise the essay (Zamel 1982, 1983; 

Silva, 1990; Johns, 1990; Leki, 1992). 

2. “Process approach” is a recursive writing approach where the writer has a chance to 

revise the essay as needed. The steps include planning, drafting, and revising (Zamel 1982, 1983; 

Silva, 1990; Johns, 1990; Leki, 1992). 
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3. “Sentence-level features” are related to the form of the language such as grammar, 

punctuation, or spelling in a sentence (Zamel, 1982, 1983).  

4. “Discourse-level features” refer the way sentences are connected in a meaningful way 

(Tabors, 1997). Organization, cohesion, and coherence are examples of examples of discourse 

level features (Bailey, 1998).   

5. The term “skilled writer” is used interchangeably with proficient and experienced 

writer. It basically refers to a writer who is competent in the composing process (Zamel, 1982, 

1983; Jones, as cited in Krapels, 1990). Skilled writers view and experience writing as a 

recursive process (Zamel, 1983; Porte, 1997).  

6. The term “unskilled writer” is used interchangeably with less proficient and 

inexperienced writer. It mainly refers to a writer who lacks the composing competence (Zamel, 

1983). The main distinction between skilled and unskilled writers lies in their revision strategies 

(Riley, 1995; Porte, 1997). Unlike skilled writers, unskilled writers are more concerned with the 

formal aspects of writing (Zamel, 1982, 1983; Raimes, 1985). 

 7. “MY Access!® program” is defined as “a prompt-driven, internet-based instructional 

writing program that scores student responses to prompts/writing tasks in a very short time (less 

than 10 seconds) through advanced artificial intelligence technologies” (Vantage Learnin, n.d.).  

8. “Prompt” refers to an essay topic. 

            9. “Narrative essay” is the type of essay that tells a story (http://www.geocities.com;  

http://www.rscc.cc.tn.us; http://www.orangeusd.k12.ca.us). 

10. “Informative essay” is a type of writing where the writer is prompted to explore new 

ideas and share knowledge (http://www.nces.ed.gov).  

       11. “Holistic scoring scale” is used to evaluate essays as a whole by assigning one single 

score (Bailey, 1998; Brown, 2004)    

 12. “Analytic scoring scale” is used to evaluate essays on various categories. The 

analytic scale that is used in study includes five categories including focus and meaning, content 

and organization, sentence structure, language use and style, and mechanics and conventions 

(Vantage Learning, n.d.). 

 13. “Focus and meaning” is the first category in the analytic scoring scale that was used 

in this study. It investigates the features that target cohesiveness and consistency and unity in 

purpose and main idea of the essay (Vantage Learning, n.d.). 
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 14. “Content and development” is the second category in the analytic scoring scale that 

is used in this study. It focuses on the features about breadth of content and the development and 

support for ideas (Vantage Learning, n.d.). 

 15. “Organization” is the third category in the analytic scoring scale that is used in this 

study. The main focus is the features based on logic of discourse and transitional smoothness in 

an essay (Vantage Learning, n.d.). 

 16. “Language use and style” is the fourth category of the analytic scoring scale that is 

used in this study. It examines the sentence variety and the complexity level in a sentence. 

Examples include word choice and usage and sense of audience (Vantage Learning, n.d.). 

 17. “Mechanics and conventions” is the final category of the analytic scoring scale that is 

used in this study. It points toward the conventions of edited American English including 

grammar, punctuation, capitalization, and spelling (Vantage Learning, n.d.). 

 Summary  

       The main purpose of this study was to explore how two ESL students who are exposed to 

AES feedback as opposed to two who are presented written TF incorporated the type of feedback 

they received into their drafts. The participants consisted of adult ESL students who were 

attending at the Intensive English Center at a university in North Florida. A class of 12 students 

was divided into two groups. Approximately half of the students were exposed to the Automated 

Essay Scoring (AES) feedback (AES group) and the other half received written feedback from 

the teacher (TF group). However, the focus of this study was four case study students (two from 

each group).  The data were collected through various sources: a) diagnostic essays, b) student 

essays on five writing prompts (both first and subsequent drafts), c) analytic and/or holistic 

feedback that were assigned to the essays either by the MY Access!® program or by the teacher, 

d) demographic, computer literacy, and opinion surveys, e) student and teacher interviews, and f) 

classroom observations. This study is unique because no research study has been published 

regarding the use of an AES system in an ESL classroom setting when this study was conducted. 

Moreover, this is the only study that focused on the feedback capacities of an AES system rather 

than its scoring ability.  
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 This chapter reviews the historical development of second language (L2) writing, the 

literature on the writing processes of L2 writers, and the literature on the role written teacher 

feedback plays on L2 writing. The review of the literature in process writing was relevant in the 

current study in several ways. First of all, this study focused on rewriting and revising an essay 

based on the given feedback, which is the major aspect of process writing. Second, Automated 

Essay Scoring (AES) systems were used to simulate the scoring strategies of human raters. 

Therefore, it was particularly important to understand the ways teachers provide written 

feedback on student writing. In the final section of this chapter, four widely used AES systems 

were reviewed and information regarding the way each of these systems worked was provided. 

Finally, the research done on each AES system was explored. The information provided in AES 

is essential to gain insights about how the mechanisms in the AES system assist L2 writers to 

practice process writing.   

Traditional Paradigm: Product Approach 

After World War II, the audio-lingual approach gained popularity in second language 

instruction. The audio-lingual approach was rooted in behaviorist theories, and writing was 

perceived as the reinforcement of oral habits.  Writing was considered as the least important skill 

among the four language skills (Leki, 1992; Silva, 1990). “Controlled writing” was widely used 

in writing classes. In controlled writing students were expected to imitate or manipulate the 

model paragraphs provided to them rather than creating their own writings. They made changes 

on a text by substitutions, transformations, expansions and so on (Silva, 1990).   

During the 1960s, more attention was given to ESL writing (Leki, 1992; Silva, 1990). 

Students needed something more than controlled writing. The current-traditional rhetoric 

approach, which is a combination of the current-traditional paradigm and Kaplan’s theory of 

contrastive rhetoric, became popular among writing teachers (Silva, 1990). Under the impact of a 

structuralist view of language teaching, writing teachers have focused on formal accuracy in 

compositions. In other words, teaching writing was putting the small pieces of grammar together 

to make sentences, and teachers’ assistance was limited to sentence level correction (Leki, 1992). 

A good paragraph needed to have a topic sentence, three supporting sentences, and a concluding 
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sentence. Similarly, a good essay consisted of three main parts: introduction, body, and 

conclusion (Leki, 1992). As Silva (1990) stated below, 

the central concern of this [current-traditional rhetoric] approach was the logical 

construction and arrangement of discourse forms. Of primary interest was the paragraph. 

Here attention was given not only its elements (topic sentences, support sentences, 

concluding sentences, and transitions), but also to various options for its development 

(illustration, exemplification, comparison, contrast and so on). The other important focus 

was essay development, actually an extrapolation of paragraph principles to larger 

stretches of discourse. Addressed here were larger structural entities (introduction, body, 

and conclusion) and organizational patterns or modes (normally narration, description, 

exposition, and argumentation)… (p.14) 

So, while the focus of controlled writing has been on the lexical and syntactic attributes 

of the written text, the emphasis of the current-traditional rhetoric approach is discourse-level 

features. According to this approach, writing is seen as a final product. The student does not 

revise the composition she or he has written, and teacher feedback refers only to the surface 

correction (Riley, 1995). The process approach, on the other hand, focuses on the composing 

processes of the writers (Silva, 1990). The process approach of writing will be briefly discussed 

next.  

The Process Approach 

In the 1970s, with the increasing popularity of the communicative approach, there was a 

movement toward the process approach (Savignon, as cited in Leki, 1992).  Writing was not 

viewed as “a matter of fitting sentences and paragraphs into prescribed patterns” anymore (Silva, 

1990, p. 14). Rather, it was considered a “non-linear, exploratory, and generative process 

whereby writers discover and reformulate their ideas as they attempt to approximate meaning” 

(Zamel, 1983, p. 165). Additionally, writing was viewed as a complex, creative, and recursive 

process (Silva, 1990; Raimes, 1985).  

The role of the teacher also changed accordingly. The teacher was not the “editor,” but 

the “assistant” who helped students with drafting, revising, and editing in the writing process 

(Zamel, 1983).  The teacher’s job was to assist students with various tasks including finding 

topics, generating ideas, planning, drafting, revising, and editing (Leki, 1992).  Raimes’ (as cited 
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in Silva, 1990) statement of “composing means expressing ideas, conveying meaning” (p. 261) 

summarized the main idea of the process writing very well.  

Writing Processes of Skilled vs. Unskilled Writers  

The information regarding the writing processes of L2 writers is critical since it provides 

further insights about the L2 writing process. Both Zamel (1983) and Raimes (1985) investigated 

whether L1 and L2 learners used the same strategies while composing. In 1980s, the results of 

L2 writing research suggested that there were some similarities between L1 and L2 writing. A 

distinction was not made between L1 and L2 writers, yet it was made between experienced and 

inexperienced writers instead (Ferris, 2003). For instance, Zamel (1983) focused on the writing 

processes of the proficient and advanced writers in her case study. Her focus was on both skilled 

and unskilled ESL writers in her 1982 study. Raimes (1985), on the other hand, examined the 

composing processes of unskilled ESL writers only. Finally, Friedlander (1988) did not make 

any classification of writers as skilled/unskilled, experienced/inexperienced or proficient/less 

proficient at all. As Riley (1995) stated, 

the classification of writers as good or poor, skilled or unskilled, is a recurring theme in 

most L1 studies, later to be taken up by L2 researcher. One of the key ways to 

differentiate between the quality of the writer in these studies is the type of revision 

undertaken (p.11).  

Friedlander (1988) investigated the effects of the correctness issue on the ESL composing 

process.  He concluded that when ESL writers focused on producing correct text, they had 

difficulties in the composing process. Since they generated and produced less, their writings 

were less effective. Zamel’s (1982; 1983) studies reported similar results. That is, skilled writers, 

knowing that writing was non-linear and cyclical, made some adjustments in their writings as 

they reviewed it. They were so flexible in their revisions that they modified their goals and 

regenerated the ideas to meet the intentions of the reader. The writers first explored the ideas, 

then reformulated them, and worked on the formal errors at the end. However, the inexperienced 

writers were not very aware of the recursive, generative and integrative aspects of the writing 

process and they were more concerned with sentence level corrections.  

Finally, both Raimes (1985) and Zamel (1983) looked into the similarities or differences 

in L1 and L2 writing process. Raimes’ (1985) study suggested similar findings with the L2 
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research, but it contrasted with the results of much L1 research. The writing behaviors of her 

inexperienced ESL students were quite different from those of the inexperienced L1 writers. 

Raimes (1985) warned L2 writing researchers against allowing L1 writing research results to 

guide L2 writing research and instruction.  On the other hand, Zamel’s (1983) experienced 

subjects’ writing processes were very similar to those of experienced L1 writers.  

The studies discussed above are critical in understanding the writing processes of ESL 

writers and gaining insights about their writing experiences. As mentioned previously, rewriting 

is a concern with process writing and the current study includes the rewriting and drafting 

processes of ESL writers. 

The Role of Written Teacher Feedback on Student Writing 

The research on written teacher feedback also helped researchers understand the nature of 

the ESL writing process. Zamel (1985) investigated the nature of the teacher response to student 

writings. She stressed that L1 writing teachers and ESL writing teachers responded to the student 

texts in similar ways. The underlying assumption was that teachers’ attitudes toward writing had 

a big influence on their evaluation of the student writings. In this study, Zamel (1985) analyzed 

the responding behaviors of 15 ESL teachers to a total of 105 texts. Additionally, she examined 

each teacher’s response to three or more student compositions. The study reported that in spite of 

the findings related to the process approach, most teachers were still concerned with surface-

level features of writing and error identification. ESL teachers attended primarily to the surface-

level features rather than the discourse. They were so much distracted by the language-related 

local problems that they were not aware of the fact that most drafts were read as final products, 

not as an ongoing process (Zamel, 1985). Zamel (1985) concluded that her findings were similar 

to those of L1 writing research. Zamel’s (1985) methodology was criticized by Ferris, Pezone, 

Tade, and Tinti (1997) in that she failed to describe her methodology. It is very clear that 

Zamel’s (1985) methodology has some limitations. Her use of only one method to collect the 

data increases the concerns regarding the reliability of the results suggested in the study.  

Fathman and Whalley (1990) also examined whether the teachers’ emphasis should be on 

form or on content while responding to student compositions. The researchers examined the 

compositions of 72 intermediate ESL college students in order to investigate how students’ 

writing ability varied in the revision process when they focused on form or/and content. After 
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they were shown a sequence of eight pictures and given the short oral summary of them, students 

were asked to write a composition telling the story of the pictures in 30 minutes. Students were 

randomly assigned to four groups, where they received four different kinds of teacher feedback 

on their writings: Group 1 no feedback; Group 2 grammar feedback only; Group 3 content 

feedback only; and Group 4 both grammar and content feedback. The findings revealed that no 

matter if it was given alone or at the same time, feedback on grammar as well as on content had a 

positive affect on the revision process. Furthermore, marking the grammatical errors in the text 

improved students’ writing accuracy significantly. Regardless of the type of feedback they were 

provided, students improved the content when they revised the text. This finding suggested that 

“rewriting itself” (p. 187) was an effective way to improve writing.  

Similarly, Ashwell (2000) examined patterns of teacher response to student writing in 

multiple-draft composition classrooms. He tried to find out whether the generally recommended 

feedback type (content feedback followed by form feedback) in process writing was really the 

best method in responding to student writings. Ashwell (2000) provided four different forms of 

teacher feedback to first (D1), second (D2), and third drafts (D3) of a single composition. The 

first pattern involved teacher feedback on the content first, then on the form. The second pattern 

involved the reverse pattern: form feedback preceded the content feedback. While another 

pattern involved mixing both form and content feedback, the final pattern included no feedback 

at all. There were 50 students who were enrolled in the researcher’s two different EFL writing 

classes at a Japanese university. The students were considered inexperienced since this was their 

first writing class they had taken at university. The findings suggested that there were no 

significant differences among three feedback patterns. The order of feedback (form preceding 

content or vice versa, separate content and form feedback or vice versa) did not have an impact 

on student writing. However, students paid more attention to the feedback on form rather than 

the content feedback. This finding corresponds with Zamel’s 1983 study in that unskilled writers 

relied more on the form feedback while revising their writings.  

Ferris (1995) also conducted a study to gain insights about how students reacted to the 

teacher response in the multiple draft composition classrooms. The researcher analyzed the 

surveys of the 155 subjects who were taking ESL writing classes at the California State 

University in her quantitative study. She used a Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks test as a 

research tool to find out the differences in student responses to teacher’s feedback on preliminary 
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and final drafts. The results of the test showed that in terms of students’ rereading their papers 

and attending to their teachers’ comments, there was a significant difference between 

preliminary and final drafts. The findings suggested that focusing on grammar was not as 

inefficient as it was believed. In 2003, Ferris criticized her 1995 study in a book she published. 

She stated that her study was limited in that the results were based on a single data collection 

technique (survey) and it was not triangulated by other methods of data collection such as 

teacher responses, interviews, or text analysis (Ferris, 2003). 

Conrad and Goldstein (1999) explored the connection between the characteristics of 

teacher feedback and the success in student revisions. The data was collected from one teacher 

and three students in an advanced ESL composition course. The data included the written teacher 

feedback, student drafts (before and after feedback), and teacher-student conference discussions. 

The results of the study revealed that formal characteristics of teacher feedback did not always 

influence the student success in the revisions. One characteristic was found to be related to 

successful revisions. Students were successful in solving various problems in their revisions. 

Although there were exceptions, generally they were not successful in certain types of revision 

problems that were associated with explanation, analysis, and explicitness. Conrad and Goldstein 

(1999) reported that several factors including content knowledge, strongly-held beliefs, the 

course context, and the pressure of other commitments affected students’ revisions and their 

success or lack of success in their revisions. 

Ferris, Pezone, Tade, and Tinty (1997) analyzed teachers’ written response and impact of 

their responses on student writing in their longitudinal study. The researchers examined multiple 

drafts of various writing assignments during one semester of a college composition class. The 

participants in the study included one ESL teacher and 47 advanced college ESL students. The 

researchers claimed that the previous studies on teacher response did not provide enough 

information regarding analytic models that are relevant to the purposes of this study. Therefore, 

they used a model called “original analysis model” to understand the nature of the teacher 

feedback. Several scored essays were evaluated in order to form categories for analysis of 

teacher response (Ferris et al., 1997). The categories of teacher feedback included directives, 

grammar/mechanics comments, and positive comments. The teacher feedback was analyzed 

through two stages: evaluation of teachers’ objectives in providing the written feedback and 

categorization of linguistic forms of the feedback. Approximately 1500 types of written teacher 
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feedback on 111 first draft essays were analyzed through the original analysis model. The 

researchers claimed that the discussions regarding the nature of teacher feedback should be more 

than a discussion about the content vs. form dichotomy. They stressed that the form of feedback 

teachers gave varied according to several factors such as genre of writing, the individual 

differences, and when to give feedback.  Implications for ESL teachers address the basic 

characteristics of teacher response and suggest a focus on content, especially in early drafts, and 

give time for multiple drafts in the process writing approach. Ferris et al. (1997) recommended 

that researchers should not provide teachers “simplistic prescriptions” by saying for example 

“don’t appropriate students’ ideas by telling them what to do” (p. 178). 

Hyland’s (1998) study on the impact of teacher written feedback on individual 

compositions provided additional support to the research in the ESL writing process. The 

researcher tried to find out how ESL students reacted to the teachers’ written comments and how 

they used the feedback they received during the revision processes through a case study and 

various data collection procedures such as classroom observations, questionnaires and 

interviews, teacher think-aloud protocols, and written texts. The research context was an English 

proficiency program (EPP) at a university in New Zealand. Two classes were selected and two 

instructors were asked to participate in the study. Two teacher and six students (3 from each 

class) participated in the study. The researcher first identified and classified the teacher feedback 

and the revisions made by the students, and then cross-linked the feedback and revisions. The 

findings of the study showed that students’ use of teacher feedback in their revisions varied 

depending on the differences in their needs, the experiences and the writing approaches (Hyland, 

1998). The findings also suggested that the feedback situation contained “great potential for 

miscommunication and misunderstanding” between the teacher and the student (p. 255). 

 In another study, Ferris and Roberts (2001) investigated the level of explicitness 

necessary for error feedback in order to assist ESL writers to self-edit their writings. They 

pointed out that writing researchers tried to find out whether labeling the type of error or simply 

underlining the problematic form was more effective while providing feedback to ESL writing. 

They claimed that the former type of feedback might be more time-consuming than the latter. In 

this study, the writings of 72 university ESL students in three different feedback conditions were 

examined. The first group received coded feedback. That is, errors were indicated with codes 

from five different error categories including verb errors, noun ending errors, article errors, 
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wrong word, and sentence structure. The second group received feedback in a different form. 

This time the errors were not coded, but they were underlined in the same five categories as in 

the first group. The third group received no feedback. The results of the study showed that both 

groups that received feedback were more successful in the self-editing process compared to the 

group that received no feedback. This finding supports the findings that were reported in 

Fathman and Whalley’s 1990 study. Furthermore, Ferris and Roberts (2001) found no significant 

differences between the two feedback groups.  This finding confirms the finding of Ashwell 

(2000) as well. 

 Like Ferris and Roberts (2001), Chandler (2003) also examined the relationship between 

different types of error feedback and their impact on the improvement of accuracy and fluency of 

student compositions. There were 31 ESL students in this experimental study, 16 in the control 

group and 15 in the experimental group. Although both groups were taught by the same teacher 

in the same way receiving error feedback, the groups’ revision process was quite different. While 

the experimental group corrected each error that was underlined by the teacher prior to 

submitting the next assignment, the control group was required to wait to do corrections until the 

end of the semester after the first draft of the fifth assignment was written. The categories that 

were error marked included the following: paragraph, sentence structure, meaning unclear, 

awkward, idiom, fragment, run-on, punctuation, capitalization, delete, insert, wrong word, word 

order, redundant, wrong form, subject-verb agreement, verb tense, verb voice, plural, article, 

pronoun, word division, and spelling (Chandler, 2003). The results of the study revealed that 

unlike the control group, the experimental group increased the accuracy in their writings on first 

drafts over the semester. The students in the control group, who were told not to do corrections 

after receiving feedback from the teacher, did not show any significant progress in accuracy on 

their first drafts. This finding corresponded with Ferris and Roberts’ (2001) no feedback group.  

In the same article, Chandler (2003) reported the results of another study, which 

examined the effects of various types of error feedback as well. The researcher wanted to find 

out whether teachers should correct errors or they should indicate errors for students to self-

correct. He further asked the question of whether it was better if teachers marked the location of 

the error or indicated the error type or both. The subjects in this study were the same ESL 

students who participated in the first study. Also, it was the same course taught by the same 

teacher. Every student received four different types of feedback, i.e., correction, underlining with 

 20



description, description type only, and underlining, in different orders (Chandler, 2003). Five 

different outcome measures were reported in the study. The first was the number of student 

errors per 100 words on the subsequent chapter and revisions (accuracy). The second one 

focused on holistic ratings of the first drafts of first and last chapters of student autobiographies. 

The third one was the amount of time students spent on each chapter (fluency). The next one was 

immediate student responses to different types of feedback. The final outcome measure was the 

comparison of the amount of time the teacher spent on providing each type of feedback on initial 

draft and following drafts (Chandler, 2003). 

Each paper was rated holistically by two independent raters on a scale of 1- 6 according 

to the holistic scoring guidelines of the Educational Testing Service (ETS) (Chandler, 2003). The 

results of the study (Chandler, 2003) revealed that even though an improvement in accuracy and 

fluency was observed, no significant difference was found in holistic ratings of the writings. The 

researcher did not find this result very unusual and he provided two explanations for that. To 

sum up, Correction was the most effective method among four. The researcher claimed that it 

was because Correction was the easiest method for students to understand as well as the fastest 

method for teachers to respond to in multiple drafts. The second method that caused an increase 

in accuracy both for revisions and for subsequent writing was Underlining. It was successfully 

employed by particularly high-proficiency-level students who were able to do self-correction.  

Unlike others, Paulus (1999) investigated the impact of both peer and teacher feedback 

on student writing. The researcher analyzed the first and final drafts of 11 ESL students and 

student verbal reports during revisions. She used Faigley and Witte’s taxonomy of revisions 

(1981, as cited in Paulus) to classify the type and the source of the revisions. The taxonomy 

includes two major categories: surface changes and meaning changes. While the surface changes 

do not affect the meaning of the text, the meaning changes do influence the meaning of the text. 

The results showed that both peer and teacher feedback assisted students’ revision processes. The 

majority of the revisions that the students made were at the surface-level. However, the changes 

the students made based on either the peer or teacher feedback were mainly at the meaning-level.  

Summary and Discussion 

 Research investigates the nature of the composing process and the role of teacher 

feedback on student revisions in L2 writing, stresses the product/process debate, and argues for 

the movement from the structural product approach toward the communicative process approach. 
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The research findings are rather contradictory. To begin with, Zamel (1985) advocated the idea 

that content should precede form (content versus mechanics) when responding student essays. In 

contrast, Chandler (2003) stated the following: 

…there is no indication that this is necessary, at least when students are writing in a genre 

which is relatively easy for them, such as the autobiographical writing in this study or the 

journal writing in Fathman and Whalley’s 1990 research (p. 280).   

Ashwell’s (2000) findings contradicted those of Zamel’s (1985) as well. He found that 

the feedback pattern that Zamel (1985) recommended was not superior to the other types of 

feedback patterns that he used in his study. Similarly, the results of Ferris’s (1995) study 

revealed that excessive attention on grammar was not ineffective as it was believed. Fathman and 

Whalley’s (1990) study supported this view and suggested that emphasizing grammar might not 

have a negative influence on the content. Both Ferris (1995) and Fathman and Whalley (1990) 

suggested that teachers needed to keep a balance between the form and the content. Fathman and 

Whalley (1990) also claimed that teacher feedback might not always result in an improvement, 

yet rewriting itself might affect students’ composing processes positively. Ferris and Roberts’ 

(2001) findings were consistent with those of Fathman and Whalley’s (1990) in that without 

getting any feedback, students improved their writing just by rewriting.  

As the studies reviewed above suggested, revision and feedback are important aspects of 

process writing. The impacts of computers on writing have been widely studied for three 

decades. Even basic computers functions, i.e. word processing, have been of great assistance to 

writers in modifying their essays. The research on automated essay scoring (AES) has revealed 

that computers have the capacity to function as a more effective cognitive tool (Attali, 2004). 

Therefore, it will be important to discover how the AES systems facilitate the revision process in 

writing in this study.  It will also be important to determine the extent to which the AES systems, 

in responding to all kinds of errors and other phenomena, unearths the same kinds of responses 

to the feedback as learners responded to their teachers’ feedback. Another interest will be to find 

out whether or not human feedback studies and AES systems use the same criteria to assess the 

writing performance. As the results of Hyland’s (1998) study suggested, the use of teacher 

feedback on student writing varied depending on the differences in the needs, the experiences 

and the writing approaches of each student. Since the appropriateness of feedback has been 
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found to be highly individual specific and/or situation specific, it will be essential to consider a 

method that is highly effective both for analyzing a large number of essays, but at the same time 

for providing individual feedback. 

Computerized Writing 

Hamp-Lyons (2001) discussed the fourth generation of writing assessment in her study. 

After describing the brief history of the first three generations in writing assessment as direct 

testing (i.e., essay tests), multiple-choice testing, and portfolio testing, she expressed the main 

characteristics of fourth generation in writing assessment, which she assumed to be technological 

and humanistic. She stated that there were several studies that searched for ways to apply 

technology to writing assessment. One way was to use automated essay scoring (AES) systems 

to assess writing performance.  AES is defined as the computer technology that evaluates and 

scores written prose (Shermis & Barrera, 2002; Shermis & Burstein, 2003; Shermis, Raymat, & 

Barrera, 2003).  Hamp-Lyons (2001) highlighted the advantages of this type of technological 

application as follows,  

the ability to perform repeated functions without boredom and variation, adaptability 

(within preprogrammed pathways), flexibility (testing can be carried out at any time, for 

a range of purposes, and on any number of candidates), and the ability to make decisions 

without being judgmental (in the sense of being biased) or confrontational (p. 121).  

Bereiter (2003) stressed the practicality of using machine scoring technologies  

in the large-scale assessment of writing ability. Employing human raters could be quite 

expensive in terms of time and resources. It is essential to include more than one rater in large-

scale writing assessments to reduce the bias the individual scorers might have. The training of 

multiple raters on a holistic scoring rubric is necessary but costly as well. However, it might be 

cost-effective to use an automated essay scoring system (Bereiter, 2003; Chung & O’Neil, 1997; 

Page, 2003).   

Responding to student papers can be a burden for teachers as well. Particularly if they 

have large number of students and if they assign frequent writing assignments, providing 

individual feedback to student essays might be too time consuming. AES systems can be very 

useful because within seconds they can provide the student with a score as well as feedback. 
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Also, the scores would be much more descriptive than the ratings provided by two human raters 

(Page, 2003). Besides being a time-and money-saver, automated essay scoring systems are 

claimed to provide variety in feedback, not only on grammar, but also on discourse (Shermis & 

Burstein, 2003, p. xiv). Myers (2003) claims that this reduces not only the teacher’s paper load, 

but also the issues of concern (e.g., subjectivity) with teacher assessment. Moreover, Page (2003) 

states that “the automated ratings would surpass the accuracy of the usual two judges (accuracy 

is defined as agreeing with the mean of judgments)” (p. 46). Finally, providing “a third voice” 

(p.15) about student writing, these types of programs can be effective tools in student-teacher 

conferences (Myers, 2003).   

Computerized scoring has many weaknesses as well. Hamp-Lyons (2001) stressed that 

computers lacked human interaction and the sense of the writer and/or rater as person. Similarly, 

Page (2003) stated that the computers could not assess an essay as human raters do because the 

computer would do “what it is programmed to do” and it wouldn’t “appreciate” an essay (p. 51). 

Another criticism is the construct objections. That is, the computer counts variables that might 

not be “truly” important in essay grading, i.e., focusing on formal aspects rather than 

organizational ones (Page, 2003; Chung & O’Neil, 1997).  

To sum up, AES is a developing technology. As discussed above, many AES systems are 

used to overcome time, cost, and generalizability issues in writing assessment. The main 

disadvantage of AES systems seems to be that they lacked the human element.  

Automated Essay Scoring (AES) Systems 

Four AES systems are discussed in this section. The first one is Project Essay Grader™ 

(PEG), which is known as the first AES system (Kukich, 2000; Rudner & Gagne, 2001; Page, 

2003). The second one, Intelligent Essay Assessor™ (IEA), was developed by Landauer, Laham, 

and Foltz using Latent Semantic Analysis (LSA) features (Landauer, Laham, & Foltz, 1998). 

Another AES system, e-rater®, has been used by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) to the 

score essay part of Graduate Management Admissions Test (GMAT). The final AES system is 

called IntelliMetric™. It was developed by Vantage learning and used by the College Board for 

placement purposes (Myers, 2003).  
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Project Essay Grader™ (PEG) 

 Project Essay Grader™ (PEG) was developed by Ellis Page in 1966 upon the request of 

the College Board, which wanted to make the large-scale essay scoring process more practical 

and effective (Rudner & Gagne, 2001; Page, 2003). PEG™ uses proxy measures to predict the 

intrinsic quality of the essays. Proxies refer to the particular writing construct such as average 

word length, essay length, number of semicolons or commas, and so on (Kukich, 2000; Chung & 

O’Neil, 1997; Rudner & Gagne, 2001).   

One of the strengths of PEG™ is that the predicted scores are comparable to those of 

human raters. Second, the system is computationally tractable. In other words, it is able to track 

the writing errors made by the users. Next, its scoring methodology is straightforward. PEG™ 

contains a training stage and a scoring stage. The system is trained on a sample of essays in the 

former stage. In the latter stage, proxy variables are determined for each essay and these 

variables are entered into the prediction equation. Finally, a score is assigned by computing beta 

weights from the training stage (Chung & O’Neil, 1997). PEG™ has been criticized for ignoring 

the semantic aspect of essays and focusing more on the surface structures (Kukich, 2000; Chung 

& O’Neil, 1997).  Failing to detect the content related features of an essay (organization, style 

etc.), the system does not provide instructional feedback to the students. Also, an early version of 

the system was found to be weak in terms of scoring accuracy. The main concern was the 

vulnerability of the system to cheating. Since PEG™ used indirect measures of writing skill, it 

was possible to trick the system, i.e., writing longer essays (Kukich, 2000). PEG™ was modified 

on several aspects in 1990s. It incorporated not only several parsers and various dictionaries, but 

also special collections and classification schemes (Page, 2003; Shermis & Barrera, 2002).  

 Intelligent Essay Assessor™ (IEA) 

Another AES system, Intelligent Essay Assessor™ (IEA), analyzes and scores an essay 

using a semantic text analysis method called Latent Semantic Analysis (LSA) (Lemaire & 

Dessus, 2001). LSA approach was created by psychologist Thomas Landauer, a psychology 

professor at the University of Colorado at Boulder, with the assistance of Peter Foltz, a professor 

at the New Mexico State University and Darrell Laham, a PhD student at UC (Murray, 1998). 

IEA is produced by the Pearson Knowledge Analysis Technologies (PKT) (PKT, (n.d.); Psotka 

& Streeter, 2004). A richer description of LSA and IEA is provided below.  
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Latent Semantic Analysis (LSA). Latent Semantic Analysis (LSA) is defined as “a 

statistical model of word usage that permits comparisons of the semantic similarity between 

pieces of textual information” (Foltz, 1996, p. 2). LSA first processes a corpus of machine-

readable language and then represents the words that are included in a sentence, paragraph, or 

essay (Landauer, Laham, & Foltz, 1998). LSA measures of similarity are considered highly 

correlated with human meaning similarities among words and texts. Moreover, it successfully 

imitates human word selection and category judgments (Landauer, Laham, & Foltz, 2003). The 

underlying idea is that the meaning of a passage is very much dependent on its words and 

changing even only one word can result in meaning differences in the passage. On the other 

hand, two passages with different words might have a very similar meaning (Landauer et al., 

2003). The underlying idea can be summarized as “meaning of word1+ meaning of word 2 + 

…………+meaning of word n = meaning of passage” (Landauer et al., 2003, p. 88). 

The educational applications of LSA include picking the most suitable text for students 

with different levels of background knowledge, automatic scoring of essay contents, and 

assisting students in summarizing texts successfully (Landauer et al., 1998). In order to evaluate 

the overall quality of an essay, LSA needs to be trained on domain-representative texts (texts that 

best represent the writing prompt). The essay, then, needs to be characterized by LSA vectors (a 

mathematical representation of the essay).  Finally, the conceptual relevance and the content of 

the essay are compared to other texts. When compared to content related factors (e.g., argument, 

comprehensibility, style), mechanical and syntactic features are easier to separate from other 

factors. The reason is that content related factors are very much affected by the word choice. 

Previous research on automated essay scoring has concentrated on the analysis of style. Unlike 

other methods, the emphasis of LSA is on the conceptual content of an essay (Foltz, Laham, & 

Landauer, 1999, Landauer et al., 1998). 

In the LSA based approach, the text is represented as a matrix. Each row in the matrix 

stands for a unique word, while each column stands for context. Each cell involves the frequency 

of the word. Then, each cell frequency is considered by a feature that denotes not only the 

importance of the word in that context but also the degree to which the word type carries 

information in the domain discourse (Landauer et al., 1998). The semantics of a word is verified 

through all the contexts that the word occurs. The number of occurrences of each word in a text 

determines the semantic space. For example, 300 paragraphs and 2000 words provide a 300X 
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2000 matrix. Here, while each word is represented by a 300-dimentional vector, each paragraph 

is represented by a 2000-dimentional vector. By reducing these dimensions, LSA induces 

semantic similarities between words. This reduction is critical since it permits the representation 

of the word meanings through the context in which they occur. The number of dimensions is also 

crucial. That is, if the number is too small, much of the information will be lost. On the contrary, 

if the number is too big, limited dependencies will be drawn between vectors. According to this 

method, the semantic information is determined only through the co-occurrence of words in a 

large corpus of texts (Lemaire & Dessus, 2001). 

  Intelligent Essay Assessor™ (IEA). It is claimed that unlike other AES systems, IEA™’s 

main focus is more on the content-related features rather than the form-related ones. However, 

this does not mean that IEA™ provides no feedback on formal aspects, i.e., grammar and 

punctuation, in an essay. In other words, even though the system is uses an LSA based approach 

to evaluate mainly the quality of the content of an essay, it includes scoring and feedback on 

grammar, style and mechanics as well (Landauer, Laham, & Foltz, 2000; Landauer, Laham, & 

Foltz, 2003; Streeter, Psotka, Laham, & MacCuish, 2004).  Figure 1 displays an application of 

IEA for scoring and providing feedback (Landauer et al., 2003, p. 108).        

               

Figure 1. Intelligent Essay Assessor™ 
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It is also claimed by Landauer et al. (2003) that IEA™ can successfully analyze not only 

the content-based essays, but also the creative narratives. The system needs to be trained on a set 

of domain-representative texts in order to judge the overall quality of an essay. For example, a 

biology book can be used to evaluate a biology essay. IEA™ uses three methods to analyze an 

essay: “a) pre-scored essays of other students, b) expert model essays and knowledge source 

materials, c) internal comparison of an unscored set of essays” (Landauer et al., 2003, p. 90). 

These methods allow IEA™ to compare the student essay with similar texts in terms of the 

content quality (Landauer et al., 2000; Landauer et al., 2003; Streeter et al., 2004). IEA™, first, 

compares the content similarity between the student essay and other essays on the same topic 

that are scored by human raters and determines the closeness between them (Landauer et al., 

2000; Rudner & Gagne, 2001; Streeter et al., 2004). It, then, predicts the overall score by adding 

“corpus-statistical writing-style” and mechanics (Landauer et al., 2000, p. 28). It also spots 

plagiarism and provides feedback (Landauer et al., 2000; Landauer et al., 2003).  As part of the 

usual procedure of IEA™, each essay is compared to every other one in a set. The essays that are 

extremely similar to each other are examined by LSA. Regardless of substitution of synonym, 

paraphrasing, or rearrangement of sentences, the two essays will be similar with LSA (Landauer 

et al., 2003). Detecting plagiarism is an essential feature since this type of academic dishonesty is 

quite hard to detect by human raters, particularly when grading large number of essays (Shermis, 

Raymat, & Barrera, 2003). The structure of IEA™ is provided in Figure 2 (Landauer et al., 2003, 

p.90).        

Landauer et al. (2000) point out the basic technical difference between IEA™ and other 

AES systems: 

Other systems work primarily by finding essay features they can count and correlate with 

ratings human graders assigned. They determine a formula for choosing and combining 

the variables that produces the best results on the training data. They then apply this 

formula to every to-be-scored essay. What principally distinguishes IEA™ is its LSA-

based direct use of evaluations by human experts of essays that are very similar in 

semantic content. This method, called vicarious human scoring, lets the implicit criteria 

for each individual essay differ (p.28). 
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Figure 2. The Intelligent Essay Assessor Architecture™ 

The producers of IEA™, Pearson Knowledge Technologies (PKT), report that they 

benefited from the system greatly since it needs smaller numbers of pre-scored essays to train. 

Unlike other AES systems, which require 300-500 training essays per prompt, IEA™ only 

requires around 100 pre-scored essays (PKT, n.d.; Landauer et al., 2003). The developers of 

IEA™ claim that the system does not evaluate the creativity and reflective thinking. It, however, 

assesses “expository essays on factual topics”, i.e., description of a psychological theory, the 
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function of the heart (Murray, 1998). IEA™’s future plans include moving from global 

assessment features such as flow and coherence to more specific ones such as the voice and the 

audience (Landauer et al., 2003).  

 E-rater® and Criterion
sm

The electronic essay rater (e-rater®) was developed by the Educational Testing Service 

(ETS) to evaluate the quality of an essay by identifying linguistic features in the text (Burstein & 

Marcu, 2000; Burstein, 2003). E-rater® uses natural language processing (NLP) techniques, 

which identify specific lexical and syntactic cues in a text, to analyze essays (Kukich, 2000; 

Burstein, 2003). A detailed description of natural language processing and information regarding 

the structure and functions of e-rater® and Criterion
sm

 is provided below. 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) and Natural Language Processing (NLP). Artificial 

intelligence (AI) is defined as the science of making intelligent machines. AI has several 

applications including game playing, speech recognition, understanding natural language 

processing, computer vision, and so on
1
. 

NLP is considered one of the most challenging areas of AI. The research in NLP contains 

a variety of fields including corpus-based methods, discourse methods, formal models, machine 

translation, natural language generation and spoken language understanding (Salem, 2000). 

There have been several empirical methods used in natural language processing. Previous 

methods (rationalist methods) required manual encoding of the linguistic knowledge, which has 

been proved to be difficult due to the complex nature of human language. Recent methods 

(empirical methods), however, use techniques that automatically extract linguistic knowledge 

from large text corpora. In other words, empirical methods employ statistical or machine 

learning techniques to train the system on large amount of authentic language data (Brill & 

Mooney, 1997). See Figures 3 and 4 below for both methods (Brill & Mooney, 1997, p. 14). 

NLP is claimed to be a complex task to comprehend since it contains several levels of 

processing as well as subtasks. It has four categories of language tasks including speech 

recognition, syntactic analysis, discourse analysis and information extraction, and machine 

translation. Speech recognition focuses on diagramming a continuous speech signal into a 

                                                 
1
 See http://www-formal.stanford.edu/jmc/whatisai/whatisai.html for more information. 
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sequence of known words. Syntactic analysis, on the other hand, determines the ways the words 

are clustered into constituents like noun and verb phrases. Semantic analysis employs 

diagramming a sentence to a type of meaning representation such as a logical expression. While, 

discourse analysis focuses on how context impacts sentence interpretation, information 

extraction locates specific pieces of data from a natural language document. Finally, the task of 

machine translation is to translate text from one natural language to another, i.e., English to 

German or vice versa (Brill & Mooney, 1997). 
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Figure 3. Traditional (Rationalist) Natural Language Processing 
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Figure 4. Empirical Natural Language Processing 
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E-rater®. E-rater® is currently used by ETS for operational scoring of the Graduate 

Management Admissions Test (GMAT) AWA (Analytical Writing Assessment) (Burstein, 2003; 

Burstein & Chodorow, 1999; Burstein & Marcu, 2000).  Prior to e-rater®, GMAT AWA was 

scored by two human raters on a 6-point holistic scale, 6 being the highest and 1 being the lowest 

score. If there was discrepancy between two raters by more than 1 point, a third rater was called 

for resolution (Burstein, 2003; Burstein & Chodorow, 1999). E-rater® has been employed in 

scoring the AWA from February 1999 to January 2006. Test-taker’s final score is determined 

through e-rater® and one human-scorer. Similar to the prior practice with human raters, if there 

is discrepancy between e-rater® and the human rater by more than 1 point, a second human rater 

is included (Burstein, 2003). Burstein (2003) claims that since e-rater® was used to score the 

GMAT AWA, the discrepancy rate between e-rater® and human raters has been less than 3 

percent.  

E-rater® employs a corpus-based approach to model building, in which actual essay data 

is used to examine the sample essays. A corpus-based approach of building NLP-based tools 

requires researchers to usually use copyedited text sources like newspapers. However, e-rater®’s 

feature analysis and model building require unedited text corpora that represent the particular 

genre of first-draft student essays (Burstein, 2003; Burstein, Leacock, & Swartz, 2001).  

 The features of e-rater® include a syntactic module, a discourse module, and a topical 

analysis module.  In order to capture syntactic variety in an essay, “a parser identifies syntactic 

structures, such as subjunctive auxiliary verbs and a variety of clausal structures, such as 

complement, infinitive, and subordinate clauses” (Burstein, Chodorow, & Leacock, 2003, p. 1). 

The discourse module uses a conceptual framework of conjunctive relations identified in Quirk 

et al. in 1985 (as cited in Burstein et al., 2003). This framework includes cue words (e.g., using 

words like “perhaps” or “possibly” to express a belief), terms (e.g., using conjuncts such as “in 

summary” and “in conclusion” for summarizing), and syntactic structures (e.g., using 

complement clauses to identify the beginning of a new argument) to identify discourse-based 

relationship and organization in essays (Burstein, 2003; Burstein & Chodorow,1999; Burstein et 

al, 2003; Burstein & Marcu, 2000; Burstein, Kukich, Wolff, Lu, & Chodorow, 1998). Finally, 

the topical analysis module identifies vocabulary usage and topical content (Burstein, 2003; 

Burstein et al., 2003; Burstein & Marcu, 2000). The syntactic, discourse, and topical analysis 

modules discussed above provided outputs for model building and scoring.  E-rater® has been 
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trained on a set of essays scored by at least two human raters on a 6-point holistic scale to build 

models (Burstein, 2003; Burstein & Chodorow, 1999; Burstein et al., 2003; Burstein & Marcu, 

2000).    

Unlike a poor essay, a good essay needs to be relevant to the topic assigned. Moreover, 

the variety and the type of vocabulary used in good essays are different from the ones in poor 

essays. The assumptions behind this module are that good essays resemble other good essays. A 

similar assumption is also valid for poor essays as well (Burstein & Chodorow, 1999; Burstein et 

al., 1998). A vector-spec model (Salton, as cited in Burstein & Marcu, 2000) used to capture the 

topic or vocabulary usage (Burstein & Chodorow, 1999; Burstein et al., 2003; Burstein et al., 

1998; Burstein & Marcu, 2000). The general procedure is described as follows (Burstein, 2003): 

…training essays are converted into vectors of word frequencies, and the frequencies are 

then transformed into word weights. These weight vectors populate the training space. To 

score a test essay, it is converted into a weight vector, and a search is conducted to find 

the training vectors most similar to it, as measured by the cosine between the test and 

training vectors. The closest matches among the training set are used to assign a score to 

the test essay (p. 117).  

Here, a vector can be described as the mathematical representation of an essay. 

Moreover, word frequencies can be calculated by counting the words in a paragraph and being 

divided by the number of their occurrence (each time a word appeared in a paragraph). While 

word weigh refers to the frequency divided by the number of words in an essay, training space 

refers to the entire set of vectors that were generated from the training essays. Finally, in this 

context cosine is the distance between test and training vectors.  

Figure 5 provides the graphic representation regarding the transformation of training 

essays into vectors of word frequencies, then into each word frequency and finally into word 

weight. In short, training essays are converted into vectors of word frequencies and then into 

weight vectors.  
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Figure 5. Transformation of training essays into vectors 

To summarize (Educational Testing Service, n.d.),  

e-rater® uses NLP to identify the features of the faculty-scored essays in its sample 

collection and store them-with their associated weights-in a database. When e-rater® 

evaluates a new essay, it compares its features to those in the database in order to assign a 

score. Because e-rater® is not doing any actual reading, the validity of its scoring 

depends on the scoring of the sample essays from which e-rater®'s database is created. 

Criterion
sm

. Criterion
sm

 is a web-based essay scoring and evaluating system, which relies 

on other ETS technologies called “e-rater®” and “Critique™” Writing Analysis Tools. As 

discussed in detail above, e-rater is an automated essay scoring system. As a writing analysis tool 

Critique includes a group of programs that identify errors in grammar, usage, and mechanics; 

recognize discourse elements and elements of undesirable style in an essay. Besides providing 

instant scoring, Criterion
sm

 also gives individualized diagnostic feedback based on the types of 

evaluations that teachers give when responding to student writing (Burstein et al., 2003). This 

web-based, real-time system allows teachers and students to see the e-rater score and relevant 

feedback immediately. The feedback component of Criterion
sm

 is called “advisory component.” 

The advisory component functions as a supplement to the e-rater score and it is not used to 

determine the score (Burstein, 2003). The feedback types that the advisory component contains 

are as follows: 

a. The text is too brief to be a complete essay (suggesting that student write more). 

b. The essay text does not resemble other essays written about the topic (implying that 

perhaps the essay is off-topic).  
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c. The essay response is overly repetitive (suggesting that the student use more 

synonyms) (Burstein, 2003, p. 119). 

Criterion
sm

 covers a number of genres including persuasive, descriptive, narrative, 

expository, cause and effect, comparison and contrast, problem and solution, argumentative, 

issue, response to literature, workplace writing, and writing for assessment. It provides writing 

topics at various levels including elementary school (4
th

 and 5
th

 grades), middle school (6
th

, 7
th

, 

and 8
th

 grades), high school (9
th

, 10
th

, 11
th

, and 12
th

 grades), college (1
st
 year/ placement and 2

nd
 

year), upper division or graduate school (GRE), and non-native speakers of English (Test of 

English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL)). The topics are taken from authentic retired ETS essay 

topics. They are obtained from various ETS programs such as NAEP (National Assessment of 

Educational Progress), English Placement Test designed for California State University, Praxis, 

and TOEFL. Criterion
sm

 is not able to assess essays on other topics. It is only capable of 

analyzing essays on the topics for which it has been "trained.”  Furthermore, a minimum of 465 

essays scored by expert raters are required to train the system on a topic. However, teachers are 

not limited to use the topics in the Criterion
sm

 library, yet they can use their choice of topics. 

While holistic scoring can not be reported for teacher-created topics, it is possible to obtain 

feedback of every dimension of writing.  Finally, Criterion
sm

 can be used for assessment and 

placement purposes as well (ETS, n.d.). 

4. IntelliMetric™ and MY Access!® 

IntelliMetric™, an AES system developed by Vantage Learning, is known as the first 

essay-scoring tool that was based on artificial intelligence (AI) (Elliot, 2003d; Shermis & 

Barrera, 2002; Shermis, Raymat, & Barrera, 2003). Like e-rater, IntelliMetric™ relies on NLP, 

which determines “the meaning of a text by parsing the text in known ways according to known 

rules conforming to the rules of English language” (Elliott, 2003a, p. 7). MY Access!® is known 

as the instructional application of IntelliMetric™ (Vantage Learning, n.d.).  

IntelliMetric™. Using a blend of artificial intelligence (AI), natural language processing 

(NLP), and statistical technologies, IntelliMetric™ is a type of learning engine that internalizes 

the “pooled wisdom” of expert human raters (Elliot, 2003d, p. 71). As an advanced artificial 

intelligence application for scoring essays, IntelliMetric™ relies on Vantage Learning’s 

CogniSearch and Quantum Reasoning technologies (Elliot, 2003d; Shermis & Barrera, 2002; 
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Shermis at al., 2003; Elliott, 2001a, 2003a). CogniSearch is a system specifically developed for 

use with IntelliMetric™ to understand natural language to support essay scoring. For instance, it 

parses the text to analyze the parts of speech and their syntactical relations with one another. 

This process assists IntelliMetric™ to examine the essay according to the main characteristics of 

standard written English (Elliott, 2003a). CogniSearch and Quantum Reasoning technologies 

together allow IntelliMetric™ to internalize each score point that is associated with certain 

characteristics in an essay response and then apply to subsequent scoring by the system (Elliot, 

2001a, 2003d; Shermis & Barrera, 2002; Shermis et al., 2003). This approach is claimed to be 

consistent with the procedure underlying holistic scoring (Elliot, 2003d). It is also claimed that 

the scoring system “learns” the characteristics that human raters likely to value and those they 

find poor (Shermis & Barrera, 2002; Shermis et al., 2003).  

IntelliMetric™ needs to be “trained” with a set of essays that have been scored 

beforehand including “known scores” determined by human expert raters (Elliott, 2001a; 2003a). 

The system employs a multi-stage method in analyzing essay responses (Shermis & Barrera, 

2002).  

In the first step, IntelliMetric™, internalizes the known score points of a set of responses. 

Subsequently, the model is tested against a smaller set of response with known scores 

that aides in validation and generalizability of the model. Once these are confirmed, the 

model is used to score new responses whose scores are unknown. Responses are targeted 

if they are evaluated to be atypical with regards to the standards previously set by the 

essay scoring or by standard American English (p. 15).  

IntelliMetric™ evaluates over 300 semantic, syntactic and discourse related features  

in an essay  by using AI and NLP technologies (see AI and NLP section above for more 

information) (Elliot, 2001a, 2003d). These text related features are identified as larger categories 

called Latent Semantic Dimensions (LSD) (Elliott, 2003a). The LSD features are described in 

five broad categories. The first category, focus and unity, uses the features that emphasizes a 

single point of view, cohesiveness and consistency in purpose and main ideas in an essay. The 

development and elaboration category examines the breadth of the content and the supporting 

ideas, i.e., vocabulary, elaboration, word choice, concepts, and support, in an essay. The third 

category, organization and structure, analyzes transitional fluency and logic of discourse. The 
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examples contain introduction and conclusion, coordination and subordination, logical structure, 

logical transitions, and sequence of ideas. The category of sentence structure focuses on sentence 

complexity and variety such as syntactic variety, sentence complexity, usage, readability, and 

subject-verb agreement. Finally, the category of mechanics and conventions analyze whether the 

essay includes the conventions of standard American English, i.e. grammar, spelling, 

capitalization, sentence completeness, and punctuation (Elliot, 2001a, 2003a, 2003d). See Figure 

6 displaying the IntelliMetric™ Feature Model (Elliot, 2003b, p. 73).  

There are five key principles underlying the IntelliMetric™ system. First of all, 

IntelliMetric™ claims to be modeled on the human brain. IntelliMetric™ “emulates the way in 

which the human brain acquires, stores, accesses and uses information” (Elliott, 2003a, p. 5). 

Therefore, a neurosynthetic (neuro=brain and synthetic=artificially created) approach is used to 

duplicate the mental processes employed by the human expert raters. Second, IntelliMetric™ is 

considered a learning engine, which obtains the information necessary by learning the ways to 

examine the sample pre-scored essays by expert raters. In other words, by modeling the scoring 

process used by expert human raters, IntelliMetric™ learns the rubric and the essential 

characteristics for scoring an essay as well as the ways those characteristics are revealed in each 

score point. Its “error reduction function” allows IntelliMetric™ to increase its accuracy over 

time by seeing its mistakes. Third, IntelliMetric™ is systemic and it is based on a complex 

system of information processing. Another principle suggests that IntelliMetric™ is inductive. 

Its judgments are based on inductive reasoning and it makes inferences about how to analyze an 

essay based on the sample responses previously evaluated by expert human raters. Finally, 

IntelliMetric™ is multidimensional and non-linear. Unlike other automated essay scoring 

systems, Intellimetric™ employs multiple judgments that rely on multiple mathematical models. 

It is claimed that while many scoring systems are based on the General Linear Model, 

IntelliMetric™ uses a nonlinear and multidimensional approach to analyze essays. It is claimed 

that writing process is more complex than the General Linear Model’s simplistic approach which 

suggests that an essay score increases as the values of text features increase and vice versa 

(Elliott, 2003a) .  
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Figure 6.  The IntelliMetric™ Feature Model 
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IntelliMetric™ could be applied in “Instructional” or “Standardized Assessment” modes. 

The instructional mode assists students with revising and editing processes by providing 

feedback on overall performance and diagnostic feedback on rhetorical dimensions such as 

organization and analytical dimensions such as sentence structure in an essay (Elliot, 2001a, 

2003a, 2003d). Additionally, IntelliMetric™ includes a variety of editing and revision tools like 

spell checker, grammar checker, dictionary and thesaurus (Elliott, 2003a). IntelliMetric™ 

provides students with detailed diagnostic feedback on grammar, spelling, and conventions as 

well (see MY Access!® section below for more information). The Standardized Assessment 

mode provides a holistic score and feedback on various rhetorical and analytical dimensions of 

an essay as well as detailed diagnostic feedback on grammar, usage, spelling and conventions, if 

necessary (Elliot, 2001a, 2003a, 2003d). 

IntelliMetric™ claims to provide scores as accurate as human experts do, and contends 

that the agreement rate between human raters and IntelliMetric™ is as high as 97 percent- 99 

percent of the time. (Elliott, 2001a). It is also claimed that The developers of IntelliMetric™ 

state that they are aware of the fact that there is no scoring method –no matter whether it is 

human or computerized- that is 100 percent reliable. IntelliMetric™ may not “catch” all of the 

inauthentic responses in an essay, yet it effectively (around 95 percent) “catches” these types of 

responses (Elliott, 2001a). IntelliMetric™  has been used to evaluate the essays from the GMAT 

AWA since January, 2006 (Rudner, Garcia, & Welch, 2006). The GMAT AWA essays were 

previously evaluated by e-rater since 1999. 

One of the best attributes of IntelliMetric™ is claimed to be its capacity of evaluating 

essay responses in multiple languages (Elliot, 2003d). The system has already been used to 

analyze essays in English, Spanish, Hebrew, and Bahasa. Currently, it is available for text 

evaluation in a variety of languages including Dutch, French, Portuguese, German, Italian, 

Arabic, and Japanese (Elliot, 2003d).   

MY Access!®. MY Access!® is a web-based writing assessment tool that relies on 

Vantage Learning’s IntelliMetric™ Automated Essay Scoring system. The main purpose of the 

program is to offer students a writing environment that provides immediate scoring and 

diagnostic feedback; that allows them to revise their essays accordingly; and that motivates them 

to go on writing on the topic to improve their writing proficiency (Vantage Learning, n.d.).  
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MY Access!® provides not only immediate diagnostic assessment of writing, but it also 

provides constructive multilingual feedback for ESL learners in grades K-12. Currently, the 

system assigns essay topics and provides feedback in English, Spanish, or Chinese. However, the 

company plans to make this opportunity available for other languages in the future as well. 

Students have two options in using the MY Access!® program. One option is writing on a topic 

assigned in English, Spanish, or Chinese and receiving feedback in the same language. Another 

option is writing an essay in English and receiving feedback either in the native language or in 

English. Besides providing multilingual feedback, MY Access!® provides multilevel feedback - 

developing, proficient, and advanced- as well. The multilingual dictionary, thesaurus, and 

translator functions of the program allow students to receive definitions as well as synonyms of a 

specific word (Vantage Learning, n.d.). 

 MY Access!® includes several features that aim to make the writing process more 

feasible and effective not only for students, but also for teachers (Vantage Learning, n.d.). To 

begin with, the program provides a web-based environment to the user. That means users can 

access to the MY Access!® website easily anytime and anywhere.  Second, MY Access!® relies 

on the IntelliMetric™ scoring system (see above for more information). Third, it provides instant 

data for writing instruction. The program is generating large numbers of reports on state and 

federal-mandated requirements. Next, it offers immediate scoring opportunity. This feature not 

only ensures consistency and accuracy among teachers as well as schools, it also gives teachers 

more time to focus on instruction. Also, the analytic scoring and feedback on each of the five 

categories provides diagnostic feedback regarding the student’s writing ability. The program can 

also give individualized multilingual feedback (Spanish and Chinese) on different genres of 

writing such as informative, narrative, literary, and persuasive essays. MY Access!® contains 

over 200 operational and pilot prompts that generate instant analysis of the essay. These prompts 

are based on reading texts as well as literature at grade levels and they are available in following 

academic levels: higher education (Level 4), high school (Level 3), middle school (Level 2), and 

upper elementary (Level 1). Teachers can provide their own prompts as well. However, the 

system cannot score the essays written on these prompts since it needs to be trained on about 300 

prompts to be able to score those essays automatically. MY Access!® also offers a variety of 

writing tools that aim to facilitate the essay writing process for students. For example, “writing 

dashboard” gives students the opportunity to see their weekly progress. In addition, the model 
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essays scored by IntelliMetric allow students to view essays at each score point. An example of a 

model essay provided to the student is displayed below (see Figure 7). Another example is “my 

portfolio”, in which students can view a list of completed assignments, scores, reports, 

comments, etc. The final feature, teacher options, allows teachers to have the full control of the 

application of the program. For instance, teachers are able to create groups or customize the level 

as well as the type of feedback according to the proficiency level of the students. Moreover, 

teachers can add their own comments on student essay along with the feedback provided by the 

system. The view reports option allows teachers to generate reports (10 types) on the students’ 

progress. For instance, the student history report provides teacher with not only the analysis of 

errors based on the rule categories in the system, but also with the average performance 

assessments of students over time. Last but not least, the website includes parent letters in 

English, Spanish, and Chinese for teachers and provides them an opportunity to involve parents 

in their children’s learning process (Vantage Learning, n.d.).                                     

  

Figure 7.  Model Essay Scoring 
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Summary and Discussion  

The AES systems described above use various techniques to provide immediate feedback 

and scoring. While e-rater® and IntelliMetric™ use NLP techniques, IEA™ is based on LSA. 

Moreover, PEG™ utilizes proxy measures to assess the quality of essays. Unlike PEG™ or 

IEA™, e-rater® and IntelliMetric™ systems have instructional applications (Criterion
sm

 and MY 

Access!®) as well. Both Criterion
sm

 and MY Access!® contain some functions for ESL students 

along with native-English speaking students. For instance, Criterion
sm

 includes TOEFL topics 

and some features of MY Access!® can be customized according to the proficiency level of the 

students. Finally, except for IEA™, the remaining three AES systems are unable to detect 

plagiarism. There are some similarities among the four AES systems as well. First of all, they all 

need to be trained on large numbers of essay samples in order to be able to evaluate the student 

essays effectively. Next, almost all systems provide holistic scoring along with feedback on 

various domains of writing. Furthermore, all four systems are claimed to be very accurate and 

valid. The agreement rate between each system and expert raters are also claimed to be high. The 

next section will explore some studies conducted on automated essay scoring.  

Research on Automated Essay Scoring 

Project Essay Grader™ (PEG) 

In early 1960s, the research for PEG™ was funded by the College Board. The successful 

findings allowed PEG™ to receive federal funding and a grant to work on the General Inquirer 

(a content analytic engine developed in 60s) (Page, 2003). Additionally, several school-based 

studies that focused on style as well as content were conducted. These studies offered “first-ever 

simulations of teacher content-grading in the schools” (Page, 2003, p. 44).  During 1970s and 

early 1980s, there was not much research done due to some constraints in terms of the use of 

computers at school as well as the government interest on some other projects. The advances of 

microcomputers in mid-80s yielded other developments in computer technology.  As a result, 

reassessment of automated essay scoring systems became necessary.  In late 1980s, PEG™ 

employed data sets from National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). In this study, 

students wrote essays on the same topic and six expert raters scored the each essay.  Formative 

samples were produced through random sampling among the given data set. The findings 

suggested positive results for the reliability of PEG™ predictions (Page, 2003). In 1995, ETS 
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employed PEG™ for the blind testing of the Praxis essays, which was used to assess the 

applicants who wanted to obtain teacher certification.  ETS provided 1,314 Praxis essays and all 

essays were scored by two or more expert raters. Additionally, four more ratings were provided 

for both 300 randomly-selected essays and cross-validation essays. The results were promising 

regarding the use of AES for large-scale testing. The findings showed that PEG™ predicted 

better scores than those of predicted by human raters. The findings also provided evidence for 

the construct validity of PEG™ (Page, 2003).  Another experiment conducted by PEG™ targeted 

for Write America (WA). WA was mainly concerned with a wide range of student capabilities, 

classroom conditions, topics, study strategies, and time. Moreover, the purpose of WA was to 

analyze the quality of an essay within the actual classroom settings. The tests (with 80% and 

20% samples) that were used to determine the mean samples within 20% validation sample.  As 

a result, a mean prediction for validation sample of 69% was generated. This result was 

considered quite strong for the effective use of PEG™ as an assistant for the teacher in the 

classroom (Page, 2003). 

Intelligent Essay Assessor™ (IEA) 

Several experiments have been conducted using LSA measures to essay content. 

Landauer, Laham, and Foltz (2003) reported on the studies on the application LSA measures. A 

variety of students were asked to write to a ten different essay responses on a variety of topics. 

During the first experiment, which is called heart essays, 94 undergraduate students at the 

University of Colorado were asked to write an essay on the anatomy and function of the heart 

and circulatory system before and after reading a short article on the related topic. The essays 

(N= 188) were scored by two expert raters from ETS. In an alternative method of analysis, rather 

than comparing a student essay with other student essay, the comparison was done with other 

methods. For instance, using the article student read as the standard. Another method of analysis 

was employing a scoring scale that was generated only from the comparisons of student essays 

without including human scores or model texts. All three methods of analysis provided 

reliabilities that are very close to the ones provided by human expert raters. Also, the reliabilities 

were considered within the range of well-scored essay responses (Landauer et al., 2003; 

Landauer, Laham, Rehder, & Schreiner, 1997).  See Table 1 below for the summary of the 

results of the two methods (Landauer et al, 1997). 
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Table 1. 

Heart essay results 

 

Method 1 Method 2 Correlation between two ETS 

reader scores 
 .77  - 

LSA score and ETS Reader 1 score  .68 .64 

LSA score and ETS Reader 2 score  .77 .71 

LSA score and average ETS score  .77 .72 

Average ETS and external criterion  .70 .77 

LSA score and external criterion  .81    - 

 

A second type of experiment, which was called classroom studies, involved three essay 

responses by the students of general psychology classes at the University of Colorado. The essay 

prompts were on the following topics: operant conditioning (N= 109), attachment in children 

(N= 109), aphasia (N= 109), an 11
th

 grade question from the US history on the era of depression 

(N= 237), and two questions from a clinical psychology course at undergraduate level at the 

University of South Africa on Freud (N= 239) and Rogers (N=96). In this category, a total of 845 

essays from 6 exams from three institutions were analyzed using holistic scoring method. 

Although the inter-rater reliability of the classroom studies was lower than that of the 

standardized tests, the results were claimed to be still respectable (Landauer et al., 2003; 

Landauer et al., 1997).  See Table 2 below for the summary of the results of the two methods 

(Landauer et al., 1997). 

Table 2. 

Psychology essay results 

 

Correlation between Two reader scores LSA score and average reader score 

All essays .65  .64 

Attachment in children .19 .61 

Aphasias .75 .60 

Operant conditioning .68 .71 

 

In another experiment, two essay prompts from GMAT were administered to candidates 

for graduate business administration programs on the state of tolerance to diversity (N= 403) and 
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on the likely effects of an advertising program (N= 383). A third set of essays included a 

narrative essay question for grade-school children (N= 900). Again, the essays were scored by 

expert raters from ETS. The results supported the reliability of IEA™. That is, reliabilities of 

IEA™ matched those of expert human raters (Landauer et al., 2003).  

Nichols (2004) explored the validity evidence for the interpretation and use of scores 

generated by the IEA™. The participants were 3244 students (grades 4, 8, and 10) from a large 

Southern state. Every student responded to a single essay prompt as part of a state assessment 

program. Both trained readers and expert raters included in the study and the essay responses 

analyzed by experts, trained readers, and the IEA™. It was necessary to train the IEA™ using a 

training set. For that reason, a set of training essay responses as well as a set of cross-validation 

essay responses were used for each prompt. The findings suggested that while the scores 

produced by the IEA™ were similar to those of assigned by trained readers, the variability 

among the IEA™ scores was lower than that of trained readers (Nichols, 2004).  

E-rater® and Criterion
sm

 In their 1999 study, Burstein and Chodorow investigated the performance of e-rater® on 

Test of Written English (TWE) essay responses written by non-native English speakers including 

Chinese, Arabic, and Spanish. Also, two small samples of native English speaking data, one 

from US-born English speakers and another from non-US-born participants who claimed English 

as their native language. The participants were required to write an essay on two prompts from 

the TWE. They were asked to agree/disagree with the given statements and support their opinion 

accordingly. A 6-point scale holistic scoring guide was used to score the essays. A total of 255 

essays were used for each prompt for training purposes. The results of the study revealed that the 

performance of e-rater® was quite successful. There were significant differences between the 

scores of the English groups and the non-native speakers. Moreover, significant differences were 

found between final human reader score and e-rater® across language groups. However, the 

researchers claimed that in absolute terms the differences were so small that they did not 

generate significant differences in agreement (Burstein & Chodorow, 1999).  

 Another study conducted by Chodorow and Burstein (2004) explored e-rater®’s 

performance on computer-based Test of English as a Foreign Language test (TOEFL-CBT) 

essays. The study investigated the relationship between essay length and the essay scores 
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generated by the e-rater® system. A set of 265 training essays that were written on each of seven 

prompts were used in this study. Additionally, 500 randomly selected essays were used in a 

mixed cross-validation set for each prompt. As for both sets, the essays were selected regardless 

of the native language of the writer.  The language groups used in the study included Spanish, 

Japanese, and Arabic. The data was collected through two different approaches: 1. Comparing e-

rater® scores and human rater scores to those generated by a model that uses only length 

information obtained from the training essays (indirect approach), 2. Comparing e-rater® scores 

to human rater scores through partial correlations to eliminate length impacts (direct approach). 

According to the results of the study, while the amount of the difference in exact agreement 

between e-rater® and human raters was very small, it was almost indistinguishable in adjacent 

agreement regarding the assessment of the writing quality. However, when essay length variable 

was removed, the human raters demonstrated more discrepancy than e-rater® demonstrated with 

human readers.  To summarize, a later version of the e-rater® program showed a better 

performance than the previous versions. It also became less dependent on the essay length since 

it relied more on other variables, including measure of topical content as well as measure of 

complexity and diversity of vocabulary. Finally, the impact of native language remained salient. 

Additionally, e-rater® and human raters demonstrated the same pattern of differences across 

languages (Chodorow & Burstein, 2004). 

 In a recent study, Attali and Burstein (2004) described a later version of e-rater®, 

compared it to the previous versions in terms of performance, and provided data on its validity 

and reliability. The data they used were based on the essays from various user programs 

including Criterion user data (6
th

 -12
th

 grades) as well as GMAT and TOEFL human-scored 

essay data. Sixty-four different essay prompts used in the study and approximately 18,000 essays 

were evaluated. The findings suggested that the newest version of e-rater® had higher agreement 

rates with human raters than its earlier versions. The true-score correlation between the scores 

that e-rater® produced and the ones that were assigned by human raters were as high as 93%. 

Additionally, the test-retest reliability of e-rater® scores for a single essay was higher than that 

of a single human rater (60% versus. 50%) (Attali & Burstein, 2004). 

 A study that focused on Criterion
sm

, the online essay evaluation application tool based on 

the e-rater scoring engine, provided essential information regarding the effectiveness of the 

automated feedback and revision features provided by Criterion
sm

 (Attali, 2004). This study 
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employed more than 9,000 essays that were submitted more than once by 6-12 grade students. A 

number of sources were utilized to analyze the data including the first and last submissions of 

student essays, scores along with feedback reports, number of submissions, essay length, and a 

grade that determines the quality of the essay by e-rater®. The results of the study revealed that 

the rate of the error types was significantly reduced. Students were able to use the feedback 

provided by Criterion
sm

 effectively to improve their writing quality (Attali, 2004).   

 Finally, Shermis, Burstein, and Bliss (2004) investigated the impacts of the Criterion
sm

 

program on a statewide writing assessment (Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test, FCAT). 

The participants were 1,072 students from an urban high school in southeast Florida. Half of the 

students were randomly assigned to experimental groups and half was assigned to control 

groups. Instruction in the same group was the same. The only difference was that the 

experimental group students had an access to the Criterion
sm

 program. While the students in the 

experimental groups were using the Criterion
sm

 program, students in the control groups wrote on 

other topics. Students in the experimental groups used the program in a lab session every other 

week for a semester and wrote on seven prompts. The results revealed that there were no 

significant differences between two groups on FCAT. The researchers claimed that one of the 

reason this result was “poor treatment fidelity.” That is, most students wrote on only four or five 

prompts. A total of 112 students out of 537 wrote on all seven prompts.  

IntelliMetric™ and MY Access!® 

More than 140 studies investigated the validity and efficacy of the IntelliMetric™ system 

(Elliot, 2003c). Most IntelliMetric™ studies could be divided into three main categories in terms 

of research designs: 1. IntelliMetric™-Expert Comparison Studies, 2. Construct Validity Studies, 

3. True Score Studies. The majority of IntelliMetric™ studies employ measurements of 

agreement or correlation as data collection methods to determine the relationship between 

IntelliMetric™ and expert scoring rates. Computing agreement rates usually require the exact or 

adjacent agreement of the percentage of score between two or more expert raters or between 

IntelliMetric™ and expert raters. Adjacent agreement can be defined as the percentage of time 

that the expert raters agree with each other or with IntelliMetric™ within one point (Elliot, 

2003d). A general procedure of several IntelliMetric™ studies is to divide the essay responses 

into two sets. While the first set is used to train the IntelliMetric™ system, the second set 

involves responses for which the scores generated by expert raters were treated as unknown. In 
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other words, IntelliMetric™ predictions are made “blind” without knowing the actual scores of 

the essay responses. Finally, this procedure is repeated for each prompt and dimension of writing 

(Edelblut & Vantage Learning, 2003; Elliott, 1999, 2000a, 2001b, 2002a, 2003c). 

 IntelliMetric™-Expert Comparison studies directly compared the scores administered by 

expert raters to those generated by IntelliMetric™. Basically, after two expert raters scored a set 

of essay responses, IntelliMetric™ analyzed those responses. Then, the expert agreement rates 

were compared to the agreement rate between IntelliMetric™ and the mean score of the expert 

raters (Elliot, 2003d).  An example for this type of study is the investigation of the accuracy level 

of IntelliMetric™ for scoring a district-wide assessment of 5
th

 grade writing in Red Clay, 

Delaware. According to the results of the study, the scores that IntelliMetric™ produced and the 

ones that were produced by expert raters agreed with one another within one point with 100% 

(adjacent agreement rate) and exactly with 80% (exact agreement rate) of the time. In addition to 

this, the correlation rate was as high as 92% (Elliot, 2003c; Vantage Learning, n.d.).  

A similar study explored the performance of IntelliMetric™ in scoring the standardized 

writing assessments of third and eighth grade students. The results revealed that IntelliMetric™ 

could accurately score the writing responses of third and eighth graders. For third graders, while 

the agreement rate between IntelliMetric™ and expert raters was within one point 96% (adjacent 

agreement rate) and exactly with 68% (exact agreement rate) of the time, the correlation between 

them was 61%. Furthermore, for the eighth graders, the agreement rate between IntelliMetric™ 

and expert raters was within one point 96% (adjacent agreement rate) and exactly with 64% 

(exact agreement rate) of the time, whereas, the correlation between them was 66% (Elliot, 

2001c). See Table 3 below for the comparison of the results of the two studies (Elliott, 2001c): 

Table 3. 

Summary of two IntelliMetric™-expert comparison studies 

   Study 1               Study 2   Statistics 

5
th

 graders 3
rd

 graders 8
th

 graders 

Adjacent agreement rate between IntelliMetric™ and 

Expert raters 

1.00 .96 .96 

Exact agreement rate between  IntelliMetric™ and 

Expert  raters 

  .80 .68 .64 

Correlation between IntelliMetric™ and Expert  raters    .92 .61 .66 
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Another study, which can be considered in the same category, was conducted to analyze 

the accuracy of expert scoring and IntelliMetric™ scoring for writing responses in Malay 

language (Bahasa). The essays were analyzed by a single rater on the four dimensions of writing 

(definition, content/focus, language, elaboration/ paragraph) on a scale ranging from 0-100 

points with different weights for each dimension. The agreement rates between IntelliMetric™ 

and expert rater were compared for each of the two prompts and the scale was converted to a 0-

10 scale. The results of the study showed that the performance of IntelliMetric™ was quite 

successful. IntelliMetric™ produced strong correlations with the expert scores (.83) for prompt 

one. However, the correlation it showed for prompt two was lower than expected (.60) (Edelblut 

& Vantage Learning, 2003).  

Vantage learning conducted a study to examine the accuracy of IntelliMetric™ in 

comparison to expert scoring in analyzing student writings in Hebrew. The data was obtained 

from a single prompt administered as part of college level admissions test. After the essays were 

scored by two expert raters on a 7-point scale for each of the four dimensions, IntelliMetric™ 

was applied to score those essays. In order to find out the efficacy of the IntelliMetric™ system, 

the adjacent (within one point) and exact agreement rates between IntelliMetric™ and expert 

raters were computed. Furthermore, in order to understand the relationship between 

IntelliMetric™ and the expert raters, a correlation was computed. As a result, the performance of 

IntelliMetric™ in scoring essay responses was similar to that of expert raters’ (Elliott, 2001b). 

Table 4 below for summarizes the results for each of the four dimensions (Elliott, 2001b). 

Table 4. 

Results of the Hebrew study 

Scoring 

category 

Adjacent agreement 

rate between 

IntelliMetric™ and 

Expert raters  

Exact agreement rate 

between 

IntelliMetric™ and  

Expert raters 

Correlation rate 

between 

IntelliMetric™ and 

Expert raters 

Dimension 1 .92 .40 .81 

Dimension 2 .92 .44 .84      

Dimension 3 .96 .50 .86 

Dimension 4 .86 .40 .72 
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In Construct Validity Studies the scores that were formed both by IntelliMetric™ and the 

expert raters were compared to some other external measures in order to determine how much 

IntelliMetric™ was consistent with the expectations for the construct (Elliot, 2003d). An 

example for a construct validity study is the International assessment study. The data for this 

research was obtained from a single narrative essay prompt administered to the students (7-, 11-, 

and 14-year old) in the United Kingdom (UK).  Additionally, for the purposes of this study 

student answers to a multiple choice writing test questions and teacher ratings of student writing 

skill were collected. The results revealed that correlation level between IntelliMetric™ and the 

two expert raters were almost at the same level as the correlation rate that expert raters had with 

each other. Moreover, the correlation level between IntelliMetric™ and multiple choice writing 

test was the same or higher than that of generated by the expert raters. Finally, both 

IntelliMetric™ and expert raters correlated with teacher ratings of student writing about the same 

level (Elliott, 1999). Table 5 presents the overall results of the study (Elliott, 1999, p. 4). 

Table 5. 

International assessment construct-validation study results 

Source IntelliMetric™ Expert 1 Expert 2  

IntelliMetric™ 1.00   .85   .87 

Expert 1   .85 1.00   .86 

Expert 2   .87   .87 1.00 

Multiple choice   .78   .77   .78 

Teacher judgment   .84   .81   .85 

 

Another study compared the accuracy of three different constructed-response scoring 

modes (expert scoring, standard human scoring, and IntelliMetric™ scoring) that were used to 

assess writing responses of eighth grade students from a statewide testing program. While 

“expert” referred to an individual who had a degree in English as well as at least five years of 

experience in analyzing writings in large-scale writing assessment programs, “traditional human 

scorer” was defined as an individual in large-statewide scoring sessions in writing, who usually 

attended to one day training session on writing assessment. After two expert raters scored each 

essay response, two traditional human scorers independently scored those responses. Finally, 

IntelliMetric™ scored each response. The results of the study showed that IntelliMetric™ agreed 
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with experts at a higher level than the traditional human scorers. Moreover, IntelliMetric™ 

seemed to match each of the human scorers at a greater rate than human scorers matched each 

other (Elliott, 2002a). Table 6 summarizes the comparison of human, expert, and IntelliMetric™ 

scoring (Elliott, 2002a, p. 4). 

Table 6. 

Comparison of expert scoring, human scoring, and IntelliMetric™ scoring 

 Human1 

to 

Human2 

Human 1 to 

IntelliMetric™

Human 2  to 

IntelliMetric™

Human1 

to 

Experts 

Human2 

to 

Experts 

IntelliMetric™ 

to Experts 

Exact .52 .53 .56 .58 .54 .73 

Adjacent .94 .96 .95 .96 .97 .99 

Discre-

pant 

  .6   .4   .5   .4   .3   .1 

 

Finally, True Score Studies required expert raters to score a set of essays alone or in 

combination. Here the mean of the scores of each paper functioned as a proxy for the true score. 

The scores that expert raters formed as well as the ones formed by IntelliMetric™ were 

compared to the true score (Elliot, 2003b, 2003d).  

A true score study was conducted to examine the accuracy of expert scoring and 

IntelliMetric™ scoring to assess eleventh-grade student writing responses. Approximately 600 

student responses (using narrative, descriptive, and persuasive writing prompts) were analyzed 

first by the 8-10 expert scorers and then by IntelliMetric™ on five dimensions of writing (focus, 

content, organization, style, and conventions). The data was generated from three constructed-

response questions as part of a statewide assessment for Grade 11 students. Each dimension of 

writing was scored on a 4-point-scale rubric. Moreover, the accuracy of the scores that were 

produced both by the experts and IntelliMetric™ were compared to the average score, which 

functioned as a proxy for the true score, across 8-10 expert raters. The results of the study 

revealed that IntelliMetric™ predicted as well as or even better than expert human raters on three 

prompts. Moreover, the system outperformed experts in scoring the content dimension, whereas, 

the expert raters were more successful in scoring the conventions dimension. Both 

IntelliMetric™ and expert raters produced similar results regarding the remaining three 

dimensions. Unlike IntelliMetric™, the expert raters showed more disagreement with the true 
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score (Elliott, 2000a). A similar study was conducted in 2001 using a newer version of 

IntelliMetric™ (9.0 vs. 6.0). This study was based on the reanalysis of data collected in 2000 

study that was described above. The results supported the findings of the previous study. The 

new version of IntelliMetric™ clearly outperformed expert raters in terms of agreement rates for 

each dimension of writing. That is, while IntelliMetric™ matched the true score 100% of the 

time, the expert raters matched the true score 97% to 100% of the time (Elliott, 2003b). The 

findings of both studies suggested that both expert scoring and IntelliMetric™ could be 

considered as practical ways to analyze student writings in large scale assessments that require 

dimensional scoring (Elliott, 2000a, 2003b).  

Another study examined the efficacy of IntelliMetric™ on college entry-level writing 

responses. Both IntelliMetric™ and expert raters first analyzed the overall quality of the essays 

(holistic scoring), and then scored them according to five dimensions of writing (analytic 

scoring). Both holistic and analytic scoring criteria were based on a rubric that ranged from 1-4. 

For each writing response, an average score that was produced by six expert raters was 

calculated. After it was converted to a whole number that ranged from 1 to 4, this score was used 

as a proxy for the true score. The results revealed that IntelliMetric™ performed better that the 

expert scores in terms of the agreement rate with the true score (Elliott, 2000b). Table 7 displays 

the agreement rate of IntelliMetric™ and expert raters with the true score at adjacent and exact 

levels in terms of overall quality and dimensional analysis (Elliott, 2000b).  

Table 7. 

True score study 

Scoring 

Category 
IntelliMetric™ and 

True Score Adjacent 

Agreement 

IntelliMetric™ and 

True Score Exact 

Agreement 

Expert and 

True Score 

Adjacent 

Agreement 

Expert and 

True Score 

Exact 

Agreement 

Overall .98-1.0 .57-.72 .12-.64 .67-1.0 

Content .99-1.0 .57-.76 .76 – 1.0 .14-.69 

Creativity .99-1.0 .55-.74 .62 - .97 .18-.72 

Style .99-1.0 .52-.71 .65 - .99 .9-.66 

Organization .97-1.0 .57-.72 .68 - .98 .17-.64 

Mechanics .98-1.0 .57-.77 .66 - .98 .17-.56 
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 A recent study reported about IntelliMetric™’s performance in evaluating the GMAT 

AWA essays (Rudner, Garcia, and Welch, 2006). As mentioned previously, IntelliMetric™ has 

been used to score GMAT AWA essays since January, 2006. The evaluation consisted of two 

parts. The first evaluation required comparing IntelliMetric™ performance to that of individual 

human scorers, a Bayesian system that used simple word counts, and a weighted probability 

model. The second evaluation contained comparisons of IntelliMetric™ scores to those of human 

raters. The results revealed that the perfect + adjacent agreement rate for IntelliMetric™ ranged 

96% -98% for Part 1 evaluation and 92%-100% for Part 2 evaluation. Furthermore, the 

correlations (Pearson r) of agreement between IntelliMetric™ and human scorers were .83 on 

average in both Part 1 and Part 2 evaluations (Rudner, Garcia, and Welch, 2006). 

The results of many case studies suggested that MY Access!® had a significant impact 

on increasing the score of students in various writing assessments. To begin with, the Red Clay 

Consolidated School District in New Castle County in Delaware has piloted the use of MY 

Access!® in selected elementary and middle schools for one year. Among fifth grade students, 

86% of them who were exposed to MY Access!® three times a week scored 3 or 4 on the DSTP 

writing assessment. While the percentage of the fifth graders who used the program a total of 

five times and scored 3 or 4 on the DSTP writing assessment was 67, the percentage of students 

who had no exposure to the program and scored 3 or 4 on the same writing assessment was 43. 

Another school that used MY Access!® was Parkland High School in Pennsylvania. The 

students improved 15% of their points on the PSSA required state writing test.  Birmingham 

High School in LA unified School District in California piloted the MY Access!® program in 

their writing classes as well. While 81% of the students who were exposed to MY Access!® 

passed the California High School Exit Examination, only 46% of the students who were not 

exposed to the program passed the exam. Finally, Whittier Union High School District in 

California employed MY Access® as part of summer school writing development for at-risk 

students for six weeks. There were 25 English Language Intensive Learners (ELIL) in this 

summer program. The use of MY Access!® for only six weeks increased students’ Academic 

Performance Index (API) Gains to a range of 610-687 from the previous range of 480-601 

(Elliot, 2004; Elliott & Mikulas, 2004; Vantage Learning, n.d.). 
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Summary and Discussion 

  The studies that have been reviewed above showed that the research done with regard to 

AES and ESL is limited severely for several reasons. Most studies mainly focused on the validity 

and the accuracy aspects of the AES systems. Unlike e-rater® and IntelliMetric™, PEG™ and 

IEA™ never considered the impacts of these systems on the writings of non-native English 

speaking students (NNS). ETS conducted a few studies that took ESL/EFL speakers into 

account. While one study focused on the performance of e-rater® on TWE essays that were 

written by non-native English speakers, the other study investigated the relationship between 

essay length and holistic scores assigned to TOEFL-CBT essays by e-rater®. The focus of a third 

study was the comparison of the performances of e-rater and expert raters on the data taken from 

GRE and TOEFL. The first two studies might have important contributions to ESL/EFL writing 

and technology research. However, the third study can only contribute the research on validity 

and efficacy of AES systems in assessing essay responses. Furthermore, Vantage Learning 

conducted two different studies based on the essays written in Bahasa and Hebrew. As 

mentioned previously, IntelliMetric™ is capable of providing feedback in various languages. 

Both the Bahasa and Hebrew studies focused more on the comparison of human experts and 

IntelliMetric™ rather than the language itself. The only aspect that might distinguish these two 

studies from other IntelliMetric™ studies is that the essay responses have been written in a 

language other than English. 

The current study is conducted to fill in a gap in the AES research with respect to ESL. 

Most research is done with only native English speaking students. Moreover, a number of them 

mainly compared human raters with AES systems and tried to show evidence regarding the 

accuracy and reliability of the system. On the other hand, this study aims to explore the use of 

AES technology in an ESL setting. The AES system that has been used in this study is MY 

Access!®, which is supported by the IntelliMetric™ scoring engine. The focus in this study is 

not to evaluate the validity of the AES system, but how ESL students incorporate the feedback 

they received either from the AES system or from the teacher in their revisions. This study was 

based on the essays in English that were written by the students from various linguistic 

backgrounds, and it did not examine the essays written in other languages. Finally, the studies on 

MY Access!® and/or IntelliMetric™ are mainly conducted by Vantage learning. I believe as an 

outside researcher I will provide an outsider perspective to the research on MY Access!®. To 
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summarize, this study is a critical one since it pinpoints a need for more research on AES at ESL 

or EFL settings. The results of this study will direct the attention of the companies that produce 

the AES systems to the needs of a number of ESL teachers in the United States as well as EFL 

teachers in the world who teach writing.  
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to understand how the integration of an Automated Essay 

Scoring (AES) system into writing instruction would affect the revisions of non-native English 

speaking students. The AES system that was used in this study was the instructional application 

of the IntelliMetric™ scoring system called MY Access!® (Version 6.0). IntelliMetric™ is an 

AES system integrated into the MY Access!® program. This intelligent system relies on 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) and Natural Language Processing (NLP) techniques to imitate human 

scorers (see Chapter 2 for more information). MY Access!® is defined as “a prompt-driven, 

internet-based instructional writing program that scores student responses to prompts/writing 

tasks in a very short time (less than 10 seconds) through advanced artificial intelligence 

technologies” (Vantage Learning, 2006).  

MY Access!® was selected for the purposes of this study because of its availability. The 

company that developed the program, Vantage Learning, assured the provision of the software, 

training, and a school setting to be the target center for evaluating the efficiency of the program. 

However, the study will be conducted independently of the company’s influence and financial 

support.  

The research questions were the following: 

1. How do two English as a Second Language (ESL) students who are exposed to 

automated essay scoring (AES) feedback and two ESL students who receive written teacher 

feedback incorporate the type of feedback they receive across multiple drafts of selected 

prompts?  

a. What differences exist in the extent to which ESL students use the feedback they receive 

to revise their drafts when the students are presented with AES versus written TF? 

b. Are there differences in the type of revisions preformed by ESL students in terms of 

focus and meaning, content and development, organization, language use and style, and 

mechanics and conventions on particular drafts?  

c. What factors or reasons reported by the ESL students and observed in the classroom help 

to explain observed differences? 
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Participants and Setting 

 The focus of this study was four adult ESL students who took the English as a Second 

Language (ESL) instruction during a seven-week-session at an Intensive English Center (IEC) at 

a state university in North Florida during the spring semester of 2006. The students were from 

various linguistic backgrounds including Spanish, Arabic, Turkish, and Korean. The students’ 

English proficiency levels in reading and writing were determined by IEC teachers as low-

intermediate based on the tests developed by the center. That is, they were able to write three to 

five paragraphs in English. It was not feasible to include students with a higher level of English 

proficiency in writing in this study due to the limited number of students in writing classes at 

these levels. The participating teacher was a native-English speaking middle-age male who held 

a doctoral degree in the field of TESOL. He was also the director of the language center. 

 The IEC administration stated that the curriculum at IEC was designed for students 

with basic knowledge of English, but whose language proficiency ability was not strong enough 

for successful university studies or business/professional communication. Every semester, three 

levels of English were offered at IEC: Elementary, Intermediate (high and low) and Advanced 

(pre-university). Students at each level were offered a minimum of 24 hours of instruction each 

week. Most students aimed to enter universities in the U.S. Others were learning English to use it 

at work in their home countries or in the U.S. In every seven-week session, students took courses 

in each of five skills (listening, speaking, reading, writing, and grammar).  

 The writing classes at IEC were generally held once a week from Monday through 

Thursday for 60 minutes a day. Two Fridays in seven weeks, students had two hours of 

additional writing classes. The writing classes at IEC focused on writing skills for both academic 

and general English purposes. Students wrote biographical, narrative, and descriptive 

compositions in a seven-week-long instructional period. The writing activities at IEC included 

journal writing, process writing, and timed writing. Journal writing was described as a 10-minute 

free writing exercise which was done at the beginning of each class. The main purpose of journal 

writing was to assist students to develop fluency in writing. Process writing required students to 

write and revise their essays based on the feedback they receive from the instructor. The IEC 

administration reported that the majority of the writing done in class reflected process writing. 

Finally, the timed writing activity required students to write a composition in 30 minutes. IEC 

instructors evaluate students’ writing skills using a 5-point scale holistic rubric and monitor their 
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writing progress throughout the session. The holistic rubric used at IEC was based on 5-point-

scale IBT TOEFL (Internet Based Testing – Test of English as a Foreign Language) writing 

rubric.  

 Students at IEC were placed in appropriate proficiency levels based on their holistic 

writing scores. They wrote an essay on a given an IBT prompt, using pen and paper, for 30 

minutes before a new session started.  All teachers at IEC participated in the decision making 

process regarding the placement of students at appropriate English proficiency levels. Teachers 

scored each essay using the IBT-TOEFL 5-point-scale holistic rubric. If there was a more than 

one point discrepancy among raters, the writing coordinator was included in the scoring process. 

Design of the Study 

The present study explored the use of computerized feedback (AES system) and human 

feedback (teacher feedback) on the writings of four ESL students from a case study perspective. 

A class of 12 students was divided into two groups. Approximately half of the students were 

exposed to computerized feedback (AES group) and the other half received written feedback 

from the teacher (TF group). Students wrote three drafts on five prompts in writing classes 

during the seven-week session. The essays were evaluated both holistically and analytically 

either by the AES program or by the teacher (see the procedures section of this chapter).  

Students were administered a diagnostic essay at the beginning of the session in order to 

understand where they were in terms of writing in English. They typed the diagnostic essays on 

the computer using the MY Access!® program. The diagnostic essays were scored holistically 

both by the researcher and a rater with ESL/EFL writing background. Purposeful sampling was 

used to assign students to the AES group and the TF group. Students’ holistic scores on the 

diagnostic essays were used to balance them in each group according to their writing abilities. 

Each group included students with similar writing abilities. However, the students with very poor 

writing skills in English were directly assigned to the TF group, and they received teacher 

feedback. There were two reasons behind this decision. The first one was based on the results of 

the methodological field test. Many times during the methodological field test, the MY Access!® 

program did not score some of the essays of AES group students, reporting that they were either 

too short or they included major syntax errors. Thus, many AES group students got frustrated 

because they were not able to receive any feedback from the MY Access!® program for those 

particular essays. Also, the teacher could not provide any feedback to those students for the 
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purposes of this study. Second, the participating teacher in the current study suggested assigning 

students who did very poorly on the diagnostic essays to the TF group so their participation in 

the writing class would be meaningful and minimize their frustration. Therefore, in the current 

study students who received 1 on their overall writing quality on their initial essays were kept in 

the TF group.  

The students were assigned to groups based on the holistic scores they received on the 

diagnostic essays. Two different raters scored the diagnostic essays. The correlation between the 

raters was computed using a non-parametric correlation method (Spearman’s rho). The 

correlation between two raters was as high as .93. One student with a score of 2 and another 

student with a score of 3 from each group were selected for the document (draft) analysis. The 

main reason for determining the score levels as 2 or 3 was that these scores could reflect the 

change in student writing over time much better the ones with a score of 4 (the highest score 

received). Another reason was that the researcher aimed to keep both pairs in each group similar 

in terms of diagnostic essay scores. While the TF group did not include any student with a score 

of 4, the AES group had only one student with a score of 4.  On the other hand, unlike the AES 

group, the TF group included three students with a score of 1.   

The dominant data collection method was document (essay) analysis. Another data 

analysis technique used was interviewing the participants.  Both formal and informal interviews 

were conducted with those students who were included in the case study to gain insights 

regarding student opinions about the type of feedback they received. Finally, all students 

including the case study participants were observed while writing their essays to have a better 

understanding of the computer and teacher feedback in an ESL classroom context.  

Instrumentation 

 Data were collected through various sources: a) diagnostic essays, b) student essays on 

five prompts (both first and subsequent drafts), c) analytic and/or holistic feedback that were 

assigned to the essays either by the MY Access!® program or by the teacher, d) demographic, 

computer literacy, and opinion surveys, e) student and teacher interviews, and f) classroom 

observations. 

Diagnostic Essays 

Students were assigned a diagnostic essay at the beginning of the study to determine what 

their writing was like. A narrative essay prompt was assigned to all the students as diagnostic 
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essays. A decision regarding what genre to use in the diagnostic essays was made with the 

classroom teacher before the session started. The diagnostic essays were scored both by the 

researcher and an independent rater with ESL/EFL background on a 1-6 point holistic scoring 

scale generated by the MY Access!® program. The second rater was included to ensure the inter-

rater reliability.  

Essays with Revisions 

The MY Access!® library includes more than 200 pilot and operational prompts. The 

prompts are available in various genres including informative, narrative, literary, text-

based/informative, and persuasive. Moreover, the prompts are available in different academic 

levels and grades, i.e., upper elementary (level 1), middle school (level 2), high school (level 3), 

and higher education (level 4) (Vantage Learning, n.d.). The difficulty level of the prompts 

shows an increase according to the academic level of the students. These levels are mainly 

determined according to an average native English speaker’s writing ability. Although the 

participants in this study were adult students, being non-native speakers with low-intermediate 

English proficiency level, they were assigned middle-school level prompts. The teacher also 

agreed that the middle-school level prompts were more appropriate for these students. 

Students wrote three drafts on each of the five essay prompts during five weeks in the 

seven-week-session. Due to the short-term and the intensive nature of the session, it was 

impossible to address all five genres of writing in this study. Therefore, the genres to be 

addressed in this study were limited to two (narrative and informative). A decision regarding the 

genre was made during the first meeting with the teacher. Table 8 lists the prompts assigned in 

this study. 

Table 8. 

Prompt, genre, and grade level information 

 

Prompt Genre Grade level 

Learning from experience (diagnostic essay) Narrative Middle School (6-8) 

Society’s biggest problem (prompt 1) Informative Middle School (6-8) 

Visiting an interesting place (prompt 2) Informative Middle School (6-8) 

Important inventions (prompt 3) Informative Middle School (6-8) 

A special day  (prompt 4) Narrative Middle School (6-8) 

To change a day in your life (prompt 5) Narrative Middle School (6-8) 
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Scoring Scales (Rubrics) 

This study included both holistic and analytic scoring scales (rubrics) generated by the 

MY Access!® program. In holistic scoring, a rater evaluates the overall writing ability of a test-

taker. In other words, the writing is treated as a whole and there is only one score assigned to an 

essay (Bailey, 1998; Brown, 2004; NCLRC, n.d.). There are usually 1-4 or 1-6 point scales in a 

holistic rubric. When using an analytic rubric, on the other hand, a rater evaluates an essay based 

on various traits that represent different aspects of writing such as grammar, organization, 

mechanics, and so on (Bailey, 1998; Brown, 2004; NCLRC, n.d.). The main advantage of using a 

holistic rubric to evaluate an essay is that it is easy and fast to score (Bailey, 1998; Brown, 

2004). Since there are several categories in analytic writing, the scoring process is more time 

consuming (Bailey, 1998; Brown, 2004; Mertler, 2001). One disadvantage of holistic scoring is 

that a single score might fail to reflect the differences across various categories of writing within 

each score, and one score might not tell the test taker where he or she failed (Bailey, 1998; 

Brown, 2004). On the other hand, an analytic rubric provides the writer with better diagnostic 

feedback with respect to the scores on each category (Brown, 2004; Mertler, 2001).  Finally, 

holistic scoring tends to have higher inter-rater reliability than analytic scoring (Bailey, 1998; 

Brown, 2004, Elliott, 2002b). It is more likely that the raters agree on a single score compared to 

multiple scores in different categories (Elliott, 2002b). The holistic and analytic scoring scales 

generated by the MY Access!® program show differences according to the prompt genre 

(literary, narrative, persuasive or informative, and informational/text-based) and the scale score 

(4-point-scale or 6-point-scale).  

The analytic scoring scale in the MY Access!® program includes five traits: focus and 

meaning, content and development, organization, language use and style, mechanics and 

conventions. These traits involve over 300 semantic (meaning related), syntactic (form related), 

and discourse (the way sentences are connected) level features. The first trait, focus and 

meaning, investigates the features that target cohesiveness and consistency in purpose and main 

idea of the essay. While content and development point out features about breadth of content and 

the support for ideas, organization focuses on features based on logic of discourse and 

transitional smoothness in an essay. Unlike the first three, the last two traits, language and style 

and mechanics and conventions, focus on form related issues. The former examines the sentence 
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complexity and the latter points toward the conventions of edited American English (Vantage 

Learning, n.d.).  

The developing company claims that feedback provided by the MY Access!® program is 

user specific. The teacher can modify the level and the type of the feedback according to the 

level of the prompt assigned. The content of the MY Access!® feedback at proficient or 

advanced levels is mainly designed for proficient and advanced native English speaking writers 

who are experienced writers. Since the participants in this study had a low-intermediate level of 

English proficiency and they limited writing experience in English, the feedback level the AES 

group students would be receiving from the MY Access!® program was determined as “ELL” 

(English Language Learner) and “developing” in this study. The version used in the pilot study 

(MY Access!® 5.0) included developing level, but not ELL level of feedback.  

Computer Literacy, Demographic, and Opinion Surveys 

 Three different surveys were administered to all students at the beginning and at the end 

of the study. However, only the survey results for the case study students were reported in the 

study. At the beginning of the semester, students were asked to fill out a computer literacy 

survey and a demographic survey. While the main purpose of the computer survey was to gather 

information regarding students’ familiarity and experience with the Internet and word 

processing, the main reason for administering a demographic survey was to collect information 

about the students’ backgrounds (e.g., age, sex, native language (L1), English proficiency level 

(L2), time in the US, schooling in L1, schooling in the U.S., and their purpose for learning 

English). Finally, students were administered an opinion survey at the end of the semester about 

their perceptions regarding the feedback they received. On the opinion survey, students answered 

questions about the type of feedback they received and they ranked the writing traits provided, 

e.g., the traits they received most feedback on and the traits they improved on most. (See 

Appendix A for an example of the demographic survey, Appendix B for an example of the 

computer literacy survey, and Appendix C for an example of the opinion survey). 

Interviews and Observations 

Both the TF group and the AES feedback group typed their essays in two separate 

computer labs. The TF group students’ writing processes and their interactions with the teacher 

were observed by the researcher. An independent observer, who has background in writing 

instruction, observed the writing processes of the AES group students. The independent observer 
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was trained regarding the points she needed to focus while observing. Both the researcher and 

the independent observer took field notes. Furthermore, informal interviews were conducted with 

all students. Since the researcher was on the research site during the data collection process, she 

was able to ask students questions about their likes and dislikes regarding the prompts and their 

experience regarding the type of feedback they received either from the teacher or from the 

computer anytime during the data collection process. She also had a chance to talk to the 

instructor before and after class several times a week. Finally, formal interviews were conducted 

with the case study participants and the teacher at the end of the study.  The researcher 

interviewed all students individually during the final week of the classes at their lunch hour. 

However, only the results of the interview with the case study participants were used in this 

study. Each interview took approximately 20 minutes and the researcher provided pizza to the 

participants during the interviews. The researcher was able to interview seven students during the 

week before the even-week-long session ended and five students during the final week of the 

session. The interview questions were open-ended and they were consisted of two categories: 

experience questions and opinion questions. Students were asked various semi-structured 

questions regarding their revision processes, their experience with using MY Access!® program, 

and their opinion about the scoring and feedback they received either from the MY Access!® 

program or from the teacher. Additionally, the participating teacher was asked several questions 

about his classroom instruction, the type of feedback he provided, his opinion about the MY 

Access!® program, and so on. See Appendices E and F for sample interview questions. Verbatim 

note taking technique was used to record the answers. 

Procedures 

Students wrote three drafts on five essay prompts (topics) selected from the MY 

Access!® library for during the seven-week-long session. The writing instruction the AES and 

TF group students received was the same since both groups obtained instruction from the same 

teacher in the same class. The students, however, typed their essays in two different computer 

labs. The TF group students used the computers at IEC, and the AES group students used the 

computers in the graduate student computer lab in the SSB (Student Services Building) across 

from the IEC building except for a couple of days during the first week of data collection since 

the data collection started during spring break at the university and the graduate student 

computer lab was closed a few days during that week. Therefore, the groups took turns using the 
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computers at IEC twice at the beginning of the study. First, the TF group students typed their 

essays, and then the AES group students typed them. Moreover, since the groups rotated to type 

their essays, the researcher was able to observe both groups during the first week. Beginning 

from the second week, the groups typed their essays in separate computer labs for the rest of the 

session. While an experienced observer monitored the AES group students, the researcher 

observed the TF group students. The observer was provided with a one-hour training session 

before she started her observations. She took field notes regarding the writing strategies the AES 

group students used, the MY Access!® tools they used, the questions they posed, and so on. 

Similarly, the researcher took field notes regarding the writing strategies the TF group students 

used, the questions they asked to the teacher in class, and the responses the teacher provided. 

The same computer and writing skills were taught to each group at the beginning of the 

seven-week session. All students received instruction about how to use of the MY Access!® 

program. They were taught how to sign in the MY Access!® website as well as how to type, 

edit, and submit the essays they typed on the website. They also learned how to access the 

feedback and scoring information on the MY Access!® website. At this point, each group 

received different information because they each received feedback and scoring from a different 

source (either from the teacher or from the AES system). The teacher was trained by the 

researcher regarding the use of the MY Access!® program before the study began. The 

researcher had been provided both online and on site training about the use of MY Access!® 5.0 

by the professional trainers of Vantage Learning before the methodological field test started. She 

also received training for the MY Access!® 6.0, a newer version of the MY Access!® program 

with additional features. During the two-hour training session, the teacher learned how to use the 

tools to view student writings and enter teacher comments online. The teacher also had a chance 

to see the way a student would see the MY Access!® prompts, scoring, and feedback during the 

training process.  

The students were provided instruction regarding process writing by the classroom 

teacher at the beginning of the session. As discussed in detail in Chapter 2, a typical procedure 

for process writing includes brainstorming, drafting, and revising. The students first 

brainstormed as a class on the given topic. They, then, wrote the first drafts independently. 

Finally, they revised their first drafts twice on different days based on the scoring and feedback 

they received either from the AES system or from the teacher.  
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Both the AES and the TF group students typed their essays using the MY Access!® 

program. However, the MY Access!® website functioned similar to the Microsoft Word 

program for the TF group. In other words, the website was treated as a word processor by turning 

off all the capabilities of the program except for the spell checker. It was hoped that this would 

reduce the differences between the groups and minimize the negative attitudes of the students in 

the TF group for not using the MY Access!® program. Moreover, it was expected to provide a 

more convenient online environment both for the students and the teacher, as well as the 

researcher because the drafts that the students typed were saved in an e-portfolio on the MY 

Access!® website. Turning off the scoring and feedback features of the program prevented TF 

students from seeing the scores assigned by the MY Access!® program. However, the scores 

were still visible to the teacher. To eliminate this limitation, the teacher was asked to print the 

essays and to assign scores on hard copies first. After he finished scoring, he manually entered 

the scores and the feedback on the MY Access!® website. Often, the teacher had to provide 

scoring and feedback to the TF group students on hard copies. One of the main reasons was that 

the MY Access!® program did not score essays that were very short, repetitious, off topic and 

those that included severe grammatical errors. This prevented the teacher from entering the 

feedback and scoring information online. Another reason was an unidentified technical problem. 

A couple of times, the MY Access!® program saved only the initial drafts the TF group students 

wrote. In other words, the changes that had been made by the students in a later draft were not 

saved in the online portfolio feature of the program. Teacher was able to find the complete draft 

that was submitted by the students with changes elsewhere on the MY Access!® website, but he 

was not able to enter his comments or scores online. Therefore, he copied and pasted each essay 

draft on Microsoft Word and provided his feedback and scoring on a word document. Finally, he 

handed in the printed copies to the TF group students in the computer lab. 

Both groups were allowed to use a bilingual or/and a monolingual dictionary (paperback, 

electronic, or online) while writing. The researcher prevented all students from accessing the MY 

Access!® program outside of the class by activating the program at the beginning of the class 

and inactivating it at the end of the class. The researcher and another observer conducted 

classroom observations and took field notes throughout the data collection process. The 

researcher was able to access the MY Access!® program to monitor the students’ first and 

subsequent drafts online, along with each type of feedback and scoring they received either from 
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the computer or from the teacher. When teacher provided feedback and scoring on a word 

document, he e-mailed them to the researcher as attachments. 

After the students became familiar with the MY Access!® program, they were 

administered consent forms as well as demographic and computer literacy surveys. The teacher 

explained the items on the surveys and the content of the consent form to the students. Students 

typed a diagnostic essay at the beginning of the study before they were assigned to their feedback 

groups (AES or TF groups). They spent 30 minutes typing their essays because this was the 

typical time limit allowed during many writing tests, e.g., IBT-TOEFL essays.  Based on their 

diagnostic essay scores, the students were assigned to either the AES group or the TF group. 

Students typed their essays using the MY Access!® program three times a week. They wrote 

three drafts on five essay prompts (topics) selected from the MY Access!® library for during the 

seven-week-long session. They were assigned a new prompt at the beginning of each week. They 

were given approximately 40 minutes to type their initial drafts (D1). The teacher suggested that 

students spend the first 10-15 minutes planning their essays and the remaining time typing their 

initial drafts. The students typed the second drafts (D2) and third drafts (D3) during the same 

week. They were reminded to spend the first 10-15 minutes reviewing the feedback they 

received either from the computer or from him, and then revise the essays accordingly. The 

teacher provided writing instruction on the days students were not writing essays. The general 

schedule was as followed: D1 (Monday), D2 (Tuesday), D3 (Wednesday), and instruction 

(Thursday and/or Friday). The students typed a final essay in 30 minutes at the end of the 

session. 

The researcher made sure that all features of the MY Access!® program including the 

feedback and scoring were in the ‘off’ position for the TF group at all times. The only feature 

that remained ‘on’ was the spell-checker because even a simple word processor would include a 

spell checker feature. On the other hand, the scoring and feedback and the spell-checker features 

were kept in the ‘on’ position for the AES group while they wrote their first drafts. MY Editor 

was turned on for the AES group during the revision process. MY Editor allowed the AES group 

students to obtain in-depth feedback on their grammar use and mechanics errors. This feature 

was kept in the ‘off’ position for the TF group students since they would be receiving the 

grammar and mechanics feedback from the teacher.   
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Analysis of the Data 

This study employed a case study approach. Hitchcock and Hughes (1995) stated that 

case studies are based on the in-depth analysis of a single or multiple events. The present study 

focused on multiple cases and the unit of analysis is four ESL students.  The participants were 

provided with pseudonyms to ensure confidentiality. According to Best and Kahn (2006), case 

study is a way to analyze “interactions between factors that explain present status or that 

influence change or growth” (p. 259). Similarly, the focus of this study was to analyze the 

changes that four ESL students made on their essays over time based on the feedback they 

received either from the teacher or from the computer program. Charles and Mertler (2002) 

stated that a case study can help us to understand why an event is the way it is by looking for 

patterns in actions and processes. In the current study the changes ESL students made in their 

revisions based on the type of feedback they received were coded.  

Document analysis, interviews, and observations results were used to answer the research 

questions. Document (essay) analysis was the dominant data collection procedure in this study. 

During the document analysis stage, the way each of the four students integrated the feedback 

they received either from the MY Access!® program or from the teacher from first to final drafts 

on each of the five prompts was qualitatively analyzed. As Best and Kahn (2006) claim that 

document analysis can be an effective data collection technique in evaluating or explaining 

educational practices. Field notes about the writing processes of four students and their 

interactions with either the MY Access!® program or the teacher provided an opportunity to 

better understand the context the students were writing in. They also allowed the researcher to 

better understand how each pair of students, who were exposed to different type of feedback 

(written TF vs. AES), incorporated the feedback they received into their writings. Furthermore, 

field notes based on student observations allowed the researcher to employ this information 

during the data analysis process (Patton, 1990). Finally, teacher and student interviews were 

conducted to find out about information that neither student essays nor the observations revealed. 

As Patton (1990) stated “the purpose of interviewing is to find out what is in or on somebody’s 

mind” (p.278). The interviews provided a chance to learn about not only the writing strategies 

the four case study participants used, but also their writing experiences and opinions regarding 

the feedback and scoring they received either from the teacher or from the computer. Teacher 

interviews provided insights regarding the context of writing and teacher feedback.  
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To answer the main research question, how do two English as a Second Language (ESL)  

students who are exposed to automated essay scoring (AES) feedback and two ESL students who 

receive written teacher feedback (TF) incorporate the type of feedback they receive across 

multiple drafts of selected prompts?, the initial and subsequent drafts written by the case study 

students as well as the related feedback provided either by the MY Access!® program or by the 

teacher were classified and analyzed. First, the feedback points assigned by the teacher or the 

MY Access!® program were identified based on their form (see Chapter 4 for more 

information). The writing traits generated by the MY Access!® program (focus and meaning, 

content and development, organization, language use and style, and mechanics and conventions) 

were used as a basis to classify both the written TF and AES feedback in this study. (See Table 9 

for the classification of the written TF and AES feedback based on the MY Access!® rubric). 

Then, the data from the student drafts and the related feedback either from the teacher or from 

the AES system were compared and cross-referenced to explore how students incorporated the 

type of feedback they received into their revisions. The feedback points that students presented 

with were classified as usable written TF/AES feedback and other written TF/AES feedback. 

Additionally, the revisions made by each student on each draft were categorized as followed: a. 

changes that might be based on written TF/AES feedback, b. partial changes that might be based 

on written TF/AES feedback, c. changes that are not based on written TF/AES feedback, and d. 

usable written TF/AES feedback that is not used. Hyland’s 1998 study shed a light to determine 

the feedback and revision categories listed above. Hyland, first, broke up the written feedback 

into feedback points. She defined the feedback point as “each written intervention that focused 

on a different aspect of the text” (Hyland, 1998, p. 261). She, then, analyzed the written feedback 

on each draft and identified the “usable” feedback points. Hyland (1998) defined the usable 

feedback as feedback which has potential for a change in the text. Furthermore, she separated the 

revisions into several categories as closely followed, initial stimulus (a feedback point which 

could result in other of revisions further than the feedback point suggested), avoidance by 

deletion, and not related (revision that was not related to the feedback).  The researcher adapted 

Hyland’s (1998) feedback category usable written TF/AES feedback in the present study. She 

added another feedback category called other written TF/AES feedback for unusable feedback, 

problem statement, or positive reinforcement. This category was partially implied (e.g., positive 

reinforcement) by Hyland (1998), but it was not included in her study. Finally, this study 
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included a third feedback category as usable written TF/AES feedback that is not used, which 

was categorized as points not acted on by Hyland (1998). As for revisions categories, two 

categories were adapted from Hyland (1998) as follows: 1. closely followed = changes that 

might be based on written TF/AES feedback and 2. not related = changes that are not based on 

written TF/AES feedback. The researcher added two more categories that were not based on 

Hyland’s (1998) revision categories including partial changes that might be based on written 

TF/ AES feedback  and changes that might not be based on written TF/AES feedback.  

Table 9.  

Indicators of writing quality on each trait of narrative rubric 

 

Trait Focus  Indicator 

Focus and Unity Meaning Understanding of purpose and task, awareness of  

audience, and having a main idea 

 

Content and 

 Development 

Meaning Planning (having an outline), including sensory  

details, including details that support the main idea,  

Using quotes and  dialogs, Paragraph length (4 to 8 sentences) 

 

Organization Meaning Including an introduction paragraph, including body 

paragraphs, including a conclusion paragraph,  using 

transitions, and having a logical order of ideas 

 

Language Use  

and Style 

Form 

 

Sentence structure  (length, simple vs. complex  

sentences, using a variety of sentence beginnings), 

word choice (variety, using sensory details), and 

writing style (formal vs. informal) 

 

Mechanics and 

Conventions 

Form 

 

Using correct grammar, mechanics, spelling and punctuation 

(format/ spacing, punctuation, plural form, spelling, word 

form, clause, preposition, pronoun, verb tense, verb form 

(Infinitive, auxiliary), preposition, and article use) 

 

The feedback and revisions in this study were also coded by another doctoral student with 

extensive knowledge in process writing to ensure consistency. Since the second coder was also 

the second observer in the study, she was quite familiar with this study. Both coders coded the 

essays independently using the same categories. They, then, met and compared the results of 

their analysis. If they had discrepancies, they discussed it until they came to a consensus. The 

disagreements were basically on the categorization of the feedback points provided either by the 

teacher or by the computer. There were no disagreements between coders regarding the use of 

feedback in revisions. Below are some of the points that the coders had disagreements:   
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- The main point of disagreement between two coders stemmed from different 

perceptions in content/development and organization categories. The difference 

between organization and content development was not clear cut regarding the drafts of 

the students who were exposed to the written TF. For example, while adding a couple 

of body paragraphs was perceived as a change in organization by one coder, it was 

considered as a change in content and development by the other coder. As a result, both 

coders agreed to combine these two categories.  

- The written TF points on the following sentence were coded as language use/style by 

one coder and as mechanics and conventions by the other coder. The final decision was 

to code those feedback points as language use and style. 

I am considering going to Machupichu for three reason (s); (because it is inexpensive) 

Economy, (so that I can speak English to tourists) Speak English and (so that I can 

enjoy the wonderful and interesting culture there) Culture. (Pedro, P2/D2) 

- The teacher provided feedback in question form to Khalid’s essay (P3/D1): What three 

things about the computer will you write about? One coder coded this feedback point as 

focus and meaning, and the other coder coded it as organization. The consensus was 

focus and meaning. 

To answer the first subsidiary research question, what differences exist in the extent to 

which ESL students use the feedback they receive to revise their drafts when the students are 

presented with AES versus written teacher feedback?, the number of feedback points (either 

AES feedback or written TF) provided to students was suggested was calculated, and the number 

as well as the percentage of feedback points each student used in their revisions were calculated 

and compared. The percentages provided an indication of how similar or different were the 

students in terms of feedback points they were presented and how useful each type of feedback 

was, AES feedback vs. written TF.  

To answer the second subsidiary research question, are there differences in the type of 

revisions preformed by ESL students in terms of focus and meaning, content and development, 

organization, language use and style, mechanics and conventions on particular drafts?, the 

revision categories determined based on the changes students made on each draft were matched 

to the writing traits in the analytic rubric (focus and unity, content and development, 

organization, language use and style, and mechanics and conventions). For example, changes in 
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terms of capitalization in student essays were categorized as mechanics and conventions. Then, 

the number and percentage of feedback points (either AES feedback or written TF) the students 

used in their revisions were calculated, e.g., Songie used 6 out of 10 feedback points on grammar 

(60% of the grammar feedback), and he 3 out of 10 feedback points on organization (30% of the 

organization feedback) provided by the teacher. Then, the number and percentages of feedback 

each student used for each revision category were compared. See Table 9 above for the sample 

indicators of analytical writing quality based on the narrative writing rubric generated by the MY 

Access!® program. 

To answer the third subsidiary question, what factors or reasons reported by the ESL 

students and observed in the classroom help to explain observed differences?, the interview notes 

and field notes provided information regarding the differences within and across feedback pairs. 

The observation of the students’ writing processes and the interviews conducted both with the 

students and the teacher not only provided information on the context which the feedback was 

given, but they also assisted to explain the reasons of differences found in student drafts. Figure 

8 summarizes the steps in the data analysis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TF1 

TF2 

AES1 

AES2 

TF1  vs.  TF2 

AES1 vs. AES2 

 
TF vs. AES 

  Figure 8. Data analysis steps 

Finally, the survey data was analyzed to provide information about the computer abilities 

and demographic backgrounds of the participants. The demographic and computer literacy 

survey information regarding all students was included in the study to present a better description 

about the context of the study.   

Methodological Field Test 

A methodological field test was conducted at a community college in North Florida 

(NFCC) to enhance the development and validation of the research instruments, design, and data 

collection of the current study. The field test was conducted with a class of 25 students to 
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pinpoint the strengths and weaknesses of the design and procedures to facilitate the 

implementation. Another purpose of implementing the field test was to increase the quality of a 

larger scale quantitative study with at least 100 students. However, the field test process revealed 

that a qualitative study with fewer students would be more appropriate for the purposes of the 

current study and a case study would provide deeper insights regarding the use of the MY 

Access!® program in an ESL writing class. Therefore, the current study was conducted at the 

Intensive English Center (IEC) with a class of 12 students and the writings of four students were 

analyzed in depth.  

While MY Access!® version 5.0 was used in the methodological field test, a newer 

version of the program (MY Access!® 6.0) was used in the current study. Since the main focus 

was the implementation of the procedures rather than the data analysis, the actual data were not 

analyzed in the field test. The interview results with the teacher and some students are reported 

below. 

Participants 

 The data was collected from 25 adult ESL students who were taking the English 

Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) courses at NFCC during the summer semester of 2005. 

ESOL courses at NFCC are non-credit adult education classes designed to assist non-native 

English speaking adults in developing skills in English to find a job, to communicate effectively 

in society and/or to continue their education. The curriculum involves reading, writing, speaking, 

and listening skills along with work and life skills.  NFCC requires placement tests for non-

native English speaking students to assess their academic language skills in listening, reading, 

and writing. The English proficiency level (beginning, intermediate, or advanced levels) of the 

students is determined based on their CASAS (Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment 

System) scores and their scores on the Academic Skills test developed by NFCC. CASAS is a 

standardized test that assesses literacy skills for basic functioning on the job, in the community, 

and in the family (CASAS, n.d.). The assessment tools in CASAS are utilized to “place learners 

on programs, diagnose learners’ needs, monitor progress, and certify mastery of basic skills” 

(Brown, 2004, p. 108). CASAS is required by the federal government as a measurement of 

national standard. It is basically a reading comprehension test with 40 multiple-choice questions. 

Along with the CASAS test, students are required to pass the Academic Skills test designed by 
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the teachers in the ESOL program at NFCC. There are currently two tests: (a) reading, writing, 

and listening, and (b) grammar.  

Participant Feedback 

The participating teacher in the field test reported that the program was designed for 

native English speaking students, but not for ESL students. Furthermore, he pointed out that the 

computer generated feedback was too difficult for the students most of the times. Particularly, 

the explanations of grammatical or usage errors were quite difficult for the students to 

understand. Another concern was that students became frustrated when they saw that their scores 

almost never changed after a revision. According to the teacher, since the changes they made 

were usually small, the expectations of a better score were unrealistic. In the current study, the 

students were informed that they might not see immediate changes in their writing scores since 

progress in writing occurs over time. The teacher in the field test added that occasionally 

students were frustrated due to some technical problems. For instance, they attempted to submit 

or save their essays and the system told them that their session had expired. This resulted in the 

complete loss of any changes they had made on that draft. This problem was reported to Vantage 

Learning and the company added a new feature “save back” in MY Access!® 6.0 (current 

version) to minimize the problems with losing the changes. The save back feature automatically 

saves the student writing every 2.5 minutes (Vantage Learning, n.d.). Finally, the teacher in the 

field test expressed his concerns with the program in that the spelling- and grammar-checking 

tools did not seem to catch all the errors produced by the ESL students. For example, the 

grammar-checking tool (MY Editor) rejected the use of passive voice in every context and 

considered it an error. This was experienced by the researcher and two ESOL teachers during the 

company training as well. The company trainer was informed about this experience immediately. 

While MY Editor recognized the passive form in the current version of the MY Access!® 

program, it still failed to catch some grammatical and spelling errors (see Chapter 4 for more 

information).  

A student meeting was conducted at the end of the field test. Several students in the AES 

group stated that MY Access!® overall was a quite effective essay scoring tool. Most of them 

stated that their motivation increased when they received scoring within seconds. Their major 

concern was the length and language of the feedback assigned by the program. A couple of 

students expressed their appreciation regarding the feedback on organization. However, most of 
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them found the computerized feedback quite generic and long. They stated that they needed 

more specific feedback on organization. One student expressed that she would like to have more 

time to revise since she had to go through the long and detailed computerized feedback. 

Considering the length and detail of the feedback the MY Access!® program generated, students 

in both groups were given more time to revise their essays in the current study. The teacher was 

able to assist student with the explanation of the content of the feedback generated by the MY 

Access!® program if needed in the field test. Another student said that because he could not 

finish typing on time due to his poor typing skills, he typed very short essays and did not receive 

any feedback from the MY Access!® program. This statement supported the results of the 

computer literacy survey. In order to solve this problem, all students were provided with more 

time to type their essays in the current study. 

The students in the TF group, on the other hand, were satisfied with the specific nature of 

the feedback they received. However, a couple of students were not happy about the fact that 

they had to wait sometime until they get a response from the teacher. One student from the TF 

group said that she would prefer participating in the AES group and receiving instant scoring and 

feedback. The participating teacher failed to provide scoring and feedback on some essays in a 

timely manner, and the students in the TF group had to wait days, sometimes weeks to get 

scoring and feedback from the teacher. For the current study, the researcher was on the research 

site and was able to monitor the teacher’s timeliness in scoring.  Several students in the field test 

reported that they would prefer getting fewer prompts with multiple drafts. Therefore, the 

number of the prompts in the present study was reduced to five and the minimum number of 

revisions was set as three. Finally, many students from both groups in the field test found the 

spell-checker feature of the program extremely helpful.

Limitations and Suggestions 

In the field test, both the AES and TF groups used the MY Access!® program as the 

writing tool. The only difference was that the scoring and feedback feature of the program was in 

the off position for the TF group. The teacher manually entered the essays he scored on the MY 

Access!® website. The main purpose of this method was to reduce the number of differences 

among the groups and prevent negative attitudes of the students in the TF group for not using the 

MY Access!® program. Here, just like the students in the AES group, the students in the TF 

group were able to view their scores and the feedback on the essays they typed online. Also, the 
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teacher, the administration and the students were more content since everybody had a chance to 

use the MY Access!® program. However, there was a drawback with this method. Even though 

the scoring feature was turned off, the teacher could still see the scores assigned by the program. 

In other words, the scores were invisible to the students in the TF group, but not to the teacher. 

To minimize the bias with this method, the teacher was asked to score the essays before he 

manually entered the scores on the MY Access!® website. The teacher printed the TF group 

essays after the students submitted them on the MY Access!® website. He did the scoring on 

hard copies first and then posted the scores along with the feedback on the website. At the end of 

the field test, the researcher submitted a few essays scored by the teacher on the MY Access!® 

program in order to check whether the teacher used the computerized scoring or assigned his 

own. The results showed that the scores generated by the computer and the ones assigned by the 

teacher were not identical. This was addressed with the teacher at the beginning of the current 

study.

Another drawback occurred when the MY Editor feature was turned off for the AES 

group at all times. In order to create a similar environment for both groups, along with other 

features MY Editor feature was also turned off for both groups. MY Editor provides in-depth 

feedback on grammar, usage, mechanics, and punctuation.  As a result, the students in the AES 

group failed to receive specific grammar correction, but they received generic feedback on 

sentence structure and mechanics and conventions (the final two categories in the rubric) on a 

couple of prompts.  After this problem was realized, MY Editor was kept in the off position for 

the first drafts, but it was turned on for the second drafts in the AES group. This feature was kept 

in the off position for the TF group at all times because the TF group students received specific 

feedback on grammar, language use, and mechanics from the teacher. 

Finally, the field test students sometimes failed to receive feedback and scoring either 

from the teacher or from the MY Access!® program. The teacher sometimes failed to provide 

feedback and scoring in a timely manner. He did not assign scoring and feedback on the second 

drafts to the students in the TF group a few times until after he assigned new prompts. Moreover, 

the computer program did not score the short essays, off topic essays, or essays with severe 

grammatical errors in the AES group. This might have negatively affected the motivation of the 

students toward writing in both groups.  
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Discussion 

The results of the methodological field test suggested some changes in the survey 

instrument and the procedures of the current study. The survey results advised some changes in 

the wording of two questions in the demographic survey and of one question in the opinion 

survey. For example, the wording of two options in the demographic survey was changed and an 

extra option was added to the opinion survey. The field test procedures prompted the 

modification of the number of the drafts during the semester, the frequency of submission of an 

essay, and the time allowed to write both pre- and post-test essays as well as in class essays with 

subsequent drafts. While the students typed two drafts for each of six prompts during the field 

test, they typed three drafts for each of the five prompts in the present study. The time allowed to 

type essays was increased for both groups as well. In the field test, all students were given 50 

minutes to type their first drafts and 30 minutes to revise it two days later. This decision was 

changed based on the suggestion of the participating teacher and some students who had poor 

typing skills or the ones who needed more time to revise based particularly on the lengthy 

computerized feedback generated from the MY Access!® program. 10-15 minutes extra time 

was added to increase the effectiveness of the writing process. As a result, students spent 40-45 

minutes making revisions in the current study.  

Summary 

         The main purpose of the current study was to investigate the use of AES feedback and 

teacher feedback on the compositions of four ESL students from a case study perspective. A 

class of 12 students was divided into two groups. Approximately half of the students were 

exposed to computerized feedback (AES group) and the other half received written feedback 

from the teacher (TF group). However, the focus of this study was 4 case study students (2 from 

each group). All students typed a diagnostic essay at the beginning of the study before they were 

assigned to their feedback groups (AES or written TF). Based on their diagnostic essay scores, 

the students were assigned to either the AES feedback or the written TF. Students typed their 

essays using the MY Access!® program three times a week. They wrote three drafts on five 

prompts in writing classes during the seven-week session. The essays were evaluated both 

holistically and analytically either by the AES program or by the teacher. 

The data were collected through various sources including diagnostic essays, student 

essays on five writing prompts (both first and subsequent drafts), analytic and/or holistic 
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feedback that were assigned to the essays either by the AES system or by the teacher,  three 

different surveys (demographic, computer literacy, and opinion surveys), interviews (student and 

teacher), and classroom observations. 

There were one main and three subsidiary questions in this study. The main research 

question was answered through the analysis of the drafts of four case study students as well as 

the type of feedback they received either from the AES system or the teacher. The first 

subsidiary question required the calculation of the number and the percentage of feedback points 

(either AES feedback or written TF) the student used in their revisions. The second subsidiary 

question entailed matching the revisions students made on each draft to the writing traits in the 

analytic rubric and comparing them to each other. The third subsidiary question was answered 

based on the data obtained from the interview notes and field notes. 
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 

Introduction 

The present study explored the use of computerized feedback (AES system) and 

human feedback (teacher feedback) in the writings of four ESL students from a case-

study perspective. This chapter presents the results of the current study by addressing the 

following research questions: 

1. How do two English as a second language (ESL) students who are exposed to 

automated essay scoring (AES) feedback and two ESL students who receive written 

teacher feedback (TF) incorporate the type of feedback they receive across multiple drafts 

of selected prompts? 

a. What differences exist in the extent to which ESL students use the feedback 

they receive to revise their drafts when the students are presented with AES feedback 

versus written TF? 

b. Are there differences in the type of revisions performed by ESL students in 

terms of focus and unity, development and elaboration, organization, language use and 

style, and mechanics and conventions on particular drafts? 

c. What factors or reasons reported by ESL students and observed in the 

classroom help to explain observed differences? 

In this chapter, first, the feedback context regarding both Automated Essay 

Scoring (AES) feedback and written teacher feedback (TF) are described. Then, the use 

of each type of feedback by the case study students is analyzed in-depth.  

In the chapter “P” refers to the prompt assigned and “D” refers to the drafts that 

the students wrote. For example, while P1/D1 refers to the first draft of first prompt, 

P5/D3 refers to the third draft of the fifth prompt. The chapter includes several writing 

samples and vignettes from the participants. The names of the participants are provided in 

parentheses after each example or vignette. Pseudonyms have been used to prevent the 

participants’ identity and to ensure the confidentiality. 

Participants and Setting 

 The participants were adult ESL students who took the English as a Second 

Language (ESL) instruction in a seven-week session in spring 2006 at an Intensive 

English Center at a state university in North Florida. A class of 12 students was divided 
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into two groups. Approximately half of the students were exposed to computerized 

feedback (AES group) and the other half received written feedback from the teacher (TF 

group). The students were assigned to either AES feedback or TF groups based on their 

diagnostic essay scores. Although there were 12 students in the class, the focus of this 

study was four case study students (two from each group).  The students were selected 

based on the holistic scores they received on the diagnostic essays. Two different raters 

scored the diagnostic essays. The correlation between the raters was computed using a 

non-parametric correlation method (Spearman’s rho) and it was as high as .93. A 

purposeful sampling strategy was used to assign students to the AES group and the TF 

group. Students’ holistic scores on the diagnostic essays were used to balance them in 

each group according to their writing abilities. Each group included students with similar 

writing abilities. However, the students with very poor writing skills in English were 

directly assigned to the TF group, and they received teacher feedback. This decision was 

taken based on the experiences in the methodological field test and the participating 

teacher’s suggestions.  

One student with a score of 2 and another student with a score of 3 from each 

group were selected as case study participants. The main reason for determining the score 

levels as 2 or 3 was that these scores could reflect the change in student writing over time 

much better the ones with a score of 4 (the highest score received). Also, the researcher 

aimed to keep both pairs in each group similar in terms of diagnostic essay scores. While 

the TF group did not include any student with a score of 4, the AES group had only one 

student with a score of 4.  On the other hand, unlike the AES group, the TF group 

included three students with a score of 1. 

 The participants were holding low-intermediate English proficiency level and 

they were from various linguistic backgrounds including Spanish, Arabic, Turkish, and 

Korean. The participants were below the age of 30 with the exception of Khalid. 

Moreover, all participants, except Khalid, had been in the U.S. for less than six months. 

Selma was the only female participant in this case study. Only Songie reported that he 

was studying English for educational purposes. Other participants were studying English 

for employment purposes. While Khalid and Selma planned to return to their home 

country, Songie and Pedro reported that they would like to continue studying English in 
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the U.S. Table 10 provides specific information about the case study participants’ 

backgrounds.  

 The participating teacher was a native-English speaking middle-age male who 

held a doctoral degree in the field of ESL. The teacher was very friendly and he was able 

to create a welcoming atmosphere in his classroom.  He was very familiar with the 

linguistic and cultural differences of the students in his classroom. This allowed him to 

better understand why a student made certain types of errors repeatedly and to provide 

assistance to him or her accordingly. Finally, his approach to writing included process 

approach.   

Table 10.  

Background information about the case study participants 

 

Name 

(pseudonym) 

Pedro Khalid Songie 

 

Selma 

Country Chile Saudi Arabia South Korea Turkey 

 

Native language Spanish Arabic Korean Turkish 

 

Age range 24-29 30-35 24-29 24-29 

 

Gender Male Male Male Female 

 

Length of time in 

the US 

 

Less than 6 

months 

6 months-1 year < 6 months < 6 months 

 

Length of time at 

school in the US 

 

Less than 6 

months 

6 months-1 year < 6 months < 6 months 

 

Reason for 

studying English 

 

Employment Employment Education Employment 

Future plans Continuing to 

study English 

in the US 

Returning to 

home country, 

not studying 

Continuing to 

study English in 

the US 

Returning to 

home country, 

not studying 

 

 The computer literacy survey provided information regarding the computer skills 

of each participant. All students’ answers were identical regarding Part I in the computer 

literacy survey. That is, they all used computer and they owned one. They all used the 

Internet at home, at work, and at school. They all had e-mail accounts and they can send 

or receive e-mail messages with or without attachments. Finally, they all knew how to 
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print or save a typed document using word processing program. On the other hand, their 

answers in Part II were somewhat different. While Songie and Selma described their 

typing skills in their native language as “good,” Pedro and Khalid described it as “very 

good.” Then, Selma and Khalid reported that they were good at typing in English using a 

word processing program. While Pedro described his typing skills in English as “fair,” 

Songie described it as “poor.” Next, only Khalid reported that he was very good at 

editing and working with files and folders on the computer; whereas Selma and Pedro 

described these skills as “good.” Unlike others, Songie described his computer skills 

regarding editing as “poor” and working with files/folders as “fair.” This difference 

might be based on the differences in their work experience. Unlike Songie, the rest of the 

participants worked in companies where they could use the computers. According to the 

interview notes Songie worked in military, Selma in an insurance company, and Khalid 

and Pedro in private companies in their home countries. 

Feedback Contexts 

The participants received two types of feedback in this study: Teacher feedback 

(TF) versus Automated Essay Scoring (AES) feedback. Each type of feedback was 

described in detail in this section.  

Written Teacher Feedback (TF) 

The participating teacher provided his own feedback and scoring based on the 6-

point-scale analytic (based on focus and unity, content and development, organization, 

language use and style, and mechanics and conventions traits) and holistic rubrics 

generated by the MY Access!® program. He used the MY Access!® program’s teacher 

comments feature to provide feedback. As mentioned in Chapter 3, like students in the 

AES feedback group, students in the TF group typed their essays using the MY Access!® 

program. However, the MY Access!® program functioned in a similar manner to the 

Microsoft Word (MS Word) program for the TF group. In other words, the MY Access!® 

program was treated as a word processor by turning off all the capabilities of the program 

except for the spell checker. The rationale for using MY Access!® as a writing tool for 

both groups is explained in the procedures section of Chapter 3. In short, the steps the TF 

group followed were: 1. Students typed the essays using the MY Access!® program; 2. 

The teacher entered his feedback on the MY Access!® program; and 3. Students checked 
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the feedback provided and revised the essays in class accordingly, using the MY 

Access!® program. Students did not receive any feedback (only spell check) from the 

MY Access!® program.  

Although the teacher was told to provide feedback using the MY Access!® 

program, he occasionally failed to give feedback as requested for two reasons. During the 

first week of the data collection process, he was simply too busy to provide feedback to 

the students. It was the first week of classes and there were a number of things going on 

in the language center. As a result, he could not provide any feedback for the first draft of 

the first prompt, and he provided handwritten feedback for the second drafts. However, 

he was able to provide feedback using the MY Access!® program for the third drafts. 

Another reason why he could not provide using the MY Access!® program was due to 

some technical problems. The MY Access!® program did not save the revised essay 

properly on the teacher comments page. Thus, the teacher was able to find the revised 

text elsewhere on the website. In that case, he copied and pasted the text into a MS 

Word™ document and provided feedback using the MS Word™ program. While using 

the MS Word™ program, the teacher typed the text-embedded comments in brackets, 

using either ( ) or < >. He mainly used bold font with lowercase letters when typing the 

feedback and he used capital letters on occasion. When the teacher used the MY 

Access!® program’s teacher comments feature, first he highlighted the error in the essay, 

and then he typed the comment in a separate window. The feedback appeared as 

<comment> link in garnet font within the essay next to the error. As soon as the students 

clicked on the comment link, the feedback teacher typed popped up in a separate screen.  

Teacher feedback took various forms and functions. It consisted of three types of 

feedback forms including text-embedded notes, end notes, and margin notes. The only 

time teacher used margin notes was when he provided handwritten feedback on the 

second drafts of the first prompt. Otherwise, teacher mainly used text-embedded and end 

notes for feedback purposes. He employed a text-embedded comment as follows (in bold 

font and within parenthesis): “...so we had to comeback (go back to) to our house” 

(Pedro, P5/D2). An example of end notes was “…..This is an excellent essay. When you 

indent a paragraph, then do not skip lines between paragraphs. Your sentence structure is 
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getting better and better” (Pedro, P5/D2). An example of a margin note was “Good!” 

(Pedro, P1/D2). 

Text-embedded notes took three forms: 1) parentheses, 2) deleting, and 3) 

underlining. While parentheses and deleting were the most common forms used by the 

teacher, the underlining form was used only for the second draft of the first prompt. Once 

again, the reason for this was that the teacher provided handwritten feedback in those 

drafts. He used word level or sentence level feedback in parentheses. The sentence level 

feedback included three forms: 1) declarative, 2) imperative, and 3) interrogative. (See 

Figures 9 and 10 for graphic representations of teacher feedback forms and functions). 

 

Figure 9. Graphic representation of written teacher feedback forms 

 

 

Figure 10. Graphic representation of written teacher feedback functions 

 

TF  

Function

      Direct 

     feedback 

      Indirect  

      feedback 
Clarification 

request 

Positive 

reinforcement

Problem  

statement 
Suggestion 

         TF Form 

Text-embedded notes       End notes Margin notes 

Parentheses Deletion Underlining 

Word level feedback 

Sentence level feedback 

Declarative 

Imperative 

Interrogative 
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Table 11 displays examples for each form and function. The first column in the table 

refers to the main focus of the feedback (forms versus function). While the second 

column lists the feedback categories the teacher used, the following column provides 

examples for each category. These are sentences that are taken from the drafts of one of 

the case study participants who were exposed to the written TF (Pedro). The last column 

includes the name of the participant and the prompt as well as the draft number that the 

example sentence is taken from. 

Table 11.  

Examples of written TF based on form and functions 

 

TF Type TF Category Examples Source 

 

Form Imperative All people thought that to study it (don’t use 

“it” here!) was better 

 

P5/D3 

Form Interrogative I had to take of my closet <comment> 
Comment: Do you mean clothes? (Teacher 

feedback in the Teacher Comments feature of MY 

Access!®) 

 

P4/D1 

 

Form Declarative Economy is a noun and economic (no “s”) is 

an adjective 

 

P3/D2 

Function Direct feedback They can search (for) information from their 

home spending a few minutes  
P3/D2 

Function Indirect feedback On same day I received a letter, I had been 

accepted. (The previous sentence is awkward. 

It needs reworking) 

 

P5/D2 

 

Function Clarification request I had to take of my closet <comment> 
Comment: Do you mean clothes? (Teacher 

feedback in the Teacher Comments feature of MY 

Access!®) 

 

P4/D1 

 

Function Problem statement You still make minor mistakes by using a 

Spanish sentence structure but not nearly as 

much as you did when you first got here. 

 

P5/D3 

Function Suggestion You just need to keep your sentences shorter 

and work on thinking more in English and not 

translating from Spammish[sic]… 

 

P2/D3 

Function Positive reinforcement Good! 

 
P1/D2 
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Automated Essay Scoring (AES) Feedback  

The MY Access® program provided two types of feedback: MY Editor and MY 

Tutor. While MY Editor included text-embedded specific feedback on mechanics and 

conventions, MY Tutor provided generic and extensive feedback on all five traits (focus 

and meaning, content and development, organization, language use and style, and 

mechanics and conventions).  See Figure 11 shows a graphic representation of AES 

feedback format. 

 

 

Figure 11. Graphic representation of AES feedback forms 

The MY Access!® program included spell-checker. However, it was not 

considered a feedback feature because even a simple word processor had spell-checker. 

Both feedback groups were allowed to use the spell checker while typing their essays 

using the MY Access!® program. The students in the AES group could receive spelling-

AES Feedback 

Form  

MY Editor feedback MY Tutor feedback 

Text-embedded specific feedback 

 
Text-excluded generic feedback 

 

Feedback on one trait  

(Mechanics & conventions)

Feedback on five traits 

 

Declarative 

Imperative 

Interrogative 

Declarative 
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correction either from the spell checker or from MY Editor. On the other hand, the 

students who were exposed to the written TF were not allowed to use MY Editor. They 

could receive spelling feedback either from the teacher or from the spell checker feature.  

MY Tutor and MY Editor feedback were generated within seconds by the MY 

Access!® program. Students could access both MY Editor and MY Tutor feedback either 

right after they submitted a draft or while they were making revisions. For the purposes 

of this study, they were restricted to access the feedback only in class while revising their 

previous drafts. When they logged on to the MY Access!® program, students saw the 

prompt they were assigned and the number of the drafts they had submitted. When they 

chose to start writing, a screen that was divided into two sections appeared. While the top 

half included the prompt and the instruction, the bottom half looked like a MS Word 

document. Students could simultaneously read the prompt on the top and type the essay 

in the bottom section. Students had an option to view the feedback while typing as well. 

For example, when they clicked on MY Tutor or MY Editor, the top screen provided the 

feedback and they could continue making corrections on the text in the bottom section. 

The TF group students typed their essays the same way. However, they could only see 

the prompt and the instruction on the top because they had no access to the AES 

feedback. 

The MY Editor screen included several feedback points on mechanics and 

conventions, which consisted of links. In order to view the MY Editor feedback, the 

student had to click on the link for a particular error and read the suggestion and 

examples that appeared in a pop-up window.  (See Figure 12 for MY Editor feedback 

points on Songie’s draft, P3/D1). The feedback in the pop-up window consisted of 

advice, error category, error label, suggestion, and explanation categories. While advice 

explained the feedback, suggestion provided direct feedback. Explanation included 

standard examples and explanations for a specific error category. In other words, the 

advice and suggestion categories could vary across same error category; however, the 

explanation category remained the same. Figure 13 displays the “missing article” 

feedback provided (underlined) by the MY Access!® program in a pop-up window.  
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Discoveries and inventions have tremendous impact<Missing articles> on our lives.  There are a 

lot of inventions.  For<Clause errors> example, Electricity, Airplain<Spelling errors>, lamp, 

telephone and paper etc.<Punctuation errors> I will tell about a lamp.  Thomas Edison<Spelling 

errors> invented it.  What is it's<Misused words> impact or influrence<Spelling errors> on 

mankind?  The lamp<Subject-verb agreement errors> make<Subject-verb agreement errors> 

human being work at anytime.  We can work anywhere.  Experiments use it well. 

     The invention<Subject-verb agreement errors> of lamp make<Subject-verb agreement errors> 

human being work at anytime. 

     We can work anywhere. 

     Experiments use it well. 

 

 

Figure 12. MY Editor feedback view (Songie, P3/D1) 

 

Advice: 

The expression 'tremendous impact' usually requires an article. Replace 

with [the tremendous impact] or [a tremendous impact], or use the plural 

or a possessive like 'my'.  

Error Category:  USAGE  

Error Label:  Missing articles  

Suggestions: the tremendous impact~a tremendous impact  

Explanation: Missing Articles  

These rules flag the possible absence of an article or determiner before 

single count nouns, some plural nouns, nouns that require an article, and 

fixed expressions and proper nouns that require an article.  

 

Examples:  

Change: She used to be school teacher before she retired. 

To: She used to be a school teacher before she retired. 

 

Change: I ate apple for lunch. 

To: I ate an apple for lunch. 

 

Explanation: 

The Missing Article rule suggests adding an appropriate definite or 

indefinite article, such as a or an, or replacing the noun with a plural. 

 

Figure 13. MY Editor feedback on missing article (Songie, P3/D1) 

 

As mentioned before compared to MY Tutor, MY Editor’s feedback was more 

direct.  It provided one or more suggestions for each error. In some cases, it pointed out 

the error, but did not provide any suggestions (indirect feedback). For instance, the 

sentence Songie wrote below received all three types of suggestions (See Figure 12, 

Sentence 3 above).  
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For<Clause errors> example, Electricity, Airplain<Spelling errors>, lamp, telephone and 

paper etc.<Punctuation errors> (Songie, P3/D1) 

 

Songie did not receive any suggestions for the clause error in the sentence above. 

However, MY Editor’s advice category pointed out that the sentence did not seem to be a 

complete sentence. Moreover, the explanation category provided some standard 

explanations and examples for all type of clause errors. MY Editor suggested two options 

for misspelled word Airplain: Airplane and Air plan. Finally, there was one direct 

suggestion for the punctuation error. Songie did not use comma between “paper” and 

“etc.” and MY Editor suggested he put one there. Figures 14, 15, and 16 show the pop-up 

windows Songie viewed for these three types of suggestions. 

 
Advice: Clause error. This does not seem to be a complete sentence.  

Error Category:  USAGE  

Error Label:  Clause errors  

Suggestions:  

Explanation: Clause Errors  

The grammar checker flags general errors of sentence structure, such as 

run-on sentences and sentence fragments.  

Examples:  

Change: I went to school but my sister stayed home sick. 

To: I went to school, but my sister stayed home sick.. 

 

Change: Such a cute dog! 

To: He is such a cute dog!  

Explanation: 

In order for a sentence to be complete, it must have a subject and a verb. 

Depending on the verb, it might also need an object. If there are too 

many subjects and verbs, or more than one idea, and they are not 

separated properly by punctuation, the sentence will not be complete. 

• Make sure that:  

• your sentence contains a complete idea 

• there is a subject and verb 

• there is an object of the verb, if needed 

• If there is more than one idea: 

• there is appropriate conjunction and punctuation 

• there is at least one independent clause 

 

Figure 14. Example for MY Editor’s no suggestion for an error (Songie, P3/D1) 
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Advice: The word 'Airplain' is not in the Main or Personal Dictionary.  

Error Category:  MECHANICS  

Error Label:  Spelling errors  

Suggestions: Airplane~Air plain  

Explanation: Spelling  

These rules flag words that are not found in the dictionary and suggest 

corrections. These rules also flag words not in common use that may 

nevertheless be appropriate in your field. 

 

Figure 15. Example for MY Editor’s two suggestions for an error (Songie, P3D1) 

 

Advice: 
Punctuation. The abbreviation 'etc.' is not set off by the correct 

punctuation. Revise the punctuation or use [paper, etc.,] instead.  

Error Category:  MECHANICS  

Error Label:  Punctuation errors  

Suggestions: paper, etc.,  

Explanation: Punctuation errors  

These rules flag punctuation errors such as the incorrect placement of 

commas in specific expressions and the inappropriate punctuation of 

parenthetical or quoted material.  

Examples:  

Change: I went to the mall. (the one near my house) 

To: I went to the mall (the one near my house). 

 

Change: She said ",The movie was very exciting!"  

To: She said, "The movie was very exciting!" 

 

Explanation: As well as incorrect comma use, these rules also flag 

punctuation that is doubled, identifying places where you may have 

inadvertently typed the same punctuation mark twice. 

 

Figure 16. Example for MY Editor’s single suggestion on punctuation errors (Songie,   

                  P3/D1) 

The MY Editor feature provided numerous feedback points on mechanics and 

conventions. The feedback points Songie and Selma received included clause errors, 

missing article, a vs. an, spelling errors, capitalization errors, misused words, similar 

words, doubled words, word choice: nouns, formatting errors, punctuation errors, 

punctuation errors (ESL), pronoun errors, pronoun errors (ESL), preposition errors (1) 

unnecessary prepositions (ESL), comparative/superlative, incorrect use of past tense, and 

subject-verb agreement errors. Table 12 shows the feedback points that were assigned 

both by the teacher and the MY Access!® program. MY Access!®’ MY Editor feature 
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includes many more feedback points, yet the ones listed in Table 12 reflect only the ones 

that were generated for the drafts of the two case study students from the AES group. 

Table 12.  

Written TF versus AES feedback categories for mechanics and conventions trait 

 

Written TF feedback points 

(mechanics and conventions) 

 

AES feedback points 

(mechanics and conventions) 

Sentence fragment         Clause errors 

Missing article           

Misused article 

No article (no article needed) 

     

Missing articles 

A vs. an 

Preposition      

Spelling              

Plural                    

Spelling errors     

                            

Word choice              

 

Misused words  

Similar words 

Doubled words 

Word choice: Nouns 

Format    Formatting errors    

Capitalization    Capitalization  errors  

Punctuation   Punctuation errors 

Punctuation errors (ESL)   

Verb tense             Incorrect use of past tense 

N/A Subject-verb agreement 

Other verb errors      

       -   Infinitive/ gerund 

       -   Passive 

       -   Auxiliary 

       -   Missing verb 

N/A 

N/A Preposition errors (1) 

Preposition errors (ESL) 

Unnecessary prepositions 

N/A Comparative/ Superlative 

Word form                N/A 

 

 

Unlike MY Editor, MY Tutor provided indirect feedback on the five traits of 

writing. MY Tutor did not provide students with specific suggestions, and the suggestions 

provided were quite generic compared to the MY Editor feedback. For example, Selma 

received the following feedback on content and development from MY Tutor on her first 

draft of the first prompt (see Figure 17).  
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Content & Development 

 

Selma, on a scale of one to six, your response to this assignment was rated a 2 for content and 

development. Development relates to your ability to provide content that supports your main idea 

or controlling point and your ability to provide supporting details, examples and/or evidence.  

 

Your development is minimal. Typically, a response at this level develops ideas incompletely or 

inadequately, using few examples, evidence or other supporting details.  

 

Selma, you do have some content in your writing, but by trying to improve the amount and 

quality of your details, your content will be much better.  

• Planning: Successful writers take time to brainstorm their ideas before they write. Your 

essay will be on-point and well-developed if you take the time to make a basic sketch or 

outline of the ideas in the essay. Have you created a basic outline of ideas to include in 

your essay?  

• Sensory Details: Details support the ideas in the essay. Look over your ideas and details. 

Try to show and not tell your reader as you describe. This will help your reader see what 

you are describing more clearly. Use the 5 senses, sight, sound, touch, taste, and smell, 

as you describe.  

• Instead of writing that it was a friendly dog, try writing something like, Murphy, my black 

and white spotted dog, wagged its tail and licked my hand when I got home that 

afternoon.  

• Details and Controlling/Main Idea: Are there any ideas that stray from the controlling 

or main idea? Are there any ideas that might be missing from the essay? Make sure all of 

your details support the main idea you are trying to get your reader to understand.  

• Quotes: Use people's actual words as examples to illustrate your main idea.  

Instead of writing something like It was a very hot day, try writing something like, The sun was 

high in the sky as my brother said to me, "I never liked doing chores for dad just after lunch when 

the temperature was 90 degrees."  

 

Paragraph Length: Paragraph length should range from four to eight sentences. Vary the length 

of your paragraphs using details that support the ideas in your essay. Have you varied your 

paragraph lengths? 

 

Figure 17. Content and development feedback (Selma, P1/D1) 

MY Tutor used the same or very slightly different wording for a particular writing 

category whenever the student submitted a draft. MY Editor, on the other hand, provided 

one or more suggestions for the error. However, its explanation and examples remained 

exactly the same for a specific error whenever a student submitted a draft. For example, 

feedback on two different punctuation errors was not the same in terms of advice and 

suggestion, but it was identical in terms of explanation and examples. (See Figure 17 

above for more information). Therefore, in the following sections, MY Editor feedback 
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on a particular error was sometimes displayed in a figure excluding the explanation 

section to avoid redundancy. Figure 18 provides a graphic display of the AES feedback 

functions. 

  

Figure 18. Graphic representation of AES feedback functions 

Like the written TF, the AES feedback was also categorized in terms of its focus 

on the form or function. While categories such as language use and style as well as 

mechanics and conventions were considered as the examples of form-focused feedback, 

the others (focus and unity, content and development, and organization traits) were 

categorized as meaning-focused. Table 13 displays examples for each form and function 

of the AES feedback. The first column in the table shows the main focus of the AES 

feedback (form vs. function). The second column lists the feedback categories generated 

by the MY Access!® program, and the following column provides an example for each 

category. The final column indicates the source of the examples, which are assigned to 

AES feedback functions 

MY Editor feedback 

Direct feedback 

MY Tutor feedback 

 

Direct feedback 

Single suggestion 

Multiple suggestions 

Indirect feedback 

No suggestion Suggestion (s) 

Explanation and examples

Indirect feedback 

General description 

General comment 

Problem statement 

Analogy 

Positive reinforcement 
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various drafts that one of the case study participants who was exposed to the AES 

feedback (Songie) wrote.  

Table 13.  

Examples of AES feedback based on forms and functions in student drafts  

 

AES 

feedback 

type 

AES feedback  

categories 

Examples Source

Function Direct feedback 

(MY Editor/ Single 

suggestion) 

dangerious  dangerous 

(spelling error) 

P1/D2 

Function 

 

Direct feedback 

(MY Editor/ Multiple 

suggestions) 

matials  manilas~ materials~ matins~ 

meatballs 

(spelling error) 

P1/D2 

Function Indirect feedback 

(MY Editor/ No 

suggestion) 

Imformaion (spelling error) P3/D3 

Form Declarative 

(MY Editor) 

The missing article rule suggests adding an 

appropriate definite or indefinite article, such as 

a or an, or replacing the noun with a plural. 

P1/D2 

Function 

 

Problem statement 

(MY Tutor) 

Your organization is limited. P2/D1 

Function 

 

(General) Description 

(MY Tutor) 

A controlling or main idea is a statement that 

defines your point of view. 

P2/D1 

Function Suggestion 

(MY Tutor) 

Your essay will be on-point and well-developed 

if you take the time to make a basic sketch or 

outline of the ideas in the essay. 

P1/D1 

Function 

 

Positive reinforcement 

(MY Tutor) 

Your focus is adequate. P3/D2 

Function General comment 

(MY Tutor) 

Songie, you can improve your content by 

including details that will help your reader see 

what you are writing about. 

P3/D1 

Function Analogy (MY Tutor) Remember, focus in writing is similar to visual 

focus. If you were to look through the lens of a 

camera, you would be able to visualize objects 

clearly when your focus is sharp. Focus in 

writing is similar. When the focus of your essay 

is sharp, readers will see your message clearly. 

P1/D1 

Form Declarative 

(MY Tutor) 

Organization relates to your ability to present 

your ideas in logical and ordered fashion. 

P2/D1 

Form Imperative 

(MY Tutor) 

Look again at the tasks the prompt asks you to 

do. 

P2/D1 

Form Interrogative 

(MY Tutor) 

Have you created a basic outline of ideas to 

include in your essay? 

 

P2/D1 
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Results and Findings 

While Songie and Selma received feedback from the MY Access!® program, 

Pedro and Khalid received feedback from the teacher. They all received feedback and 

scoring either from the teacher (teacher feedback) or from the MY Access!® program 

(AES feedback) based on the 6-point-scale analytic and holistic rubrics generated by the 

MY Access!® program. The traits in the analytic rubric included the following: focus and 

meaning, content and development, organization, language use and style, and mechanics 

and conventions.  Both the written teacher feedback and the AES feedback points were 

categorized based on these traits. Unlike other feedback points, the teacher feedback on 

organization and content/ development considered closely related because change in one 

affected the other one as well. For example, when Pedro or Khalid added a conclusion 

paragraph in the text, this revision could be perceived a change in organization. However, 

since including a new paragraph involved adding more details to the text that supported 

(or not supported) the main idea, this change could be also viewed as changes in content 

and development. Similarly, when the teacher provided Pedro an end note that said “good 

introduction and it is ‘fleshed out’ well” in P3/D1, this was considered as teacher 

feedback on content/ development and organization. 

The feedback the case study participants received and the revisions they made are 

categorized as followed: 1. Usable written TF/AES feedback, 2. Other feedback, 3. 

Changes that might be based on the written TF/AES feedback, 4. Partial changes that 

might be based on the written TF/AES feedback, 5. Changes that are not based on the 

written TF/AES feedback, and 6) usable written TF/AES feedback that is not used. 

Usable written TF/ AES feedback refers to the written TF or AES feedback that student 

allows the student to make changes accordingly in his or her draft such as grammar 

correction, organization suggestion, spelling suggestion or correction, and so on. Other 

(written TF/AES) feedback refers to the type of feedback that the student cannot use to 

make changes in his or her draft. The examples include pointing out a problem (e.g., you 

are directly translating from Spanish), praising (e.g., your organization is getting better), 

general description of a trait, and general comment (e.g., typically, a response at this level 

has an unclear purpose and lacks unity.  Other feedback also includes the feedback points 

that are not usable. There are several AES feedback points that did not suggest students 
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with an effective feedback point. For example, when Songie misspelled “mosque”, he 

received the feedback in Figure 19 from MY Editor. 

Advice: The word 'mousk' is not in the Main or Personal Dictionary.  

Error Category:  MECHANICS  

Error Label:  Spelling errors  

Suggestions: mouse~mousy~mousse~musk  

Explanation: Spelling  

These rules flag words that are not found in the dictionary and suggest 

corrections. These rules also flag words not in common use that may 

nevertheless be appropriate in your field. 

 

Figure 19. Example for other feedback assigned by the MY Access!® program 

While changes that might be based on the written TF/AES feedback refer to all 

revisions that the student made based on the usable teacher or AES feedback, partial 

changes that might be based on the written TF/AES feedback refer to the some changes 

that the student made based on the usable feedback suggested by the teacher or the AES 

system. For example, if the teacher pointed out subject-verb agreement error and 

suggested that a student use ‘has’ rather than ‘have’ and the student incorporated this 

suggestion into his draft, this change is considered as changes that might be based on the 

written TF/AES feedback. On the other hand, if the AES system pointed out a content and 

development error and suggested that the student have at least four sentences in a 

paragraph and the student wrote a paragraph with only three sentences in his or her draft, 

this revision is considered as partial changes that might be based on the written TF/AES 

feedback. The third category, changes that are not based on the TF/AES feedback, refers 

to the revisions the student made based on the feedback from other known or unknown 

sources other than the teacher or the AES system. Finally, usable written TF/ AES 

feedback that is not used refers to the usable feedback provided to the student either by 

the teacher or by the AES system, but not used by the student in his or her draft. 

As mentioned above, MY Access!® program generated analytic feedback on five 

traits and holistic feedback on the overall quality of an essay. The analytic feedback 

points on the five traits included both usable and other AES feedback. The holistic 

feedback points, on the other hand, did not include any usable feedback. It primarily 

contained other feedback (i.e. general description, problem statement/ positive 

reinforcement for each score level, and transition). Same feedback points were generated 

for the same scores. For example, any student who received a score of 3 would get the 
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same holistic feedback. The holistic feedback Songie received on the third draft of 

prompt 1 is included below to provide an example of the holistic feedback that the MY 

Tutor feature generated: 

Overall 

 

Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response to this assignment was rated a 4. Your response 

was evaluated on the basis of how well it communicates its message considering important areas 

of writing including focus and meaning, content and development, organization, language use and 

style, and conventions and mechanics.  

A response that receives a score of four adequately communicates its message. Typically, a 

response at this level has a reasonably clear purpose evident, though the presentation may stray 

from the controlling point and may lack focus and cohesion. A response at this level typically 

shows reasonable support of ideas with adequate use of examples, but may lack supporting detail 

or specificity. The response shows reasonable organization with an apparent pattern of ideas 

presented in a logical order. The sentence structure is generally free of errors and shows some 

variety in presentation. Usage and word choice are generally effective. The response is generally 

free of mechanical errors such as spelling and punctuation, though some small errors may be 

present that do not significantly interfere with the communication of the message.  

A more detailed analysis of your response is provided for each of the five important writing areas 

below.  

 

While referring to the feedback suggested and the revisions used in the tables in 

the following sections, following codes were used for holistic and analytic feedback 

points: holistic feedback (H), focus and meaning (F/M), content and development (C/D), 

organization (O), language use and style (L/S), and mechanics and conventions (M/C). 

Also, five categories for other feedback (AES or written TF) were developed. They 

included positive reinforcement (PR), problem statement (PS), general description (GD), 

general comment (GC), feedback that is not usable (NU), analogy (A), and transition (T).   

Unlike written TF, the usable feedback points generated by the AES system were 

identified and categorized based on the indicators highlighted in each trait. In other 

words, instead of classifying each sentence in each trait, the indicators within each trait 

were considered as feedback points for a particular trait. For example, when Songie 

received the following feedback on focus and meaning in the third draft of prompt 1 from 

the MY Tutor feature, the feedback points on this trait were categorized as purpose, main 

idea, audience, and task based on the highlighted indicators in bold:  

• Purpose: What is the purpose of your writing? Are you narrating a story, informing, or 

persuading? Make sure you are clear on your purpose.  
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• Main Idea (Controlling Idea): Do you have a sentence that states the controlling idea, 

or the main idea, of your essay? Make sure you know exactly where this sentence is, 

because it determines what details you will use.  

• Audience: Think about your audience. Are you writing to someone your age, or are you 

writing to an adult? Are you writing to someone familiar with your subject and ideas, or 

are you writing to someone who doesn't know about your subject and ideas? Make sure 

your details are all ones your audience will easily understand.  

• Task: Did you do the task the prompt asks you to do?  

Each indicator in each trait functioned as a key word for the information followed and 

this allowed the classification of MY Tutor feedback to be more effective. It also assisted 

to keep the AES feedback data at a manageable level because the MY Tutor feature of the 

MY Access!® program provided extensive amount of feedback. Each trait included 

feedback points that were categorized as other AES feedback as well. These feedback 

points were more general than the indicators and they did not provide specific 

suggestions so that the student could make changes in the text.  They included positive 

reinforcement, problem statement, general description (of a trait or score), general 

comment, analogy, transitions, and feedback that is not usable. These feedback categories 

were developed mainly based on AES feedback. The teacher feedback included only 

three of them (positive reinforcement, problem statement, and transitions). Table 14 

provides example feedback points that were categorized as other.  

On the other hand, the MY Editor feedback was categorized as usable and other 

(unusable) feedback.  As explained in detail above, MY Editor feedback included advice, 

error category, error label, suggestion, and explanation categories.  The usable feedback 

points were determined based on the suggestion and advice categories since they 

provided direct or indirect suggestions for a change in the text. When the suggestion or 

advice failed to provide accurate feedback, it was categorized as feedback that is not 

usable (see Table 14 above). The explanation category was categorized as general 

comment (GC) since it provided general information and examples for the same error at 

all times. In other words, the explanation and examples included in the explanation 

category were standard and they did not show any variety. The main focus in this study 

was the usable AES/written teacher feedback. Therefore, the categories for other 

feedback were not discussed in this chapter. The specific coding information for other 

feedback is provided in Appendix D. 
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Table 14.  

The coding system for other feedback suggested (AES feedback or written TF) 

 

Other feedback  

categorization 
Example feedback suggested by the MY Access!® 

program and by the teacher 

 

Source 

Positive 

Reinforcement (PR) 

Your focus is good (AES feedback). 

You are doing great! (written TF) 

Songie, P5/D3 

Khalid, P4/D2 

 

Problem  

Statement (PS) 

Your development is limited (AES feedback). 

Your sentences are also getting better but some 

sentences still look like they have been directly 

translated from Arabic to English☺ (written TF) 

 

Selma, P1/D3 

Khalid, P2/D3 

General 

Description (GD) 

Development relates to your ability to provide content 

that supports your main idea or controlling point and 

your ability to provide supporting details, examples 

and/or evidence. 

 

Selma, P1/D3 

General  

Comment (GC) 

Read your essay out loud and pay attention to where you 

could add details to illustrate your ideas 

 

Songie, P2/D2 

Feedback that is  

not usable (NU) 

When Songie wrote “mosk” instead of “mosque,” he 

received the following feedback points from MY Editor: 

 

Advice: The word 'mosk' is not in the Main or Personal 

Dictionary. 

Suggestion: mosaic~ moss~ mos. ~most ~mossy ~mock 

~monk ~mocks ~monks 

 

Songie, P2/D2 

Analogy (A) Remember, focus in writing is similar to visual focus. If 

you were to look through lens of a camera, you would 

be able to visualize objects clearly when your focus is 

sharp. Focus in writing is similar. When the focus of 

your essay is sharp, readers will see your message 

clearly. 

 

Songie, P1/D1 

Transition (T) Let’s look at the following 4 points as you revise and 

think about how you can make your writing better (AES 

feedback). 

These common mistakes are (written TF): 

 

Selma, P3/D2 

 

Pedro, P3/D2 

 

Students wrote three drafts on five prompts in the present study. The prompt name 

and instructions are listed in Table 15 to provide a better context regarding the feedback 

points suggested by either the AES program or the teacher and the revisions made by 

each student. 
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Table 15.   

Prompt name and instruction for five essays with subsequent revisions 

 

Prompt name Prompt instruction 

 

Learning from 

Experience 

(Diagnostic essay) 

We learn many things from experience.  Think about an experience 

that you had that taught you an important lesson.  What was the 

experience?  What lesson did you learn from this experience?  

Write an essay about an experience you had and the important lesson 

you learned from it. 

 
Society’s biggest 

problem (P1) 

In our society we face a number of problems, such as crime, poverty, 

and pollution.  What do you think is the biggest problem we face in 

our society today, and why is it a serious issue?  

Write an essay explaining the issue or problem you have chosen and 

why it is having such a negative effect on our society.  

 

Visiting an interesting 

place (P2) 

There are many interesting places in the world.  Different regions of 

the world have different cultures, geographies, climates, sights, and 

activities.  If you could choose to visit one place in the world that you 

have never been before, where would it be?  Why?  

Important inventions 

(P3) 

Discoveries and inventions have tremendous impact on our lives. 

Think about and choose one that has affected society. Write an essay 

to inform your reader about this discovery or invention. Explain its 

impact or influence on mankind. 

 

A special day (P4) Think about a special day in your life, a day when something unusual 

or memorable happened. It might have been the first day of school, 

your birthday, or some other day.  

Write your story telling what happened to you on that day and 

describe why it was special. 

 

To change a day in your 

life (P5) 

Imagine you are given the opportunity to change a single day in your 

life. What day would it be and why? What important event(s) 

occurred on that day? How would this change affect you today? 

Write an essay about what one day in your life you would change and 

why. 

 

 In order to analyze the data, the writings of each student who was presented with 

the written TF were analyzed individually, and then the results were compared. Next, the 

writings of each student who was exposed to the AES feedback were analyzed 

individually, and then the results were compared. Finally, the results obtained from each 

feedback pair were compared and contrasted. Figure 20 displays the steps followed in 

order to analyze the data.  
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Figure 20. Data analysis steps 

The results of the study showed that the case study participants were similar within 

pairs and different across pairs in terms of the extent of the total feedback they received 

and total changes they made in their drafts. The TF pair received much fewer feedback 

points on all categories from the teacher, they used most of them (%89.5-%96). On the 

other hand, the AES feedback pair received 6 times as many feedback points as the TF 

pair, yet they used as low as 46%-%52 of them. See Table 16 below for more 

information. 

Table 16.  

The extent of feedback the TF and the AES feedback pairs received and used 

 

Student Number of the total 

feedback points 

(usable & other) 

Number of the 

usable feedback 

points 

 

Changes 

(full) 

Partial  

changes 

Total 

changes 

Pedro 110 86 71 (82.5%) 6 (7%) 77 (89.5%) 

Khalid 108 90 82 (91%) 4 (5%) 86 (96%) 

Songie 602 236 93 (39%) 31 (13%) 124 (52%) 

Selma 604 241 75 (31%) 36 (15%)  111 (46%) 

 

TF1 

TF2 

AES1 

AES2 

 

TF1 vs. TF2 

 

AES1 vs. AES2 

     TF 

      vs. 

    AES 
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 In order to analyze the data, the writings of each student who was presented with 

written TF were analyzed individually, and then the results were compared. Next, the 

writings of each student who was exposed to the AES feedback were analyzed 

individually, and then the results were compared. Finally, the results obtained from each 

feedback pair were compared and contrasted. Figure 19 above displays the steps followed 

in this study to analyze the data. 

Students who were exposed to the Written Teacher Feedback 

 Pedro and Khalid received feedback from the teacher. The classroom observations 

showed that Pedro asked for in class teacher or peer assistance much more that Khalid, 

who mostly preferred working on an essay individually. The changes Pedro and Khalid 

made in each draft regarding each prompt are explained in detail in the following 

sections. 

Pedro 

Pedro is from Chile. He came to the U.S. to study English. He had been attending 

the IEC for two sessions and he planned to attend one more session. He was working in a 

private company in Chile and his employer sent him to the U.S. to learn English. Pedro 

did not take any writing classes in English until he came to the Intensive English Center 

last session.  

Pedro wrote three drafts for each of the five prompts.  He received a total of 110 

feedback points from the teacher. Eighty-six of them were categorized as usable written 

teacher feedback points and 24 of them were categorized as other written feedback. 

Unlike usable teacher feedback, other feedback does not suggest any changes in the text. 

Pedro fully incorporated 71 and partially incorporated six of the suggested feedback 

points in his drafts. Since these changes might have based on usable written teacher 

feedback, they were categorized as either changes or partial changes that might be based 

on the written TF. Pedro did not use nine of the suggested usable feedback points at all. 

Finally, he made 17 changes in his drafts that cannot be attributed to written TF.  

The changes Pedro made on organization and content and development traits were 

considered together. For example, adding a paragraph in a draft could be related to 

content and development because the student added more details to the text. At the same 

time it would be considered to be a revision on organization because it was a body 



 102

paragraph. Table 17 displays the feedback points Pedro received from the teacher in each 

draft and prompt as well as the changes he made on his drafts. The changes he made in 

each draft regarding each prompt are explained in detail in the following sections. In 

Table 17, F/M refers to focus and meaning feedback; C/D refers to content and 

development feedback; O refers to organization feedback; L/S refers to language and 

style feedback; and M/C refers to mechanics and conventions feedback. 

Table 17.  

Teacher feedback Pedro received on each draft  

Prompt (P) 

Draft (D) 

Usable  

written TF 

Changes that 

might be 

based on the 

written TF 

Partial 

changes that 

might be 

based on the 

written TF 

Changes that 

are not based 

on the written 

TF 

Usable TF 

that is not 

used 

 

P1D1 – 

P1D2 

- - - 2 (C/D) 

  & (O) 

- 

P1D2 – 

P1D3 

 

3 (M/C) 

3 (C/D) 

    & (O) 

  3 (M/C) 

  1 (C/D) 

    & (O) 

 

- 

 

- 

 

 

2 (C/D) 

  & (O) 

P2D1 – 

P2D2 

- - - 3 (C/D) 

   & (O) 

- 

P2D2 – 

P2D3 

 

12 (M/C) 

  1 (L/S) 

  8 (M/C) 

   

4 (M/C) 

 

 

1 (C/D)    

   & (O) 

 

 

1 (L/S) 

P3D1 – 

P3D2 

 

- - - 2 (C/D)     

  & (O) 

- 

P3D2 – 

P3D3 

 

21 (M/C) 

  1 (L/S) 

18 (M/C) 

  1 (L/S) 

1 (M/C) 

 

2 (M/C) 

2 (C/D)     

  & (O) 

 

2 (M/C) 

 

P4D1 – 

P4D2 

 

9 (M/C)  9 (M/C) -  

2 (C/D)     

  & (O) 

 

- 

P4D2 – 

P4D3 

12 (M/C) 

  2 (C/D)   

    & (O) 

10 (M/C) 

  1 (C/D)   

    & (O) 

 

1 (M/C)  

 1 (C/D)     

  & (O) 

1 (M/C) 

1 (C/D)     

   & (O) 

P5D1 – 

P5D2 

 

3 (M/C) 

2 (C/D)  

   & (O) 

  2 (M/C) 

  1 (C/D)     

   & (O) 

 

- 

    

- 

 

 

1 (M/C) 

1  (C/D)  

   & (O)   

P5D2 – 

P5D3 

14 (M/C) 

  3 (L/S)  

14 (M/C) 

  3 (L/S)  

- 2 (C/D)   

   &(O) 

- 
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Prompt 1 (Society’s Biggest Problem) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Pedro did not receive any feedback on the first 

draft (D1) of Prompt 1 (P1). The teacher did not provide any students with any feedback 

on P1/D1, claiming that the first drafts the TF group students wrote were too short. Pedro 

had a total of eight lines (one introduction paragraph with six lines and one body 

paragraph with two lines) in draft 1. He added eight more lines to the existing body 

paragraph and included another body paragraph with six lines. Finally, he attempted to 

write a third body paragraph, but he could only write half of a sentence. These changes 

on content/development and organization in draft 2 were classified as changes that are 

not based on the written TF. 

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Pedro received handwritten teacher feedback on 

the second draft of Prompt 1. The TF group students were supposed to receive teacher 

feedback through the MY Access!® program. However, the teacher said that he did not 

have time to provide written feedback for the second draft until right before the class. As 

a result, he provided feedback on printed drafts right before the class started. This was the 

only time the students received handwritten feedback from the teacher.  

Pedro received a total of 14 feedback points from the teacher on draft 2 and he 

incorporated half of them into his final draft. Two of the feedback points were in the form 

of deletion (deleting unnecessary articles), one was in the form of direct correction 

(capitalizing a letter), eight of them were in the form of underlining (underlining the 

words and phrases), and one was in the form of direction (drawing arrow that suggests 

moving a sentence to the previous paragraph).  Underlining the words did not provide a 

clear message. The intention of the teacher could be organization (matching the points 

listed in the introduction paragraph with the ones in the body paragraphs) or it could be 

denoting grammatical errors (underlining the capitalized words and the phrase including 

a clause error). Below are the words and clauses that were underlined by the teacher: 

…also Poverty brings other problems as Education, Children prostitution, Children work, 

Crime, and Death (introduction paragraph) 

…they don’t have access to good Education, so they don’t have different 

opportunities…(1
st
 body paragraph) 
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…there are so many children that work prostitution around the World, because… (2
nd

 

body paragraph) 

Pedro asked the teacher about this feedback in class and found out that the intention of 

teacher was to make sure that Pedro discussed the points in the body paragraphs that he 

listed in the introduction paragraph.  Pedro had already written two and a half paragraphs 

on two of these feedback points (education, child prostitution), and the teacher provided 

margin notes that said they were “good.” These two feedback points were not usable, and 

they were classified as other written TF. On the other hand, Pedro wrote one paragraph 

on education and another one on child prostitution based on TF. Although he pointed out 

“children work” and “children prostitution” as separate points in the introduction section, 

he combined these two points in the body paragraphs. These changes were categorized as 

changes that might be based on the written TF. Moreover, Pedro deleted one of the 

feedback points the teacher underlined in the introduction paragraph (i.e., death). This 

change was categorized as usable written TF that is not used. Finally, he added a new 

body paragraph based on one of the points he listed in the introduction paragraph (i.e., 

crime) and this change was classified as change(s) that might be based on the written TF.  

In addition to the underlining form, there were three feedback points that were 

categorized as other written TF.  Since they included positive comments (e.g., nice 

organization, good) in the form of margin and end notes, these feedback points did not 

suggest any revisions in the text. 

Pedro incorporated the feedback on mechanics and conventions into Draft 2. He 

deleted two unnecessary definite articles (the) and capitalized the first letter of society. 

These changes were categorized as changes that might be based on the written TF. Pedro 

did not use one of the feedback points on content/development and organization. In Draft 

1, the teacher had drawn an arrow from the paragraph with one incomplete sentence to 

Paragraph 3 because these two paragraphs were on the same topic: “children 

prostitution.” However, Pedro did not combine the two paragraphs in Draft 2. For that 

reason, this revision was categorized as usable written feedback that is not used. 

Furthermore, he completed the other half of the sentence in Paragraph 3 and added a 

conclusion paragraph. These changes on content and development were coded as changes 

that are not based on the written TF. 
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Prompt 2 (Visiting an interesting Place) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Pedro did not receive any feedback on the first 

draft (D1) of Prompt 2 (P2), either. Once again, the teacher did not provide the students 

who were exposed to the written TF with any written feedback on P1/D1 claiming that 

the first drafts the students wrote were too short. Pedro had written four lines in Draft 1. 

He added three paragraphs in Draft 2 without getting any written feedback from the 

teacher. These changes on content/development and organization were classified as 

changes that are not based on the written TF. 

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. The teacher tried to use the MY Access!® 

program’s teacher comments feature to enter his comments regarding the second draft. 

However, a technical problem prevented him from doing so because the computer had 

saved only the first draft under the teacher comments icon. The teacher found the revised 

text under the view feedback icon. Since the view feedback icon was designed to read the 

feedback, but not to add any comments, he copied and pasted the essay on a MS Word 

document and entered his feedback using MS Word features (i.e., adding comments in 

parentheses using bold font, drawing a line on a word or phrase for deleting purposes, 

and typing an end note). He printed the second drafts with his feedback on and passed 

them to the students who were exposed to the written teacher feedback. Later on in the 

session, the teacher had to follow these steps whenever the MY Access!® program failed 

to save the revised essays. 

Pedro received 18 feedback points in Draft 2. Five out of 18 feedback points were 

classified as other written TF. While four feedback points were on language use and 

style, the rest were on mechanics and conventions. Pedro incorporated eight mechanics 

and conventions feedback points [spelling (4), pronoun, verb tense, infinitive] he received 

in Draft 2 into his Draft 3. He partially used one mechanics and conventions feedback 

point. He wrote “turists” in Draft 2 and the teacher provided the correct spelling 

“tourists.” However, he corrected this word partially and wrote “tourist” in Draft 3. Pedro 

also partially incorporated two out of four language use and style feedback points in Draft 

3. The teacher provided three clauses and asked him to add them in one sentence to make 

the meaning clearer. Pedro omitted “so that” and included the rest of the clause only. 
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Table 18 shows the feedback Pedro received on clause errors and the changes he made 

accordingly. The teacher feedback is provided in parentheses in bold italic font: 

Table 18.  

Changes Pedro made from D2 to D3 using the written TF on language and style 

 

P2/D2 P2/D3 

 

I am considering going to Machupichu for 

three reason (s); (because it is inexpensive) 

Economy, (so that I can speak English to 

tourists) Speak English and (so that I can 

enjoy the wonderful and interesting culture 

there) Culture. 

I am considering going to Machupichu for 

three reasons; because it is inexpensive, I can 

speak English to tourists there and I can enjoy 

the wonderful and interesting culture there. 

 

 

Pedro did not use one of the feedback points on language use and style in Draft 3. 

Even though the teacher provided explicit feedback in parentheses with capitalized 

bold/italics font and four exclamation marks in Draft 2, Pedro did not make any changes 

pertaining to it in Draft 3. The sentence below shows the feedback the teacher provided. 

TF is included in parentheses in bold italic font: 

There are many interesting places in the world; however I’m thinking (of) going to 

Machupichu in Peru in South America, this place is very famous for its history and 

culture, each year it is visited for thousands of turists from different countries and 

different languages; so I can meet a lot of people. (USE SHORT SENTENCES!!!!) 

Pedro received four feedback points in the form of end notes, which were 

categorized as other written TF:  

1.Pedro, this is a very good essay; especially your organization and content; 2. 

However, you are still making mistakes by (I think) translating directly from Spanish 

to English. (for) and (to) for example; 3. You are a good writer and you are 

improving a lot; 4. Good job!  

Since other written TF did not suggest any changes, Pedro did not make any changes in 

Draft 3. Last but not least, Pedro included a conclusion paragraph in Draft 3, and this 

change was classified as change(s) that are not based on the written TF. 

Prompt 3 (Important Inventions)  

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. The teacher used the MY Access!® program’s 

teacher comments feature to provide Pedro with feedback. Pedro received two feedback 

points on his first draft of Prompt 3. The feedback points were on content/development 
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and organization and they included positive comments only such as “Pedro, this is a great 

start. Good introduction and it is ‘fleshed out’ well.” They were categorized as other 

written TF. Pedro made three changes in terms of content and development in Draft 3. He 

added two body paragraphs and a conclusion paragraph in Draft 3. These changes were 

not based on the written teacher feedback.  

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. The teacher tried to use the MY Access!® 

program’s teacher comments feature. However, because of the technical problem 

described above (see Prompt 1/Draft 2), he copied and pasted Pedro’s Draft 2 on a MS 

Word document and added his comments within the text using MS Word features. Pedro 

received a total of 24 feedback points from the teacher in his second draft. While three of 

them were categorized as other written TF, the rest was categorized as usable written TF 

(one indirect TF and 20 direct TF on mechanics and conventions). Pedro incorporated 21 

out of 24 feedback points into Draft 3. He partially used one feedback point on mechanics 

and conventions. The teacher’s feedback was as follows: 

For example mobile communication, cable tv, new kinds of cars, etc. (this is a sentence 

fragment. You must use a verb here.) 

Instead of including a verb, Pedro combined that sentence with the previous one as 

shown below: 

During the last years there have been so many discoveries and inventions that have had a 

tremendous impact on our lives, for example mobile communication, cable tv, new kinds 

of cars, etc. 

Pedro received one feedback point on language use and style in Draft 2 and he 

incorporated that feedback into Draft 3. The sentence he wrote was too long and the 

teacher asked them to make it shorter. He made three short sentences out of one three-

line-long sentence. Table 19 shows the changes Pedro made from Draft 2 to Draft 3. 

Teacher feedback is included in bold italic font. Pedro also made some changes in the 

sentences in Table 19 that were not based on written TF. First, he added “also” at the 

beginning of Sentence 2. Then, he deleted “but” and added “however” at the beginning of 

sentence 3. Finally, he changed the verb tense in Sentence 3 (has/has had). These changes 

are shown in italics in Table 19. Pedro made additional changes in Draft 3 that were 

classified as changes that are not based on written TF. That is, he added two more body 

paragraphs and a conclusion paragraph. He did not use the two feedback points on 
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mechanics and conventions. For instance, the teacher provided plural -s for the word 

“fact” twice, but he did not make any changes regarding those words.   

Table 19.  

The changes Pedro made from D2 to D3 using the written TF on language use and style 

 

P3/D2 P3/D3 

Also we use Internet every time and everywhere, 

because we can find information about 

everything, we can be connecting with 

everybody, but it has a negative impact in 

society, because it produce (add “s”) stressful 

people. (This sentence is too long…try to make 

it shorter) 

(1)Also we use Internet every time and 

everywhere, because we can find information 

about everything. (2)Also we can be 

connecting with everybody. (3)However it 

has had a negative impact in society, because 

it produces stressful people.  

 

 

Prompt 4 (A Special Day) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. The teacher was able to enter his feedback 

regarding Draft 1 on the MY Access!® program. Pedro received a total of 11 feedback 

points in the first draft of the fourth prompt. Nine of these points were on mechanics and 

conventions. A few of those points were direct corrections, i.e., had been/have had, 

was/is, at/for, and so on. A couple of them were in the question form, i.e., “more? or 

most?” and “do you mean ‘clothes’?” Another feedback point included a rationale with 

the correct answer: “engineer is a person… engineering is the name of the subject or 

profession.” Pedro incorporated all nine feedback points on mechanics and conventions 

in Draft 2.   

Two of the feedback points that Pedro received from the teacher in Draft 1 were 

categorized as other written TF. Since they included positive comments (i.e., 1.Pedro, 

this is an excellent start! 2. You are really improving in your writing), Pedro did not make 

any changes in his second draft based on the feedback. He made two changes in Draft 2 

that were not based on the written TF. That is, he added more sentences in the body 

paragraph and included a second body paragraph. These changes on content/development 

and organization were classified as changes that are not based on the written TF. 

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Once again, the teacher comments feature of the 

MY Access!® program failed. It only saved the first draft so the teacher had to provide 

his feedback using the MS Word program for the second draft. Pedro received a total of 

16 feedback points in Draft 2. He was provided with 13 usable feedback points on 



 109

mechanics and conventions, yet he used 11 of them. He incorporated one feedback quite 

differently. That is, the teacher suggested that he use a “;” (semi colon) rather than a “,” 

(comma) in one of the sentences, but he used a “:” (colon). In other words, the teacher 

directly put the punctuation mark he needed to use in the text, but Pedro used another 

mark. This feedback point was classified as usable written TF that is not used. One of the 

feedback points he received was formatting. The teacher asked him not to skip lines 

between paragraphs when indenting a paragraph. However, Pedro continued skipping 

lines between paragraphs in Draft 3 as well as in the future drafts.  

Pedro received only one feedback point on content/ development and organization 

in Draft 2. The teacher added his comment at the end of the text in the question form: 

“Now you just need have to add the conclusion, right?” The question functioned more 

like a reminder. Pedro used this feedback in Draft 3. Finally, he received two feedback 

points in the other written TF category. These feedback points included positive 

reinforcement: “This is an excellent essay” or “You [sic] sentence structure is getting 

better and better,” and they did not suggest any revisions.   

Prompt 5 (To Change a Day in Your Life) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. The teacher was able to provide feedback using 

the teacher comments feature of the MY Access!® program in Draft 1. Pedro received 

five usable and two other written TF points in Draft 1. He incorporated three feedback 

points on mechanics and conventions into Draft 2. Each of the three mechanics and 

conventions feedback point had a different function including direct correction, 

suggestion, and clarification request. Table 20 shows the feedback function, feedback 

provided (in bold italic), and the changes that were made based on the feedback.  

Pedro successfully used direct correction and suggestion in Draft 2. However, he 

could not understand the teacher’s question in clarification request and changed the 

sentence in a way that was different than the suggested one. The teacher pointed out his 

wrong use of number two hundred and fifty and provided the correct use, but Pedro 

missed that clue thinking that the teacher asked for more information regarding that 

sentence.   

Pedro partially included the two content and development feedback points the 

teacher suggested in Draft 2. The teacher had suggested that he should “flesh out” the 
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second paragraph a bit more by giving more details. He also recommended that Pedro use 

all of his senses (see, touch, taste, smell, hear) if possible. Pedro did add a number of 

details in Paragraph 2 by adding six more lines. This revision was classified as changes 

that might be based on the written TF. However, he did not use his senses in Paragraph 2. 

Therefore, this revision was categorized as usable written TF that was not used. Finally, 

Pedro made one change (added a second body paragraph) in Draft 2, and this change in 

content and development was classified as changes that are not based on the written TF.  

Table 20.  

The changes Pedro made from D2 to D3 based on the feedback on mechanics and 

conventions 

 

Function P5/D1 P5/D2 

 

Direct correction This day is when I went out of a 

<…when I went out FOR a 

professional…> professional soccer 

team. 

 

This day is when I went out 

for a professional soccer 

team. 

Suggestion I think that it was my mistake, 

because <I would leave off “because 

I preferred to study”> I preferred to 

study. 

 

I think that it was my 

mistake. 

Clarification request There were about two hundred fifty 

kids. <What does this mean? “There 

were about 250 kids”> 

 

There were about two 

hundred fifty kids, who had 

applied 

 

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. The teacher provided written feedback using the 

MS Word program in Draft 2. Pedro received a total of 17 feedback points, all of which 

were categorized as usable written TF, in Draft 2. While 12 feedback points were direct, 

two feedback points were indirect. Also, one of the feedback points requested 

clarification. Three of the indirect feedback points were on language use and style, 

whereas one of them was on mechanics and conventions (i.e., spelling). For example, for 

one of the language and style feedback points, the teacher stated that “the previous 

sentence is awkward. It needs reworking” without suggesting a way to fix the error in the 

sentence.  On the other hand, when he wrote “rework this sentence with subject-verb-

object construction,” he suggested a way to fix the problem. Moreover, for one of the 

mechanics and conventions feedback points, he noted “spelling” without providing the 
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correct spelling of the word. However, he provided the correct spelling in parentheses for 

a couple of errors (i.e., to/too, came/went). 

Pedro incorporated all of the feedback points he received into Draft 3 (13  

feedback points on mechanics and conventions, and four feedback points on language 

and style). He did not receive any written feedback on content/development and 

organization from the teacher. He not only added more details in the second body 

paragraph, but also added a conclusion paragraph in Draft 3. These changes were not 

suggested by the teacher; therefore, they were classified as changes that are not based on 

the written TF.  

Khalid 

Khalid is from Saudi Arabia. Unlike other three case study participants, he is 

married. He was older than other case study participants. Like Pedro, Khalid also had 

been attending the Intensive English Center (IEC) for two sessions. He took writing 

classes in English last session at the IEC for the first time. Like Pedro, Khalid was also 

here for professional development. That is, his company sent him to the U.S. to improve 

his English. He planned to go back to his country after he received one session of 

Intensive English Instruction. 

Khalid wrote two to three drafts for each of the five prompts.  He received a total 

of 108 written feedback points from the teacher on his drafts. While 90 of them were 

classified as usable written TF, 18 of them were classified as other written TF. Khalid 

fully incorporated 83 of the feedback points suggested into his drafts. These changes 

might have based on the usable written TF. He did not incorporate seven of the usable 

written TF he received from the teacher into his drafts at all. Finally, Khalid made a total 

of 24 changes in his drafts that could not be attributed to written TF.  

Table 21 displays the feedback points Khalid received from the teacher on each 

draft and prompt as well as the changes he made on his drafts. The changes Khalid made 

in each draft regarding each prompt is explained in detail in the following sections. In 

Table 21, F/M refers to focus and meaning feedback; C/D refers to content and 

development feedback; O refers to organization feedback; L/S refers to language and 

style feedback; and M/C refers to mechanics and conventions feedback.  
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Table 21.  

Written teacher feedback Khalid received and the changes he made in his drafts 

 

 

 

Prompt (P) 

Draft (D) 

Usable  

written TF 

  

Changes that 

might be based 

on the written 

TF 

Partial 

changes 

that might 

be based on 

the written 

TF 

 

Changes 

that are not 

based on 

the written 

TF 

Usable  

written TF 

that is not  

used 

 

P1D1 – 

P1D2 

- - - 3 (C/D)  

   & (O) 

 

- 

P1D2 – 

P1D3 

14 (M/C)   

 

14 (M/C)   

 

- 5 (M/C) - 

P2D1 –

P2D2 

1 (M/C) 

2 (F/M) 

2 (C/D)   

   & (O) 

 1 (M/C) 

 2 (F/M)    

 2 (C/D)  

    & (O)  

   

- - - 

P3D1 – 

P3D2 

1 (F/M) 

1 (C/D)  

   & (O) 

- 1 (F/M) 

1 (C/D)  

   & (O) 

 

- - 

P3D2 – 

P3D3 

13 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M)   

   

13 (M/C) 

  3 (F/M)   

   

 

1 (F/M) 

 

 

1 (C/D)  

   & (O) 

 

- 

P4D1 – 

P4D2 

- - - 1 (M/C) 

4 (C/D)  

   & (O) 

1 (L/S) 

 

 

 

 

P4D2 – 

P4D3 

25 (M/C) 

   

 

24 (M/C) 

   

- 1 (M/C) 

2 (C/D)  

   & (O) 

 

1 (M/C) 

P5D1 – 

P5D2 

15 (M/C) 

  2 (C/D)  

   & (O) 

14 (M/C) 

   

- 1 (M/C) 

2 (C/D)  

   & (O) 

 

1 (M/C) 

2 (C/D)  

   & (O) 

P5D2 – 

P5D3 

 9 (M/C) 

 1 (C/D)  

   & (O) 

 

  6 (M/C) 

  1 (C/D)  

    & (O) 

 

 

- 

 

 

2 (M/C) 

1 (C/D) 

    & (O) 

 

3 (M/C) 
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Prompt 1 (Society’s Biggest Problem) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Khalid did not receive any feedback on the first 

draft (D1) of the first prompt (P1). However, he added three body paragraphs into Draft 2 

without getting any written feedback from the teacher. This change in content and 

development was classified as changes that are not based on the written TF.  

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Khalid received a total of 25 feedback points 

from the teacher on the second draft. The teacher provided handwritten feedback on the 

type-written draft. (See the section about Pedro’s first draft for more information on this). 

The feedback took several forms such as underlining (for organizational purposes or for 

denoting an error), deleting (punctuation mark, article, pronoun, and phrase, etc.), and 

adding (noun, auxiliary verb, and conjunction, etc.). The teacher sometimes underlined an 

error or put a question mark next to it (indirect feedback), other times he deleted an error 

or provided the correct answer (direct feedback). For example, he put a question mark 

next to a misspelled word “Adis” (indirect feedback) in the second draft. During the 

interview the teacher explained why he provided indirect feedback once in a while. That 

is, he wanted the students to think about the error and to find out the correct answer 

themselves. Another example was that he provided the correct spelling of “countries” for 

the misspelled word “counters” (direct feedback). 

The teacher tried to use the teacher comments feature of the MY Access!® 

program to enter his comments for the second draft. However, due to a technical problem 

he could not succeed. The computer had saved only the first draft under the teacher 

comments icon. The teacher was successful at finding the revised Draft 2 elsewhere on 

the MY Access!® website (under view feedback). Since he was not able to enter 

comments under the view feedback icon, he copied and pasted the essay on a MS Word 

document and entered his feedback using MS Word features (i.e., adding comment in 

parentheses using bold font, drawing a line on a word or phrase for deleting purposes, 

and typing and end note) . He printed the second drafts with his feedback on and handed 

in the TF group students in class. Whenever MY Access!® failed to save the revised 

student essays, the teacher used MS Word to enter his feedback. 

Khalid incorporated all the feedback points he received in Draft 2 into Draft 3. 

While 22 of the feedback points were categorized as usable written TF, the remaining 



 114

three were classified as other written TF. An example for other written TF would be the 

teacher’s end note comment on Khalid’s organization and sentence structure that said 

“Good organization. However, your basic sentence structure is poor.”   

Just like in Pedro’s first draft in Prompt 1, the teacher underlined the main points 

in the introduction paragraph and the related points in the body paragraphs. Khalid had 

three points: “1. diseases, 2. they take our mony, and 3. killing people.” He had already 

discussed these three points and the teacher underlined the key words in each paragraph, 

i.e., diseases (paragraph 2), mony (paragraph 3), and who die for drugs (paragraph 4). 

However, the interview notes showed that Khalid assumed that the teacher pointed out 

the grammar or spelling errors. As a result, he tried to correct these errors and changed 

“diseases” with “deseases”; “mony” with “money”; and “who die for drugs” with “who 

die because of drugs.” Except for the first one, the other two were successful changes. He 

said he asked a classmate the correct spelling of “mony.” The field notes also showed that 

Khalid did not clarify these feedback points with the teacher. Finally, Khalid made five 

changes that were not based on the written TF (i.e., effict/ affect, dangaurs /dangers, 

consist/containt, liver/the liver, tertement/teartment). Except for the article correction 

(i.e., liver/the liver) and one of the spelling corrections (i.e., effect/affect), the rest of the 

correction attempts were unsuccessful. 

Prompt 2 (Visiting an Interesting Place) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Khalid was absent the day he was supposed to 

write his first draft on Prompt 2. 

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Since Khalid was absent the previous class, the 

teacher provided feedback on his first draft (other students’ second draft). Khalid 

received six feedback points from the teacher on his first draft. All of the feedback points 

were in the form of end notes. While five of them were classified as usable written TF, 

the remaining one was categorized as other written TF. The usable feedback points were 

on content and development, organization, focus and meaning, and mechanics and 

conventions. The teacher provided one feedback point on organization (other written TF) 

and two feedback points on focus and meaning (usable written TF). He suggested that 

Khalid should write different paragraphs for the things he mentioned about in the 

introduction section:  
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Your organization is good but be sure and have different paragraph for each point…the 

2
nd

 paragraph for parks, the 3
rd

 paragraph for malls  and the 4
th

 paragraph for beaches and 

then conclusion. 

Moreover, Khalid received one feedback point on content and development from the 

teacher. It was: 

Now you need to flesh out the paper by giving more examples and details. For example, 

in the example you should tell more about Dubi (is it correct spelling?) such as where it’s 

located. 

The sentence in parenthesis above was categorized as mechanics and conventions, and 

the rest was categorized as content and development. Khalid already had combined the 

sentences about the malls and parks in Dubai in one paragraph. In draft 3, he divided that 

paragraph into two separate paragraphs about the malls and the parks and added a few 

sentences in each.  He already had a separate paragraph about the beaches, and he made 

minor changes in this short paragraph such as adding “Last one” at the beginning of a 

sentence and dividing one complex sentence into two simple sentences. He added only 

one sentence to the conclusion paragraph. Finally, he corrected the spelling of “Dubi” as 

“Dubai”. The revisions that Khalid made from draft 2 to draft 3 on organization and 

mechanics/conventions were classified as changes that might be based on the written TF. 

Although the revisions he made on content and development were quite small, they were 

classified as changes that might be based on the written TF as well because the teacher 

did not specify how many sentences he should have added. 

Prompt 3 (Important Inventions) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. The teacher was able to provide Khalid with 

feedback using the teacher comments feature of the MY Access!® program. Khalid 

received one feedback point on organization and one on focus and meaning in Draft 1. 

The teacher provided both feedback points in question form: 

1. Khalid, I know you have just started on this essay but did you make a good plan before 

you started writing it? 

2. What three things about the computer will you write about? 

Khalid added a new sentence in the introduction paragraph and deleted the body 

paragraph, which consisted of one sentence only, in Draft 2. The second draft did not 

fully reflect the feedback point 1 because it was incomplete. However, he added two 
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body paragraphs (one was four lines long; the other was one line long). Therefore, this 

revision based on feedback point 1 was classified as partial changes that might be based 

on the written TF. The sentence he added (i.e., In facet, we use a computer for everything 

because it has a lot of futures) did not specify the three things he would write about. 

Furthermore, the one-sentence-long body paragraph he deleted was not about a feature of 

the computer; neither was the new body paragraph he added. This revision was classified 

as partial changes that might be based on the written TF as well. 

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Khalid received a total of 18 feedback points in 

Draft 2. Thirteen out of 18 feedback points were on mechanics and conventions (e.g., 

country/century, knew/know, etc.). He incorporated all usable written TF points on 

mechanics and conventions into his third draft. He received three feedback points on 

focus and meaning from the teacher: 

1. However, the sentence “but sometimes we don’t knew about the inventor, 

such as telephone, computer and TV.” does not belong here because this essay is 

NOT about the inventor but only the inventions. 

2. Also what exactly is this essay going to be about?  

3. What is each paragraph going to be about?  

All of these feedback points were classified as usable written TF. Khalid deleted the 

sentence that the teacher pointed out regarding feedback point 1 on focus and meaning. 

This revision was categorized as changes that might be based on the written TF. In 

response to feedback points 2 and 3, he added a sentence at the end of the introduction 

paragraph that said “I like the computer, so I want to give you some information abut it.” 

This was a very generic sentence and it did not provide specific information regarding the 

points he would be discussing in the body paragraphs. Therefore, the revisions on 

feedback points 2 and 3 were classified as partial changes that might be based on the 

written TF.  Khalid received another feedback point on focus and meaning from the 

teacher. The teacher had already provided this feedback in Draft 1 when Khalid did not 

specify the features of the computer in the introduction paragraph. This time, he 

incorporated his comment in the text next to the problematic sentence and asked: “What 

are these features?” Khalid used this feedback in Draft 3 by adding “such as internet, 

drawing and writing…etc.” at the end of the sentence. However, he did not discuss these 
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features in the body paragraphs. This revision was classified as changes that might be 

based on the written TF. 

Finally, there was one feedback point (positive reinforcement) that was 

categorized as other written TF. Since this feedback, i.e., “Khalid, this is a good start”, 

did not require Khalid to make any revisions, he did not use this feedback in Draft 3. 

Khalid added a conclusion paragraph in Draft 3. Teacher had commented on his 

organization in draft 1, i.e., “…did you make a good plan before you started writing?” 

Therefore, it was not clear whether this revision was based on the written TF on a 

previous draft or not.  

Prompt 4 (A Special Day) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Khalid did not receive any feedback on the first 

draft (D1) of the fourth prompt (P4). However, he made some changes in the text that 

were classified as changes that are not based on the written TF. That is, he added three 

more body paragraphs and a conclusion paragraph in Draft 2.  He also changed the tense 

in one sentence (i.e., was telling/told). Finally, he changed the sentence structure in 

Paragraph 2. He combined three sentences and made it one complex sentence. Table 22 

provides a comparison of Draft 1 and Draft 2 regarding the revision on language use and 

style. 

Table 22.  

The changes Khalid made from D2 to D3 based on feedback on language and style. 

 

P4/D1  P4/D2 

 

Than, we went to his work. I met the 

manager and he said “You have to be here 

on time” I was confounded, so I said 

“sure”. 

Than, we went to his work because I got 

the job in the same ministry, so I was 

confounded. 

 

 Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Khalid received feedback on MS Word because 

the teacher comments feature of the MY Access!® program did not save the changes he 

made in Draft 2. Khalid was provided with a total of 29 feedback point in Draft 2. 

Twenty-five out of 29 feedback points were on mechanics and conventions. While one 

feedback point was on language use and style (other written TF), the remaining two 

consisted of positive comments (other written TF). Khalid incorporated most of the 
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usable feedback points into Draft 3. He also deleted a sentence, added one sentence at the 

end of the introduction paragraph, and another one at the end of the conclusion 

paragraph. These two changes in content/development and organization were not based 

on the written TF; therefore, they were classified as changes that are not based on the 

written TF. Moreover, he changed the pronoun “they” with a noun “employees” in Draft 

3. This change was not based on written TF, either. Except for one, Khalid used all of the 

feedback points he received on mechanics and conventions in Draft 3. The feedback point 

he failed to use was formatting. The teacher recommended that he should not skip lines 

when he indented a paragraph, but Khalid continued skipping lines before each paragraph 

not only in Draft 3, but also in future drafts. 

Prompt 5 (To Change a Day in Your Life) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. The teacher comments feature of the MY 

Access!® program was not available for Khalid because his essay was evaluated by the 

program as off topic. Therefore, the teacher provided the feedback on MS Word 

document. Khalid received a total of 17 feedback points on the first draft (D1) of the fifth 

prompt (P5).  Only two of them were on organization and the rest were on mechanics and 

conventions. While one of them was classified as usable TF, i.e., “start a new paragraph 

here”, the other one was classified as other written TF, i.e., “your introduction is good but 

should be organized better…changed into two paragraphs.” However, he did not use the 

suggested feedback points on organization. Therefore, this feedback point was classified 

as written TF that is not used. Khalid used the majority of the feedback points on 

mechanics and conventions. He did not use one feedback point on adverbs. The teacher 

suggested that he use an adjective, not an adverb (i.e., loudly) in a sentence, but he 

deleted that sentence. Khalid also made some changes in Draft 3 that were not based on 

written TF. First, he revised the existing sentences, removed a couple of them, and added 

new sentences into one of the body paragraphs. Table 23 shows the comparison between 

Draft 1 and Draft 2 for that particular revision. 

Khalid, then, wrote a new one-sentence-long body paragraph and a one-sentence-

long concluding paragraph. Finally, he made one change in mechanics and conventions 

(i.e., however/so). Although he revised the future tense in many of his sentences (i.e., 

will/would), this change was not considered to be changes that are not based on the 
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written TF because the teacher had suggested replacing “will” with “would” in several 

sentences in the introduction paragraph. 

Table 23.  

The changes Khalid made from D2 to D3 based on feedback for content and development 

and organization 

 

P5/D1 P5/D2 

Second, I will spent my money on myself. I 

don't need to collect some money for my 

family. For example I will buy a sport car.  I 

don't care about my future. I think that is 

wonderful.  

Second, I will use my money to buy everything 

I like. Such as sport cars. I like to drive fast 

with a sport car. Also I would buy a big TV 

and I would make the volume loudly.  I think 

that is wonderful because I don't need to collect 

my money for others. 

 

 

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Khalid received a total of 13 feedback points 

from the teacher in Draft 2. Ten of these feedback points were classified as usable written 

TF, whereas, the remaining three were classified as other written TF. He incorporated 

seven feedback points on mechanics and conventions into Draft 3.  These feedback points 

included four indirect feedback points, e.g.,“…and we (would)…”, and four direct 

corrections, e.g., “Such as sport cars (sentence fragment”. Khalid did not use two 

feedback points on mechanics and conventions (sentence fragment and word form) 

because he deleted these sentences in Draft 3. This feedback was classified as usable 

written TF that is not used.  

Khalid also made some changes that were not based on the written TF. Two of 

those changes were related to mechanics and conventions. He revised the word he 

misspelled in Draft 2 in Draft 3 (i.e., Finely/Finally).  Additionally, he changed the 

misspelled word “exceting” in Draft 2 with the correct spelled form “exciting” in Draft 3. 

Another change was in content/development and organization. Khalid omitted a couple of 

sentences in one of the body paragraphs and added new ones. This was the same 

paragraph he revised in Draft 2. Table 24 provides the changes in both mechanics and 

conventions and content and development from Draft 2 to Draft 3. While the written 

feedback points Khalid received from the teacher are shown in bold italic font on the left 

column, the changes he made based on these feedback points are shown in italics on the 

right column. 
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Table 24.  

Changes Khalid made from D2 to D3 in terms of content and development and 

organization 

 

P5/D2 P5/D3 

Second, I will (would) use my money to buy 

everything I like. Such as sport cars (sentence 

fragment). I like to drive fast with a sport car. 

Also I would buy a big TV and I would make 

the volume loudly (use an adjective not an 

adverb here).  I think that is wonderful because 

I don't need to collect my money for others. 

 

Second, if I were free no wife no children I 

would drive fast with sports cars. I would buy 

sports cars such as Porsche or Ferrari. I would 

become a famous driver in my country. I would 

change my sports car every year. I think that is 

wonderful. 

 

Finely, I like to sleep late, so if I were signal I 

would meet my friends and we (would) watch 

movies after mid night.  

 

Finally, I like to sleep late, so if I were signal I 

would meet my friends and we would watch 

movies after mid night. We would like exciting 

movies, For example, we would watch horror 

movies and some action movies with sounds 

effects.  

I think that my life would become exceting and 

fast because it has a lot of things to I do (for 

me to do). 

I know that my dreams are difficult, but they 

aren't impossible. I think that my life would 

become exciting and fast because it has a lot of 

things for me to do. In fact, I like my family, so 

I will stay with them forever. 

 

Comparison of Pedro and Khalid 

Both Pedro and Khalid paid the most attention to errors regarding mechanics and 

conventions. As Table 25 shows, they both received over 75 feedback points from the 

teacher on mechanics and conventions trait. Khalid incorporated more feedback points on 

mechanics and conventions than Pedro. While Pedro did not obtain any feedback on 

focus and meaning, Khalid did not receive any feedback on language use and style. Both 

Pedro and Khalid made some changes that were not based on the written TF. Khalid 

received the fewest feedback points on content/development and organization, whereas, 

Pedro obtained the least amount of feedback on language use and style. Table 25 contains 

more information regarding the feedback points that Pedro and Khalid received from the 

teacher, the full or partial changes they made, the feedback points they did not use, and 
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the changes they made independent of the feedback they received on each of the five 

traits. 

 

Table 25.  

The comparison of written TF received and revisions made by Pedro and Khalid 

 

Traits Written TF 

suggested 

(usable) 

Changes that 

might be based 

on TF 

Partial changes 

that might be 

based on written 

TF  

Written TF that 

is not used 

Changes that 

are not based on 

written TF 

 

 

 Pedro Khalid Pedro Khalid Pedro Khalid Pedro Khalid 

 

Pedro Khalid 

 

Focus & 

meaning (F/M) 
- 7 - 5 - 2 - - - - 

Content/ 

development 

& Organization 

(C/D & O) 

7 6 3 6 - 1 4 2 15 13 

Language use 

& style (L/S) 
5 - 4 - - - 1 - - 1 

Mechanics & 

conventions 

(M/C) 

74 77 64 72 6 - 4 5 2 10 

 

Both Pedro and Khalid felt comfortable using the computer to write their essays. 

However, there were slight differences in their comfort level with the computers. Pedro 

described writing on the computer as a very good experience, and he said, “It’s most real 

because I work with computer every time.” He added, “Also I think that writing on the 

computer help me to know my mistakes quickly.” On the other hand, Khalid thought that 

computer sometimes slowed him down in writing. He said, “Good, but I need more 

practice.” Both Carlos and Khalid shared the same opinion when they were asked what they 

liked best about writing on the computer. Carlos said, “…I think writing on computer help me to 

know my mistake quickly.” Similarly Khalid stated that the computer corrected his errors. 

When Pedro was asked about the type of feedback he received most from the 

teacher, he said it was grammar. He believed his organization was good, but he had a lot 

of problems with grammar. Khalid also believed that he needed more grammar feedback 

than feedback on organization. He said: 

Grammar feedback…I want to know my mistake…what is the problem…I have a lot of 

mistake…vocabulary…wrong sentence…grammar…I don’t need organization. I don’t 

have problem with punctuation. 
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Khalid added that his organization was good, but he needed to “flesh out” the essay more. 

The concept of ‘flesh out’ was frequently used by the teacher in class. The teacher used 

this expression when he suggested that students add more details in their texts. 

 Khalid also pointed out that he sometimes asked the teacher questions about 

vocabulary use. He stated that when he needed to use a word, but he could not remember 

it, he asked it to the teacher.  

Both students made changes that were not based on written TF. Pedro and Khalid 

differed considerably in terms of seeking in-class assistance from the teacher. Field notes 

on classroom observations showed that Pedro asked many questions to the teacher in 

class. They included mainly grammar and vocabulary related questions. If the teacher 

was not available, Pedro would direct his questions to the researcher. Since the researcher 

made it clear that she could not assist the students in the writing classes, Pedro directed 

his questions to a classmate next to him when the teacher was busy with assisting a 

classmate. On the other hand, Khalid tried to write without getting any help from others. 

For example, while writing the second draft of Prompt 2, Pedro asked the teacher two 

questions. One was about tense and the other one was about punctuation. He asked the 

teacher “(Can I say) that have had?” and the teacher briefly explained the related 

grammar rule. Later on in class, the teacher suggested that he break his paragraph down 

into short sentences. When Pedro asked the teacher a question regarding punctuation, he 

pointed out that Pedro should not use ‘because’ at the beginning of a sentence. Khalid did 

not ask the teacher any questions regarding P2/D2. Similarly, while writing the final draft 

of prompt 3, Pedro asked two grammar related questions the teacher: “for people I use 

‘they’? The teacher’s response was positive. Pedro asked another question: “people spend 

so much time?” and the teacher suggested him using past simple tense. A few times, he 

showed a sentence he wrote on the computer and asked the teacher if that was right. Once 

again, Khalid did not ask any questions to the teacher for P3/D3. In short, while Pedro 

asked at least a couple of questions to the teacher in class, Khalid preferred working on 

his essay by himself and rarely asked for assistance from the teacher. During the 

interview, Pedro stated that he did ask his classmates questions when the teacher was not 

available. He said, “…it was just question about verbs…for example dream. When I 

forgot this verb…the past…I asked somebody: Could you tell me what’s the past of 
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dream?” Khalid, on the other hand, stated that he sometimes asked questions to a friend 

and it was mainly about vocabulary. 

The teacher described the nature of his feedback as followed: 

Really my own feedback…I read the prompt and gave feedback accordingly. You can 

give two types of feedback. You can give general feedback and you can add comments 

within the text, which is more helpful….the sentence summary at the top and embedded 

comment. When I gave feedback, sometimes I don’t give the answer to make them think 

but some of them were not appreciative. They wanted the answers. 

He added that students improved their organization in this session more than other traits: 

I think again at this level. You walk them with what entails writing process, which is 

“always, always plan before your write. Then, organize.” Looking from that respect I 

think they improved. 

Both Pedro and Khalid pointed out that the feedback they received from the 

teacher helped them improve their writing in English. Pedro believed that he improved a 

lot this session because his essay scores improved. Nevertheless, Khalid thought that his 

writing would improve more if he could write outside the class and receive more 

feedback from the teacher on grammar and vocabulary. 

Both students underlined the role of the topic choice in their writing. Each student 

picked a different topic (prompt) as they favorite one. Khalid’s favorite topic was 

“Society’s biggest problem.” He believed it was easy to write because there were a lot of 

problems in the society. Unlike Khalid, Pedro liked “To change a day in your life” best. 

He said he enjoyed writing about it because it was an interesting topic. On the other hand, 

both Pedro and Khalid picked the same topic as the least interesting one (The act of 

kindness). While Pedro thought the topic was quite confusing, Khalid said that he could 

not write on that topic even in his first language.  

When they were asked about their opinion about writing more than once, Pedro 

and Khalid shared a similar opinion. They both compared their writing experience in this 

study to TOEFL-TWE. Pedro stated that it was enough to write twice rather than three 

times. He also added that 30 minutes should be enough to write because test takers were 

provided 30 minutes while taking the writing portion of the TOEFL-TWE. Unlike Pedro, 

Khalid thought writing once should be enough because while taking TOEFL-TWE, the 

test takers were given single opportunity. He said, “…we have to write one time only in 
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TOEFL. I will write short paragraph. After that we need to correct. After that I will think 

what should I write. I can think at home…in my car…for new vocabulary. I think this 

doesn’t help us. It’s not good for TOEFL. It’s good for job. I have a lot of time. I can 

think. I can correct my mistakes. I can change…because I have 3 days to think…1 or 2 

maximum.”  

Students who were Exposed to the AES Feedback 

Songie and Selma were exposed to the AES feedback. The changes Songie and 

Selma made in each draft regarding each prompt are explained in detail in the following 

sections. When Songie and Selma submitted a draft, they received the same feedback 

from the MY Access!® program’s MY Tutor feature each time. While the wording of the 

feedback was the same for the essays with the same scores on the same trait (e.g., a score 

of 2 on two different drafts on organization), it was slightly different for the essays with 

different scores on the same trait (e.g., a score of 2 and a score of 3 on organization). 

Table 26 shows the comparison on focus and meaning feedback Songie and Selma 

received on the same prompt and same draft with different scores.  

To prevent redundancy, only one example for each genre (informative and 

narrative) was provided in the table format in Songie’s section. The first draft of Prompt 

1 (P1/D1) and the second draft of Prompt 4 (P4/D2) included tables with the AES 

feedback on each trait and the changes Songie made accordingly. The first draft of 

Prompt 4 was not selected because Songie did not receive any MY Tutor feedback on 

P4/D1. Since the first three prompts belonged to informative genre and the last two 

belonged to narrative genre, Prompt 1 (P1) represented the feedback for the former genre 

and Prompt 4 (P4) represented the feedback for the latter genre. The tables in P1/D1 and 

P4/D2 (Songie) were included at the beginning of the AES feedback section of this 

chapter to provide a better picture regarding the content of the AES feedback and its 

relationship with the revisions made by the students. These tables are not included while 

describing the feedback Songie received and the revisions he made in other drafts and 

prompts. A narrative style is used to describe the feedback and revisions in those drafts. 

The tables should be referred to better understand the feedback Selma received from the 

AES system as well. 
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Table 26.  

Comparison of AES feedback Songie and Selma received on focus and meaning  

 

AES (MY Tutor) feedback Songie received 

on focus and meaning  

(based on a score of 4 in P2/D2) 

AES (MY Tutor) feedback Selma received on 

focus and meaning  

(based on a score of 3 in P1/D2) 

 

Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response to 

this assignment was rated a 4 for focus. Focus 

relates to your ability to present a consistent, 

unified message and stay on topic.  

 

Your focus is adequate. Typically, a response at 

this level gives a fairly clear statement of purpose 

and wanders only slightly from the topic.  

Songie, your focus is adequate. Let's look at the 

following 4 points as you revise and think about 

how you can make your writing better. As you get 

ready to revise, read your essay out loud so you 

can hear your ideas and words.  

Purpose: What is the purpose of your writing? 

Are you narrating a story, informing, or 

persuading? Make sure you are clear on your 

purpose.  

Main Idea (Controlling Idea): Do you have a 

sentence that states the controlling idea, or the 

main idea, of your essay? Make sure you know 

exactly where this sentence is, because it 

determines what details you will use.  

Audience: Think about your audience. Are you 

writing to someone your age, or are you writing 

to an adult? Are you writing to someone familiar 

with your subject and ideas, or are you writing to 

someone who doesn't know about your subject 

and ideas? Make sure your details are all ones 

your audience will easily understand.  

Task: Did you do the task the prompt asks you to 

do?  

  

Selma, on a scale of one to six, your response to this 

assignment was rated a 3 for focus. Focus relates to 

your ability to present a consistent, unified message 

and stay on topic.  

 

Your focus is limited. Typically, a response at this 

level has a reasonably clear purpose evident, though 

the presentation may stray from the controlling point. 

The response may lack focus and cohesion.  

Selma, you do have focus in your writing, but by 

reading the following 4 points and thinking about 

them as you revise, your focus can become much 

clearer.  

Purpose: Look again at the purpose stated in the 

prompt. Did you write a narrative essay, an 

informative essay, or a persuasive essay?  

Main Idea (Controlling Idea): A controlling or main 

idea is a statement that identifies your writing purpose 

and defines your point of view. Do you have one clear 

sentence that states the main idea of your essay? Did 

you stick to that sentence as you included ideas and 

details in the rest of your essay? Ask yourself, "What 

is one thing I want my reader to learn from this 

writing?"  

Audience: The audience is the reader(s) of your 

essay. Are you writing to a friend, someone your age, 

a teacher, or another adult? This is your audience, and 

you need to think of who you are writing to. Did you 

consider your audience in all of your paragraphs?  

Task: Look again at the tasks the prompt asks you to 

do. Did you do all parts of the task?  

Remember, focus in writing is similar to visual focus. 

If you were to look through the lens of a camera, you 

would be able to visualize objects clearly when your 

focus is sharp. Focus in writing is similar. When the 

focus of your essay is sharp, readers will see your 

message clearly.   
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Songie 

Songie is a Korean man who came to the U.S. to do graduate studies. He was in 

the military in South Korea. He had been taking ESL classes at the Intensive English 

Center for two sessions. This was the first time he took extensive writing classes in 

English. Songie was using every opportunity in and out of the classroom to learn English. 

For example, when he heard a new expression in English, he would take a quick note and 

repeat the word to himself a couple of times. 

Songie wrote three drafts for each of five prompts. He received a total of 602 

feedback points from the AES system (MY Access!® 6.0) on all five prompts. Of these 

236 were categorized as usable AES feedback, and 366 of them were categorized as other 

AES feedback. As mentioned previously, other feedback does not suggest any changes in 

the text. Songie fully incorporated 93, and partially incorporated 31 of the usable 

feedback points in his drafts. He did not use 112 of the suggested usable feedback points 

at all. Finally, he made seven changes that could not be attributed to the AES feedback. 

Table 27 displays the feedback points he received from the AES system and the changes 

he made on his drafts. In Table 27, F/M refers to focus and meaning feedback; C/D refers 

to content and development feedback; O refers to organization feedback; L/S refers to 

language and style feedback; and M/C refers to mechanics and conventions feedback.  

Prompt 1 (Society’s biggest problem)   

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Songie received four feedback points on focus 

and meaning from the MY Access!® program in his first draft including purpose, main 

idea, audience, and task. He partially incorporated only one of them (task) into his second 

draft, and this revision was classified as partial changes that are based on the AES 

feedback. The feedback points on purpose, main idea, and audience were classified as 

AES feedback that is not used. Table 28 provides more information on Songie’s revisions. 

Songie received five feedback points on content and development including 

planning, sensory details, details and main idea, quotes, and paragraph length in Draft 1. 

He incorporated three of them (planning, details and main idea, and paragraph length) 

into Draft 2. While the changes on planning and main idea were classified as changes 

that might be based on the AES feedback, the changes on paragraph length were 

classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback. Table 29 
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illustrates the feedback Songie received on content and development on the first draft of 

the first prompt and the changes he made in the second draft of the first prompt. 

Table 27.  

AES feedback Songie received and changes he made in his drafts 

Prompt (P) 

Draft (D) 

Usable AES 

feedback  

Changes that 

might be based 

on the AES 

feedback 

Partial changes 

that might be 

based on  

the AES feedback 

Changes that 

are not based 

on the AES 

feedback 

Usable AES 

feedback that is 

not used 

P1D1 – 

P1D2 

 

22 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

18 (M/C) 

  1 (F/M) 

  2 (C/D) 

  1 (O) 

 

 

 

1 (C/D) 

2 (O) 

- 4 (M/C) 

3 (F/M) 

2 (C/D) 

1 (O) 

3 (L/S) 

P1D2 – 

P1D3 

 

15 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

13 (M/C) 

  1 (F/M) 

  1 (C/D) 

 

 

2 (C/D) 

2 (O) 

1 (L/S) 

- 2 (M/C) 

3 (F/M) 

2 (C/D) 

2 (O) 

2 (L/S) 

P2D1 – 

P2D2 

 

  3 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

  2 (M/C) 

  1 (F/M) 

  1 (C/D) 

 

 

2 (C/D) 

2 (O) 

1 (L/S) 

- 1 (M/C) 

3 (F/M) 

2 (C/D) 

2 (O) 

2 (L/S) 

P2D2 – 

P2D3 

 

  1 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

 

 

  

 

 

 

1 (F/M) 

2 (C/D) 

 

1 (L/S) 

2 (M/C) 1 (M/C) 

3 (F/M) 

3 (C/D) 

4 (O) 

2 (L/S) 

P3D1 – 

P3D2 

 

  8 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

  7 (M/C) 

   

  1 (C/D) 

  1 (O) 

 

1 (F/M) 

1 (C/D) 

2 (O) 

- 1 (M/C) 

3 (F/M) 

3 (C/D) 

1 (O) 

3 (L/S) 

P3D2 – 

P3D3 

 

12 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

11 (M/C) 

 

 

  2 (O) 

 

 

 

1 (F/M) 

2 (C/D) 

 

 

- 

1 (M/C) 

3 (F/M) 

3 (C/D) 

2 (O) 

3 (L/S) 

P4D1 – 

P4D2 

  5 (M/C)  

 

- - 4 (C/D) 5 (M/C) 

P4D2 – 

P4D3 

  5 (M/C) 

  3 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  3 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

  4 (M/C) 

 

 

 

 

 

1 (F/M) 

1 (C/D) 

1 (O) 

- 1 (M/C) 

2 (F/M) 

4 (C/D) 

2 (O) 

3 (L/S)  

P5D1 – 

P5D2 

 

18 (M/C) 

  3 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

15 (M/C) 

  1 (F/M) 

  1 (C/D) 

  1 (O) 

  1 (L/S) 

 

 

1 (C/D) 

1 (O) 

1 (L/S) 

- 

 

3 (M/C) 

2 (F/M) 

3 (C/D) 

2 (O) 

1 (L/S) 

P5D2 – 

P5D3 

 

  7 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  3 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

  6 (M/C) 

  1 (F/M) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 (O) 

 

 

 

1 (F/M) 

1 (M/C) 

3 (F/M) 

5 (C/D) 

2 (O) 

3 (L/S) 
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Table 28.  

The changes Songie made in P1/D2 based on the AES feedback on focus and meaning 

 

AES (MY Tutor) feedback on focus and meaning 

(P1/D1) 

 

Revisions on focus and meaning 

(P1/D2) 

Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response to this 

assignment was rated a 2 for focus. Focus relates to your 

ability to present a consistent, unified message and stay on 

topic.  

 

Your focus is minimal. Typically, a response at this level 

demonstrates a limited understanding of the purpose and 

audience, but that may not be totally clear and/or may lack a 

continued focus on the main idea throughout the essay.  

Songie, with a couple of changes, you can make your focus 

better.. Read over your work out loud and to yourself then 

pay attention to the following 4 points: 

  

No change was made because this section 

was about informing Songie about his 

score and stating a problem. 

Purpose: Make sure you have written to the purpose stated in 

the prompt. Did you write a narrative essay, an informative 

essay, or a persuasive essay?  

 

In an essay in English, the purpose should 

be stated in the introduction paragraph. 

The introduction paragraph Songie wrote 

in Draft 1 remained the same in Draft 2. In 

other words, he already stated his purpose 

in Draft 1. 

 

Main Idea (Controlling Idea): Do you have one clear 

sentence that states the controlling or main idea of your 

essay? Ask yourself, "What is the one, main thing I want the 

reader to learn from my essay?"  

 

Similarly, the main idea should be stated 

in the introduction paragraph. The 

introduction paragraph Songie wrote in 

Draft 1 remained the same in Draft 2. In 

other words, he already stated his main 

idea in Draft 1 

 

Audience: The audience is the reader(s) of your essay. Do 

you know what audience you are writing to? Are you writing 

to a friend, someone your age, a teacher, or another adult?  

 

 

The reader Songie addressed in Draft 1 

and Draft 2 remained the same. In other 

words, he already had established the 

audience in Draft 1. 

 

Task: Do you do all the parts of the task the prompt asks you 

to do?  

Songie included more details (two more 

body paragraphs and one conclusion 

paragraph) in Draft 2 that aligned with the 

introduction paragraph.  

 

Remember, focus in writing is similar to visual focus. If you 

were to look through the lens of a camera, you would be able 

to visualize objects clearly when your focus is sharp. Focus in 

writing is similar. When the focus of your essay is sharp, 

readers will see your message clearly.  

 

No change was made because this section 

was about providing a hint regarding focus 

and meaning. 
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Table 29.  

The revisions Songie made in P1/D2 based on the AES feedback in terms of content and 

development 

 

AES (MY Tutor) feedback on content and development 

(P1/D1) 

Revisions on content and 

development (P1/D2) 

Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response to this assignment 

was rated a 2 for content and development. Development 

relates to your ability to provide content that supports your main 

idea or controlling point and your ability to provide supporting 

details, examples and/or evidence.  

 

Your development is minimal. Typically, a response at this level 

develops ideas incompletely or inadequately, using few 

examples, evidence or other supporting details. Songie, you do 

have some content in your writing, but by trying to improve the 

amount and quality of your details, your content will be much 

better. 

No change was made because this section 

was about informing Songie about his 

score and stating a problem. 

Planning: Successful writers take time to brainstorm their ideas 

before they write. Your essay will be on-point and well-

developed if you take the time to make a basic sketch or outline 

of the ideas in the essay. Have you created a basic outline of ideas 

to include in your essay?  

 

Songie did plan and he took some notes 

in his notebook in Korean. However, it 

was not clear whether this feedback was 

based on the AES or oral TF because the 

teacher emphasized the importance of 

planning to all students in class. 

 

Sensory Details: Details support the ideas in the essay. Look 

over your ideas and details. Try to show and not tell your reader 

as you describe. This will help your reader see what you are 

describing more clearly. Use the 5 senses, sight, sound, touch, 

taste, and smell, as you describe.  

Instead of writing that it was a friendly dog, try writing 

something like, Murphy, my black and white spotted dog, wagged 

its tail and licked my hand when I got home that afternoon.  

 

Songie did not use any sensory details in 

Draft 2.  

Details and Controlling/Main Idea: Are there any ideas that 

stray from the controlling or main idea? Are there any ideas that 

might be missing from the essay? Make sure all of your details 

support the main idea you are trying to get your reader to 

understand.  

 

Main idea was already stated in the 

introduction paragraph. The details in 

body paragraphs were parallel with the 

points in the introduction paragraph. 

Quotes: Use people's actual words as examples to illustrate your 

main idea.  

Instead of writing something like It was a very hot day, try 

writing something like, The sun was high in the sky as my brother 

said to me, "I never liked doing chores for dad just after lunch 

when the temperature was 90 degrees."  

 

Songie did not use any quotes in Draft 2. 

Paragraph Length: Paragraph length should range from four to 

eight sentences. Vary the length of your paragraphs using details 

that support the ideas in your essay. Have you varied your 

paragraph lengths?  

Songie added two body paragraphs and 

one conclusion paragraph in Draft 2. 

However, one body paragraph and the 

conclusion paragraph included only 3 

sentences. 

 

 



 130

Songie received four feedback points including introduction, conclusion, 

transitions, and order from the MY Access!® program’s MY Tutor feature on 

organization in Draft 1. He incorporated the feedback points on conclusion, transitions 

(partial change), and order (partial change) into Draft 2. He did not use the feedback on 

introduction in Draft 2. Table 30 provides the AES feedback on organization and the 

changes Songie made accordingly. 

Table 30.  

The revisions Songie made in P1/D2 based on the AES feedback on organization 

 

AES (MY Tutor) feedback on organization (P1/D1) The revisions on organization (P1/D2) 

 
Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response to this 

assignment was rated a 2 for organization. Organization 

relates to your ability to present your ideas in a logical and 

ordered fashion.  

 

Your organization is limited. Typically, a response at this 

level shows little evidence of organizational structure and 

sequence of ideas.  

Songie, your writing does show structure. By trying the 

following ideas, you can make your structure better, and that 

will help your writing.  

 

No change was made because this section 

was about informing Songie about his 

score and stating a problem. 

Introduction: An introduction is the first paragraph or two of 

the essay. Include an introduction that will do two things:  

1. Catch the reader's attention--make it 

interesting and creative.  

2. Tell what the main idea of your writing is.  

The first (introduction) paragraph Songie 

wrote in Draft 1 remained the same in 

Draft 2. In other words, he already had an 

introduction paragraph in Draft 1. 

Conclusion: Include a conclusion. A conclusion is the last 

paragraph or two of the essay. Does it end your writing 

strongly and leave the reader something to think about? Make 

sure your writing does not just stop.  

 

Songie added a conclusion paragraph in 

Draft 2. 

Transitions: Transitions are the glue that holds the ideas of 

your essay together. Use transitions that will move the reader 

from idea to idea. The right transitions will link your details 

and help explain them to the reader.  

Songie did not include any transition 

words in the existing paragraphs. He used 

only one transition word (so) in the 

conclusion paragraph.  

Order: A logical order will help you structure all of the other 

elements of organization in your essay. Make sure you use a 

clear order to organize your details and ideas. Use the best 

order for your purpose--narrative, informative, or persuasive.  

Songie already set up an order in Draft 1. 

 

Songie did not use any of the feedback points he received in language and use in 

Draft 2, as seen in Table 31 below. 
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Table 31.  

The changes Songie made in P1/D2 based on the AES feedback in language use and style 

 

AES (MY Tutor) feedback on language use and style 

(P1/D1) 

Revisions on language use and style 

(P1/D2) 

 
Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response to this 

assignment was rated a 3 for language use and style. 

Language use relates to the decisions you make as a writer to 

create "style" in your writing. Style is created through 

sentence variety, word choice and usage. 

Your language use and style is limited. Typically, a response at 

this level shows errors in sentence style, usage and word 

choice.  

Songie, now that you are ready to revise, look at the following 

ideas, and use them to make your style smoother which will 

help your ideas clearer. Read your writing out loud so you can 

hear the flow of your writing; often, reading what you wrote 

will help you find areas to improve.  

 

No change was made because this section 

was about informing Songie about a score 

and stating a problem. 

Formal/Informal Writing: Think about your purpose and 

audience; are you writing to someone you know, informal, or 

are you writing to someone you don't know, formal? How you 

use words and sentences depend on if you are doing formal or 

informal writing.  

 

The reader Songie addressed in Draft 1 

and Draft 2 remained the same.  

Word Choice: Choose your words carefully. Remember, the 

right words communicate a message to your reader and give the 

writing a personality. Use sensory words to describe ideas and 

details.  

1. Use exact and specific words.  

2. Try not to use the same word over and over.  

3. Try not to repeat the same transition over and over.  

1. Songie did not use any sensory words. 

2. Exact and specific words sounds 

vague. 

3. He used the same word over and over. 

For example he used pollution 7 times in 

Draft 2. 

3. He only used one transition. 

Sentence Structure: Pay attention to the structure of your 

sentences. Sentence structure involves control of sentence 

types, including when and how you use them. Think of the 

following ways to write sentences:  

1. Use a variety of sentences with different lengths. Mix 

small sentences with longer sentences.  

2. Use a variety of sentence structures.  

Use a variety of sentence beginnings. Look at the first couple 

of words in each sentence; are they the same words? Are they 

the same type of structure?  

Songie used short sentences only. 

He used same type of sentence structure 

(short sentences). 

He repeated the same or very similar 

sentence beginnings, 

e.g., “So we lose our materials more and 

more” (introduction paragraph) 

“So we lose our materials more and more 

we use oil, water, stone, etc.” (body 

paragraph). 

 

Remember, style in writing is like style in clothing. Everyone 

has a unique style, and the style you choose defines how others 

perceive you. The choices you make while getting dressed in 

the morning are like the choices in words you make while 

writing. They both convey an image to an audience. 

No change was made because this section 

was a reminder. It provided a hint about 

focus and meaning. 
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Songie received mechanics and conventions feedback from two different sources: 

MY Tutor and MY Editor. Since MY Tutor feedback on mechanics and conventions 

stated the problem and provided some hints, but did not suggest any changes, it referred 

Songie to view MY Editor feedback for detailed feedback. Table 32 displays the 

mechanics and conventions feedback Songie received from the MY Tutor feature of the 

MY Access!® program in the first draft of the first prompt and the changes he made in 

the second draft of the first prompt.  

Table 32.  

The changes Songie made in P1/D2 based on the AES feedback in mechanics and 

conventions 

 

AES (MY Tutor) feedback for mechanics and 

conventions (P1/D1) 

 

Revisions on mechanics and 

conventions (P1/D2) 

Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response was rated a 

2 for mechanics. Mechanics has to do with your ability to 

apply the rules of standard American English, including 

grammar, capitalization, punctuation, and spelling.  

 

No change was suggested. This section 

informed Songie about his score on 

mechanics and conventions 

Your use of mechanics is minimal. A response at this level 

contains many errors in grammar, capitalization, 

punctuation, and spelling.  

Songie, good use of mechanics will improve the readability 

and accuracy of your writing.  

• The better the mechanics the easier it will be for the 

reader to enjoy and understand our writing.  

• Proofread your essay carefully. You might want to 

read your writing out loud (to yourself).  

• When we read our writing out loud, we can find 

many of our mistakes in mechanics, and then we 

can edit to ensure that the final copy of our writing 

is accurate and easy to follow.  

• Click on the My Editor button for in-depth analysis 

and feedback on your mechanics, grammar, usage, 

punctuation, and spelling.  

 

No change was suggested. This section 

stated the problem regarding mechanics and 

conventions. 

 

Songie was provided hints for better 

mechanics. 

 

Songie was directed to MY Editor feature 

for a detailed feedback on mechanics and 

conventions 

 

As for mechanics and conventions, Songie received a total of 22 usable feedback 

points in Draft 1. The remaining three were categorized as other. He received 15 

feedback points on spelling in Draft 1, and he corrected all of them in Draft 2. He also 

corrected the capitalization error he received in Draft 1. Songie received one feedback 

point for a missing article in Draft 1. Although this feedback point was usable, he did not 
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correct it in Draft 2. He received five feedback points on clause errors in Draft 1. The 

feedback points for the clause error pointed out the problem with the sentence, but they 

did not provide any direct suggestions. Table 33 below shows the clause errors Songie 

received in Draft 1 and his revisions in Draft 2. The clause errors are shown in bold italic 

font. 

Table 33.  

The changes Songie made from D1 to D2 based on AES feedback regarding clause errors 

 

P1/D1 P1/D2 

 

For<Clause errors1> exanple<Spelling errors 

> car gases, factory gases, oil on the sea, lots of 

trushes<Spelling errors>. 

For example car gases<Subject-verb agreement 

errors>, factory gases, oil on the sea, lots of 

trashes<Subject-verb agreement errors>. 

 

Human<Clause errors2> being face health 

problem seriosly<Spelling errors>. 

Human<Clause errors2> being face health 

problem seriously. 

 

But<Clause errors3> It will be the most 

dangerious<Spelling errors> bomb. 

But<Clause errors3> It will be the most 

dangerous bomb. We need to prepare that. We 

can know that why It's the biggest problem. 

 

We<Clause errors4> lose our matials<Spelling 

errors> more and more. <Spelling errors>  

we<Capitalization errors> use oil, water, stone, 

etc. 

 

We lose our materials more and more we use 

oil, water, stone, etc. 

 

And<Clause errors5> developed countries are 

same<Missing articles> 

And<Clause errors5> developed countries are 

same<Missing articles1>.  

 

 

At first glance, it appeared that Songie had corrected clause errors 1 and 2. 

However, the feedback points on these two clause errors automatically disappeared when 

he corrected the spelling errors in the same sentences. For example, Songie received a 

feedback point on one of the spelling errors that suggested replacing the misspelled word 

“exanple” with “example.” Moreover, he corrected the two spelling errors in the sentence 

where clause error 4 was located. First, he changed the misspelled word “matials” to 

“materials” based on the feedback from the MY Access!® program. Second, since 

Songie did not put a space between the last word in the sentence “more” and the period 

(.), the MY Access!® program evaluated them together as “more.” and flagged it as a 

spelling error. It provided the source of the problem as part of the feedback, but the 
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suggestions it presented were not useful. Songie did not use any of the suggestions 

provided by the MY Access!® program, and he deleted the period in that sentence. This 

change resulted in combining two different sentences without a punctuation mark. As a 

result, the feedback point on clause error 1 disappeared automatically and the computer 

did not provide any feedback on the sentences that were combined without a punctuation 

mark or conjunction. Figure 21 contains the feedback Songie received on the spelling 

error “more.” 

Advice: The word 'more.' is not in the Main or Personal Dictionary.  
Error Category:  MECHANICS  
Error Label:  Spelling errors  
Suggestions: more~morel~mores~moored~Ore.  
Explanation: Spelling 

(Since the rest of the explanation is standard, it is not included in this Figure) 
 

Figure 21. MY Editor feedback on missing spelling errors 3 in P1/D1 (Songie) 

 Songie did not correct the feedback point on clause error 2 because the feedback 

suggested was not usable. Also, it underlined the problem stating “this does not seem to 

be a complete sentence,” but it did not provide any suggestions at all. The sentence also 

included a different error (subject-verb agreement) other than the clause error flagged by 

the MY Access!® program.  

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Songie received four feedback points on focus 

and meaning from the MY Access!® program on his first draft including purpose, main 

idea, audience, and task in Draft 2. Except for the feedback on task, the remaining three 

feedback points were categorized as AES feedback that is not used because Songie did 

not make any changes in terms of purpose, main idea, and audience from Draft 2 to Draft 

3. The purpose and main idea were already provided in the first paragraph of the first 

prompt. Similarly, the audience was already determined in Draft 1. On the other hand, the 

revision on task was categorized as partial changes that might be based on the AES 

feedback because Songie added two more lines in one of the body paragraphs. He did not 

make further changes regarding task. 

Songie received five feedback points on content and development including 

planning, sensory details, details and main idea, quotes, and paragraph length.  The field 

notes revealed that Songie might have partially used the feedback on planning. He read 

the prompt and thought about it before he started writing. This thinking process could be 



 135

defined as brainstorming. However, he did not create an outline. Similarly, feedback on 

the main idea and sensory details were categorized as partial changes that might be based 

on the AES feedback. Songie added a couple of lines in one of the body paragraphs. 

Furthermore, since he added two more lines to a two-line-long body paragraph in Draft 3, 

this paragraph met the criteria for the paragraph length. For that reason, this revision was 

classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback.  Finally, Songie 

did not use any quotes in Draft 2 or Draft 3. 

 Songie received four feedback points on organization: introduction, conclusion, 

transitions, and order. He already wrote an introduction and conclusion paragraphs in 

Draft 1 and Draft 2, and he did not make any changes in those paragraphs Draft 3. 

Therefore, this feedback point was classified as AES feedback that is not used. He did not 

include any new transition words in Draft 3 so the feedback on transitions was classified 

was AES feedback that is not used as well. Finally, Songie already had an order of ideas 

and paragraphs in Draft 2, and he did not make any changes regarding order in Draft 3.  

Songie received three feedback points on language use and style including formal/ 

informal writing, word choice, and sentence structure. The feedback on formal/informal 

writing was classified as AES feedback that is not used because the reader addressed in 

Draft 1 remained the same through Draft 3. Songie used an informal style in his drafts. 

The feedback point on word choice suggested that he use sensory words to describe ideas 

and details, but not to use the same word and transition over and over again.  Songie did 

not use any sensory words, and repeated the word “pollution” 10 times in Draft 3. 

Therefore, the feedback on word choice was classified as AES feedback that is not used. 

On the other hand, Songie partially incorporated the feedback on sentence structure.  The 

majority of the sentences Songie used were short and simple sentences, and he used only 

a couple of complex sentences in Draft 3.    

As a result, Songie did not make many changes in terms of the five traits (focus 

and meaning, content and development, organization, and language use and style). He 

only added a couple of lines in one body paragraph. Songie’s main focus in Draft 2 was 

on mechanics and conventions. He received a total of 19 feedback points in Draft 2 on 

mechanics and conventions, and he incorporated 15 of them.  He was provided with four 

feedback points on subject-verb agreement in two different sentences in Draft 2. Since 
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one was dependent on the other one in each sentence, once Songie corrected one of the 

subject-verb errors, the computer automatically corrected the second one in the same 

sentence. For example, Songie received two feedback points on subject-verb agreement 

for the following sentence: 

Human health<Subject-verb agreement errors> get<Subject-verb agreement 

errors> bad. 

The first feedback point underlined the problem as “The word 'health' does not agree with 

'get'” and it did not suggest a direct correction. The second feedback point, on the other 

hand, underlined the problem as “Consider [gets] instead of 'get'” and suggested a direct 

correction as “gets” at the same time. Songie incorporated the second feedback point in 

draft 2, and the first feedback point disappeared in draft 3. Songie received a total of eight 

clause errors in Draft 2. While three of them were also in Draft 1, the rest were new.  

Songie corrected half of the clause errors in Draft 3.  

Songie received other mechanics and conventions feedback in Draft 2 as well 

including two feedback points on spelling, two on punctuation, three on missing articles, 

and one on comparative/superlative. Except for two of the missing article errors, he 

corrected all of them in Draft 3. He corrected one of the missing article errors 

successfully. He attempted to correct the other two, but MY Editor provided two or three 

options for correction, and he selected the wrong ones. Table 34 displays the changes 

Songie made in two sentences with missing articles. The errors and changes are shown in 

bold italic font. Figures 22 and 23 illustrate the feedback points Songie received from the 

MY Access!® program regarding the missing article errors in the two sentences in Table 

34.  

Table 34.   

The changes Songie made from D2 to D3 on missing articles using AES (MY Editor) 

feedback 

 

P1/D2 P1/D3 

 

We need to pay lot of money<Missing 

articles2> to health.  

 

We need to pay the lot of money to health.  

 

The ocean has problem<Missing articles3>.   

 

The ocean has the problem.   
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Advice: 
The expression 'lot of money' may require an article. Consider using [the 

lot of money] or [a lot of money] or add a word like 'this' or 'that'.  

Error Category:  USAGE  

Error Label:  Missing articles  

Suggestions: the lot of money~a lot of money  

Explanation: Missing Articles  

These rules flag the possible absence of an article or determiner before 

single count nouns, some plural nouns, nouns that require an article, and 

fixed expressions and proper nouns that require an article.  

Examples:  

Change: She used to be school teacher before she retired. 

To: She used to be a school teacher before she retired. 

 

Change: I ate apple for lunch. 

To: I ate an apple for lunch. 

Explanation: 

The Missing Article rule suggests adding an appropriate definite or 

indefinite article, such as a or an, or replacing the noun with a plural. 

 

Figure 22. MY Editor feedback on missing articles 2 in P1/D2 (Songie) 

 

Advice: 
The noun 'problem' usually requires an article. Replace with [the 

problem], [a problem], or [problems] or use a possessive like 'my'.  

Error Category:  USAGE  

Error Label:  Missing articles  

Suggestions: the problem~a problem~problems  

Explanation: Missing Articles  

(The explanation section is standard; therefore it is not included in this Figure) 

 

Figure 23. MY Editor feedback on missing articles 3 in P1/D2 (Songie) 

As Figure 21 shows that Songie received two options (“a” and “the”) for the first 

sentence, and he selected ‘the.’ Moreover, he received three options as feedback for the 

second sentence and once again he selected ‘the.’ He inserted incorrect articles to correct 

the missing article errors, and these changes were not captured by the computer. Songie 

received eight feedback points on clause errors in Draft 2, and he incorporated half of 

them into Draft 3. Two of these feedback points on clause errors were provided to him in 

Draft 1, and he corrected them in Draft 3. Songie tried to correct another clause error in 

Draft 2. The feedback point did not include any direct suggestions and pointed only out 

the problem: “This does not seem to be a complete sentence.” Songie had written 
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“Because of ship…” in the second draft of Prompt 1, and he changed it as “Because of 

ships flow poison…” in the third draft based on the AES (MY Editor) feedback.   

Although the MY Access!® program did not flag the revised sentence in Draft 3, the 

sentence remained incorrect.  

Prompt 2 (Visiting an interesting place) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Songie received four feedback points (purpose, 

main idea, audience, and task) on focus and meaning in Draft 1. Except for the feedback 

point on task, the rest (purpose, main idea, and audience) were classified as AES feedback 

that is not used. Songie did not use the feedback on purpose and main idea for the same 

reason as Prompt 1. That is, the first paragraph in Draft 1 and Draft 2 remained the same, 

and the purpose and the main idea were already stated in the first paragraph in Draft 1. 

Moreover, the audience was already established in Draft 1. Finally, Songie added three 

more paragraphs and a conclusion paragraph in Draft 2. Although he developed a multi-

paragraph essay, his focus on task was incomplete. The introduction paragraph pointed 

out different topics, but the text mainly discussed religion in the body paragraphs and the 

conclusion paragraph. Therefore, the revisions on task were classified as partial changes 

that might be based on the AES feedback.  

Songie was provided with five feedback points (planning, sensory details, details 

and main idea, quotes, and paragraph length) on content and development in Draft 1. 

Songie did not use an outline in Draft 2 and he had formed a type of outline in his 

notebook before he started his first draft. That is why this feedback was categorized as 

AES feedback that is not used. Similarly, the feedback points on sensory details and 

quotes were categorized as AES feedback that is not used because Songie did not include 

any sensory details or quotes in Draft 2. In order to support the main idea, Songie added 

three paragraphs in Draft 2. However, these paragraphs were quite short and they did not 

include many details. Moreover, they partially supported the main idea because the 

introduction paragraph included other topics as well. For that reason, the revisions made 

for details and main idea were classified as partial changes that might be based on the 

AES feedback. The revisions on paragraph length were categorized the same as the ones 

for details and main idea because two paragraphs were fewer than four lines and the other 

two were four lines long. 
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Songie received four feedback points on organization including introduction, 

conclusion, transitions, and order in Draft 1. Since Songie already had an introduction 

paragraph in Draft 1, this change was classified as AES feedback that is not used. The 

feedback points on conclusion and transitions were classified as partial changes that 

might be based on AES feedback because the conclusion paragraph did not include a 

relevant transition word in the first sentence such as in conclusion, to sum up, and so on. 

It included two transitions within the paragraph, i.e., “also” and “so.” Songie already had 

an order of ideas in Draft 1. That is, after writing a rich introduction paragraph, he wrote 

two three-sentence-long paragraphs. He added more sentences into these paragraphs in 

Draft 2 and Draft 3. Therefore, this revision was classified as AES feedback that is not 

used. 

Songie obtained three usable feedback points (formal/informal writing, word 

choice, and sentence structure) on language and use in Draft 1. He did not use the 

feedback point on formal/informal writing because the reader he addressed in Draft 1 and 

Draft 2 remained the same (informal writing). He did not use the AES feedback on word 

choice, either. For example, he did not use any sensory words in Draft 2, and he used the 

same pronoun (I) over and over again. Songie mainly used simple and short sentences, 

but there were a few examples of complex forms with “if clause” and “that clause” in 

Draft 2. The revision for sentence structure was classified as partial changes that might 

be based on the AES feedback.  

Songie received three feedback points (spelling, capitalization, and punctuation) 

on mechanics and conventions in Draft 1. He corrected the spelling and capitalization 

errors in Draft 2. The punctuation feedback suggested deleting the space between two 

words, and Songie did not use this feedback. 

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Songie received four feedback points (purpose, 

main idea, audience, and task) on focus and meaning in Draft 2. He did not use the 

feedback provided on purpose, main idea, and audience. First of all, the first paragraph in 

Draft 1, Draft 2, and Draft 3 remained the same, and the purpose and the main idea were 

already stated in the first paragraph in Draft 1. Second, the audience was already 

established in Draft 1. Finally, Songie did most of the tasks the prompt asked in Draft 3. 

He added more details in various body paragraphs, but the focus on task was still limited 
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because of the introduction paragraph included many topics and the body paragraphs and 

conclusion discussed only one of them. Thus, the revision on task was classified partial 

changes that might be based on the AES feedback. 

Songie was provided with five feedback points (planning, sensory details, quotes, 

paragraph length) on content and development in Draft 1. Songie did not use an outline in 

Draft 3 so this feedback was categorized as AES feedback that is not used. Similarly, the 

feedback points on sensory details and quotes were categorized as AES feedback that is 

not used because Songie did not include any sensory details or quotes in Draft 2. In order 

to support the main idea, Songie added one line in Paragraph 2 and two lines in 

Paragraph 3 in Draft 2. For that reason, the revisions for details and main idea were 

classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback. Although Songie 

added new lines in Draft 2, one paragraph did not meet the suggested paragraph length. 

Therefore, the revisions on paragraph length were categorized as partial changes that 

might be based on the AES feedback. 

Songie received four feedback points on organization including introduction, 

conclusion, transitions, and order in Draft 2. Since he did not make any changes in Draft 

3 in terms of organization, the feedback on organization was classified as AES feedback 

that is not used. 

Songie obtained three usable feedback points (formal/informal writing, word 

choice, and sentence structure) on language and use in Draft 2. He did not use the 

feedback point on formal/informal writing because the reader he addressed in Draft 1, 

Draft 2, and Draft 3 remained the same (informal writing). He did not use the AES 

feedback on word choice, either. Songie added a few short sentences and one complex 

sentence in Draft 3. Therefore, the revision on sentence structure was classified as partial 

changes that might be based on the AES feedback.  

Songie received a total of three feedback points on mechanics and conventions. 

One feedback point had already been suggested in Draft 1 and Songie ignored this 

feedback a second time. Songie received two spelling feedback points for the words 

“mousk” and “mosk” in D1. Songie was trying to write “mosque”; however, the correct 

word was not among four to nine suggestions the computer provided. Songie corrected 
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these errors successfully by using a bilingual dictionary. Figures 24 and 25 show the 

feedback Songie received on misspelled words “mousk” and “mosk.” 

Advice: The word 'mousk' is not in the Main or Personal Dictionary.  

Error Category:  MECHANICS  

Error Label:  Spelling errors  

Suggestions: mouse~mousy~mousse~musk  

Explanation: Spelling  

These rules flag words that are not found in the dictionary and suggest 

corrections. These rules also flag words not in common use that may 

nevertheless be appropriate in your field. 

 

 

Figure 24. MY Editor feedback on spelling error 1 in P2/D1 (Songie) 

 
 
Advice: 

The word 'mosk' is not in the Main or Personal Dictionary.  

Error Category:  MECHANICS  

Error Label:  Spelling errors  

Suggestions: mosaic~moss~mos.~most~mossy~mock~monk~mocks~monks  

Explanation: Spelling  

These rules flag words that are not found in the dictionary and suggest 

corrections. These rules also flag words not in common use that may 

nevertheless be appropriate in your field. 

 

 

Figure 25. MY Editor feedback on spelling error 2 in P2/D1 (Songie) 

Prompt 3 (Important Inventions) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Songie received four feedback points (purpose, 

main idea, audience, and task) on focus and meaning in Draft 1. He did not use the first 

three feedback points in Draft 2.  Since Songie’s introduction paragraph in Draft 1 was 

the same as that of in Draft 2, the feedback on both purpose and main idea were 

categorized as AES feedback that is not used. Moreover, he already had established his 

audience in Draft 1 and did not change it in Draft 2. Therefore, the feedback on audience 

was also classified as AES feedback that is not used. Songie had one introduction 

paragraph each consisted of one sentence. He added two to four lines in each paragraph 

and a conclusion paragraph in Draft 2. The essay was about the invention of the 

electricity and Songie’s points were the people could use electricity anytime and 

anywhere. These changes well-supported the main idea (but they needed better 

organization) so the revisions on task were classified as changes that might be based on 

the AES feedback. 
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Songie received five feedback points (planning, sensory details, details and main 

idea, quotes, and paragraph length) on content and development in Draft 1.  He already 

created a sort of outline in Draft 1 (taking notes in his notebook). Therefore, the feedback 

on planning was classified as AES feedback that is not used.  Similarly, the feedback 

point on sensory details was categorized as AES feedback that is not used because neither 

the existing paragraphs nor the new ones included any sensory details. Songie added two 

more body paragraphs and a conclusion paragraph that were aligned with the main idea in 

the introduction paragraph. For that reason, the revision regarding the main idea was 

categorized as changes that might be based on the AES feedback. Songie added four lines 

in Paragraph 2 and three lines in Paragraph 3. He also included two three-line-long body 

paragraphs (one body paragraph and one conclusion paragraph). These revisions were 

categorized as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback the changes on 

paragraph length partially met the suggested length. That is, the number of lines should 

range from four to eight in each of three paragraphs. Finally, since no quotes were found 

in Draft 2, this feedback was classified as AES feedback that is not used. 

 Songie received four feedback points (introduction, conclusion, transitions, and 

order) on organization. He had already written an introduction paragraph in Draft 1, and 

he did not make any changes in that paragraph in Draft 2. Therefore, this feedback point 

was classified as AES feedback that is not used. Songie included a conclusion paragraph 

in Draft 2, and this feedback point was categorized as changes that might be based on the 

AES feedback.  He did not use any new transition words in the existing paragraph 

(introduction) and two body paragraphs (Paragraphs 3 and 4).  He used one transition 

word (in fact) in Paragraph 2 and another one (in conclusion) in the conclusion 

paragraph.  As a result, the feedback point on transitions was classified as partial changes 

that might be based on the AES feedback. Songie added two more body paragraphs and a 

conclusion paragraph that aligned with the introduction paragraph in Draft 2. However, 

he had already established the order partially with two one-sentence-long body 

paragraphs in Draft 1. Moreover, since two body paragraphs were discussing the same 

point (i.e., using the electricity anytime and anywhere), they should have been combined. 

Therefore, the revision on order was categorized as partial changes that might be based 

on the AES feedback.   
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Songie received three feedback points (formal/informal writing, word choice, and 

sentence structure) on language use and style. The feedback on formal/informal writing 

was classified as AES feedback that is not used because he used the same writing style 

(informal) both in Drafts 1 and 2. The reader addressed in Draft 1 and Draft 2 remained 

the same as well. Songie used the same pronoun (we) frequently. He did not use a variety 

of sentence structures in Draft 1. For example, he used the same sentences in the 

introduction paragraph and at the beginning of two body paragraphs: 

We can work anywhere. We can enjoy at night (introduction paragraph) 

We can work anywhere (body paragraph 3). 

We can enjoy at night (body paragraph 4). 

He mainly used short and simple sentences. He even divided one complex sentence into 

two short sentences incorrectly: 

Because before we have electric light. We have to sleep at night (body paragraph 2). 

But if you abuse it. It can hurt you and me (conclusion paragraph) 

As a result, the feedback on language use and style was classified as AES feedback that is 

not used. 

Songie received a total of 11 feedback points on mechanics and conventions. He 

received one feedback point on missing article, one on punctuation, one on misused 

words, and four on subject-verb agreement errors in Draft 1. Once again, when he used 

one of the feedback points on subject-verb agreement assigned to the same sentence, the 

other feedback point disappeared automatically in Draft 2. As a result, Songie used two 

out of four feedback points on subject-verb agreement errors. He also received one 

feedback point on clause errors in Draft 1. As it happened in the previous drafts, when he 

corrected other errors in the sentence (punctuation and spelling), the feedback on the 

clause error automatically disappeared in Draft 2.  While the clause error and the spelling 

error were corrected successfully, the correction of punctuation error based on the 

feedback suggested by the MY Access!® program resulted in a run-on sentence. That is, 

the program suggested using a comma (,) both before and after “etc.” When Songie 

incorporated this feedback into Draft 3, two sentences combined and became one 

grammatically incorrect sentence. Table 35 displays the sentence with the clause error 

before and after the changes. The feedback and revisions are shown in bold italic font. 

Figure 26 shows the punctuation feedback on “etc.”  
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Table 35.  

The changes Songie made from D1 to D2 on missing articles using AES (MY Editor) 

feedback 

 

P3/D1 P3/D2 

 

For<Clause errors> example, Electricity, 

Airplain<Spelling errors>, lamp, telephone 

and paper etc.<Punctuation errors>  

I will tell about a lamp. 

 

For example, Electricity, Airplane, lamp, 

telephone and paper etc., I will tell about a 

lamp.  

 

Advice: 
Punctuation. The abbreviation 'etc.' is not set off by the correct 

punctuation. Revise the punctuation or use [paper, etc.,] instead.  

Error Category:  MECHANICS  

Error Label:  Punctuation errors  

Suggestions: paper, etc.,  

Explanation: Punctuation errors  
(Since the explanation section is standard for punctuation errors, it is not 

included here) 

 

Figure 26. Punctuation errors MY Editor provided in P3/D1 (Songie) 

Songie received three feedback points on spelling, and he corrected two of them 

(Airplain/Airplane; influence/influence). The remaining spelling error stayed as it was in 

Draft 3 since it was not incorrect in the first place. The computer flagged the proper name 

“Edison” as incorrect. He successfully incorporated the feedback on misused words in 

Draft 2 based on the feedback from the MY Access!® program. 

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Songie received four feedback points (purpose, 

main idea, audience, and task) on focus and meaning in Draft 2. Since Songie’s 

introduction paragraph in Draft 1 and Draft 2 was the same as his introduction paragraph 

in Draft 3, the feedback on both purpose and main idea were categorized as AES feedback 

that is not used. Moreover, he already had established his audience in Draft 1 and did not 

change it in Draft 2 or Draft 3. Therefore, the feedback on audience was also classified as 

AES feedback that is not used. Songie added two more lines in all body paragraphs, but 

he deleted two lines the conclusion paragraph. These revisions were classified as partial 

changes that might be based on the AES feedback. 

Songie received five feedback points (planning, sensory details, details and main 

idea, quotes, and paragraph length) on content and development in Draft 2.  Songie had 

already used a sort of outline in Draft 1. Therefore, this revision was categorized as AES 
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feedback that is not used.  Similarly, feedback on sensory details was categorized as AES 

feedback that is not used because the first paragraph remained the same from Draft 1 to 

Draft 2. Moreover, the body paragraphs did not include any sensory details in Draft 3. 

Songie added two lines in each body paragraph, but he deleted two lines from the 

conclusion paragraph. Also, he had one incomplete sentence in the conclusion paragraph. 

The reason might be that while Songie was revising the conclusion paragraph, the time to 

submit essay was up (the time was set automatically on the MY Access!® program). The 

revisions regarding the main idea were categorized as partial changes that might be 

based on the AES feedback. The feedback on paragraph length was categorized as partial 

changes that might be based on the AES feedback because of the same reason. Finally, 

since no quotes were found in Draft 3, this feedback was classified as AES feedback that 

is not used. 

 Songie received four feedback points (introduction, conclusion, transitions, and 

order) on organization. He already wrote an introduction paragraph in Draft 1 and he did 

not make any changes in that paragraph in Draft 2. Therefore, this feedback point was 

classified as AES feedback that is not used. Songie already had a conclusion paragraph in 

Draft 2, but he deleted two lines and it became one-sentence-long. This feedback point 

was categorized as AES feedback that is not used as well. He added there transition words 

(first, second, and finally) at the beginning of each body paragraph in Draft 3. He already 

had “in conclusion” at the beginning of the conclusion paragraph in Draft 2.  As a result, 

the revisions on transitions were classified as changes that might be based on AES 

feedback. Songie added three transition words at the beginning of each body paragraph to 

emphasize order. Therefore, the revision on order was categorized as changes that might 

be based on AES feedback.   

Songie received three feedback points (formal/informal writing, word choice, and 

sentence structure) on language use and style. The feedback on formal/informal writing 

was classified as AES feedback that is not used because he already used the same writing 

style (informal) both in Draft 1 and Draft 2. The reader addressed from Draft 1 to Draft 3 

remained the same. Songie used the same word (time) repeatedly in Paragraph 4. He did 

not make any changes in the sentence structure in Draft 3. The feedback on word choice 

and sentence structure was classified as AES feedback that is not used.  
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Songie received a total of 16 feedback points in Draft 2. He only used five of 

them including feedback points on pronoun errors/ESL (2), missing articles (1), clause 

errors (1), and preposition errors (1) in draft 3. Songie received one feedback point on 

preposition errors in Draft 2. He tried to incorporate the feedback into Draft 3, but he was 

not successful because the computer provided unclear feedback. Songie used the wrong 

preposition in the following sentence: “We can enjoy<Pronoun errors (ESL)> with my 

family during<Preposition errors (1)> night time.”  The MY Access!® program 

suggested using “since” or “for” instead of “during,” which was not correct.  Figure 27 

below illustrates the feedback Songie received on preposition errors. 

 

Advice: 
Depending on your meaning, it might be better to use [since] or [for] 

instead of 'during'.  
Error Category:  USAGE  
Error Label:  Preposition errors (1)  
Suggestions: since~for  
Explanation: Preposition Errors 

These rules flag sentences that use the wrong preposition. 

Examples:  

Change: The students studied on the library. 

 

To: The students studied in the library. 

Change: There are two things wrong of that speech. 

To: There are two things wrong with that speech. 

 

Explanation: 

Prepositions are used to show relationships between nouns and pronouns 

and other words of a sentence. 

Because prepositions show relationships, sometimes the wrong one can 

be used. It is hard to know when that happens, but practicing speaking 

and writing English will make it clear.  

 

 

Figure 27. MY Editor feedback on preposition errors (1) (Songie, P3/D2)  

Songie received three feedback points on pronoun errors/ESL, and he used two of 

them in Draft 3. Table 36 shows the changes Songie made from Draft 2 to Draft 3 based 

on the MY Access!® feedback he received on pronoun errors/ESL. The related feedback 

and revisions are shown in bold italic font. The feedback suggested and the name of the 

feedback point did not seem to be related, as can be seen in Figure 28 for the feedback 

point on pronoun errors/ESL.  
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Table 36.  

The changes Songie made from D2 to D3 for pronoun errors using AES (MY Editor) 

feedback 

 

P3/D2 P3/D3 

 

We can enjoy<Pronoun errors (ESL)1> at 

night. 

We can enjoy<Pronoun errors (ESL)1> at 

night. 

We can enjoy<Pronoun errors (ESL)1> at 

night. 

We can enjoy time at night. 

 

We can enjoy<Pronoun errors (ESL)3> with 

my family during<Preposition errors (1)> night 

time.   

We can enjoy time with my family 

during<Preposition errors (1)> night time.   

 

 

Advice: 

The verb 'enjoy' requires an object or a word ending in '-ing'. Revise your 

sentence as needed.  

 
Error Category:  USAGE  
Error Label:  Pronoun errors (ESL)  
Suggestions:  
Explanation: Pronoun Case Error 

The grammar checker flags incorrect pronouns.  

Examples:  

Change: My brother and me play soccer. 

To: My brother and I play soccer. 

Change: Our teacher gave my friend and I hall passes. 

To: Our teacher gave my friend and me hall passes. 

Change: He is a friend of me. 

To: He is a friend of mine. 

 

Explanation: 

The form a pronoun should be depends on where in the sentence the 

pronoun occurs.  

Subject- tells who did the verb's action I, you, he/she/it, we, they 

Object- tells who or what received the verb's action me, you, him/her/it, 

us, them 

Possessive (adjective)- tells the owner mine, your, his/her/its, our, their 

Possessive pronoun- tells whose something is mine, yours, his/hers/its, 

ours, theirs  

Reflexive- refers back to the subject myself, yourself, 

himself/herself/itself, ourselves, themselves 

If there is a sequence of nouns, separate the pronoun out. Test the 

sentence with just the pronoun to decide which case to use.  

 

 

Figure 28. MY Editor feedback on pronoun errors (ESL) 1, 2, & 3 (Songie, P3/D2) 

Songie received five feedback points on clause errors in Draft 2 and he used one 

of them in Draft 3. However, the change he made did not correct the sentence. In Draft 2, 
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Songie wrote the following sentences: “We can work anywhere. For example, under the 

sea, sky, under ground, in the universe and house,” and the MY Access!® program 

flagged the second sentence. It pointed out that “this sentence does not seem to be a 

complete sentence,” but it did not provide any correction suggestions. Songie changed the 

sentence based on this feedback, and he added “there are.” The sentence became “We can 

work anywhere. For example, there are under the sea, sky, under ground, in the universe 

and house”. Although the grammar remained incorrect, the MY Access!® program did 

not flag this sentence as problematic.  Songie received another feedback point on clause 

errors in Draft 2, but he did not use it. He started a sentence with “but” in Draft 2, and the 

MY Access!® program suggested that he should avoid starting a sentence with “but.” 

Songie deleted “but” in Draft 3 to solve the problem. 

Songie received two indirect feedback points on spelling errors. The MY 

Access!® program did not provide any suggestions for the misspelled words “optained” 

and “imformaion” stating that these words were not included in the Main or Personal 

dictionary. Songie did not correct these spelling errors in Draft 3. 

Finally, Songie received one feedback point on missing articles from the MY 

Access!® program in Draft 2. However, when he incorporated this feedback point into 

Draft 3, the sentence was flagged for a clause error. This was quite unexpected because 

the sentence had only one error (missing articles) in Draft 2, i.e., “In conclusion, 

invention of electric light help<Missing articles> people more com potable and better,” 

and when the feedback point that was suggested by the MY Access!® program was 

incorporated, the missing article problem was corrected, but a new feedback point 

appeared, i.e., “In <Clause errors>conclusion, the invention of electric light help people 

more com potable and better.” 

Prompt 4 (A Special Day) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Songie did not receive any MY Tutor feedback 

(focus and meaning, content and development, organization, and language use and style) 

on the first draft since his essay was evaluated as off topic by the computer. However, he 

received MY Editor feedback on mechanics and conventions. Songie made some changes 

in Draft 2 that were not based on the AES feedback. He added four lines to the first body 

paragraph and four lines to the second body paragraph in Draft 2. He also added two new 
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paragraphs (one body and one conclusion paragraph) in Draft 2. He changed the order of 

two paragraphs in Draft 2.  These changes on content and development and organization 

were classified as changes that are not based on the AES feedback. 

Songie received a total of 11 feedback points on mechanics and conventions in 

the first draft of the fourth prompt. He successfully incorporated one feedback point he 

received on capitalization and two feedback points on subject-verb agreement from Draft 

1 to Draft 2. He deleted two formatting errors instead of correcting them. He received 

two feedback points on punctuation. The location of the feedback on punctuation error 1 

and its content looked quite confusing. The feedback made a suggestion about 

parenthesis, but there was no parenthesis right where the feedback was provided. Songie 

did not make any changes regarding this error in Draft 1, and the computer corrected the 

error automatically in Draft 2. Similarly, the feedback point on punctuation error 2 was 

not quite appropriate. MY Editor suggested that the student not use a comma (,) along 

with period (.) when using “e.g.” However, according to the APA manual, one should use 

a comma after “e.g.” Songie incorporated the spelling feedback regarding “e.g.” in Draft 

2. That is, he deleted the comma (,) after the period (.). However, the MY Access!® 

program continued flagging that abbreviation. The problematic sentence and the related 

feedback (shown in bold italic font) on Punctuation Errors 1 and spelling errors are 

shown below along with Figures 29 and 30, which display the feedback Songie read 

when he clicked on the feedback links on the MY Editor window. 

What is a special day in my life?  After graduate the University, I went to the 

army.  Korean<Punctuation errors1> man<Subject-verb agreement errors1> 

have<Subject-verb agreement errors2> to go military(e.g<Spelling errors>.,<Punctuation 

errors2> Army, Navy, Air force).   

Songie received one feedback point from the MY Access!® program on similar 

words in Draft 2, but he ignored it. He used the word “officer,” but the MY Editor 

suggested he use the word “official” instead of “officer,” claiming that he might have 

confused the word “officer” (rank in the army or police) with “official” (person with 

responsibilities). However, Songie was specifically writing about his military experience 

and he had used the word “officer” correctly in the right context.  
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Advice: Consider a left parenthesis instead of a right parenthesis.  
Error Category:  MECHANICS  
Error Label:  Punctuation errors  
Suggestions:  
Explanation: Punctuation errors  

These rules flag words that are not found in the dictionary and suggest 

corrections. These rules also flag words not in common use that may 

nevertheless be appropriate in your field. 
(Since the explanation section is standard for punctuation errors, it is not 

included here) 

 

Figure 29. MY Editor feedback on punctuation error 1 (Songie, P4/D1) 

 
Advice: Punctuation. Consider using [.] or [,] but not both.  
Error Category:  MECHANICS  
Error Label:  Punctuation errors  

Suggestions: 

.~,  

These rules flag words that are not found in the dictionary and suggest 

corrections. These rules also flag words not in common use that may 

nevertheless be appropriate in your field. 
(Since the explanation section is standard for punctuation errors, it is not 

included here) 

 

Figure 30. MY Editor feedback on punctuation error 2 (Songie, P4/D1) 

 

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Songie received four feedback points (purpose, 

main idea, audience and task) on focus and meaning from the MY Access!® program on 

his second draft. Since he did not use the first three feedback points in Draft 3, the 

revisions on purpose, main idea, and audience were classified as AES feedback that is not 

used.  Songie used the AES feedback he received on task and the revisions on task were 

classified as changes that might be based on the AES feedback. Table 37 provides more 

information related to this. 

Songie received five feedback points on content and development including plot, 

setting, characters, and conflict in Draft 2.  He did not use the feedback on setting, 

characters, and setting in Draft 3. However, he added details in Draft 3, which made the 

story look more complete. While the feedback on plot was categorized as partial changes 

that might be based on the AES feedback, the revisions of the remaining feedback points 

were classified as AES feedback that is not used. Table 38 contains more information 

about this feedback 
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Table 37.  

The changes Songie made in P4/D3 based on the AES feedback for focus and meaning 

 

AES (MY Tutor) feedback on focus and meaning 

(P4/D2) 

Revisions on focus and meaning (P4/D3) 

Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response to this 

assignment was rated a 4 for focus. Focus relates to your 

ability to present a consistent, unified message and stay on 

topic.  

Your focus is adequate. Typically, a response at this level 

gives a fairly clear statement of purpose and wanders only 

slightly from the topic.  

Your focus is adequate. This means you have been able to 

establish a main/controlling idea, and you understand that 

you need to be telling a story with a beginning, middle and 

an end. Songie, here are suggestions to help you tell the 

story in a way that is clear, interesting and captures the 

reader’s attention.  

No change was made because this section 

was about informing Songie about his score 

and stating a problem. 

Purpose: The purpose of your writing will be to tell the 

reader a story about the prompt using a plot, setting and 

characters. Telling your story with an interesting plot, a 

clear setting and realistic characters helps make the writing 

more effective.  

The introduction paragraph in Draft 1 was the 

same as his introduction paragraph in Draft 2 

and Draft 3. In other words, the purpose was 

already established. 

Main Idea (Controlling Idea): The main idea is what 

your story is about. Think of your writing as a "snapshot" 

of an event and write only the details of that event. For 

example, if you are writing about a favorite birthday party 

choose one event at the party to write about. "As my mom 

lit all eleven candles on my chocolate birthday cake, my 

friends began to sing. I took a deep breath and was just 

ready to exhale when..." Focusing on just one idea helps 

keep the detail specific.  

Use the Focus Checklist in the prewriting phase to write 

down your main/controlling idea. It will also help to 

brainstorm a list of specific details, like names and places 

that will help you relate your idea to your audience.  

Once you finish the list, read through it and make sure that 

all the details you have included relate to your special 

event. Cross out any details which do not deal with the 

main story you wish to write. This is important if you want 

to have control of your story. 

The introduction paragraph in Draft 1 was the 

same as his introduction paragraph in Draft 2 

and Draft 3. In other words, the main idea 

was already established. 

Audience: Know the audience of your narrative writing. 

Are you writing the story to entertain your friends, or 

relate a time to an adult?  

The audience in Draft 1, Draft 2, and Draft 3 

was the same. 

Task: Reread the prompt and make sure that all the tasks 

of the prompt are being addressed.  

 

Songie had already narrated what happened 

to him on a special day and he described why 

it was special in draft 1.  He added more 

details into draft 3. He included two 

sentences in the second body paragraph, three 

sentences in the third body paragraph, and 5 

sentences in the conclusion paragraph. These 

details increased the focus and meaning.  
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Table 38.  

The changes Songie made in P4/D3 based on the AES feedback for content and 

development 

 

AES (MY Tutor) feedback on content and development (P4/D2) 

 

Revisions on content and 

development (P4/D3) 

Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response was rated a 4 for 

content and development. Development has to do with your ability 

to provide details or examples that support your main idea.  

 

Your development is adequate. A response at this level shows an 

adequate development of ideas, with some details or examples to 

support the main point.  

Your development is adequate. This means that at this point in your 

writing, you are able to do a fine job telling a story that has a plot, a 

setting and characters. Now you need to be more specific about what 

is going on in your story by using precise details that help the reader 

picture what is happening. Developing these parts of your essay will 

put you on the track to better writing. Songie, to improve your 

writing, here are some ideas you should keep in mind: 

 

No change was made because this 

section was about informing 

Songie about his score and stating 

a problem. 

Plot: The PLOT is what is happening in your story and you have 

written an interesting plot. It is important to keep the plot to one 

simple time or idea and then develop that idea with plenty of detail. 

Thinking of your plot (idea) as a simple snapshot of the moment you 

are writing about will help keep your detail to that one point. See if 

you can add more specific details to any part of your plot to add to the 

interest of the story. 

 

Songie had already developed his 

plot in Draft 2. He added more 

details in Draft 3. 

Setting: The SETTING is when and where your story is taking place. 

Using specific details and name helps the reader visual the place you 

are writing about. Don’t just simply say, I went to the park., say 

Earlier this morning, I took a walk to Jefferson Park, where the oak 

trees stand like nature’s green skyscrapers. 

Songie had already provided 

details regarding setting in Draft 

2. 

Characters: The CHARACTERS of your story are the people you 

are writing about in your narrative essay, which often includes 

yourself. Bring these characters to life for your reader. Give them 

names. Gives them physical traits. Give them personalities. Wherever 

possible, have your characters interact with each other using 

DIALOGUE. Instead of just saying, The little girl waved to me., you 

might try, Annie, the little red-haired girl who lives down the street, 

waved wildly at me shouting, "Tommy, Tommy look at me riding my 

new bike!" Dialogue gives you that chance to have to personality of 

the character really show through. 

Songie had already introduced the 

characters in Draft 2. He did not 

any dialogs in his drafts. 

Conflict: Don’t forget that most good stories always have a 

CONFLICT or a problem that needs to be resolved. This adds to the 

suspense of the story. If there is no conflict or problem then you need 

to focus of the emotions of the characters as your source of 

excitement. See if you can create a more suspenseful moment in your 

story by creating those cliffhangers that lead up to the climax of the 

story. 

He already had a conflict in Draft 

2. He added more details about his 

emotions in Draft 3. 

Remember,to show the reader what you are trying to say, not just tell 

them. Create an image in his/her mind by using precise words.  

This section provides a reminder. 

It does not suggest any changes. 
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Songie received four feedback points on organization: introduction, transitions, 

and conclusion in Draft 2. Except for the feedback point on conclusion, Songie did not 

use the feedback suggested on transitions and conclusion. While the feedback on 

conclusion was classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback, 

the feedback on introduction and transitions were classified as AES feedback that is not 

used (see Table 39 for more information).  

Table 39.  

The changes Songie made in P4/D3 based on the AES feedback on organization 

 

AES (MY Tutor) feedback on organization (P4/D2) 

 

Revisions on organization (P4/D3) 

 
Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response to this 

assignment was rated a 4 for organization. Organization 

relates to your ability to present your ideas in a logical and 

ordered fashion.  

 

Your organization is adequate. Typically, a response at this 

level shows an appropriate organizational structure with an 

apparent pattern of ideas presented in a logical order.  

Songie, you are on the right track by telling what your story is 

going to be about. You are on the right track telling what your 

story is going to be about and telling it in an order that makes 

sense to the reader. Now you need to add specific details to 

your story to keep the story flowing and interesting. 

 

Songie, with some attention to the following ideas, you can 

make your organization much better.  

 

No change was made because this section 

was about informing Songie about his 

score and stating a problem. 

Introduction: Catch your reader’s attention at the beginning 

of your writing by stating the main idea of your story in a 

more interesting or clever way. Don’t just say, On my ninth 

birthday, I went to a hockey game. Say it differently. There I 

was, Tommy Jones, sitting in a third row seat at Madison 

Square Garden watching a Rangers vs. Devils hockey game. It 

was December 3rd, my ninth birthday, and that was my gift 

from my dad. 

Introduce your characters at the beginning of your story.Tell 

the time and place (setting) of your story in the introduction. 

Songie had written his introduction in 

Draft 1. He added one sentence at the end 

on the introduction paragraph in Draft 3: 

“I will explain the story and emotions.” 

However, this revision does not reflect 

the suggestion on the left. 

 

 

 

Songie had already introduced the 

characters and place in Draft 1. 

Transitions: Reread your story to make sure that it flows in a 

logical order. This is the order of occurrence of the events of 

your story. Transition words like first, next, then and finally 

help keep an order to your thoughts. 

Songie did not include any transitions in 

Draft 3. 

Conclusion: Reread the closing of your story. Don’t leave 

your reader "hanging." Make sure he/she knows how the story 

ends. 

Songie already had a conclusion 

paragraph in Draft 2. However, he added 

more details (5 sentences) in Draft 3. 
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Songie received three feedback points on language use and style including formal/ 

informal writing, word choice, and sentence structure in Draft 2, and he did not use any 

of them in Draft 3. This is outlined in Table 40. 

Table 40.  

The changes Songie made in P4/D3 based on the AES feedback for language use and 

style 

 

AES (MY Tutor) feedback on language use and style  

(P4/D2) 

Revisions on language use and style 

(P4/D3) 
Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response to this assignment 

was rated a 4 for language use and style. Language use relates to 

the decisions you make as a writer to create "style" in your writing. 

Style is created through sentence variety, word choice and usage,  

 

Your language use and style is adequate. Typically, a response at 

this level is readable, but shows errors in sentence style, usage and 

word choice.  

Songie, you have an adequate sense of style and language use. As 

you revise, think of the following ideas to make your writing 

smoother and clearer. Read your writing out loud so you can hear 

the flow of your writing; often, reading what you wrote will help 

you find areas to improve the smoothness and your writing will be 

easier to read.  

No change was made because this section 

was about informing Songie about his 

score and stating a problem. 

Formal/Informal Writing: Think about your purpose and 

audience; are you writing to someone you know, informal, or are 

you writing to someone you don't know, formal? How you use 

words and sentences depend on if you are doing formal or informal 

writing.  

The reader addressed in Draft 2 is the same as 

the reader addressed in Draft 3.  

 

 

Word Choice: Choose your words carefully. Remember, the right 

words communicate a message to your reader and give the writing a 

personality. 

• Use sensory words to describe ideas and details.  

• Use exact and specific words.  

• Try not to use the same word over and over.  

• Try not to repeat the same transition over and over.  

Songie had already used sensory words (e.g., 

amazed, strict, feel, no good, afraid, and cozy) 

to express his feelings in Draft 2. 

 

He used the same pronoun (I) over and over. 

 

He used very few transition words in Draft 2 

and he did not any new ones in Draft 3. 

Sentence Structure: Pay attention to the structure of your 

sentences.  

1. Use a variety of sentences with different lengths. Mix 

small sentences with longer sentences. Be careful working 

with longer sentences, make sure they don't ramble.  

2. Use a variety of sentence structures. Mix simple, 

compound, and complex sentences.  

Use a variety of sentence beginnings. Look at the first couple of 

words in each sentence; are they the same words? Are they the same 

type of structure? Do you use both transitional words and phrases?  

Songie mainly used short and simple sentences. 

He used a few complex sentences. He mostly 

used declarative form, but there was one 

example of interrogative and one example of 

imperative forms. 

 

He formed the body paragraphs incorrectly.  For 

example, Paragraph 2 and 3 should have been 

combined. The first sentence of Paragraph 3 

was “We are accepted”. He had the same 

problem with Paragraph 3 and Paragraph 4. The 

first sentence of Paragraph 4 was “I was very 

excited.”  

Remember, style in writing is like style in clothing. Everyone has a 

unique style, and the style you choose defines how others perceive 

you. The choices you make while getting dressed in the morning are 

like the choices in words you make while writing. They both 

convey an image to an audience.  

This section provides hints regarding language 

use and style. It does not suggest any changes. 
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Songie received mechanics and conventions feedback from two different sources: 

MY Tutor and MY Editor. Since MY Tutor feedback on mechanics and conventions 

stated the problem and provided some hints, but it did not suggest any changes, it referred 

Songie to view MY Editor feedback for detailed feedback. Table 41 below displays the 

MY Tutor feedback on mechanics and conventions.  

Table 41.  

The AES (MY Tutor) feedback Songie received in P4/D3 on mechanics and conventions 

 

MY Tutor feedback on mechanics and conventions 

(P4/D2) 

 

Revisions on mechanics and 

conventions (P4/D3) 

Hyosok, on a scale of one to six, your response was 

rated a 4 for mechanics. Mechanics has to do with 

your ability to apply the rules of standard American 

English, including grammar, capitalization, 

punctuation, and spelling.  

 

This section explained the score Songie 

received on mechanics and 

conventions. It did not suggest any 

changes 

Your use of mechanics is satisfactory. A response at 

this level may contain a few errors in grammar, 

mechanics, punctuation, and spelling.  

Hyosok,good use of mechanics will improve the 

readability and accuracy of your writing. 

• The better the mechanics the easier it will be 

for the reader to enjoy and understand our 

writing.  

• Proofread your essay carefully.  

• You might want to read your writing out loud 

(to yourself).  

• When we read our writing out loud, we can 

find many of our mistakes in mechanics, and 

then we can edit to ensure that the final copy 

of our writing is accurate and easy to follow.  

• Click on the My Editor button for in-depth 

analysis and feedback on your mechanics, 

grammar, usage, punctuation, and spelling.  

 

No changes were suggested. 

 

This section provided hints regarding 

mechanics and conventions. It does not 

suggest any changes. 

 

Songie was directed to MY Editor for 

in-depth feedback on mechanics and 

conventions, 

 

Songie received a total of 11 feedback points on mechanics and conventions from 

MY Editor in Draft 2. Songie did not address the similar words feedback in Draft 2 

(“officer” vs. “official” suggestion). He ignored the spelling feedback regarding the use 

of “e.g.” in draft 3 as well. He corrected a spelling error, which was about spacing. He 

had written two words next to one another in Draft 2 and put a space between them in 
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Draft 3 based on the MY Access!® feedback. He received one more spelling feedback 

point on the following sentence: “Korean men have to go military(e.g<Spelling 

errors1>.” Since Songie failed to provide a space between the word “military,” the left 

parenthesis, and the abbreviation “e.g.”, the MY Access!® program evaluated it as one 

word and flagged it as misspelled word. This error was basically a spacing issue, and 

Songie did not incorporate it into Draft 3. Figure 31 shows the related feedback provided 

by the MY Access!® program. 

 
Advice: The word 'military(e.g' is not in the Main or Personal Dictionary.  
Error Category:  MECHANICS  
Error Label:  Spelling errors  
Suggestions:  
Explanation: Spelling  

(The explanation section is standard; therefore it is not included in this Figure) 

 

Figure 31. MY Editor feedback on spelling error in P4/D2 (Songie) 

 Songie ignored the three feedback points on spelling because they were proper nouns 

(i.e., Ye-su, Jeun-Ju, and Youn-chun). He received three feedback points on clause errors 

in Draft 2 and he did not address any of them in Draft 3. He incorporated the two 

feedback points on capitalization errors in Draft 3 (i.e., korea/ Korea and korean/ 

Korean). 

Prompt 5 (To Change a Day in Your Life) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Songie received three feedback points (purpose, 

control, and task) on focus and meaning from the MY Access!® program on his first 

draft. He did not the first two feedback points in Draft 2.  Since Songie’s introduction 

paragraph in Draft 1 was the same as his introduction paragraph in Draft 2, the feedback 

on purpose was categorized as AES feedback that is not used. When he wrote the 

introduction paragraph in Draft 1, he did not specify the purpose in the introduction 

paragraph. The audience was left with curiosity, and this made the story interesting. Field 

notes and interview notes revealed that Songie did not use any graphic organizers to 

organize his ideas. Therefore, the feedback on control was also classified as AES 

feedback that is not used. Songie used the AES feedback he received on task. He added 

one more body paragraph and a conclusion paragraph in Draft 2. This revision was 

classified as changes that might be based on the AES feedback. 
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Songie received five feedback points on content and development including 

graphic organizer, plot, setting, dialog, and conflict.  As mentioned above, Songie did not 

use a graphic organizer. He already focused on one time and event. He already had one 

introduction and two body paragraphs in Draft 1, but he added two more paragraphs (one 

body and one conclusion) to develop the plot. These changes were classified as partial 

changes that might be based on the AES feedback. 

Moreover, he had already introduced the idea in the first two paragraphs in Draft 

1, and he did not make any changes in these paragraphs in Draft 2. That is why the 

revision on plot was classified as AES feedback that is not used. Similarly, Songie had 

already described the setting in Paragraph 2 in Draft 1. The feedback on setting was also 

classified as AES feedback that is not used. Songie focused on a problem and described 

the consequences of his decision in the body paragraphs. Then, he summarized the events 

in the conclusion paragraph. This revision on conflict was categorized as changes that 

might be based on AES feedback. Finally, Songie did not use any dialog in Draft 2 and 

this feedback was classified as AES feedback that is not used. 

Songie received four feedback points on organization: graphic organizer, 

introduction (characters and setting), transitions, and conclusion. Songie did not use a 

graphic organizer in his draft. He had already written an introduction paragraph in Draft 

1, and he did not make any changes in that paragraph in Draft 2 except for the correction 

of a few mechanical errors. Therefore, this feedback point was classified as AES feedback 

that is not used. Songie did not include any new transition words in the existing two 

paragraphs and used two transition words (i.e., in conclusion, so) in the conclusion 

paragraph. As a result, the feedback point on transitions was classified as partial changes 

that might be based on the AES feedback. Songie included a conclusion paragraph in 

Draft 2 and the feedback point on conclusion was categorized as changes that might be 

based on the AES feedback.  

Songie received three feedback points on language use and style including formal/ 

informal writing, word choice, and sentence structure. The feedback on formal/informal 

writing was classified as AES feedback that is not used because the reader addressed in 

Draft 1 and the reader addressed in Draft 2 remained the same. Songie used an informal 

style in both drafts. Songie used sensory words such as sorry, though, hard, and happy. 
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These revisions were classified as changes that might be based on AES feedback. Songie 

used a variety of sentence structures in Draft 2. He used three interrogative sentences, but 

he copied these sentences from the prompt description. He also used six complex 

sentences with “if clause” and “that clause” in Draft 2. The revisions on sentence 

structure were classified as partial changes based on AES feedback. 

Songie received a total of 18 feedback points on mechanics and conventions in 

Draft 1. He did not use the feedback he received on missing articles. Furthermore, he did 

not make any changes based on the feedback he received on one of the preposition errors 

because the feedback provided was not appropriate. Songie received the feedback 

displayed in Figure 32 for the following sentence: “Imagine you are given the 

opportunity to change a single day in<Preposition errors (1)1> your life”  

 

Advice: 
After 'change', the use of 'in' may be incorrect. Consider using [to] or 

[into] instead.  

Error Category:  USAGE  

Error Label:  Preposition errors (1)  

Suggestions: to~into  

Explanation: Preposition Errors  

(The explanation section is standard; therefore it is not included in this Figure) 

 

Figure 32. MY Editor feedback on preposition errors (Songie, P5/D1) 

On the other hand, Songie successfully incorporated the preposition feedback 

suggested by the MY Access!® program. See Table 42 below for the error, related 

feedback, and revisions done (shown in bold italic font). 

Table 42.  

The changes Songie made from D2 to D3 for preposition errors using AES (MY Editor) 

feedback 

 

P5/D1 P5/D2 

 

My parants<Spelling errors7> paid for the 

University payment during<Preposition errors 

(1)2> four years. 

 

My parents paid for the University payment for 

four years. 

 

Songie received three feedback points on clause errors in Draft 1, and he 

incorporated all of them in Draft 2. The sentences with clause errors before and after the 

changes Songie made are displayed in Table 43. 
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Table 43.  

The changes Songie made from D2 to D3 for clause errors using AES (MY Editor) 

feedback 

 

P5/D1 P5/D2 

 

When<Clause errors1> I was a high school 

student.  I have to descide<Spelling errors> my 

majore<Spelling errors>.   

 

When I was a high school student, I have to 

chose my majors. 

So my teacher did not permmit<Spelling 

errors> my applying paper.  And<Clause 

errors2> I had forgave it.   

 

So my teacher did not permit my applying 

paper and I had forgave it.  

Why<Clause errors3> I want to change this 

day.   

Why do I want to change this day?   

 

Songie made changes in the first two sentences based on the MY Access!® feedback for 

clause errors. However, the revision he made in the third sentence was not based on the 

MY Access!® feedback because the feedback point on clause errors 3 pointed out the 

problem in the sentence, but it did not offer a direct suggestion. Even though Songie 

incorporated all the feedback points that were suggested by the MY Access!® program 

into the first and second sentences in Table 33, these sentences still included errors, and 

the program did not capture them.  

Songie received eight feedback points on spelling errors. Three of them were 

classified as other AES feedback because they were not usable. One of the spelling errors 

was based on a spacing issue. Since Songie did not leave a space between the quotation 

mark (“) and the word “human”, the MY Access!® program evaluated it as one word 

(“Human). It did not recognize the word; therefore, it did not provide any suggestions. 

Songie changed the sentence structure to avoid the error. Similarly, the MY Access!® 

program evaluated “free(But” as one word and suggested “freeboot” instead. Songie 

ignored this feedback. Furthermore, the program did not recognize the misspelled word 

“descide” and suggested unrelated words “descried”, “discoed”, and “discoid”. Songie 

used the verb “chose” instead of “descide”. It looked like he wanted to use the verb 

“decide,” but he could not spell it correctly. Finally, Songie received three suggestions 

(i.e., major, majored, and majors) from the MY Access!® program for the misspelled 

word “majore”. He selected “majors”, which was not quite correct in the context Songie 
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used. The related sentence (i.e., When I was a high school student, I have to chose my 

majors) included several errors including a spelling error, but the program did not flag 

those errors. Songie was able to correct the remaining spelling errors without any 

problem (i.e., permmit/ permit, and parant/parent). 

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Songie received four feedback points (purpose, 

main idea, audience, and task) on focus and meaning in Draft 2. Since he did not make 

any changes except for correcting a few errors on mechanics and conventions in the 

introduction paragraph from first to second draft, his purpose remained the same. His 

main idea did not change for the same reason. In other words, the main idea was already 

established in Draft 1 and Draft 2. Moreover, the reader Songie addressed remained the 

same from Draft 2 to Draft 3. That is, he had already established his audience in Draft 2. 

The feedback on purpose, main idea, and audience was classified as AES feedback that is 

not used. Songie had already included one introduction, one conclusion, and three body 

paragraphs in Draft 2, but he added more details in Draft 3, which made the task more 

focused. This revision was categorized as changes that might be based on the AES 

feedback. 

Songie received five feedback points (graphic organizer, plot, setting, dialogue, 

and conflict) on content and development. Songie had already described his plot in Draft 

2. However, he added more sentences in Draft 3. That is why the revision on plot was 

categorized as changes that might be based on the AES feedback. Furthermore, since 

Songie already described the setting in the introduction paragraph in Draft 1, the 

feedback suggested on setting was classified as changes that are not based on the AES 

feedback. The feedback on dialog was categorized as AES feedback that is not used 

because Songie did not include any dialogs or quotes in his drafts. Similarly, the feedback 

on conflict was classified as AES feedback that is not used because Songie had already 

included body paragraphs and conclusion developed in Draft 2. He added more details in 

Draft 3, but these details did not add any ‘excitement’ to the story.  

Songie received three feedback points [introduction (characters and setting), 

transitions, and conclusion] on organization in Draft 2. Songie had already included an 

introduction paragraph in Draft 2, and he did not make any changes in this paragraph in 

Draft 3. However, he added a couple of lines in the conclusion paragraph in Draft 2. 
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While the feedback on introduction was classified as AES feedback that is not used, the 

revision on conclusion was categorized as partial changes that might be based on the 

AES feedback. Songie did not include any new transition words in draft 3, so the 

feedback on transitions was classified as AES feedback that is not used. 

Songie obtained three feedback points (formal/informal writing, word choice, and 

sentence structure) on language use and style in Draft 2. The reader he addressed in Draft 

1 and Draft 2 remained the same, and he used an informal style of writing. There was no 

change from Draft 2 to Draft 3 in terms of word choice. Finally, the majority of sentences 

Songie used were short and simple in Draft 1 and Draft 2. The sentences he added in 

Draft 3 included the same sentence structure as well. Therefore, the feedback on language 

and style was classified as AES feedback that is not used. 

Songie received a total of 11 feedback points on mechanics and conventions in 

Draft 2. Five of these feedback points remained untouched from Draft 1. Songie 

corrected two of them (missing articles and spelling) in Draft 3. However, after he 

corrected the spelling error based on the feedback in Draft 2, the computer flagged 

another error (punctuation) in the same sentence in Draft 3. Songie successfully 

incorporated the four feedback points (punctuation errors, subject-verb agreement errors, 

similar words, and missing articles) he received in Draft 2 into Draft 3. He used one 

feedback point on preposition errors as well, but the feedback was not usable. The MY 

Access!® program suggested “since” or “for” instead of “during” regarding the following 

sentence: “During<Preposition errors (1)> a day, we have lots of choice.” Songie 

received another unusable feedback point for the misspelled word. The MY Access!® 

program suggested “designs” and “doeskins” for the misspelled word “descions”. Songie 

asked a friend in class for the correct spelling and used his friend’s feedback in Draft 3. 

Songie corrected the errors on incorrect past tense and capitalization based on the 

MY Editor feedback. He incorporated one of the two punctuation errors in Draft 2, 

whereas, the other one remained the same in Draft 3. Since he deleted some sentences, 

the number of the errors in Draft 3 decreased. He corrected one of the two punctuation 

errors in Draft 3. Furthermore, he successfully addressed the feedback points he received 

on subject-verb agreement, missing article, and preposition errors. The feedback on 

missing article provided him with two suggestions: indefinite article “a” and definite 
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article “the”. None of these suggestions were usable to correct the error. Songie selected 

the indefinite article, but the sentence was still incorrect, and the computer did not flag 

the error. While Table 44 below shows the changes Songie made on missing article using 

the MY Editor feedback, Figure 33 displays the MY Editor feedback on missing articles. 

The error and feedback are italicized.  

Table 44.  

The changes that Songie made from P5/D2 to P5/D3 based on MY Editor feedback 

 

P5/D2 P5/D3 

A Middle school Korean teacher <missing 

articles> will be my job. 

 

Middle school a Korean teacher will be my job. 

 

Advice: 

The expression 'korean teacher' usually requires an article. Replace with 

[the korean teacher] or [a korean teacher], or use the plural or a 

possessive like 'my'.  
Error Category:  USAGE  
Error Label:  Missing articles  
Suggestions: the korean teacher~a korean teacher  
Explanation: Missing Articles  

(Since the explanation section is standard, it is not included in this Figure) 

 

Figure 33. MY Editor feedback on missing articles in P5/D2 (Songie) 

Selma 

Selma is a Turkish girl who came to the U.S. to study English for employment. 

After completing her undergraduate education in Turkey, she started working in an 

insurance company. She had attended the Intensive English Center (IEC) for two 

sessions. She planned to stay IEC for two more sessions (one semester) and then go back 

to Turkey. She took writing classes in English in Turkey. However, she never paid 

attention to it. That’s why she believed that her real first experience regarding writing in 

English was at IEC.  

Selma wrote three drafts for four prompts and four for one prompt. She received a 

total of 604 feedback points from the AES system (MY Access) on all five prompts. 241 

of them were categorized as usable AES feedback and 363 of them were categorized as 

other AES feedback. As mentioned previously, other feedback does not suggest any 

changes in the text. Selma fully incorporated 75 and partially incorporated 36 of the 

usable feedback points in his drafts. She did not use 130 of the suggested usable feedback 
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at all. Finally, she made eight changes that could not be attributed to the AES feedback 

(see Table 45). 

Table 45. 

AES feedback Selma received and changes she made in her drafts 

 

Prompt (P) 

Draft (D) 

 

Usable AES 

feedback  

 

Changes that 

might be based on 

the AES feedback 

Partial changes 

that might be 

based on the 

AES feedback 

Changes that 

are not based 

on AES  

feedback 

Usable AES 

feedback that is not  

used 

P1D1 – 

P1D2 

 

  8 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

  8 (M/C) 

 

 

 

 1 (F/M) 

 4 (C/D) 

 2 (O) 

1 (M/C) 

 

 

  3 (F/M) 

  1 (C/D) 

  2 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

P1D2 – 

P1D3 

 

  2 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

  2 (M/C) 

 

   

  2 (O) 

 

  1 (F/M) 

  2 (C/D) 

  1 (O) 

  1 (L/S)  

1 (M/C)  

  3 (F/M) 

  3 (C/D) 

  1 (O) 

  2 (L/S) 

P2D1 – 

P2D2 

 

12 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

10 (M/C) 

  1 (F/M) 

  2 (C/D) 

  1 (O) 

 

   

  2 (C/D) 

  2 (O) 

3 (M/C)   2 (M/C) 

  3 (F/M) 

  1 (C/D) 

  1 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

P2D2 – 

P2D3 

11 (M/C)   

 

- - - 11 (M/C) 

P2D3- 

P2D4 

6 (M/C) - - 3 (L/S)   6 (M/C) 

P3D1 – 

P3D2 

 

   4 (F/M) 

   5 (C/D) 

   4 (O) 

   3 (L/S) 

 

 

 

1 (L/S) 

  1 (F/M) 

  3 (C/D) 

  2 (O) 

 

-   3 (F/M) 

  2 (C/D) 

  2 (O) 

  2 (L/S) 

P3D2 – 

P3D3 

18 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

13 (M/C) 

   

   

   1 (O)   

 

  1 (F/M) 

  3 (C/D) 

  2 (O) 

  1 (L/S) 

-   5 (M/C) 

  3 (F/M) 

  2 (C/D) 

  1 (O) 

  2 (L/S) 

P4D1 – 

P4D2 

  8 (M/C) 

  3 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

  1 (M/C) 

  1 (F/M) 

  1 (C/D) 

  1 (O) 

 

 

 

  2 (C/D) 

  1 (O) 

  1 (L/S) 

-   7 (M/C) 

    2 (F/M) 

  2 (C/D) 

  2 (O) 

  2 (L/S) 

P4D2 – 

P4D3 

17 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

  16 (M/C) 

 

 

    

 

 

  1 (C/D) 

 

  1 (L/S) 

-   1 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  4 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  2 (L/S) 

P5D1 – 

P5D2 

  4 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

- - -   4 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

P5D2 – 

P5D3 

 

12 (M/C) 

  4 (F/M) 

  5 (C/D) 

  4 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 

11 (M/C) 

  1 (F/M) 

  1 (C/D) 

  1 (O) 

 

 

 

 1 (O) 

   1 (M/C) 

  3 (F/M) 

  4 (C/D) 

  2 (O) 

  3 (L/S) 
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Prompt 1 (Society’s Biggest Problem) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Selma received four feedback points on focus 

and meaning from the MY Access!® program on her first draft. These 4 feedback points 

included purpose, main idea, audience, and task. Selma did not use the first three 

feedback points in her second draft, and she partially incorporated the last one into her 

second draft.  The purpose of the text and the main idea should be stated in the 

introduction paragraph. Since Selma’s introduction paragraph in Draft 1 was the same as 

her introduction paragraph in Draft 2, the feedback on both purpose and main idea were 

categorized as AES feedback that is not used. The feedback on audience was also 

classified as AES feedback that is not used because the reader addressed in Draft 1 was 

the same as the one in Draft 2. Selma partially incorporated the AES feedback she 

received on task. She underlined the major problem in society as money and added a 

body paragraph on it.  She also added one short body paragraph in Draft 2. However, she 

did not have a conclusion paragraph and the essay – therefore the task- looked 

incomplete.  

Selma received five feedback points on content and development including 

planning, sensory details, details and main idea, quotes, and paragraph length.  The field 

notes revealed that Selma might have partially used the feedback on planning because 

Selma read the prompt and thought about it before she started writing. This thinking 

process could be defined as brainstorming. However, she did not create an outline. 

Similarly, feedback on the main idea and sensory details were categorized as partial 

changes that might be based on the AES feedback. Selma added one long and one short 

paragraph and wrote more sentences that supported the main idea in Draft 2. However, 

since there was no conclusion, the essay was incomplete. As for paragraph length, she did 

not make any changes in the first two paragraphs. However, she added one long 

paragraph with five sentences and one short paragraph with two sentences in Draft 2. 

Since this revision met the feedback regarding minimum paragraph length, it was 

classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback. Finally, since no 

quotes were found in Draft 2, this feedback was classified as AES feedback that is not 

used. 
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 Selma received four feedback points on organization: introduction, conclusion, 

transitions, and order. She had already written an introduction paragraph in Draft 1, and 

she did not make any changes in that paragraph in Draft 2. Therefore, this feedback point 

was classified as AES feedback that is not used. Selma did not include a conclusion 

paragraph in Draft 2 and this feedback point was categorized as AES feedback that is not 

used as well. She did not include any new transition words in the existing two paragraphs 

and used two transition words (i.e., other, the other) in one of her new body paragraphs in 

Draft 2. As a result, the feedback point on transitions was classified as partial changes 

that might be based on the AES feedback. As for feedback on order, Selma already had 

logical order in her Draft 2. However, it is hard to understand whether she followed that 

order based on AES feedback or not because she already had that logic in Draft 1. 

Therefore, this feedback point was categorized as partial changes that might be based on 

the AES feedback.   

Selma received three feedback points on language use and style including formal/ 

informal writing, word choice, and sentence structure. The feedback on formal/informal 

writing was classified as AES feedback that is not used because the reader addressed in 

Draft 1 and the reader addressed in Draft 2 remained the same. Selma used a formal style 

in both drafts. Selma did not use the AES feedback on word choice, either. She did not 

use any sensory words in Draft 2. She used the word “different” over and over again in 

one the new paragraphs in Draft 2.  Finally, no change was observed in Selma’s sentence 

structure from Draft 1 to Draft 2. 

Selma received a total of nine feedback points in mechanics and conventions in 

Draft 1. Six of these feedback points were on spelling and she successfully incorporated 

the feedback into Draft 2. Of remaining three feedback points, one was a missing article, 

one was a clause error, and one was a misused word. Selma used all three of them in 

Draft 2. However, two of them assisted her finding out that there was a problem with the 

related word or clause (misused word and clause error). The feedback on the clause error 

stated that “It is preferable to avoid beginning a sentence with 'But'.” However, it did not 

provide a direct suggestion regarding how to correct that sentence. Selma avoided using 

“But” as she had been advised and she used “However” instead. Table 46 shows how 

Selma incorporated made the feedback she received from the MY Access!® program on 
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clause error in Draft 2. The error and feedback link in draft 1 and the correction in Draft 2 

were shown in italics. See Figure 34 for the feedback window on the clause error. This 

window appeared when the Selma clicked on the feedback link that is shown in blue 

italics in Table 46. 

Table 46.  

The changes Selma made from P1/D1 to P1/D2 on clause errors using AES (MY Editor) 

feedback 

 

P1/D1 P1/D2 

If every person can be equal, I guess we will 

not have such a problem or bigger problem. 

But<Clause errors > that is impossible. 

If every person can be equal, I guess we will 

not have such a problem or bigger problem; 

however, that is impossible. 

 

 

Advice: Clause error. It is preferable to avoid beginning a sentence with 'But'.  

Error Category:  USAGE  

Error Label:  Clause errors  

Suggestions:  

Explanation: Clause Errors 

The grammar checker flags general errors of sentence structure, such as 

run-on sentences and sentence fragments.  

Examples:  

Change: I went to school but my sister stayed home sick. 

To: I went to school, but my sister stayed home sick.. 

Change: Such a cute dog! 

To: He is such a cute dog!  

Explanation: 

In order for a sentence to be complete, it must have a subject and a verb. 

Depending on the verb, it might also need an object. If there are too 

many subjects and verbs, or more than one idea, and they are not 

separated properly by punctuation, the sentence will not be complete. 

Make sure that:  

• your sentence contains a complete idea 

• there is a subject and verb 

• there is an object of the verb, if needed 

• If there is more than one idea: 

• there is appropriate conjunction and punctuation 

• there is at least one independent clause  

 

Figure 34. MY Editor feedback on clause errors (Selma, P1/D1) 
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Moreover, Selma received a misleading feedback point on a misused word.  She used 

“to” incorrectly and MY Access!® suggested her using “too” instead. She realized that 

this feedback was not appropriate and she used “for” in the place of “too”.  However, this 

change did not correct the error, either. Table 47 displays the sentence with the misused 

word in Draft 1 and the change that was made in Draft 2. The error and feedback link in 

Draft 1 and the correction in Draft 2 were italicized. (See Figure 35 for the feedback 

Selma received on misused word). 

Table 47.  

The changes Selma made from D2 to D3 for misused words using AES (MY Editor) 

feedback 

 

P1/D1 P1/D2 

We are human, so if we have money 

to<Misused words > enought<Spelling errors 

6> to be alive, we want to have as much as we 

have. 

We are human, so if we have money for 

enough to be alive, we want to have as much as 

we have. 

 

Advice: Consider [too] instead of 'to'.  

Error Category:  USAGE  

Error Label:  Misused words  

Suggestions: too  

Explanation: Misused Words 

The grammar checker flags words or phrases that are often used 

incorrectly or misunderstood because they are confused with similar 

words or phrases. 

Examples:  

Change: The rain did not effect the game. 

To: The rain did not affect the game. 

 

Change: He is good at creating the allusion he knows what he's talking 

about.  

To: He is good at creating the illusion he knows what he's talking about.

Explanation:  

The confused expressions have different meanings and are used in 

different contexts, so that most of the flags returned identify real errors 

('elude to' instead of 'allude to'; 'sit the books on the chair' instead of 'set 

the books on the chair').  

 

 

Figure 35. MY Editor feedback on misused words (Selma, P1/D1) 
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Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Selma received four feedback points on focus 

and meaning from the MY Access!® program on her first draft including purpose, main 

idea, audience, and task in Draft 2. Except for the feedback on task, the remaining three 

feedback points were categorized as AES feedback that is not used because Selma did not 

make any changes in terms of purpose, main idea, and audience from Draft 2 to Draft 3. 

On the other hand, the revision on task was categorized as partial changes that might be 

based on the AES feedback because Selma completed the short paragraph in Draft 3 and 

added a conclusion paragraph. Selma included several problems (i.e., crime, rebel [sic], 

unhappy people, and comminication [sic]) in society in the introduction paragraph, but 

she underlined “money” as the major problem. She wrote three paragraphs in Draft 3 on 

“money”, “communication”, and “terrorism”. However, she did not mention “terrorism” 

among other points in the introduction paragraph. On the other hand, her conclusion 

paragraph was adequate. She provided suggestion and ideas for a better life.  

Selma received five feedback points on content and development including 

planning, sensory details, details and main idea, quotes, and paragraph length.  The field 

notes revealed that Selma might have partially used the feedback on planning. She read 

the prompt and thought about it before she started writing. This thinking process could be 

defined as brainstorming. However, she did not create an outline. Selma did not use the 

feedback points on the main idea and sensory details because she wrote a paragraph that 

did not align with the main idea. She pointed out some problems in society and 

underlined the major one as money in the introduction paragraph. She wrote one body 

paragraph on money problem, and another body paragraph on communication. However, 

the topic of the third paragraph (terrorism) was not included in the introduction 

paragraph. Selma added one long and one short paragraph and wrote more sentences in 

Draft 2, but the essay still looked incomplete. As for paragraph length, she added a long 

paragraph with five sentences and a short paragraph with two sentences in Draft 2. While 

the latter met the criteria for paragraph length, the further did not. For that reason, this 

revision was classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback.  

Finally, Selma did not use any quotes in Draft 2. 

 Selma received four feedback points on organization: introduction, conclusion, 

transitions, and order. She already wrote an introduction paragraph in Draft 1, and she did 
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not make any changes in that paragraph in Draft 3. Therefore, this feedback point was 

classified as AES feedback that is not used. Selma included a conclusion paragraph in 

Draft 3, and this revision was categorized as changes that might be based on the AES 

feedback as well. She did not include any new transition words in the existing three 

paragraphs, but she added a couple of transition words (i.e., in conclusion, on the other 

hand) in the conclusion paragraph. As a result, the feedback point on transitions was 

classified as changes that might be based on the AES feedback. As for the feedback on 

order, Selma added a conclusion paragraph in Draft 3. Since she already had introduction 

and body paragraphs in the previous drafts, this revision was categorized as partial 

changes that might be based on the AES feedback. 

Selma received three feedback points on language use and style including formal/ 

informal writing, word choice, and sentence structure. The feedback on formal/informal 

writing was classified as AES feedback that is not used because the reader addressed in 

Draft 1 remained the same through Drafts 2 and 3. She sometimes used “we” and other 

times “people” in her sentences. In other words, she used informal language most of the 

times and formal language in only one paragraph (the fourth body paragraph). Selma did 

not use the AES feedback on word choice, either. She did not use any sensory words in 

Draft 2. She used the same word four times in Paragraph 4.   

Finally, Selma used a variety of sentences in Draft 2. First, she added two 

sentences in quotation marks in the third body paragraph.  She also used one sentence in 

question form in the same paragraph. However, this question and its answer were based 

on the same idea in the introduction paragraph.   

I think the bottom of the problem is money. People are not equal. We have different lives 

(Introduction paragraph) 

         What is the reason of the problem? Of course, money, different life, not equality. 

(Body paragraph 3) 

As a result, Selma did have various sentence beginnings, but she had this since the first 

draft. Therefore, the changes she made for sentence structure were classified as partial 

changes that might be based on the AES feedback. 

 Selma received three feedback points on mechanics and conventions in Draft 2, 

and she used one of them in Draft 3. While two of the feedback points were on subject-
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verb agreement errors, one of them was on a missing article. When Selma corrected one 

of the subject-verb agreement errors, the error message for the missing article and the 

second subject-word agreement error disappeared in Draft 3 because these three errors 

were related to one another. While the first feedback point on subject-verb agreement 

error suggested that Selma make the sentence plural by replacing the subject (person) 

with “persons” or “people” to correct the error, the second feedback point on subject-verb 

agreement error suggested that she make the sentence singular by using “wants.” Both 

feedback points were denoting the same error and either of them would correct the error. 

Selma selected the first feedback option, and this made the error message for the missing 

article disappear as well. The reason was that the feedback on the missing article was 

based on a single subject, and Selma already made the sentence plural by selecting the 

first feedback point on the subject-verb agreement error.  

Prompt 2 (Visiting an Interesting Place) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Selma received four feedback points on focus 

and meaning from the MY Access!® program on her first draft. These for feedback 

points were on purpose, main idea, audience, and task in the text. She did not use the first 

three feedback points in Draft 2.  Since Selma’s introduction paragraph in Draft 1 was the 

same as her introduction paragraph in Draft 2, the feedback points on both purpose and 

main idea were categorized as AES feedback that is not used. The feedback point on 

audience was also classified as AES feedback that is not used because the reader 

addressed in Draft 1 was the same as the one in Draft 2. Selma used the AES feedback 

she received on task. She added two more body paragraphs and a conclusion paragraph in 

the text. These details increased the focus on the topic. This revision was classified as 

changes that might be based on the AES feedback. 

Selma received five feedback points on content and development including 

planning, sensory details, details and main idea, quotes, and paragraph length.  The field 

notes revealed that Selma might have partially used the feedback on planning. She read 

the prompt and thought about it before she started writing. This thinking process could be 

defined as brainstorming. However, she did not create an outline. Similarly, the feedback 

points on the main idea and sensory details were categorized as changes that might be 

based on the AES feedback. Selma added three more paragraphs (two body paragraphs 



 171

and one conclusion paragraph) in Draft 2, and they well-supported the main idea. As for 

paragraph length, she did not make any changes in the first two paragraphs. However, she 

added a long paragraph with five lines and two paragraphs with three lines in Draft 2. 

Since only one of the new paragraphs met the criterion for the paragraph length, this 

change was classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback. No 

quotes were found in Draft 2; therefore, the feedback point on quotes was classified as 

AES feedback that is not used. 

 Selma received four feedback points on organization: introduction, conclusion, 

transitions, and order. She had already written an introduction paragraph in Draft 1, and 

she did not make any changes in that paragraph in Draft 2 except for correcting a few 

mechanical errors. Therefore, this feedback point was classified as AES feedback that is 

not used. Selma included a conclusion paragraph in Draft 2, and this feedback point was 

categorized as changes that might be based on the AES feedback. She did not include any 

new transition words in the existing two paragraphs, and used a few transition words (i.e., 

that’s why, however, that means, and so) in one of her new body paragraphs in Draft 2. 

As a result, the feedback point on transitions was classified as partial changes that might 

be based on the AES feedback. As for the feedback point on order, Selma already had a 

logical order in Draft 2. However, it was hard to understand whether she followed that 

order based on the AES feedback or not because she already had that logic in Draft 1. 

Therefore, this feedback point was categorized as partial changes that might be based on 

the AES feedback.   

Selma received three feedback points on language use and style including formal/ 

informal writing, word choice, and sentence structure. The feedback point on 

formal/informal writing was classified as AES feedback that is not used because the 

reader addressed in Draft 1 and Draft 2 remained the same. Selma did not use the AES 

feedback on word choice, either. She did not use any sensory words in Draft 2. She used 

the “Costa Rica” and “Costa Ricans” over and over again in Draft 2.  Finally, no change 

was observed in Selma’s sentence structure from Draft 1 to Draft 2. 

Selma received a total of 16 feedback points on mechanics and conventions in 

Draft 1. Seven of these feedback points were on spelling. Except for one, the remaining 

six misspelled words were proper nouns. The MY Access!® program was able to 
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recognize only two of those proper nouns, and they both were the same word 

(Agust/August). On the other hand, it flagged the words “Ticos” (expression local people 

use for Costa Ricans) and “IEC” (the abbreviation for Intensive Center). Selma did not 

change “IEC”, but she changed the misspelled month “Agust” with “August” based on 

the AES feedback, and “Ticos” with “Costa Ricans” based on her own knowledge (MY 

Access!® did not suggest any usable words for it).  

There were other feedback points suggested by MY Editor on mechanics and 

conventions included capitalization errors, missing article, formatting errors, subject-verb 

agreement errors, a vs. an, clause errors, and unnecessary prepositions/ESL. Selma did 

not use the feedback point she received on a capitalization error because she deleted that 

word (aka). “Aka” was a part of the word “Ticos,” which she used instead of Costa 

Ricans in Draft 1. Furthermore, Selma only used one of the feedback points on subject-

verb agreement errors. As explained above, when a sentence has a subject-verb 

agreement error, the MY Access!® program provided two feedback points to correct the 

error. While one suggested making the subject or verb plural, the other one suggested 

making either of them singular. Once Selma incorporated one of these two feedback 

options on subject-verb errors, the other one automatically disappeared. Finally, Selma 

did not use the feedback point she received on a formatting error. She typed the date as 

“August 2th” in Draft 1, and she was suggested replacing it with “August 2
nd

”. Selma, on 

the other hand, used “August 2” instead, and MY Editor did not flag this change as an 

error. She received one feedback point on a missing article in the same sentence as well. 

However, this feedback point contradicted with the feedback point on the formatting 

error. That is, it provided several options for using an article before the date: “the August 

2th, an August 2th, and August 2ths.” The main problem with this feedback was that it 

provided an unusable feedback point, which contradicted with the correct suggestions 

provided as part of the feedback points on the formatting error. The feedback on the 

missing article disappeared in Draft 3 when Selma corrected the formatting error. Table 

48 displays the comparison of the two types of feedback points (formatting and missing 

articles) that MY Editor provided Selma on “date”.  
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Table 48.   

Comparison of two MY Editor feedback points that contradict each other 

Feedback point on formatting errors Feedback point on missing articles 

Advice: 

The number '2th' has an incorrect 

ending. It should be written as [2nd]. 

Single-word ordinal numbers are usually 

written out: 'first', 'second', etc.  

Error  

Category:  
USAGE  

Error Label: Formatting errors  

Suggestions: 2nd  

Explanation: Formatting  

The grammar checker flags the format of 

numbers (endings of ordinal numbers, 

spelling of fractions and spelled-out 

numbers), dates (use of cardinal and 

ordinal numbers, dates written in 

figures), times (use of abbreviations and 

punctuation marks), currency and other 

symbols, addresses, etc.  

Examples:  
Change: I won the one hundred meter 

dash in our meet yesterday. 

To: I won the 100-meter dash in our 

meet yesterday. 

Change: 3 wishes do not seem like 

enough. 

To: Three wishes do not seem like 

enough. 

Change: I usually eat at 7:00 o'clock. 

To: I usually eat at 7 p.m. 

 

Explanation: 

The formatting of numbers in a written 

document is specific and seemingly 

arbitrary. The grammar checker flags a 

number of standard formats and provides

the correct format, but there are several 

general rules to keep in mind.  

 

If the number is ten or lower, spell it out. 

If the number is 11 or higher, numbers 

are fine.  

Percentages, addresses, and 

measurements are best expressed by 

numbers.  

a.m. (before noon) or p.m. (after noon) 

with exact time notations. 

  

Advice: 

The expression 'Agust 2th' usually 

requires an article. Replace with [the 

Agust 2th], [an Agust 2th], or [Agust 

2ths].  

Error  

Category:  
USAGE  

Error Label: Missing articles  

Suggestions: the Agust 2th~an Agust 2th~Agust 2ths 

Explanation: Missing Articles 

These rules flag the possible absence of 

an article or determiner before single 

count nouns, some plural nouns, nouns 

that require an article, and fixed 

expressions and proper nouns that 

require an article.  

Examples:  

Change: She used to be school teacher 

before she retired. 

To: She used to be a school teacher 

before she retired. 

 

Change: I ate apple for lunch. 

To: I ate an apple for lunch. 

Explanation: 

The Missing Article rule suggests adding 

an appropriate definite or indefinite 

article, such as a or an, or replacing the 

noun with a plural.  
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The two feedback points Selma received on clause errors seemed unnecessary. 

The MY Access!® program flagged these errors by stating that they did not seem to be 

complete sentences. It did not provide any direct suggestions so that Selma could correct 

the errors. Both the feedback link on the two clause errors and the two spelling errors for 

one proper noun (Ticos) were provided within the same sentences next to each other. 

When Selma changed “Ticos” with “Costa Ricans” in two different sentences, the 

feedback for two clause errors disappeared.  Table 49 displays the sentences before and 

after the changes were made. The errors and feedback links are shown in italics. 

Table 49.  

The changes Selma made from P2/D1 to P2/D2 for clause and spelling errors using AES 

(MY Editor) feedback 

 

P2/D1 P2/D2 

 

Ticos<Spelling errors 4><Clause errors> 

walk to Los Angeles Church every 

Agust<Spelling errors 5> 2th<Formatting 

errors 2>. 

 

Costa Ricans walk to Los Angeles Church 

every August 2. 

Many<Clause errors 2> ticos<Spelling errors 

6> walk to the church on that day. 

 

Many Costa Ricans walk to the church on that 

day. 

 

As a result, Selma used three feedback points on spelling, one feedback point on 

indefinite article errors (a vs. an), one feedback point on subject-verb agreement errors, 

and one feedback point on unnecessary prepositions/ESL based on the feedback she 

received from the MY Access!® program. The revisions based on these feedback points 

were classified as changes that might be based on the AES feedback. Selma did not use 

the feedback points on the remaining categories (four feedback points on spelling, one 

feedback point on capitalization, one feedback point on subject-verb agreement error, one 

feedback point on formatting errors, and two feedback points on clause errors). These 

feedback points either automatically disappeared in Draft 2, or they were ignored by the 

writer. Sometimes they were corrected by the writer without getting any usable 

suggestions from MY Editor. Depending of the source of the change, these revisions 

were classified as AES feedback that is not used or changes that are not based on the AES 

feedback.  
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Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Selma did not receive any MY Tutor feedback 

on the second draft of Prompt 2. The MY Access!® program did not score her essay 

because it found the essay very repetitious. When an essay failed to receive scoring from 

the MY Access!® program, it did not get any MY Tutor feedback, either. The only 

feedback an unscored essay could get was the MY Editor feedback on mechanics and 

conventions. Selma made changes in the text to be able to get a score from the MY 

Access!® program. She changed the wording of the first sentence in one of the body 

paragraphs. She had written “Costa Rica has a beautiful nature” in Draft 2, and she 

changed this sentence as “Costa Rica’s nature is so beautiful” in Draft 3. Moreover, she 

had repeated the same sentence both in the introduction paragraph and the conclusion 

paragraph (i.e., Costa Rica is interesting place to visit) in Draft 2, and she deleted one of 

them in the conclusion paragraph. When she submitted the essay, the result was the same. 

She received the same message from the computer: “This essay is too repetitious.” 

 Selma received a total of six feedback points on mechanics and conventions in 

Draft 2. One feedback point was already suggested in Draft 1 (spelling of IEC) and 

remained unchanged in Draft 2. The others included punctuation errors (spacing), 

capitalization errors, missing articles (two feedback points), and similar words. Selma did 

not use any of the feedback points she received on mechanics and conventions. She 

changed the format of the date from “August 2” to “August 2
nd

”. However, this change 

was not based on the feedback she received from the MY Access!® program. The other 

two changes she made are explained above under the language use and style category.  

Changes from Draft 3 to Draft 4. Selma did not correct any errors in Draft 2 

because she was mainly concerned with not getting a score from the MY Access!® 

program. She made a few minor changes in the text, and resubmitted it the same day in 

class. The changes she made were not based on the AES feedback. Basically, she tried to 

avoid repeating the country “Costa Rica” frequently. She made three changes by using 

pronouns instead of “Costa Rica” and “Costa Ricans.” This time she received both a 

score and MY Tutor feedback. The feedback points that MY Editor suggested remained 

the same in Draft 3. Table 50 illustrates the changes Selma made independent of the MY 

Access!® feedback and succeed in getting a score. The changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3 

were italicized in Table 50. 
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Table 50.  

The changes Selma made from P1/D2 to P1/D3 without using the AES (MY Editor) 

feedback 

 

P1/D2 P1/D3 

I have many information about Costa Rica 

from her.   

 

I have many information about there from 

her.   

Costa Rica is an interesting place to visit. 

 

It is an interesting place to visit. 

I want to visit Costa Rica, meet Costa Ricans 

and eat Costa Ricans food.  

 

I want to visit Costa Rica, meet Costa Ricans 

and eat their food.  

 

 

Selma received one formatting error for “August 2
nd

”. This was quite absurd because the 

MY Access!® program had suggested her use “August 2
nd

” instead of “August 2th” in 

draft 1, but she did not incorporate this feedback in Draft 2. This feedback point had 

contradicted with another feedback point (missing article), which suggested her using 

“the/a August 2th” or “August 2ths”, but once again Selma did not use this feedback 

point. She had written “August 2” in the previous draft, and she did not receive any error 

message from the computer. While she was looking for ways to get a score in Draft 3, she 

changed “August 2” with “August 2
nd

”. This time computer flagged this change as an 

error, and provided the following feedback point in Figure 36. 

Advice: In dates, use a cardinal number instead of '2nd' (e.g., 3, not 3rd).  

Error Category:  USAGE  

Error Label:  Formatting errors  

Suggestions: 2  

Explanation: Formatting  
(The explanation section is standard; therefore it is not included in this Figure. 

See Figure 48 to see the full explanation) 

 

Figure 36. MY Editor feedback on formatting errors (Selma, P2/D2) 

Prompt 3 (Important Inventions) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Selma received four feedback points (purpose, 

main idea, audience, and task) on focus and meaning trait from the MY Access!® 

program on her first draft. She did not use the first three feedback points in Draft 2.  

Since Selma’s introduction paragraph in Draft 1 was the same as her introduction 

paragraph in Draft 2, the feedback on both purpose and main idea were categorized as 

AES feedback that is not used. Moreover, she already had established her audience in 
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Draft 1, and she did not change it in Draft 2. Therefore, the feedback point on audience 

was also classified as AES feedback that is not used. Selma partially used the AES 

feedback she received on task. She pointed out the role of the electricity in Draft 1. While 

the first paragraph was about the need for electricity to use the Internet, the second 

paragraph pointed out the role of electricity to use phones. She started the third 

paragraph, but she could not complete it. In Paragraph 3, she discussed the need for 

electricity to use machines at the hospitals, but she did not mention this way of use of 

electricity in the introduction paragraph. Moreover, she did not add a conclusion 

paragraph in Draft 2. Therefore, the revisions on task were classified as partial changes 

that might be based on the AES feedback. 

Selma received five feedback points (planning, sensory details, details and main 

idea, quotes, and paragraph length) on content and development in Draft 1.  According to 

the field notes, Selma might have partially used the feedback on planning. She read the 

prompt and thought about it without taking any notes before she started writing. This 

thinking process could be defined as brainstorming. However, she did not create any 

outline. Similarly, feedback on sensory details was categorized as AES feedback that is 

not used because neither the existing paragraphs nor the new ones included any sensory 

details. Selma added two paragraphs that aligned with the introduction paragraph. 

However, the third body paragraph (the one about the machines at hospitals) was not 

mentioned in the introduction paragraph. That is why the revision regarding the main idea 

was categorized as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback. The 

feedback on paragraph length was categorized as partial changes that might be based on 

the AES feedback because except for one, the remaining three paragraphs met the 

requirements for paragraph length. That is, the number of lines ranged from four to eight 

in each of three paragraphs. Finally, since no quotes were found in Draft 2, this feedback 

was classified as AES feedback that is not used. 

 Selma received four feedback points (introduction, conclusion, transitions, and 

order) on organization. She already wrote an introduction paragraph in Draft 1, and she 

did not make any changes in that paragraph in Draft 2. Therefore, this feedback point was 

classified as AES feedback that is not used. Selma did not include a conclusion paragraph 

in Draft 2, and this feedback point was categorized as AES feedback that is not used as 
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well. She did not include any new transition words in the existing two paragraphs and 

used “too” as transition word in Paragraph 3. As a result, the feedback point on 

transitions was classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback. 

Selma added two more body paragraphs that aligned with the introduction paragraph in 

Draft 2. However, she had already established that logic in Draft 1. Therefore, the 

revision on order was categorized as partial changes that might be based on the AES 

feedback.   

Selma received three feedback points (formal/ informal writing, word choice, and 

sentence structure) on language use and style. The feedback on formal/informal writing 

was classified as AES feedback that is not used because she used the same writing style 

(informal) both in Draft 1 and Draft 2. The reader addressed both in Draft 1 and Draft 2 

remained the same as well. Selma did not use any sensory words in Draft 2. Moreover, 

she used the “electricity” and “invention” repeatedly in Draft 2.  Last but not least, she 

used a variety of sentence structures, both complex (i.e., if clause and noun clause) and 

simple forms (i.e., short sentences) in Draft 2. The revisions for sentence structure were 

classified as changes that might be based on the AES feedback.  Selma was not able to 

view any feedback on mechanics and conventions due to a system error in the MY Editor 

feature of the MY Access!® program.  

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Selma received four feedback points on focus 

and meaning from the MY Access!® program on her first draft including purpose, main 

idea, audience, and task in Draft 2. Except for the feedback on task, the remaining three 

feedback points were categorized as AES feedback that is not used because Selma did not 

make any changes in terms of purpose, main idea, and audience from Draft 2 to Draft 3. 

On the other hand, the revision on task was categorized as partial changes that might be 

based the AES feedback. The topic of the third body paragraph was not included in the 

introduction paragraph. However, she added two more lines in one of the body 

paragraphs (Number 3) and a conclusion paragraph in Draft 3. The conclusion paragraph 

pointed out the role of electricity, which supported the main idea in the introduction 

paragraph.  

 Selma received five feedback points (planning, sensory details, details and main 

idea, quotes, and paragraph length) on content and development. Selma might have 
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partially used the feedback on planning. Field notes showed that she read the prompt and 

thought about it for a few minutes before she started writing. This thinking process could 

be defined as brainstorming. However, she did not create an outline. Selma did not use 

any sensory details in the previous draft, and she did not include any sensory details in 

the new paragraphs in Draft 3, either. For that reason, the feedback on sensory details was 

classified as AES feedback that is not used. Selma added two more lines in Paragraph 4, 

but this paragraph already met the length criterion in Draft 1. She added one conclusion 

paragraph with three sentences, which did not meet the paragraph length criterion. These 

additions could be related to feedback points on both main idea and details and paragraph 

length. The details she added in the third body paragraph were consistent with that 

paragraph, but it did not align with the introduction paragraph. Furthermore, the ideas in 

the conclusion paragraph included general comments about the role of the electricity, and 

it supported the main idea in the text. While the revisions on main idea and details were 

categorized partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback, the revision on 

paragraph length was classified as AES feedback that is not used.  Selma did not use any 

quotes in Draft 3. 

Selma received four feedback points on organization including introduction, 

conclusion, transitions, and order. Since she had already written an introduction 

paragraph in Draft 1, and she did not make any changes in that paragraph in Draft 3, this 

feedback point was classified as AES feedback that is not used. Selma included a 

conclusion paragraph in Draft 3. This revision on conclusion was categorized as changes 

that might be based the AES feedback. She changed “too” with “also” in Paragraph 4, and 

she used “in conclusion” at the beginning of the conclusion paragraph. As a result, the 

feedback point on transitions was classified as partial changes that might be based on the 

AES feedback. As for the feedback point on order, Selma added a conclusion paragraph in 

Draft 3. Since she had already included introduction and body paragraphs in the previous 

drafts, this revision was categorized as partial changes that might be based on the AES 

feedback. 

Selma received three feedback points on language use and style including formal/ 

informal writing, word choice, and sentence structure from the MY Access!® program. 

The feedback point on formal/informal writing was classified as AES feedback that is not 
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used because the reader she addressed in Draft 1 remained the same through Draft 2 and 

Draft 3.  Selma used an informal style of writing in both Draft 2 and Draft 3. She did not 

use the AES feedback on word choice, either. For example, she did not use any sensory 

words in Draft 2. Also, she repeated the words “invention”, “most important”, “biggest”, 

and “electric” several times in Draft 3. Selma used both simple and complex sentences in 

the two paragraphs she added in the text. She included one noun clause in one of the 

sentences she added in Draft 3 (i.e., I think It’s the most important reason about why 

electricity is the biggest invention), and she used one conjunction in the conclusion 

paragraph (i.e., All technologic inventions are very important, but they are nothing 

without electricity). The changes she made for sentence structure were classified as 

partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback.  

  Selma received a total of 19 feedback points on mechanics and conventions in 

Draft 2. The feedback points included three clause errors, 12 similar words, one doubled 

word error, three capitalization errors, two punctuation errors, one spelling error, two 

unnecessary prepositions, two subject-verb agreement errors, and three missing articles. 

Except for the two clause errors, two subject-verb agreement errors, and one punctuation 

error, Selma used all the feedback points she received from MY Editor in Draft 3. 

Selma received 11 feedback points on “electric” at different locations in the text. 

She used “electric”, but the computer suggested “electrical”, which was incorrect. The 

word Selma should have used was “electricity”. She received one more feedback point on 

a similar word. She used “developing” and the computer suggested her use 

“development,” and she incorporated this feedback point in Draft 3. Once again, when 

Selma used one of the feedback points on subject-verb agreement errors, the other one 

automatically disappeared in Draft 3. Selma received two feedback points on the same 

clause error at different locations in the text. MY Editor pointed out the source of the 

problem by stating that “this appears to be a comma splice”, but it did not provide any 

direct suggestions. However, Selma successfully used these feedback points in Draft 3. 

She had used comma (,) after “I think” in Draft 2 and she removed it in Draft 3.  

Prompt 4 (A Special Day) 

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Selma wrote an essay that narrated her birthday. 

She received three feedback points (purpose, control, and task) on focus and meaning 
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from the MY Access!® program on her first draft. She did not use the first three feedback 

points in Draft 2.  Since Selma’s introduction paragraph in draft 1 was the same as her 

introduction paragraph in Draft 2, the feedback point on purpose was categorized as AES 

feedback that is not used. The feedback point on control suggested that she use a graphic 

organizer and add details about her story in it. Field notes and interview notes revealed 

that Selma did not use a graphic organizer to organize her ideas. Therefore, the feedback 

on control was also classified as AES feedback that is not used. Selma used the AES 

feedback she received on task. She added two more body paragraphs and a conclusion 

paragraph in Draft 2. These new paragraphs were based on the main idea in the 

introduction paragraph. This revision was classified as changes that might be based on 

the AES feedback. 

Selma received five feedback points on content and development including plot, 

setting, dialog, conflict, and paragraph length.  Selma had already started Draft 1 with 

one simple idea, but she did not have time to develop her ideas until she started her Draft 

2. That is why the revision for plot was classified as AES feedback that is not used. Selma 

had already described the setting of her story in Draft 1. On the other hand, she added 

details about food in Paragraph 3 and details about movie in Paragraph 4. Therefore, the 

revisions on setting were classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES 

feedback. Paragraph length was classified based on the same category because Selma 

added one long paragraph with five sentences and one short paragraph with two 

sentences in Draft 2. Moreover, since she described her feelings in almost every 

paragraph, the feedback point on conflict was categorized as changes that might be based 

on the AES feedback. Finally, Selma did not use any dialogs in Draft 1, and this feedback 

point was classified as AES feedback that is not used. 

Selma received four feedback points on organization in Draft 1: graphic 

organizer, introduction, transitions, and conclusion. She already wrote an introduction 

paragraph in Draft 1, and she did not make any changes in that paragraph in Draft 2 

except for the correction of a few mechanical errors. Therefore, this feedback point was 

classified as AES feedback that is not used. She did not include any new transition words 

in the existing two paragraphs and used two transition words (i.e., after working and after 

dinner) in Paragraph 4 in Draft 2. As a result, the feedback point on transitions was 



 182

classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback. Selma included a 

conclusion paragraph in Draft 2, and this feedback point was categorized as changes that 

might be based on the AES feedback. MY Tutor suggested her using a graphic organizer 

to organize her ideas, but Selma did not use one. 

Selma received three feedback points on language use and style including formal/ 

informal writing, word choice, and sentence structure. The feedback on formal/informal 

writing was classified as AES feedback that is not used because the reader addressed in 

Draft 1 and the reader addressed in Draft 2 remained the same (informal style). Selma 

used sensory words such as delicious, funny, my favorite, fabulous, strange, and so on. 

On the other hand, she used the same word group (i.e., make a movie) over and over 

again. Since she partially used the feedback on word choice, the revisions in this category 

were classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback. Selma 

received a total of nine feedback points on mechanics and conventions in Draft 2 and she 

did not use any of them in Draft 3.   

Changes from Draft 2 to Draft 3. Selma did not make many changes in Draft 3. 

She added two more sentences in the conclusion paragraph (content and development). 

However, she used the phrase “make a movie” five times in Draft 3 and the word 

“different” three times in the same paragraph (language use and style).  These changes 

were classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback.  

Selma did not make any changes in terms of mechanics and conventions in the 

first draft of the fourth prompt. She incorporated the feedback points she received from 

MY Editor in Draft 2. Selma received a total of 14 feedback points from MY Editor on 

mechanics and conventions in Draft 2. Except for one pronoun error, she incorporated all 

of the feedback points into Draft 3.  She also incorporated the mechanics and conventions 

feedback points she received in Draft 1 to Draft 3. She was able correct all of the errors, 

but one (similar words).  The main reason for not using the feedback points on similar 

words lied in the nature of the feedback provided. Selma used “last” in the first sentence 

of the introduction paragraph, but the computer suggested “latest”.  This feedback does 

not fit in the context of the sentence in which Selma used last: “My last birthday was a 

special day for me.”  
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The MY Editor feature provided inconsistent feedback on time abbreviations 

“pm” and “am” in Drafts 1 and 2. While it flagged “pm” as capitalization error, it flagged 

“am” as subject-verb agreement error. The suggestion for “am” did not make any sense.  

See Figures 37 and 38 for the feedback Selma received on these two time abbreviations. 

Advice: Consider [PM] instead of 'pm'.  

Error Category:  MECHANICS  

Error Label:  Capitalization errors  

Suggestions: PM  

Explanation: Capitalization  

(The explanation section is standard; therefore it is not included in this Figure) 

 

Figure 37. MY Editor feedback on capitalization errors (Selma, P4/D2) 

 
 
Advice: 

Consider [is] or [are] instead of 'am'.  

Error Category:  MECHANICS  
Error Label:  Subject-verb agreement errors  
Suggestions: is~are  
Explanation: Subject Verb Agreement  

(The explanation section is standard; therefore it is not included in this Figure) 

 

Figure 38. MY Editor feedback on subject-verb agreement errors (Selma, P4/D2) 

Selma used the feedback the MY Access!® program provided for neither “pm” nor “am” 

in her third draft. She made her own change and put a period (.) after each letter. The MY 

Access!® program did not flag these changes at all. These changes were classified as 

changes that might not be based on the AES feedback. Since the feedback on “am” was 

not usable, it was categorized as other AES feedback. Selma received another feedback 

point (pronoun errors/ESL) that was unusable for the following sentence: “It was maybe 

so fat, but I<Pronoun errors (ESL)> didint't<Spelling errors3> care anything on my 

birthday.” The computer suggested “my” or “me” instead of “I” Selma used.  The 

feedback point on pronoun errors/ESL is displayed in Figure 39. 

 

Advice: You may have confused 'I' with [my] or [me]. Replace if necessary.  
Error Category:  USAGE  
Error Label:  Pronoun errors (ESL)  
Suggestions: my~me  
Explanation: Pronoun Case Error  

(The explanation section is standard; therefore it is not included in this Figure) 

   

Figure 39. MY Editor feedback on pronoun errors (Selma, P4/D2) 
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Selma did not use the feedback point on pronoun errors/ESL in Draft 3. Once she 

corrected the error on spelling (i.e., didnt’t/didn’t) in the sentence above, the feedback on 

pronoun errors/ESL automatically disappeared.  

Prompt 5 (To Change a Day in Your Life)  

Changes from Draft 1 to Draft 2. Selma wrote a couple of paragraphs and 

submitted her first draft. When she started her second draft, she did not make any 

revisions based on the AES feedback. She deleted whatever she had written in Draft 1, 

and started writing a new essay on the same prompt. Field notes and interview notes 

supported this observation. 

Changes from Draft 2 (1) to Draft 3 (2). Normally, writing on the same topic the 

second time would be defined as Draft 2. Selma’s essay was about her first day at work. 

However, since she deleted her previous draft and started a new essay, this draft became 

her first draft. This time she wrote about the day she decided not to go to England to 

study. She explained the pro’s and con’s of her decision. Selma received four feedback 

points (purpose, main idea, audience, and task) on focus and meaning. Since she did not 

make any changes except for correcting a few errors on mechanics and conventions in the 

introduction paragraph from first to second draft, her purpose remained the same. Her 

main idea did not change for the same reason. The reader Selma addressed remained the 

same from Draft 1 to Draft 2. In other words, she had already established her audience in 

Draft 1. The feedback points on purpose, main idea, and audience were classified as AES 

feedback that is not used. On the other hand, she added one more body paragraph and a 

conclusion paragraph in Draft 2. These revisions aligned with the introduction paragraph 

she wrote in the previous draft so they were categorized as changes that might be based 

on the AES feedback. 

Selma received five feedback points (graphic organizer, plot, setting, dialogue, 

and conflict) on content and development. She did not have a complete plot in Draft 1. 

Moreover, she already described her setting in the introduction paragraph in Draft 1. 

Therefore, the feedback points suggested on plot and setting was classified as changes 

that are not based on the AES feedback. The feedback point on dialog was categorized as 

AES feedback that is not used because Selma did not use any dialogs or quotes in her 
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drafts. On the other hand, the feedback point on conflict was classified as changes that 

might be based on the AES feedback because Selma focused on a problem in the 

introduction paragraph, and she described its consequences in the body paragraphs. She, 

then, summarized the problem in the conclusion paragraph. Selma did not use any 

graphic organizers as part of a prewriting activity. 

Selma received four feedback points (graphic organizer, introduction, transitions, 

and conclusion) on organization. Since she did not use any graphic organizers to organize 

her ideas in Draft 2, the feedback that suggested using a graphic organizer was 

categorized as AES feedback that is not used. Selma had already included an introduction 

paragraph in Draft 1, and she did not make any changes in this paragraph in Draft 2. 

However, she added a new conclusion paragraph in Draft 2. While the feedback point on 

introduction was classified as AES feedback that is not used, the revision for conclusion 

was categorized as changes that might be based on the AES feedback. Selma did not 

include any new transition words in the existing two paragraphs. However, she used 

transition words in two of her new paragraphs. While she used “also” in Paragraph 4, she 

used both “in conclusion” and “however” in the conclusion paragraph. These changes 

were classified as partial changes that might be based on the AES feedback.  

Selma received three feedback points (formal/informal writing, word choice, and 

sentence structure) on language use and style in Draft 1. The reader she addressed in 

Draft 1 and Draft 2 remained the same (informal). She did not include any sensory words 

in Draft 1 or Draft 2, and she used the same word group repeatedly. Finally, she did not 

use a variety of sentence structures in Draft 2. She used “if” 12 times, “could” seven 

times, and “I” several times. Therefore, the feedback points on language use and style 

were classified as AES feedback that is not used.   

Selma received 12 feedback points (four on punctuation errors, seven on spelling 

errors, and one on clause errors) on mechanics and conventions in Draft 1. Except for one 

(clause errors), she incorporated all of the feedback points on mechanics and conventions 

into Draft 2. The sentence with the clause errors was as follows: “Especially<Clause 

errors> if your friends like to speak too much.” As mentioned before, the feedback points 

on clause errors were indirect. They provided the sources of the problem, but they did not 
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provide any direct suggestions. Selma might have not known how to correct the sentence. 

This feedback was classified as AES feedback that is not used. 

  Comparison of Selma and Songie 

Both Selma and Songie received a very similar number of usable feedback points 

from the MY Access!® program. They both paid the most attention to the feedback 

points on mechanics and conventions, and the least attention to the feedback points on 

language use and style. As Table 51 shows, they both received over 95 feedback points 

on mechanics and conventions. Songie incorporated more feedback points on mechanics 

and conventions than Selma. However, the number of feedback points they used in their 

drafts in terms of language and structure were exactly the same. Both Songie and Selma 

made changes that were not based on the AES feedback. See Table 51 for more 

information regarding the feedback points Songie and Selma received, used, or not used 

on the five traits. 

Table 51.  

The comparison of AES feedback received and revisions made by Songie and Selma 

 

Traits AES feedback 

suggested 

(usable) 

Changes that 

might be based 

on AES feedback 

Partial changes 

that might be 

based on AES 

feedback 

AES  

feedback  

that is not 

 used 

Changes that 

are not based 

on AES 

feedback 

 Songie Sel 

ma 

Songie Sel 

ma 

Songie Sel 

ma 

Songie Sel 

ma 

 

Songie Sel 

ma 

 

Focus & 

meaning 

(F/M) 

34 35 5 3 4 4 25 28 1 - 

Content & 

development 

(C/D)  

45 45 6 4 12 17 27 24 4 - 

Organization 

(O) 

34 36 5 6 11 11 18 19 - - 

Language 

use & style  

(L/S) 

27 27 1 1 4 4 22 22 - 3 

Mechanics 

& 

conventions  

(M/C) 

96 98 76 61 - - 20 37 2 5 

 

Both Selma and Songie read the MY Tutor feedback after they submitted the first 

draft of the first prompt. They both reported that MY Tutor required too much reading.  
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While Selma said, “To much reading…It’s same…Boring,” Songie stated, “Good, but 

long…very very long.” Selma stopped using the MY Tutor feedback after the first draft. 

She said it did not help her. Her main problem was with grammar. She used mainly the 

spell checker and the MY Editor features. When she was asked what type of feedback she 

received from the MY Access!® program, she said: 

…I used most Spell checker, MY Editor…it was good…I think it’s enough…I never used 

MY Tutor. My problem is prepositions like in floor or on floor….and missing 

articles…for example, after however, I need comma… 

Songie’s answer was very similar: “I…uhm…used Spell checker…grammar check 

(MY Editor)…MY Tutor… little.”  Songie used the MY Tutor feedback occasionally for 

two more prompts. 

When she was asked about her preference regarding the feedback, Selma referred 

to the feedback she received from the MY Access!® program on her overall focus on 

Prompt 2. Although the computer evaluated her essay as too repetitious, Selma was fine 

with it. She expressed her thoughts about this feedback as followed: 

It can say sometimes organization. I repeat a lot of thing…same words…I expect the 

computer tell that…I like it. 

Both Selma and Songie felt comfortable about writing on the computer. Selma 

had hard times to start writing on the computer at the beginning. She got used to it later 

on in the session. Songie stated that he had already used computer in Korea and he was 

very comfortable with it. Both students liked the MY Editor feature most.  However, they 

were aware of the weaknesses of it as well. Songie said that he did not use the feedback 

provided if he did not understand. He expressed his feelings about MY Editor as follows: 

Some part of MY Editor…the recommendation is not useful...if I don’t understand, (I) 

pass…for example, I didn’t use comma, spacing…it says…sometimes too much so 

pass…sometimes spell check gives a word but I don’t understand and I don’t change. 

He added the following: 

Yes. I wrote ‘it’s same’, the computer said ‘it’s the same.’I changed. But I didn’t 

understand. Also, computer says change. It doesn’t tell you what to do. I don’t ask a lot 

of questions. I do it. Even if there’s teacher, I would pass. 
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Selma showed a similar reaction when MY Editor did not provide the correct suggestion. 

She provided one example when the computer flagged a proper noun as error:  

Sometimes I don’t like what it says. In that case I don’t do anything. For example, it said 

Izmir is incorrect. How come!?... It’s my hometown! 

Selma was confused when MY Editor captured an error, but did not provide an  

explanation why the word was incorrect: 

One time I wrote ‘porfoy’. It said spelling error, but it didn’t say why. Today, I wrote ‘in 

conclusion’ wrong, the computer gave different words. They were not right… 

I wrote about my cousin.  It’s looks like speak. The computer said ‘especially if’ 

shouldn’t be used together. Why? I can use it. I didn’t change. 

Selma pointed out that the computer (MY Access!® program) motivated them to 

write and encouraged them to compete with each other. She said, “I see Adam got 

higher…I want to pass him.” She also added that it allowed them to see their 

improvement over time. Songie shared the same opinion with Selma and said, “I can see 

improvement of my score.” He also added that the computer allowed him to set goals. 

However, both Songie and Selma felt like the human interaction was missing. Selma 

simply stated that the teacher was missing. Songie expressed his opinion as followed: 

Only computer is not good…It gave out of topic…I use different vocabulary…but maybe 

I am right…I need the teacher check and tell me. 

He added, “Both teacher and computer is good. Only computer is not enough. Sometimes 

I didn’t make sense of it [computer].Teacher is more clear…he understands all mistakes.”  

The teacher also pointed out the same problem during the interview by saying: 

Obviously I am prejudiced. They did OK, but I really think the human element made a 

big difference in terms of the affective filter, motivation, and hammering on certain 

feedback. I think you have to be very self motivated for using the computer. 

He made an analogy between computers and educational programs on TV and stated the 

following: 

Personally no…I don’t like a lot of computer stuff…language labs and that sort of things. 

It’s more like parents let kids sit in front of TV and say watch these educational programs 

and understand them. It’s really plastic without a teacher. A lot of instructors and 

educators so that. They play computer games. Yes you can learn, but they need to get 

away. 
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While Selma’s and Songie’s favorite topics (prompts) to write about were 

different, their reason for choosing those prompts as their favorites was the same. 

Selma’s favorite topic was “A special day” and Songie’s was “To change a day in your 

life.”  However, they both liked writing on those topics because they could relate them to 

their own lives. Furthermore, the topic that Selma and Songie least liked was the same 

(Society’s biggest problem). Selma pointed out her limited vocabulary as a reason for her 

dislike, whereas, Songie said that he needed more information and materials to be able to 

write about that particular topic. 

Both Selma and Songie believed that writing more than once was useful. Selma 

said, “Once and twice is not enough.” Similarly, Songie stated, “…because I have enough 

time. If it’s one day, it is stressful…not much time. Two times is pushing myself. Three 

times is more relaxed.” 

Comparison of Written TF versus AES Feedback 

This section compared the feedback the teacher and the AES (MY Access!®) 

program provided to four case study students (Pedro, Khalid, Songie, and Selma). As 

mentioned before, the MY Access!® program included two features to provide feedback 

on writing: MY Tutor and MY Editor. MY Tutor suggested feedback on five traits 

including focus and meaning, content and development, organization, language style and 

use, and mechanics and conventions. MY Editor, on the other hand, focused on in-depth 

feedback on mechanics and conventions only. The difference between the mechanics and 

conventions feedback MY Tutor and MY Editor provided was that while the former 

suggested general hints regarding finding the errors on mechanics and conventions, the 

latter provided detailed feedback on mechanics, conventions, and grammar. 

The written TF and AES feedback differed from each other considerably in terms  

of length, amount, usability, and directness (direct vs. indirect) of feedback points 

offered. First of all, the written TF format included fewer feedback points than the AES 

(MY Tutor) feedback points. Second, unlike the AES feedback, the written TF was much 

shorter. For that reason, the written TF points were categorized based on the comments 

on each, word, phrase, or sentence. Another difference between the AES feedback and 

the written TF was that the written TF was more direct compared to the AES feedback. 

Table 52 compares the written TF to AES feedback on focus and meaning in terms of 
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length of the feedback. While the written TF focused on specific focus and meaning 

errors Khalid made on P3/D2, AES feedback included the standard feedback points it 

suggested for every draft and these feedback points were the same with slight differences 

in wording. 

Table 52.  

Comparison of focus and meaning feedback Khalid and Songie received either from the 

AES (MY Access!®) program or from the teacher 

 
Written TF Khalid received on focus and 

meaning in P3/D2 

AES (MY Tutor) feedback Songie received on 

focus and meaning in P3/D2 

1. However, the sentence “but sometimes we 

don’t knew about the inventor, such as 

telephone, computer and TV.” does not 

belong here because this essay is NOT about 

the inventor but only the inventions. 

2. Also what exactly is this essay going to be 

about?  

3. What is each paragraph going to be about? 

 

Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response to 

this assignment was rated a 4 for focus. Focus 

relates to your ability to present a consistent, 

unified message and stay on topic.  

 

Your focus is adequate. Typically, a response at 

this level gives a fairly clear statement of purpose 

and wanders only slightly from the topic.  

Songie, your focus is adequate. Let's look at the 

following 4 points as you revise and think about 

how you can make your writing better. As you get 

ready to revise, read your essay out loud so you 

can hear your ideas and words.  

Purpose: What is the purpose of your writing? 

Are you narrating a story, informing, or 

persuading? Make sure you are clear on your 

purpose.  

Main Idea (Controlling Idea): Do you have a 

sentence that states the controlling idea, or the 

main idea, of your essay? Make sure you know 

exactly where this sentence is, because it 

determines what details you will use.  

Audience: Think about your audience. Are you 

writing to someone your age, or are you writing to 

an adult? Are you writing to someone familiar 

with your subject and ideas, or are you writing to 

someone who doesn't know about your subject 

and ideas? Make sure your details are all ones 

your audience will easily understand.  

Task: Did you do the task the prompt asks you to 

do?  
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Another example regarding the length of the feedback pertains the content and 

development trait. For instance, the teacher suggested one or two feedback points 

regarding content and development on an essay, i.e., “Now you need to flesh out the 

paper by giving more examples and details.” On the other hand, MY Tutor suggested five 

feedback points on content and development including planning, sensory details, details 

and main idea, quotes, and paragraph length. In other words, while the teacher used one 

or two sentences to suggest feedback on content and development, the AES program 

offered extensive and generic feedback (approximately 30-line-long feedback) on the 

same trait. Since the feedback points generated by the AES system (MY Tutor) were 

quite extensive, each feedback point was identified and categorized based on the 

indicators highlighted in each trait. In other words, instead of classifying each sentence in 

each trait, the indicators within each trait were identified as feedback points for a 

particular trait to facilitate the classification of the feedback points generated by MY 

Tutor. The teacher described the nature of his feedback as followed: 

Really my own feedback…I read the prompt and gave feedback accordingly. You 

can give two types of feedback. You can give general feedback and you can add 

comments within the text, which is more helpful….the sentence summary at the 

top and embedded comment. When I gave feedback, sometimes I don’t give the 

answer to make them think…  

The students who were exposed to the AES feedback received redundant feedback from 

MY Tutor on the drafts they submitted to the MY Access!® program. If they received the 

same score on the same trait and on prompts from the same genre (e.g., scores of 4 on the 

organization trait on a narrative essay), the feedback points offered were the same 

including exactly the same wording. On the other hand, if they received different scores 

on the same trait and on prompts from the same genre (e.g, scores of 2 and 4 on the 

organization trait on a narrative essay), they received feedback on same points with 

slightly different wording.  While the scores ranged from 1-3 received the same feedback, 

the scores ranged 4-5 received the slightly different feedback. None of the students 

received a score of 6; therefore, no comment was made regarding the feedback based on 

this score. Tables 53 and 54 display the comparison of organization feedback offered by 
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the MY Access!® program’s MY Tutor feature based on the same and different scores 

Songie and Selma received on an informative essay.  

Table 53.  

The comparison of organization feedback offered by the AES (MY Tutor feature) program 

based on the same scores Songie and Selma received on a narrative prompt 

 
Organization feedback Songie received from the 

MY Access!® program based on a score of 3 in 

P3/D2 

Organization feedback Selma received from the MY 

Access!® program based on a score of 3 in P3/D2 

 

Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response to 

this assignment was rated a 3 for organization. 

Organization relates to your ability to present your 

ideas in a logical and ordered fashion.  

 

Your organization is limited. Typically, a response 

at this level shows appropriate organizational 

structure (beginning, middle and end), but is 

missing or lack transitions and is not unified and 

consistent throughout.  

Songie, with some attention to the following four 

ideas, you can make your structure and organization 

much better.  

Introduction: Include an introduction that will do 

two things:  

1. Catch the reader's attention-make it 

interesting and creative.  

2. Tell what the main idea of your writing is.  

Introductions are very important and will get your 

writing off to a good beginning and make the reader 

want to keep reading.  

Conclusion: Include a conclusion. Does it end your 

writing strongly and leave the reader something to 

think about? Make sure your writing does not just 

stop.  

Transitions: Transitions are the glue that holds the 

ideas of your essay together. Use the right 

transitions that will move the reader from idea to 

idea. The right transitions will connect your details 

and help explain them to the reader.  

Order: A logical order will help you structure all of 

the other elements of organization in your essay. 

Make sure you use a clear order to organize your 

details and ideas. Use the best order to help your 

purpose-narrative, informative, or persuasive. By 

sticking to an order -chronological, spatial, 

importance, logical, or sequential-you can express 

your ideas more easily, and your reader can 

understand them better.  

Selma, on a scale of one to six, your response to this 

assignment was rated a 3 for organization. 

Organization relates to your ability to present your 

ideas in a logical and ordered fashion.  

 

Your organization is limited. Typically, a response 

at this level shows appropriate organizational 

structure (beginning, middle and end), but is 

missing or lack transitions and is not unified and 

consistent throughout.  

Selma, with some attention to the following four 

ideas, you can make your structure and organization 

much better.  

Introduction: Include an introduction that will do 

two things:  

1. Catch the reader's attention-make it 

interesting and creative.  

2. Tell what the main idea of your writing is.  

Introductions are very important and will get your 

writing off to a good beginning and make the reader 

want to keep reading.  

Conclusion: Include a conclusion. Does it end your 

writing strongly and leave the reader something to 

think about? Make sure your writing does not just 

stop.  

Transitions: Transitions are the glue that holds the 

ideas of your essay together. Use the right 

transitions that will move the reader from idea to 

idea. The right transitions will connect your details 

and help explain them to the reader.  

Order: A logical order will help you structure all of 

the other elements of organization in your essay. 

Make sure you use a clear order to organize your 

details and ideas. Use the best order to help your 

purpose-narrative, informative, or persuasive. By 

sticking to an order -chronological, spatial, 

importance, logical, or sequential-you can express 

your ideas more easily, and your reader can 

understand them better.  
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Table 54.  

The comparison of organization feedback offered by the AES (MY Tutor feature) 

program based on the different scores Songie and Selma received on a narrative prompt 

 
Organization feedback Songie received from the MY 

Access!® program based on a score of 4 in P2/ D3 

 

Organization feedback Selma received from 

the MY Access!® program based on a score 

of 2 in P3/D1 

Songie, on a scale of one to six, your response to this 

assignment was rated a 4 for organization. Organization 

relates to your ability to present your ideas in a logical and 

ordered fashion.  

Your organization is adequate. Typically, a response at this 

level shows an appropriate organizational structure with an 

apparent pattern of ideas presented in a logical order.  

Songie, your structure so far is adequate, but by looking at 

the following points for organizing your work, the writing 

will be much better. As you revise, think of the following 

four ways to have better organization.  

Introduction: Include an introduction that will do two 

things.  

1. Catch the reader attention.  

2. Tell what the main idea of your writing is.  

Introductions are very important and will get your writing 

off to a good beginning.  

Conclusion: Include a conclusion. Does it end your 

writing strongly and leave the reader something to think 

about? You could summarize your writing, end with a 

quotation that relates to your idea, or even restate your 

main idea. Make sure your writing does not just stop.  

Transitions: Use the right transitions that will move the 

reader from idea to idea. The right transitions will connect 

your details and help explain them to the reader. Transition 

words or phrases will help you organize your thoughts and 

details, and make your writing more organized.  

Transitions: Make sure you use a clear order to organize 

your details and ideas. This will give you logical 

organization. Use the best order to help your purpose-

narrative, informative, or persuasive. By sticking to an 

order -chronological, spatial, importance, logical, or 

sequential-you can express your ideas more easily, and 

your reader can understand them better. 

Selma, on a scale of one to six, your response 

to this assignment was rated a 2 for 

organization. Organization relates to your 

ability to present your ideas in a logical and 

ordered fashion.  

Your organization is limited. Typically, a 

response at this level shows little evidence of 

organizational structure and sequence of ideas. 

Selma, your writing does show structure. By 

trying the following ideas, you can make your 

structure better, and that will help your 

writing.  

Introduction: An introduction is the first 

paragraph or two of the essay. Include an 

introduction that will do two things:  

1. Catch the reader's attention--make it 

interesting and creative.  

2. Tell what the main idea of your 

writing is.  

Conclusion: Include a conclusion. A 

conclusion is the last paragraph or two of the 

essay. Does it end your writing strongly and 

leave the reader something to think about? 

Make sure your writing does not just stop.  

Transitions: Transitions are the glue that 

holds the ideas of your essay together. Use 

transitions that will move the reader from idea 

to idea. The right transitions will link your 

details and help explain them to the reader.  

Order: A logical order will help you structure 

all of the other elements of organization in 

your essay. Make sure you use a clear order 

to organize your details and ideas. Use the 

best order for your purpose--narrative, 

informative, or persuasive.  
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The fact that MY Tutor provided generic and redundant feedback discouraged both 

Songie and Selma from reading the feedback they received on five traits. Another reason 

why they failed to read the MY Tutor feedback as much as they read MY Editor feedback 

was the length of the feedback (as many as five pages). Furthermore, the feedback points 

suggested remained almost the same regardless of the text length. For example, while 

Songie wrote four medium-length paragraphs and one a sentence-long paragraph in 

P2/D3, and Selma wrote two paragraphs, one long and one medium-length. They both 

received very similar amount of feedback. Table 54 also shows the feedback points 

Songie and Selma received on organization by writing different amount of texts.  

The field notes revealed that Songie and Selma occasionally read the MY Tutor 

feedback. While Selma stopped checking the MY Tutor feedback after the first prompt 

(Drafts 2 and 3), Songie used it randomly for the following drafts and prompts: Prompt 1 

(Drafts 2 and 3), Prompt 2 (Draft 2), Prompt 3 (Draft 3), and Prompt 4 (Draft 3). Songie 

also gave some credit to MY Tutor feedback by saying the following: “MY Tutor helped 

to think more…about the topic…organization.”  

Although the MY Editor feedback was much more focused than the MY Tutor 

feedback, it included standard generic examples and explanations as well. As mentioned 

before, MY Editor feedback included advice, error category, error label, suggestion, and 

explanation categories. Every time a student received a feedback point on mechanics and 

conventions, the explanation category remained the same. In other words, advice and 

suggestion categories were likely to change across errors, but the explanation category 

included standard information and examples at all times. Explanation was the most 

ignored category by the AES group students. They paid the most attention to the 

suggestion category because it included direct correction most of the times.  Advice was 

another category the AES group students referred. When the suggestion category did not 

provide any correction, students tried to correct the error based on the information 

provided in the advice category.  

The results revealed that unlike the AES feedback, the written TF was more 

cumulative. That is, the teacher referred to the errors students made in the previous drafts. 

For example, while responding to Khalid’s final draft for the first prompt, the teacher 

asked him whether he made the correction that they talked about in classroom (while 
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discussing P1/D2) in his end comments. Another example shows that the teacher pointed 

out errors that Pedro consistently made, and wrote the following comment in his end 

notes for P3/D2: 

…There are a few mistakes that you consistently make but once you fix these then your 

writing will be very good!... 

The teacher pointed out Pedro’s improvement regarding sentence structure over time in 

P4/D2 as “…You [sic] sentence structure is getting better and better.” Similarly, he 

pointed out Khalid’s progress in sentence structure, but at the same time pointed a 

consistent error he made as follows: 

…You [sic] sentences are also getting better but some sentences still look like they have 

been directly translated from Arabic to English☺ 

On the other hand, the AES feedback was standard; therefore, the students received the 

same feedback for the same score each time they submitted a draft. For example, even 

though a student wrote an introduction paragraph, the AES feedback suggested him/her 

to include one. 

The AES feedback occasionally offered feedback points that were not clear or 

usable. For example, MY Tutor’s feedback on focus and meaning did not provide a clear 

suggestion regarding task all the time: “Did you do the task the prompt ask you to do?”  

Similarly, MY Tutor’s feedback point on language use and style included a fuzzy 

suggestion regarding word choice: “Use exact and specific words.” Since no examples or 

definition of exact and specific words were provided, this feedback point was considered 

vague. Furthermore, some of the feedback points that MY Editor offered were not usable. 

For example, Selma received a feedback point on missing articles in P2/D1 for the 

following sentence: “There are many interesting place <missing article> to visit.” MY 

Editor suggested two options: 1) a many interesting place, 2) the many interesting place. 

Neither of these suggestions was usable. Selma used this feedback neither in Draft 2 nor 

in Draft 3, and she ignored the error. The feedback point on missing articles always 

suggested more than one options, and it was up to the student to find out the usable 

option that fit in the context. Furthermore, the feedback points on similar words were not 

usable most of the times. See Table 55 for a few sample sentences that Selma or Songie 
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received feedback on similar words from MY Editor (only advice and suggestion 

categories are included in the table). 

Table 55.  

MY Editor feedback on similar words 

 

Source Sentences that received feedback on 

similar words from MY Editor 

The feedback MY Editor provided on 

similar words 

 

Selma  

(P5/D1) 

I have many work and experiences 

<similar words> from my job. 

Advice: You may have confused 

‘experiences’ with [experiments]. Consider 

revising it. 

Suggestion: experiments 

 

Selma 

(P3/D2) 

We can’t use most of the technologic 

inventions without electric <similar 

words> 

Advice: You may have confused ‘electric’ 

(using electricity) with [electrical] (having 

to do with electricity). Consider replacing 

if necessary. 

Suggestion: electrical 

 

Songie 

(P4/D1) 

One can become an officer* <similar 

words>. 

 
* Songie was describing his military 

experience in his essay 

Advice: You may have confused ‘officer’ 

(rank in the army or police) with [official] 

(person with responsibilities). Consider 

replacing if necessary. 

Suggestion: official 

 

Selma 

(P4/D1) 

My last<Similar words> birthday 

was a special for me.   

Advice: You may have confused 'last' with 

[latest]. Replace if you mean 'most recent'. 

Suggestion: latest 

 

 

There were other errors that MY Editor failed to suggest usable feedback points 

on. These errors could easily be recognized by a human rater based on the context. Table 

56 lists the instances where MY Editor failed to provide usable feedback points. The 

feedback points are shown in italics in Table 56. The majority of the clause errors Selma 

or Songie made in their drafts remained incorrect. On the other hand, there were several 

errors in an essay, which MY Editor did not address at all. Similarly, the teacher did not 

correct every single error in student essays, either. From time to time, MY Editor 

provided unnecessary amount of feedback points on mechanics and conventions. For 

example, it provided two feedback points on subject-verb agreement errors in one 

sentence. When the student used one of them in his/her draft, the other one disappeared 

automatically. Since one suggestion was enough to correct the error, the other suggestion 
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was not necessary. This only made the screen look more crowded, and the students felt 

overwhelmed with the suggestions provided. 

Table 56.  

The AES (MY Editor) feedback points that were not usable 

 

Source Sentences that received various AES (MY 

Editor) feedback that are not usable  

The feedback points MY Editor 

provided on various mechanics 

and conventions errors 

 

Songie 

P3/D2 

We can enjoy <Pronoun errors (ESL)> with 

my family during <Preposition errors (1)> 

night time. 

Advice: Depending on your 

meaning, it might be better to use 

[since] or [for] instead of 'during'. 

Suggestion: since~ for 

 

Songie 

P3/D2 

From<Formatting errors1> p.m. 6:00 

to<Misused words><Formatting errors2> 

a.m. 6:00 we can study, if we don't have sun 

light.   

Advice: Consider [too] instead of 

'to'. 

Suggestion: too 

 

Songie 

P2/D2 

 

To visit the mosk * <Spelling errors> is 

my hope. 

 

* Songie’s essay was on visiting Irag. He wrote 

about Islam as well. 

Advice: The word 'mosk' is not in 

the Main or Personal Dictionary. 

Suggestion: mosaic~ moss~ 

mos.~ most~ mossy~ mock~ 

monk~ mocks~ monks 

 

Selma 

P4/D1 

His house was 25 minutes far by car to my 

apartment; however when the time was 

12:00 am<Subject-verb agreement errors 

1>, he came my apartment with birthday 

cake. 

 

Advice: Consider [is] or [are] 

instead of 'am'. 

Suggestion: is~ are 

Selma 

P4/D3 

I was suprized <Spelling errors1>.  Advice: The word 'suprized' is not 

in the Main or Personal 

Dictionary. 

Suggestion: suppressed~ 

surpassed 

 

 

MY Editor feedback captured almost every single spelling error in an essay. Given that 

the users were non-native English students, they had numerous spelling errors in their 

drafts. The majority of the spelling errors were based on spacing errors because most 

students were not familiar with typing in English, i.e., leaving one space after a comma. 

Several of them reported that they did not leave one space after a punctuation mark when 

they typed in their native languages. Even though the teacher had underlined this problem 

in class, many of them continued typing a word right before or after a punctuation mark. 
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As a result, MY Editor evaluated this type of words as incorrect. Most of the times it did 

not provide any usable suggestions to correct the errors so some students simply ignored 

them. Some others tried to correct each of them; therefore, they spent too much time on 

spelling errors. Dealing with the spelling issues prevented them focusing on more 

important feedback points assigned to the text. Table 57 displays the spelling errors MY 

Editor captured based on spacing issues. It includes Songie’s sentences only because 

Selma did not receive any feedback on spelling errors that were based on spacing 

problems. The feedback points and spelling errors addressed are shown in bold italic font. 

There was one instance where there was a mismatch between the feedback point that MY 

Editor provided and the suggestions and explanations the feedback point included. Songie 

received one feedback point on pronoun errors/ESL in P3/D1. However, the content of 

the feedback was not about pronouns. See Table 34 for the errors that Songie made 

regarding pronoun errors (ESL) and Figure 26 for the related feedback he received from 

MY Editor in the section about Songie. 

Table 57.  

Spelling errors based on spacing issues and related AES feedback 

 

Prompt (P) 

Draft (D) 

 

Sentences with spelling errors based 

on spacing issues 

AES (MY Editor) feedback on 

spelling errors 

P1/D1 We<Clause errors> lose our 

matials<Spelling errors> more and 

more.<Spelling errors> 

Advice: The word 'more.' is not in the 

Main or Personal Dictionary. 

Suggestion: more~ morel~ mores~ 

moored~ Ore. 

 

P5/D1 All<Punctuation errors> is 

free(But<Spelling errors> I have to 

serve about five years).  

Advice:The word 'free(But' is not in 

the Main or Personal Dictionary. 

Suggestion: Freeboot 

 

P4/D1 Korean men have to go 

military(e.g<Spelling errors>. 

Advice:The word 'military(e.g' is not 

in the Main or Personal Dictionary. 

Suggestion: - 

 

P5/D1 I<Punctuation errors> could say 

''Human<Spelling errors> life is a 

decision".  

Advice:The word '''Human' is not in 

the Main or Personal Dictionary. 

Suggestion: - 

 

 

The feedback points that MY Editor suggested were quite confusing at times. For 

example, the feedback point on a missing article that Songie received in P1/D2 was 
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contradictory. He missed the article in “lot of money,” and MY Editor suggested that he 

use using either “the lot of money” or “a lot of money.” Songie incorporated the former 

suggestion into draft 3. The article used was still incorrect, but MY Editor did not capture 

the error. Additionally, the program sometimes did not recognize the feedback it 

suggested. In other words, it offered a suggestion, and when the student used that 

feedback in his/her draft, it continued flagging the same error. For example, Songie 

received a feedback point on punctuation. He had used the abbreviation “e.g.” with a 

comma (,) as seen in “e.g.,” According to the APA manual, there is nothing wrong with 

this usage, but the program evaluated it as incorrect. Songie incorporated the suggestion 

MY Editor offered, and deleted comma (,). However, when he submitted his draft, the 

computer continued flagging “e.g.” 

Another difference between the AES feedback and the written TF was that the 

latter included various praises (e.g. Good job!) regardless how high or low the scores 

were. The teacher’s aim was to point out the strengths of the TF group students and not to 

focus on the errors solely.  Like the written TF, the AES (MY Tutor) feedback addressed 

the student by his or her name, but it failed to provide praises or encouragement words 

unless the student received a score of 4 or 5. An example of the praises (positive 

reinforcement) AES suggested was “your focus is adequate.” Furthermore, students who 

were exposed to the written TF had a chance to receive in class assistance from the 

teacher. Unlike Songie and Selma, Pedro and Khalid were able to receive individualized 

oral feedback from the teacher in class. However, Pedro and Khalid differed in terms of 

the frequency asking for teacher assistance. While Pedro asked several questions to the 

teacher while writing, Khalid rarely asked help from the teacher. Both students’ questions 

were grammar related. The teacher tried to step out of the lab frequently to allow the 

students work independently. In that case, the students directed their questions to a peer 

or the researcher. The researcher avoided providing any students with any type of 

feedback regarding their essays. 

Finally, unlike the AES feedback, which was summative, the written teacher 

feedback was more cumulative and formative. That is, the teacher frequently referred to 

the errors students made in the previous drafts. On the other hand, the MY Access!® 



 200

program suggested standardized feedback and it did not pointed out an error in a previous 

draft.  

There were similarities between the AES feedback and the written TF as well. 

The majority of the written TF was on mechanics and conventions. Similarly, the MY 

Access!® program provided many more feedback points on mechanics and conventions 

(MY Editor feedback) compared to other traits. Both Songie and Selma valued the 

feedback points that MY Editor suggested more than the feedback points that MY Tutor 

suggested. However, they both valued the written TF more than the AES feedback in 

general. The field notes revealed that Songie and Selma occasionally read the MY Tutor 

feedback. While Selma stopped checking the MY Tutor feedback after the first prompt 

(Drafts 2 and 3), Songie used it for the following drafts and prompts: Prompt 1 (Drafts 2 

and 3), Prompt 2 (Draft 2), Prompt 3 (Draft 3), and Prompt 4 (Draft 3).  

The Results of the Opinion Survey 

Tables 58 and 59 include the results of the opinion survey that were administered 

the students at the end of the study. The students ranked not only how useful they thought 

the feedback points they received were, but also how often they used several features of 

the MY Access!® program. While one student in each feedback pair reported that the 

AES or teacher feedback was “very helpful”, the other pointed out that it was “helpful.” 

The TF students reported that they used a dictionary while typing their essays, but they 

did not specify whether it was bilingual or monolingual dictionary. The survey results 

revealed that one student from each feedback pair never used the cut/copy/and paste 

features of the MY Access!® program. While the students who were exposed to the AES 

feedback used the spell check feature in every draft, the ones who were exposed to the 

written TF occasionally used this feature. Finally, both of the written TF students 

confirmed that they did not use the MY Editor or MY Tutor features of the MY Access!® 

program. The students who received written TF were not able to access these two 

features because they were in the off position for them at all times. On the other hand, the 

AES feedback pair frequently used the MY Editor feature. While Selma reported that she 

sometimes used the MY Tutor feature, Songie pointed out that he often used this feature. 

The field notes and interview notes support the student answers regarding the use of the 

MY Editor feature. However, they slightly contradicted with their responses to the 
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opinion survey regarding the use of the MY Tutor feature. According to the field notes, 

Selma used the MY Tutor feedback on only two drafts, and Songie used it on five out 15 

drafts. This might be because neither student was much familiar with the name of the MY 

Tutor feature. During the interviews, they described it as the other feedback or the long 

one. On the other hand, both Songie and Selma were quite familiar with the MY Editor’s 

name because they used the feedback points it suggested on every draft. 

Table 58.  

Case study participants’ responses to opinion survey 

 

Items Pedro Khalid Songie Selma 

How helpful the feedback was Very helpful Helpful Very helpful Helpful 

The internet resources used  

while writing 

Book dictionary 

[sic] 

Dictionary None None 

Frequency of the Internet use Never Never Sometimes Never 

Frequency of cut/copy/paste use Never Rarely Always Never 

Frequency of spell checker use Sometimes Sometimes Always Always 

Frequency of MY Editor use Never Never Always Always 

Frequency of MY Tutor use Never Never Often Sometimes 

How much they think they 

improved 

A lot Moderate A little A little 

 

In the second part of the opinion survey, students were asked to rank the traits (focus and 

unity, content and development, organization, language use and style, and mechanics and 

conventions) they received the most/least feedback on (5 being the most and 1 being the 

least). Pedro believed that he received the most feedback on the organization trait; 

whereas, Khalid thought he received the most feedback on focus and unity. While Selma 

misunderstood the instruction and put the same number (3) for each trait, Songie believed 

he received the most feedback on the language use and style trait. Both Khalid and 

Songie thought that they received the least amount of feedback on the organization trait. 

On the other hand, Pedro believed that he received the least amount of feedback on the 

language use and style trait. Selma did not specify on what trait she received the least or 

the most feedback. Table 59 displays the traits students received the most and the least 

feedback on.   
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Table 59.  

The traits students received the most and the least feedback on, the most being 5 and the 

least being 1 

 

Traits Pedro Khalid Songie Selma 

Focus and unity (F/M) 3 5 4 3 

Content and development (C/D) 4 4 2 3 

Organization (O) 5 1 1 3 

Language use and style (L/S) 1 3 5 3 

Mechanics and conventions (M/C) 2 2 3 3 

 

The students’ opinion regarding the most/least feedback they received and the data based 

on the essay analysis contradicted. The essay analysis results showed that all students, 

regardless of the type of feedback they were exposed to, were presented with the 

mechanics and conventions feedback most. Songie was aware of his problem with 

grammar because he reported it during the interview. It is possible that he did not 

understand what mechanics and conventions errors entailed. He might have confused the 

language use and style trait with the mechanics and conventions trait. 

Conclusions 

This section presents the findings according to the research questions. Because the 

subsidiary questions fit in the main research question, they should be considered as part 

of the main question. 

Main Research Question: Incorporating AES Feedback versus Written TF in Revisions 

The study employed a process approach to writing. Students wrote three drafts on 

each of the five prompts for five weeks using a computer. They all reported that they felt 

comfortable with writing on the computer. The students’ writing process was recursive. 

That is, all students read, reread, and made changes in their drafts. For example, Selma 

had a pattern of writing. That is, she wrote a word or a sentence, deleted it, rewrote it, 

deleted it, and so on. Songie silently reread his draft quite a while before he started 

writing each of his drafts. Sometimes he stopped, reread, and continued writing again. 

Neither Selma nor Songie made many changes in the paragraphs they had written in a 

previous draft most of the times. They mainly continued where they had stopped writing 

in the previous draft, and the deletions or additions they made were primarily in the new 
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paragraphs. They went back and revised the mechanical and conventional aspects of the 

existing paragraphs based on the feedback they received from MY Editor. Similarly, 

Pedro and Khalid were also more concerned with adding more details in the text. They 

revised the previous paragraphs only if the teacher pointed out an error or suggested a 

change. Otherwise, they reread whatever they had written before, and added more 

paragraphs in the essays. All students made changes that were not based on AES 

feedback or the written TF. These changes mostly included adding more details and new 

paragraphs in the text. Students very rarely corrected their own grammar errors without 

getting any feedback from the teacher or from the MY Access!® program. In other 

words, besides being concerned with the grammatical errors, the students tried to write as 

much as they could. 

The findings of the study showed that both feedback pairs were quite similar 

within pairs and they were very different across pairs in terms of the feedback points they 

were suggested and the revisions they made in their drafts. Furthermore, while the extent 

to which each pair group used the type of feedback they received in their drafts was 

similar within pairs for most traits, it varied dramatically across pairs for all prompts with 

the exception of mechanics and conventions feedback.  Although the main focus of both 

feedback pairs was on the feedback regarding grammar, mechanics, and conventions, 

there was a slight difference between two feedback pairs. The students who were exposed 

to the AES feedback were presented with all types of feedback with more emphasis on 

mechanics and conventions trait. However, the ones who were exposed to the written TF 

received the most feedback on mechanics and conventions trait, and they received fewer 

feedback points on other traits.  In other words, Songie and Selma preferred focusing 

more on mechanics and conventions errors; whereas, Pedro and Khalid did not have 

many options in terms of their focus in revisions since they received written teacher 

feedback primarily on grammar, mechanics, and conventions. 

The results of this study showed that all students seemed to be more concerned 

writing about the prompts from the informative genre, yet they felt quite comfortable 

while writing on prompts from the narrative genre. Moreover, the amount of writing they 

produced was longer in narrative genre than that of informative genre. As Songie pointed 

out, this might be because they needed “information” to be able to write about 
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informative prompts. On the other hand, they could write about their “own experience” 

when they were assigned a narrative prompt. 

All students in this study did some type of planning. The teacher’s in class 

comments were the main reason for planning. The teacher encouraged all students in 

whole class meetings and only the TF students in the computer lab to plan their essays 

using pen and paper before they started writing on the computers. During the interview, 

the teacher stated as followed: 

I think again at this level. You walk them with what entails writing process, which is 

“always, always plan before your write. Then, organize”… 

Except for Selma, all participants occasionally took notes in their notebooks while 

planning. Both Pedro and Khalid had their notebooks next to the computer in each class, 

but there were a few instances of observed planning. Similarly, Songie seldom created a 

sort of outline (e.g., taking notes in Korean and English) in his notebook to organize his 

ideas before he started writing the first draft of a prompt. The field notes showed that 

Songie used his notes three times for the first drafts of Prompt 3, Prompt 4, and Prompt 5. 

The source of feedback for creating a type of outline was considered oral teacher 

feedback because the teacher suggested all students planning and note-taking since the 

first day of the session during overall classroom meetings. MY Tutor suggested that 

students use graphic organizers each time it generated feedback as well. However, Songie 

had already created his outlines before he started writing his first drafts. In other words, 

he already used outlines before he received any feedback on them from MY Tutor.  

All students referred to their native languages while writing. Both Pedro and 

Khalid used structures or words based on Spanish (e.g., for speak) and Arabic (e.g., long 

bussiness [sic] buildings), and the teacher pointed this out in his end notes as a problem. 

Furthermore, Selma used Turkish words, and expected the computer to recognize it. For 

instance, she wrote ‘portfoy,’ which is a Turkish word with French root, and got 

surprised when MY Editor flagged it. Songie took notes in his notebooks in Korean 

during the planning stage while writing the first draft of the first prompt.  

Both Selma and Songie read the MY Tutor feedback after they submitted the first 

draft of the first prompt. Selma stopped using the MY Tutor feedback after the first week 

of the study. On the other hand, Songie used MY Tutor randomly. The field notes showed 
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that he used it for the following drafts and prompts: Prompt 1 (Drafts 2 and 3), Prompt 2 

(Draft 2), Prompt 3 (Draft 3), and Prompt 4 (Draft 3). There were a few occasions where 

Selma and Songie did not receive any MY Tutor feedback at all. Both Songie and Selma 

preferred using the MY Editor feature most, even though it provided unusable feedback 

at times. Songie said that he did not use the feedback provided if he did not understand. 

He expressed his feelings about MY Editor as followed: 

Some part of MY Editor…the recommendation is not useful...if I don’t understand, (I) 

pass…for example, I didn’t use comma, spacing…it says…sometimes too much so 

pass…sometimes spell check gives a word but I don’t understand and I don’t change. 

Selma was confused when MY Editor captured an error, but did not provide an  

explanation stating why that particular word was incorrect: 

One time I wrote ‘porfoy’. It said spelling error, but it didn’t say why. Today, I wrote ‘in 

conclusion’ wrong, the computer gave different words. They were not right…I wrote 

about my cousin.  It’s looks like speak. The computer said ‘especially if’ shouldn’t be 

used together. Why? I can use it. I didn’t change. 

One of the main reasons for not using the MY Tutor feedback as much as the MY 

Editor feedback was that MY Tutor required a lot of reading, and it did not provide any 

new information. While Selma reported, “Too much reading…It’s same…Boring,” 

Songie stated, “Good, but long…very very long.”  Another reason was that Selma 

believed her main problem was grammar. She said, 

…I used most Spell checker, MY Editor…it was good…I think it’s enough…I never used 

MY Tutor. My problem is prepositions like in floor or on floor….and missing 

articles…for example, after however, I need comma… 

Songie’s answer was very similar: “I…uhm…used Spell checker…grammar check (MY  

Editor)…MY Tutor… little.”  Finally, MY Tutor occasionally offered feedback points that 

were not clear or usable. For example, MY Tutor’s feedback point on language use and 

style included a fuzzy suggestion regarding word choice: “Use exact and specific words.” 

Since no examples or definition of exact and specific words were provided, the AES 

feedback pair failed to incorporate this feedback point.  

Subsidiary Research Question 1: The Extent of Feedback Used by the Students 

The MY Access!® program provided extensive number of feedback points on all 

five traits. The number of total feedback points that MY Access!® suggested (both usable 
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and unusable) were six times as many as the number of written feedback points suggested 

by the teacher (both usable and unusable). Songie received a total of 602 feedback points 

on all five traits. Only 236 of the feedback points were categorized as usable, and he used 

124 of the usable feedback points. Selma received very similar number of feedback 

points on all five traits. She obtained 604 feedback points.  Of 604 feedback points, only 

241 were classified as usable AES feedback points, and Selma used 111 of the usable 

feedback points. On the other hand, Pedro and Khalid received much fewer feedback 

points on all traits compared to Songie and Selma. Pedro received a total of 110 feedback 

points from the teacher, and he used 77 of them. Of 110 feedback points, 86 were 

classified as usable AES feedback points. Similarly, Khalid received a total of 108 

feedback points from the teacher and he used 83 of them. Of 108 feedback points, 90 

were classified as usable AES feedback points. Another finding was that the students who 

were exposed to AES feedback incorporated more partial changes into their drafts than 

the ones who were exposed to the written TF. Songie and Selma made 33 and 35 partial 

changes respectively in their drafts based on the AES feedback; whereas, Pedro and 

Khalid made only nine and seven partial changes respectively based on the written TF. 

Table 60 shows the extent of feedback used by the case study participants.  

Table 60. 

The extent of feedback used by the students 

 

Feedback  

pair 

Student Number of the total 

feedback points 

(usable & other) 

Number of the 

usable feedback 

points 

Total 

changes 

Pedro 110 86 77 (89.5%) TF pair 

Khalid 108 90 86 (96%) 

Songie 602 236 124 (52%) AES  

feedback pair 

Selma 604 241 111 (46%) 

 

Subsidiary Research Question 2: Differences in the Revisions in terms of Five Traits 

The results of the study revealed that there were differences in the type of 

revisions performed by the ESL students in terms of focus and meaning, content and 
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development, organization, language use and style, and mechanics and conventions. The 

amount of the difference within the pairs who were presented with the written TF and 

within those who were suggested the AES feedback was quite similar for most traits. On 

the other hand, the amount of difference across both feedback pairs (AES feedback and 

written TF) was drastically different for all traits excluding mechanics and conventions.  

1. Focus and meaning. Songie received 34 usable feedback points on focus and 

meaning, Selma received 35 feedback points. Songie used five of them, and Selma used 

three of them in their drafts. They both partially used four of the feedback points on focus 

and meaning. Finally, both students failed to use the majority of the feedback points on 

focus and meaning (25 versus 28). On the other hand, the students who were exposed to 

the written TF did not receive large number of feedback points on focus and meaning. 

While Pedro did not receive any written TF on focus and meaning, Khalid received only 

seven feedback points. He fully incorporated five of them and partially used two of them 

in his drafts. Table 61 below shows the extent the case study participants used focus and 

meaning feedback in their drafts.  

Table 61.  

Feedback on focus and meaning trait 

 

Usable TF/AES 

feedback suggested 

 

Changes that might 

be based on TF/AES 

feedback 

Partial changes that 

might be based on 

TF/AES feedback 

Usable TF/AES 

feedback that is not 

used 

 

Students 

TF AES TF AES TF AES TF AES 

 

Pedro -  -  -  -  

Khalid 7  5 (71%)  2 (29%)  -  

Songie  34  5 (15%)  4 (12%)  25 (73%) 

Selma  35  3 (9%)  4 (11%)  28 (80%) 

 

2. Content and development. The students who were exposed to the AES feedback 

three or four times more feedback points on content and development compared to the 

ones who were exposed to the written TF. Both Songie and Selma chose not to use more 

than half of the feedback points generated by the MY Access!® program. Similarly, 

Pedro received seven feedback points from the teacher on content and development, but 

he used only three of them. On the other hand, Khalid used four out of six feedback 
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points he received on content and development. Table 62 provides detailed information 

regarding usable feedback points that both feedback pairs received; full or partial changes 

they made based on the type of feedback they received, and usable feedback that was not 

used. 

Table 62.  

Feedback on content and development trait 

 

Usable TF/AES 

feedback 

suggested 

Changes that might be 

based on TF/AES 

feedback 

Partial changes that 

might be based on 

TF/AES feedback 

Usable TF/AES 

feedback that is not 

used 

 

Students 

TF AES TF AES TF AES TF AES 

 

Pedro 7  3 (43%)  -  4 (57%)  

Khalid 6  3 (50%)  1 (17%)  2 (33%)  

Songie  45  6 (13%)  12 (27%)  27 (60%) 

Selma  45  4 (9%)  16 (35.5%)  25 (55.5%) 

 

3. Organization. The written TF on organization and content and development 

were closely related. When teacher suggest a feedback point on organization, it directly 

affected the content and development of the text as well. For example, including a body 

paragraph is a change related to organization. However, adding a body paragraph also 

means that including details in the text. Therefore, the written TF feedback points on 

organization and content/ development was combined. As a result, the information 

regarding the revisions Pedro and Khalid on content and development and organization 

remained the same. Tables 63 and 64 provide details on content/development and 

organization traits. 

Table 63.  

Feedback on the organization trait 

 
Usable TF/AES 

feedback 

suggested 

Changes that might 

be based on TF/ AES 

feedback 

Partial changes that 

might be based on TF/ 

AES feedback 

Usable TF/ AES 

feedback that is 

not used 

Students 

TF AES TF AES TF AES TF AES 

Pedro 7  3 (43%)  -  4 (57%)  

Khalid 6  3 (50%)  1 (17%)  2 (33%)  

Songie  34  5 (15%)  11 (32%)  18 (53%) 

Selma  36  6 (17%)  11 (30%)  19 (53%) 
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4. Language use and style. The students who received written TF and those who 

were exposed to the AES feedback differed dramatically in terms of the feedback points 

they received on the language use and style trait. While Khalid did not receive any 

feedback on language and style, Pedro received five written feedback points that were 

usable on the same trait. Except for one, he incorporated all of them. On the contrary, 

Songie and Selma received more than five times more usable AES feedback points on 

language use and style. They both received exactly the same number of feedback points 

on language use and style and they both incorporated the same number of feedback points 

on this trait. Table 64 illustrates the extent of language use and style feedback the 

students used in their drafts.  

Table 64.  

Feedback on language and style trait 

 

Usable TF/ AES 

feedback 

suggested 

Changes that might 

be based on TF/ AES 

feedback 

Partial changes that 

might be based on 

TF/ AES feedback 

Usable TF/ AES 

feedback that is 

not used 

 

Students 

TF AES TF AES TF AES TF AES 

Pedro 5  4 (80%)  -  1 (20%)  

Khalid -  -  -  -  

Songie  27  1 (4%)  4 (15%)  22 (81%) 

Selma  27  1 (4%)  4 (15%)  22 (81%) 

 

5. Mechanics and conventions. Even though both the teacher and the MY 

Access!® program offered the majority of the feedback on mechanics and conventions, 

the MY Access!® program suggested more feedback points than the teacher. The 

students who were exposed to the written TF points used almost all of the feedback 

points (86.5% and 93.5%) suggested by the teacher on mechanics and conventions. The 

students who received the AES feedback incorporated fewer feedback points (79% and 

62%) into their drafts. The number of feedback points the AES feedback pair did not use 

was larger than those of the written TF pair. While Pedro and Khalid failed to use less 

than 10% of the feedback, Songie and Selma did not use more than 20% of the feedback 

they were suggested. Table 65 below displays the usable feedback points suggested both 
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by the teacher and the MY Access!® program. It also shows the how many of these 

feedback points the students used or not used in their drafts. 

Table 65.  

Feedback on mechanics and conventions trait 

 

Usable TF/AES 

feedback 

suggested 

Changes that might be 

based on TF/AES 

feedback 

Partial changes that 

might be based on 

TF/AES feedback 

Usable TF/AES 

feedback that is 

not used 

 

Students 

TF AES TF AES TF AES TF AES 

Pedro 74  64 (86.5%)  6 (8%)  4 (5.5%)  

Khalid 77  72 (93.5%)  -  5 (6.5%)  

Songie  96  76 (79%)  -  20 (21%) 

Selma  98  61 (62%)  -  37 (38%) 

 

Subsidiary Research Question 3: Possible Reasons for Differences in Revisions 

As mentioned previously, the students who were exposed to the written TF and 

those who were presented with the AES feedback differed in terms of the use of feedback 

in their revisions. The possible reasons for the observed differences are explained below. 

a) Redundant and generic versus individualized and specific feedback. Since the 

MY Tutor feature of the MY Access!® program provided generic and redundant 

feedback regardless of the amount of writing the students did or how low or high the 

scores were, students did not feel motivated to read the feedback. Students who were 

exposed to the AES feedback reported that they were aware of the fact that the feedback 

did not provide any new suggestions, and the examples were not specific to their essays. 

As a result of this, they did not feel the urge to read or use the MY Tutor feature. On the 

other hand, the students in the TF group closely followed the feedback points the teacher 

provided because the written TF was more individualized and specific to students’ drafts.  

b) Extensive vs. short feedback. Another possible reason for the difference was the 

amount of the feedback suggested by the teacher or the MY Access!® program. Unlike 

the written TF, the AES feedback included extensive amount of feedback. As explained 

in “comparison of the written TF versus the AES feedback” section in this chapter, the 

written TF was much shorter than the AES feedback. Table 52 in the related section 

displayed the difference between Khalid and Songie received on focus and meaning in 

terms of length. As a result, being non-native English speakers of English who hold a 
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low-intermediate English proficiency level, Songie and Selma might have got 

overwhelmed with the extensive amount of the language presented in feedback. This 

might have affected their use of the MY Tutor feature negatively. 

c) Usable versus unusable feedback. There were several instances when the MY 

Editor feature of the MY Access!® program provided mechanics and conventions 

feedback that was either confusing or incorrect.  Just like MS Word’s grammar and 

spelling feature, MY Editor failed to provide usable suggestions at times. In that case 

students either selected the wrong suggestion or simply ignored it. From time to time, 

MY Editor provided unnecessary number of feedback points on mechanics and 

conventions, e.g., capturing every spelling and spacing errors, providing two feedback 

points on subject-verb agreement errors in one sentence, and so on, which only made the 

screen look more crowded. As a result the students felt overwhelmed with the number of 

suggestions provided. Given that the users were non-native English students, they had 

numerous spelling errors in their drafts. The majority of the spelling errors were based on 

spacing errors because most students were not familiar with typing in English, i.e., 

leaving one space after a comma. Several of them reported that they did not leave one 

space after a punctuation mark when they typed in their native languages. MY Editor 

failed to provide reasonable explanations for some errors; therefore, the students chose to 

ignore the suggestions. Sometimes they tried to correct each of the suggestions, and 

ended up spending excessive amount of time on spelling errors. Dealing with the spelling 

issues prevented them focusing on more important feedback points assigned to the text. 

Like MY Editor, MY Tutor occasionally offered feedback points that were not clear or 

usable. For example, MY Tutor’s feedback on focus and meaning did not provide a clear 

suggestion regarding task all the time: “Did you do the tasks the prompt ask you to do?”  

Similarly, MY Tutor’s feedback point on language use and style included a fuzzy 

suggestion regarding word choice: “Use exact and specific words.” Since no examples or 

definition of exact and specific words were provided, this feedback point was considered 

vague. On the other hand, majority of the written TF was usable. There were only a few 

instances where the students did not understand the teacher’s intention, e.g., underlining 

words and phrases. The unusable feedback MY Editor suggested reduced the student 

confidence in the MY Access!® program. 
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d) The focus and directness in feedback. Both feedback pairs incorporated more 

feedback points on mechanics and conventions in their revisions compared to the other 

traits. However, the TF pair included a larger number of feedback points on mechanics 

and conventions than the AES feedback pair. Students who received the AES feedback 

used the MY Editor feature more frequently than the MY Tutor feature. The main reason 

was that unlike the MY Tutor feedback, MY Editor was more specific. Although the MY 

Editor feature provided unusable feedback points time to time, and it included generic 

and standard examples, it provided direct suggestions on grammar, mechanics, and 

conventions. Similarly, the teacher provided direct suggestions to the student drafts. 

Therefore, the TF pair more closely followed the type of feedback they received than the 

AES pair. Furthermore, like the AES pair, the TF pair also focused more on the 

mechanics and conventions feedback. However, the underlying reason was quite 

different. That is, the vast majority of the written feedback points that the teacher 

provided was on mechanics and conventions.  

e) Role of in class assistance. The students who were exposed to the written TF 

received in class assistance from the teacher. Field notes and interview notes also showed 

that the TF pair was not limited to the written TF only. That is, they were able to receive 

individual help (oral feedback) in class when they wrote their initial and subsequent 

drafts. While Pedro pursued in class assistance from the teacher in each class, Khalid 

preferred working individually. He asked for teacher help only twice for different drafts. 

Other times, he used his bilingual dictionary. The teacher reported that he tried not to stay 

in the computer lab throughout the class while students were working on their drafts to 

limit the amount of oral feedback he would provide. When teacher was not available, 

Pedro asked questions to a classmate or the researcher. The researcher did not answer his 

questions and suggested that he wait until the teacher returned. On the other hand, Songie 

and Selma worked individually without receiving any assistance from the observer or 

from a classmate. Selma had a couple of attempts to ask a question to the observer when 

she did not understand the MY Editor feedback, but she was not provided with help. 

Summary of Findings 

The main purpose of Chapter 4 is to provide information regarding how the case 

study participants incorporated the feedback they received either from the teacher or from 
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the MY Access!® program through several examples. First, the forms and functions of 

the teacher and AES feedback were classified to give the reader a better picture regarding 

the nature of the each type of feedback.  Then, the case study students in each feedback 

were introduced, and the drafts they wrote were analyzed prompt by prompt. 

Additionally, not only the changes each case study students made in their revisions, but 

also each type of feedback (AES feedback and written TF) was compared.  

The results of the study revealed that the nature of the AES feedback and written 

feedback was different from each other. While the written TF was shorter and more 

focused, the AES feedback was quite long and generic. The MY Access!® program 

provided extensive amount of feedback points on all five traits. The document (essay) 

analysis results revealed that the program suggested twice as many usable feedback 

points as written feedback points provided by the teacher. However, the students who 

were exposed to the MY Access!® program used only the half of the usable feedback 

points suggested. While Selma received a total of 241 usable feedback points on all five 

traits, she only used 111 of them (36 of them were partially used) in her drafts. Songie 

received similar number of feedback points from the MY Access!® program. He 

obtained a total of 236 usable feedback points on all five traits, but he only used 124 of 

them (31 of them were partially used) in his drafts. On the other hand, Pedro and Khalid 

received much fewer usable feedback points on their drafts compared to Songie and 

Selma, yet they incorporated most of them into their drafts. Pedro received a total of 89 

usable feedback points from the teacher, and he used 77 of them (six of them were 

partially used) in his drafts. Similarly, Khalid received a total of 90 feedback points from 

the teacher, and he used 86 of them (three of them were partially used) in his drafts. The 

results also showed that both feedback pairs were quite similar within pairs, and they 

were substantially different across pairs in terms of the feedback points they were 

suggested on five traits. Furthermore, while the extent to which each pair used the type of 

feedback they received in their drafts was quite similar within pairs for most traits, it 

varied dramatically across pairs for all prompts with the exception of the mechanics and 

conventions feedback. Students’ opinion regarding the most/least feedback they received 

and the data based on the essay analysis results contradicted. 

Other findings included the following: 
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• The field notes revealed that the students who were exposed to the AES 

feedback (Songie and Selma) occasionally read the MY Tutor feedback. 

While Selma stopped checking the MY Tutor feedback after the first 

prompt (Drafts 2 and 3), Songie used it for the following drafts and 

prompts: Prompt 1 (Drafts 2 and 3), Prompt 2 (Draft 2), Prompt 3 (Draft 

3), and Prompt 4 (Draft 3). Songie and Selma received extensive and 

redundant feedback from MY Tutor on the drafts they submitted to the 

MY Access!® program. This characteristic of the MY Tutor feature 

discouraged both Songie and Selma to read the feedback they received on 

five traits.  

• From time to time, MY Editor provided unnecessary amount of feedback 

points on mechanics and conventions, e.g. spelling errors. Given that the 

users were non-native English students, they had numerous spelling errors 

in their drafts. The majority of the spelling errors were based on spacing 

errors because most students were not familiar with typing in English, i.e., 

leaving one space after a comma. Several of them reported that they did 

not leave one space after a punctuation mark when they typed in their 

native languages.  

• MY Editor occasionally provided incorrect or confusing suggestions and 

students sometimes students simply ignored them. Some other times they 

tried to address each suggestion; therefore, they spent too much time on 

mechanical issues such as spelling errors. Dealing with the mechanical 

and conventional errors prevented them focusing on other aspects of the 

text. 

• Like MY Editor, MY Tutor offered feedback points that were not clear or 

usable, as well. For example, MY Tutor’s feedback on focus and meaning 

did not provide a clear suggestion regarding the task all the time: “Did you 

do the tasks the prompt ask you to do?” This question was considered 

quite vague since there was no explanation what “doing all the tasks the 

prompt ask you to do” entailed. 
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• Unlike the AES feedback, the written TF was more cumulative. That is, 

the teacher referred to the errors students made in the previous drafts. 

• Both Songie and Selma felt like the teacher element was missing in the 

classroom. The teacher was expressed his concerns regarding the lack of 

human interaction in writing instruction, as well.  

• Students who were exposed to the written TF (Pedro and Khalid) had a 

chance to receive in class assistance from the teacher. Unlike Songie and 

Selma, Pedro and Khalid were able to receive individualized oral feedback 

from the teacher in class. AES feedback pairs were more willing to work 

independently than the TF students. 

• Both the MY Access!® program and the teacher provided the most 

feedback on mechanics and conventions compared to other traits. Students 

who were exposed to preferred using MY Editor feedback to MY Tutor 

feedback. However, they valued the written TF more than the AES 

feedback in general.  

• Students seemed to be more concerned with writing about the prompts 

from the informative genre, yet they felt quite comfortable while writing 

on prompts from the narrative genre.  

• All students referred their native language sometime during the writing 

process.  

• Unlike the MY Access!® program, the teacher failed to provide feedback 

several drafts that the written TF pair wrote. 



CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Background of the Study 

Participants and Setting 

The participants were adult ESL students who took the English as a Second Language 

(ESL) instruction in a seven-week session in Spring 2006 at an Intensive English Center (IEC) at 

a state university in North Florida. A class of 12 students was divided into two groups. 

Approximately half of the students were exposed to computerized feedback (AES group) and the 

other half received written feedback from the teacher (TF group). The students were assigned to 

either AES feedback or TF groups based on their diagnostic essay scores. Although there were 

12 students in the class, the focus of this study was four case study students (two from each 

group). The participants were holding low-intermediate English proficiency level and they were 

from various linguistic backgrounds including Spanish, Arabic, Turkish, and Korean. 

Purpose and Design 

The purpose of this study was to explore how English as a second language (ESL) 

students incorporated the feedback they received either from an Automated Essay Scoring (AES) 

system or from the teacher in their writings. A case study was utilized to analyze the revisions 

the students made across multiple drafts. Furthermore, methodological triangulation was used to 

ensure the validity of findings. Three methods of data analysis techniques were employed 

including document analysis, interviews, and observations. While the document (essay) analysis 

was the main data collection method, observations and interviews provided crucial information 

regarding the context that the students wrote in and the nature of each type of feedback students 

received.  

Research Questions and Procedures 

There was one main research question and three subsidiary research questions in the 

present study. They were: 

1. How do two English as a second language (ESL) students who are exposed to 

automated essay scoring (AES) feedback and two ESL students who receive 

written teacher feedback (TF) incorporate the type of feedback they receive 

across multiple drafts of selected prompts? 
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a. What differences exist in the extent to which ESL students use the feedback 

they receive to revise their drafts when the students are presented with AES 

feedback versus written TF? 

b. Are there differences in the type of revisions performed by ESL students in 

terms of focus and unity, development and elaboration, organization, language 

use and style, and mechanics and conventions on particular drafts? 

c. What factors or reasons reported by ESL students and observed in the 

classroom help to explain observed differences? 

To answer the main research question, both the drafts written by ESL students and the feedback 

assigned either by the AES system or by the teacher were analyzed. First, the AES feedback and 

TF points were identified based on their forms and functions.  The traits (focus and meaning, 

content and development, organization, language use and style, and mechanics and conventions) 

in the analytic rubric that was generated by the AES system (MY Access!®) were used as a basis 

to classify the AES feedback or written TF in this study. Thus, the written TF feedback points 

were matched to the traits on the analytic rubric. Next, the revisions each student made in their 

drafts and the feedback points they received were compared. The AES feedback or written TF 

points were classified as follows: 

a. Usable AES feedback or written TF 

b. Other AES feedback or written TF (i.e., unusable feedback, positive 

reinforcement, problem statement, general description, general comment, and 

analogy) 

On the other hand, the revisions were classified as: 

a. Changes that might be based on AES feedback or written TF 

b. Partial changes that might be based on AES feedback or written TF 

c. Changes that might not be based on AES feedback or written TF 

d. Usable AES feedback or written TF that is not used 

To answer the first subsidiary research question, the revisions the students made on each 

draft in terms of five traits including focus and meaning, content and development, organization, 

language use and style, and mechanics and conventions were identified and analyzed.  To answer 

the second subsidiary research question, the number and the percentage of feedback points the 

students used in their drafts were calculated, and the results were compared across students. 
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Finally, interview notes and field notes were used to answer the third subsidiary question. 

Interviews done with the teacher and case study participants and the observation of the students’ 

writing processes provided insights regarding the reasons for the differences in not only the type 

of revisions the students made, but also the extent to which they used the feedback in their drafts.  

Summary of Findings 

This section summarizes the results of the present study according to the research 

questions. Although the main research question is explained separately, it contains the results of 

the subsidiary questions, as well.   

Incorporating AES Feedback versus Written TF in Revisions 

The study employed a process approach to writing. Students wrote three drafts on each of 

the five prompts for five weeks. The students’ writing process was recursive. All students read, 

reread, and made changes in their drafts. Students seemed to be more concerned writing about 

the prompts from the informative genre, yet they felt quite comfortable while writing on prompts 

from the narrative genre. All students referred their native language while writing. Furthermore, 

all students referred their native language while writing. Both Pedro and Khalid used structures 

or words based on Spanish and Arabic, and the teacher pointed this out in his end notes as a 

problem. Furthermore, while Selma used Turkish words and expected the computer to recognize 

it, Songie took notes in his notebooks in Korean. 

The students who were exposed to the TF more closely followed the feedback they 

received from the teacher. The only trait that AES feedback pair closely followed was mechanics 

and conventions. Both the MY Access!® program and the teacher provided the most feedback on 

mechanics and conventions compared to other traits. Students who were exposed to preferred 

MY Editor feedback to MY Tutor feedback. However, they valued the TF more than the AES 

feedback in general. 

The findings showed that both feedback pairs were quite similar within pairs and they 

were very different across pairs in terms of the feedback points they were suggested and the 

revisions they made in their drafts. Furthermore, while the extent to which each pair group used 

the type of feedback they received in their drafts was similar within pairs for most traits, it varied 

dramatically across pairs for all prompts with the exception of mechanics and conventions 

feedback.  
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The document (essay) analysis results revealed that the MY Access!® program suggested 

quite larger number of feedback points compared to those of provided by the teacher. However, 

the students who were exposed to the MY Access!® program used only 18-20% of the total 

(both usable and other) feedback suggested. The interview and observation results suggested that 

the percentage of feedback points that Songie and Selma used could be even lower. According to 

field notes, Selma stopped using the MY Tutor feedback after the first week of the study. In 

other words, she used the MY Tutor feedback only twice while writing her second and third 

drafts of the first prompt. The interview notes also supported this observation. On the other hand, 

Songie used MY Tutor randomly. The field notes showed that he used it for the following drafts 

and prompts: Prompt 1 (Drafts 2 and 3), Prompt 2 (Draft 2), Prompt 3 (Draft 3), and Prompt 4 

(Draft 3). There were a few occasions where Selma and Songie did not receive any MY Tutor 

feedback at all. Two drafts Selma wrote on one prompt (P2/D2 & D3) were evaluated as “too 

repetitious” by the MY Access!® program. Selma received neither scores nor MY Tutor 

feedback for those drafts. Furthermore, one of the drafts Songie wrote (P4/D1) was evaluated as 

“off topic” by the MY Access!® program. Songie did not receive any scores or MY Tutor 

feedback. However, both Selma and Songie received MY Editor feedback for those drafts. 

Although the frequency of their use of the MY Tutor feature varied, both Songie and Selma 

incorporated the MY Editor feedback regularly in all drafts. The reason why they failed to use 

the MY Tutor feedback might be that the nature of the feedback was redundant and extensive.  

From time to time, MY Editor provided unnecessary amount of feedback points on 

mechanics and conventions, e.g., spelling errors. Given that the users were non-native English 

speaking students, they had numerous spelling errors in their drafts. The majority of the spelling 

errors were based on spacing errors because most students were not familiar with typing in 

English, i.e., leaving one space after a comma. Several of them reported that they did not leave 

one space after a punctuation mark when they typed in their native languages. When they 

encountered to an incorrect or confusing suggestion, students sometimes simply ignored it. Some 

other times they tried to address each suggestion, and therefore spent too much time on spelling 

errors. Dealing with the spelling issues prevented them focusing on more important feedback 

points assigned to the text. 

Field notes and interview notes also showed that the TF pair was not limited to the 

written TF only. That is, they were able to receive individual help in class while writing their 
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initial or subsequent drafts. While Pedro pursued in class assistance from the teacher in each 

class, Khalid preferred working individually. He asked for teacher help only twice for different 

drafts. Other times, he used his bilingual dictionary. The teacher reported that he tried not to stay 

in the computer lab throughout the class while students were working on their drafts to limit the 

amount of oral feedback he would provide. When the teacher was not available, Pedro asked 

questions to a classmate or the researcher. The researcher did not answer his questions and 

suggested that he wait until the teacher returned. On the other hand, Songie and Selma worked 

individually without receiving any assistance from the observer or from a classmate. Selma had a 

couple of attempts to ask a question to the observer when she did not understand the MY Editor 

feedback, but she was not provided help. 

The Extent of Feedback Used by the Students 

The MY Access!® program provided extensive number of feedback points on all five 

traits. The number of total feedback points that MY Access!® suggested (both usable and 

unusable) were six times as many as the number of written feedback points suggested by the 

teacher (both usable and unusable). Songie received a total of 602 feedback points on all five 

traits. Only 236 of the feedback points were categorized as usable, and he used 124 of the usable 

feedback points. Selma received very similar number of feedback points on all five traits. She 

obtained 604 feedback points.  Of 604 feedback points, only 241 were classified as usable AES 

feedback points, and Selma used 111 of the usable feedback points. On the other hand, Pedro and 

Khalid received much fewer feedback points on all traits compared to Songie and Selma. Pedro 

received a total of 110 feedback points from the teacher, and he used 77 of them. Of 110 

feedback points, 86 were classified as usable AES feedback points. Similarly, Khalid received a 

total of 108 feedback points from the teacher and he used 83 of them. Of 108 feedback points, 90 

were classified as usable AES feedback points. Another finding was that the students who were 

exposed to AES feedback incorporated more partial changes into their drafts than the ones who 

were exposed to the written TF. Songie and Selma made 33 and 35 partial changes respectively 

in their drafts based on the AES feedback; whereas, Pedro and Khalid made only nine and seven 

partial changes respectively based on the written TF. Table 66 shows the extent of AES feedback 

or written TF that the case study participants used in their drafts.  
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Table 66. 

The extent of total feedback used by the students 

 

Student Number of the total 

feedback points 

(usable & other) 

Number of 

the usable 

feedback 

points 

Changes 

(full) 

Partial  

changes 

Total 

changes 

Pedro 110 86 71 (82.5%) 6 (7%) 77 (89.5%) 

Khalid 108 90 82 (91%) 4 (5%) 86 (96%) 

Songie 602 236 93 (39%) 31 (13%) 124 (52%) 

Selma 604 241 75 (31%) 36 (15%)  111 (46%) 

 

Differences in the Revisions in terms of Five Traits 

The results of the study revealed that there were differences in the type of revisions 

performed by the ESL students in terms of focus and meaning, content and development, 

organization, language use and style, and mechanics and conventions. The amount of the 

difference within the pairs who were presented with the written teacher feedback and within 

those who were suggested AES feedback was quite similar for most traits. On the other hand, the 

amount of difference across both feedback pairs (AES feedback and written TF) was drastically 

different for all traits excluding mechanics and conventions. AES feedback points suggested 

were more in numbers than the written TF offered regarding mechanics and conventions trait, yet 

the difference between two feedback pairs in terms of utilization of the mechanics and 

conventions feedback was not as large as that of in other traits.  

The major difference between students who were exposed to the AES feedback (Songie 

and Selma) and the ones who were exposed to the written TF (Pedro and Khalid) was that the 

former received a larger number of usable feedback points than the latter on all traits.  Songie 

and Selma received a total of 236 and 241 usable AES feedback points respectively; whereas, 

Pedro and Khalid received a total of 86 and 90 usable written TF points respectively. The 

feedback points that were suggested by the MY Access!® program were more than twice as 

many times as those of assigned by the teacher. On the other hand, the difference was very small 

within the two feedback pairs. It was as small as one point between Pedro and Khalid, and five 

points between Songie and Selma. Furthermore, the difference was smaller between Songie and 
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Selma for the majority of the prompts, yet it was larger between Pedro and Khalid for most 

prompts. For example, both Songie and Selma received same number of usable feedback points 

(a total of 27) on language and use from the MY Access!® program on all drafts, and the number 

of feedback points they used was identical. They both made the same number of changes, which 

were categorized as changes might be based on AES feedback (19% of total usable feedback 

points suggested). Moreover, they both failed to use 81% of the feedback points on language use 

and style. While Khalid did not receive any written TF on language use and style, Pedro received 

a total of five feedback points on the same trait. Except for one, Pedro used all feedback points 

suggested on language use and style (80% of total usable feedback points suggested). Songie 

received a total of 34 usable feedback points, and Selma received 36 feedback points on 

organization. Both Songie and Selma used 47% of them. On the other hand, unlike Songie and 

Selma, both Pedro and Khalid received less than a half of written TF points from the teacher. 

Pedro and Khalid differed in terms of the number of written TF points they received on 

organization (seven versus six usable feedback points). Pedro used 43% and Khalid used 67% of 

the usable feedback points on organization. Furthermore, Songie and Selma received the same 

number of usable feedback points (45) on content and development from the MY Access!® 

program. They used less than half of them in their drafts. They both used similar number of 

feedback points (40% versus 44.5%) on content and development in their drafts. The usable 

feedback points Pedro and Khalid received on organization and content and development were 

classified together because the feedback points provided by the teacher suggested changes that 

were closely related to each other. While Pedro did not receive any feedback points on focus and 

meaning, Khalid received seven feedback points from the teacher, and he used all of them. Selma 

received five times more usable feedback points (a total of 35) on the same trait, yet she only 

used 20% of the usable feedback points on focus and meaning in her revisions. Similarly, Songie 

received a total of 34 usable feedback points from the MY Access!® program on the same trait, 

and he used 27% of them. Finally, both AES feedback and TF pairs received the largest amount 

of feedback on mechanics and conventions. However, the MY Access!® program provided more 

feedback points than the teacher. Songie and Selma received more than 95 usable feedback 

points on mechanics and conventions (96 vs. 98). Songie incorporated more feedback points 

compared to Selma. While Songie used 79% of the usable feedback points he received from the 

MY Access!® program on mechanics and conventions, Selma used only 62% of them. On the 
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other hand, Both Pedro and Khalid used similar number of feedback points they received from 

the teacher on mechanics and conventions (74 versus 77). Pedro used 94.5% feedback points; 

whereas, Khalid used 93.5% of the feedback points they received from the teacher. Table 67 

below provides the visual display of the usable feedback suggested either by the teacher or by the 

AES system, and the extent used by the students based on each trait. The table also presents the 

differences in the type of revisions preformed by the participants. 

Table 67. 

The summary of the usable TF/AES feedback suggested and the percentage used by the students 

 

Focus & Meaning Content & 

Development 

 

Organization Language use & 

Style 

Mechanics  

Usable 

Feedback 

 

Total 

feedback 

used* 

Usable 

Feedback 

 

Total 

feedback 

used 

Usable 

Feedback 

 

Total 

feedback 

used 

Usable 

Feedback 

 

Total 

feedback 

used 

Usable 

Feedback 

 

Total 

feedback 

used 

 

Pedro 

 

- - 7 43% 7 43% 5 80% 74 94.5% 

Khalid 

 

7 100% 6 67% 6 67% - - 77 93.5% 

Songie 

 

34 27% 45 40% 34 47% 27 19% 96 79% 

Selma 

 

35 20% 45 44.5% 36 47% 27 19% 98 62% 

 

* Total feedback used refers to the total of all changes (both full and partial) based on the usable feedback points 

provided either by the teacher or by the AES system. 

 

Possible Reasons for Differences in Revisions 

As mentioned previously, the students who were exposed to the written TF and those 

who were presented with the AES feedback differed in terms of the use of feedback in their 

revisions. The possible reasons for the observed differences included the following: 

1. The MY Access!® program provided redundant and generic feedback, which 

discouraged the students from reading and using it. 

2. The amount of the feedback suggested by the teacher or the MY Access!® program 

was different from each other. Unlike the written TF, the AES feedback included a large amount 

of feedback, which is likely to overwhelm with the extensive amount of the language presented 

in feedback. This might have affected their use of the MY Tutor feature negatively. 

3. There were several instances when the MY Editor feature of the MY Access!® 

program provided mechanics and conventions feedback that was either confusing or incorrect.  
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Just like MS Word™’s grammar and spelling feature, MY Editor failed to provide usable 

suggestions at times. In that case students either selected the wrong suggestion or simply ignored 

it. MY Tutor offered feedback points that were not clear or usable, as well. For example, MY 

Tutor’s feedback on focus and meaning did not provide a clear suggestion regarding the task all 

the time: “Did you do the tasks the prompt ask you to do?” This question was considered quite 

vague since there was no explanation what “doing all the tasks the prompt ask you to do” 

entailed. On the other hand, majority of the written TF was usable. There were only a few 

instances where the students did not understand the teacher’s intention, e.g., underlining words 

and phrases. As a result, the unusable feedback MY Editor suggested reduced the student use of 

the AES feedback in their revisions. 

4. Both feedback pairs incorporated more feedback points on mechanics and conventions 

in their revisions compared to the other traits. First of all, the teacher provided direct suggestions 

to the student drafts, and the majority of the suggestions were on mechanics and conventions. 

Second, unlike the MY Tutor feature, MY Editor provided more specific suggestions (MY Editor 

provides feedback on mechanics and conventions). 

5. Unlike the students who were presented with AES feedback, the ones who were 

exposed to the written TF received in class assistance (oral feedback) from the teacher. 

Significance of Related Literature and Classroom Implications 

Writing Approach and Focus of Feedback 

This study employed a process approach to writing. That is, students wrote multiple 

drafts on various prompts, and they made revisions based on the feedback they received either 

from the teacher or from the MY Access!® program. Zamel (1983) underlined the teacher’s role 

in process writing as being an “assistant” rather than an “editor.” Moreover, Leki (1992) pointed 

out teacher’s job as an assistant with various tasks such as generating, ideas, planning, revising, 

editing, and so on. Similarly, the teacher in this study assisted the students who were exposed to 

the written TF with planning, generating ideas, and editing. However, he provided larger amount 

of feedback on grammar, mechanics, and conventions for revisions. The draft analysis revealed 

that teacher acted more like an editor because he provided a number of feedback points on the 

form (i.e., mechanics and convention) than on the content (e.g., organization) of the language. 

The observations of whole class meetings showed that the teacher highlighted the importance of 

planning to all students (both the students who received the AES feedback and the ones who 
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received the written TF) frequently before they were split into two groups to write their essays in 

two different computer labs. The computer lab observations of the TF students revealed that the 

teacher provided in class assistance more on the sentence level because the students asked 

questions mainly on grammar and mechanics/conventions related. During the interview, the 

teacher pointed out that the students who were exposed to the written TF did not have many 

problems with the organizational issues in text, yet their major weaknesses were based on 

grammatical and mechanical issues because of their low English proficiency level. The teacher 

spent a total of three class hours on grammar, mechanics, and conventions during the whole 

classroom instruction. He selected several errors the students made in various drafts, and put 

them together in a handout. Students read the problematic sentences, and then corrected the 

errors. The examples included: 

Typing is some difficult. 

There are many different reasons why people use internet. One of main reasons is find  

information about different topic. 

The most machines are work with electricity 

And in my opinion that will be interested. 

The people don’t need money for to start new friendship. 

The debate whether the feedback on content should precede the feedback on form or vice versa 

has been interest to many researchers. For example, in her 1985 study, Zamel recommended that 

the feedback on content should precede the feedback on the form of the language. However, 

Ashwell (2000) found out that the order of feedback did not matter while responding to student 

writing. Ferris, Pezone, Tade, and Tinty (1997) emphasized the discussions regarding the nature 

of (teacher) feedback, and they suggested that it should be more than a discussion about the 

content vs. form dichotomy because the form of feedback teachers provide vary according to 

several factors such as genre of writing, the individual differences, and when to give feedback.  

The MY Access!® program also promoted process writing. It allowed all students 

(regardless of the type of feedback they received) to save their essays in an online portfolio, and 

the online portfolio permitted students to make revisions in their previous drafts. The MY 

Access!® program includes online graphic organizers for narrative prompts and Venn diagrams 

as well. However, the students were not allowed to use these features in order to keep the two 

feedback groups similar. Also, graphic organizers were available only for narrative prompts and 
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the format was quite complex for ESL students with low-intermediate English proficiency levels. 

This decision was made with the teacher before the data collection started.   

Strategies for Writing and Revising 

The writing process of the students’ was recursive. All students read, reread, and made 

changes in their drafts. For example, Selma had a pattern of writing. That is, she wrote a word or 

a sentence, deleted it, rewrote it, deleted it, and so on. Songie silently reread his draft quite a 

while before he started writing each of his drafts. Sometimes he stopped, reread, and continued 

writing again. This finding is also accordance with the findings of other studies (Raimes, 1985, 

Silva, 1990; Zamel, 1982, 1983) concerning the process approach. Neither Selma nor Songie 

made many changes in the paragraphs they had written in a previous draft most of the times. 

They mainly continued where they had stopped writing in the previous draft, and the deletions or 

additions they made were primarily in the new paragraphs. They went back and revised the 

mechanical and conventional aspects of the existing paragraphs based on the feedback they 

received from MY Editor. Similarly, Pedro and Khalid were also more concerned with adding 

more details in the text. They revised the previous paragraphs only if the teacher pointed out an 

error or suggested a change. Otherwise, they reread whatever they had written before, and added 

more paragraphs in the essays. All students made changes that were not based on AES feedback 

or written TF. These changes mostly included adding more details and new paragraphs in the 

text. Students very rarely corrected their own grammar errors without getting any feedback from 

the teacher or from the MY Access!® program. In other words, besides being concerned with the 

grammatical errors, the students tried to write as much as they could. As Selma and Pedro 

mentioned below they tried to write one introduction paragraph, a couple of body paragraphs, 

and a conclusion paragraph by the end of the third draft. During the interviews, Selma 

summarized her revisions as follows: 

I used MY Editor more. It didn’t correct all mistakes. Sometimes I didn’t have time. I tried to 

finish…tried to write more…two paragraphs body and one conclusion. 

Similarly, Pedro described his method of writing as: 

I think about the topic. I try to write about the main idea. Later on I think of three examples. In 

introduction I talk about the paragraph. Then I write about body and conclusion. 
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This finding supported those in Raimes’ (1985) study in that unskilled ESL students’ writing was 

largely recursive at the sentence level, and they did not appear worried about correcting errors, 

but they were mainly concerned with writing their ideas down. (Since the students in this study 

did not have extensive experience in writing in English, they were considered unskilled writers).  

Paulus’ (1998) results also supported the findings in this study that the ESL students 

made primarily surface-level revisions. That is, the main focus of both feedback pairs was on the 

feedback regarding grammar, mechanics, and conventions. Nonetheless, there was a slight 

difference between two feedback pairs. The students who were exposed to the AES feedback 

were presented with all types of feedback with more emphasis on mechanics and conventions 

trait. However, the ones who were exposed to the written TF received the most feedback on 

mechanics and conventions trait, and they received fewer feedback points on other traits.  In 

other words, Songie and Selma preferred focusing more on mechanics and conventions errors; 

whereas, Pedro and Khalid did not have many options in terms of their focus in revisions since 

they received written teacher feedback primarily on grammar, mechanics, and conventions. 

Zamel (1985) suggested that feedback on content should go before the feedback on the form. On 

the other hand, the results of Ferris’s (1995) study revealed that excessive attention on grammar 

was not ineffective as it was believed. Fathman and Whalley’s (1990) study supported this view 

and suggested that emphasizing grammar might not have a negative influence on the content. 

The researcher in the present study does not imply that a certain trait should receive priority 

while providing feedback on writing. Neither does she suggest “a magic formula” to the teachers 

to use in their responses to student writings.  

Planning is an important step in process writing. Unlike Raimes’ (1985) subjects, the 

ESL students in this study did some type of planning. The teacher’s in class comments were the 

main reason for planning. The teacher encouraged all students in whole class meetings and only 

the TF students in the computer lab to plan their essays using pen and paper before they started 

writing on the computers. During the interview, the teacher stated as followed: 

I think again at this level. You walk them with what entails writing process, which is “always, 

always plan before your write. Then, organize”… 

It should be noted that Raimes’ subjects differed from the participants in this study in that they 

did not receive any feedback from any source. Except for Selma, all participants occasionally 

took notes in their notebooks while planning. Both Pedro and Khalid had their notebooks next to 
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the computer in each class, but there were a few instances of observed planning. Similarly, 

Songie seldom created a sort of outline (e.g., taking notes in Korean and English) in his notebook 

to organize his ideas before he started writing the first draft of a prompt. The field notes showed 

that Songie used his notes three times for the first drafts of Prompt 3, Prompt 4, and Prompt 5. 

The source of feedback for creating a type of outline was considered oral teacher feedback 

because the teacher suggested all students planning and note-taking since the first day of the 

session during overall classroom meetings. MY Tutor suggested that students use graphic 

organizers each time it generated feedback as well. However, Songie had already created his 

outlines before he started writing his first drafts. In other words, he already used an outline 

before he received any feedback on it from MY Tutor.  

Fathman and Whalley (1990) claimed that teacher feedback might not always result in an 

improvement, yet rewriting itself might affect students’ composing process positively. Ferris and 

Roberts’ (2001) findings were consistent with those of Fathman and Whalley’s (1990) in that 

without getting any feedback, students improved their writing just by rewriting. This finding 

regarding teacher feedback was true both for the AES feedback and the written TF in the present 

study. Since the teacher failed to provide students written feedback on their various drafts at 

different times, the students continued writing their next drafts without getting any written 

comment from the teacher.  Furthermore, they made several changes in their drafts that were not 

based on the written TF. The oral teacher feedback might have had an impact on the changes in 

those drafts. Similarly, students who were exposed to the AES feedback made several changes in 

their drafts that were not based on the AES feedback. The field notes showed that Selma stopped 

using the MY Tutor feedback after the first prompt (3 drafts). The interview with her supported 

this observation. Therefore, it is questionable how many of the feedback points were really used 

by Selma in the other prompts and drafts. The field notes also revealed that Songie used the MY 

Tutor feedback more often than Selma. However, he did not use it as much as he used the MY 

Editor feedback in all drafts. Both Selma and Songie used the MY Editor feedback a lot more 

than the MY Tutor feedback. As a result, the findings showed that all students increased their 

scores in the final drafts no matter if they received feedback or not.  Moreover, they all produced 

longer texts in the final drafts compared to the initial drafts. This finding underlines the 

importance of providing students with chances to rewrite their essays to increase their writing 
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quality. Teachers of writing should promote the process writing in their classrooms, and 

encourage students to write multiple drafts to improve their writing ability over time. 

Role of Feedback in Error Correction 

Another issue that stemmed from reflecting on the present case studies concerned error 

correction. Ferris and Roberts (2001) investigated whether labeling the type of error or simply 

underlining the problematic form was more effective while providing feedback to ESL students. 

They claimed that the former type of feedback might be more time-consuming than the latter. 

Similarly, Chandler (2003) wanted to find out whether teachers should correct errors or they 

should indicate errors for students to self-correct. He found out that “correction” was the most 

effective method, and “underlining” was the second that caused an increase in accuracy in the 

text. However, underlining was successfully employed by particularly high-proficiency-level 

students who were able to do self-correction. The findings in the current study suggested that 

although underlining could be a less time-consuming feedback method for the teacher, it might 

be more time consuming and even confusing when it was used with other feedback methods (i.e., 

direct correction) for the students. The only time the teacher in this study provided handwritten 

feedback was on the first draft of the first prompt. Several of these feedback points included 

underlining. Both Pedro and Khalid got confused with the intention of the teacher by providing 

feedback in the form of underlining along with other methods of feedback. Based on Pedro’s 

conversation with the teacher, it could be assumed that the teacher’s intention was providing 

feedback on organization. However, Khalid presumed that they were grammar or spelling 

related, and he made changes accordingly. Only one of those revisions was incorporated 

successfully. Unlike the advanced participants in Chandler’s study (2003), Pedro and Khalid 

were holding a low-intermediate English proficiency level. This finding suggests that teachers 

should explain and show the examples of feedback students are likely to receive in writing 

classes. This might prevent the potential misunderstanding or confusion that the students might 

encounter regarding the feedback they receive. 

Role of Genre in Writing 

 The genre of writing had an impact on the student writing. Students seemed to be more 

concerned writing about the prompts from the informative genre, yet they felt quite comfortable 

while writing on prompts from the narrative genre. Moreover, the amount of writing they 
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produced was longer in the narrative genre than that of the informative genre. As Songie pointed 

out, this might be because they needed “information” to be able to write about informative 

prompts. On the other hand, they could relate to personal experiences when they were assigned a 

narrative prompt. This finding has a valuable implication for ESL teachers who teach writing to 

ESL students with high beginning or low intermediate English proficiency levels. Teachers can 

assign prompts more in narrative genre than the other genres to students with lower English 

proficiency levels at the beginning of a semester to increase their confidence in writing in 

English.  

Use of Feedback in Revised Drafts 

The major finding in this study was that the students who were exposed to the AES 

feedback did not use all of the feedback points they received from the AES system. The MY 

Access!® program provided a large number of feedback points on five traits, and the students 

used only a small percentage of the feedback points provided. For example, Selma received a 

total of 604 feedback points (both usable and other) from the MY Access!® program. While 241 

of those feedback points were categorized as usable AES feedback, the rest was categorized as 

other AES feedback. That is, usable feedback points suggested some changes in the text; 

whereas, other AES feedback did not suggest any changes since it included unusable feedback 

points or statement of problems. Selma used only 111 out of 604 feedback points suggested by 

the MY Access!® program. (See Tables 66 and 67 in this chapter for more information). This 

finding has critical implications for the teachers of writing. That is, the quality rather than the 

quantity of feedback on writing is effective. While this implication concerns all writing teachers, 

it is particularly important for ESL teachers. As non-native English speakers of English, ESL 

students might get overwhelmed with the extensive amount of the language presented in the 

feedback. Therefore, it is critical for teachers to provide focused and specific feedback based on 

the individual needs of a student for a draft. 

Characteristics of Feedback 

One of the main characteristics of AES systems is that they could provide students with a 

score and feedback within seconds. The AES feedback addresses not only grammar related 

errors, but also discourse related issues (Shermis & Burstein, 2003, p. xiv). However, in the 

present study the AES feedback differed from the written TF in that the written TF suggested 

fewer and shorter feedback points, and it was more specific. In her 1998 study, Hyland 
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concluded that the use of teacher feedback on student writing varied depending on the 

differences in the needs, the experiences and the writing approaches of each student. Since the 

appropriateness of feedback is found to be highly individual specific and/or situation specific, it 

is essential to consider a method that is highly effective both for analyzing a large number of 

essays, but at the same time for providing individual feedback. The developers of the MY 

Access!® program claimed that the program was capable of evaluating numerous essays and 

suggest individualized feedback at the same time. Since the focus of this study was not on 

scoring of essays, but on providing feedback on writing, no claim was made regarding how 

effective or ineffective the scoring of MY Access!® was. The findings contradicted with the 

claim of the developers in that the program did not provide individualized feedback, rather the 

feedback suggested was quite generic. The MY Access!® program’s MY Tutor feature was 

redundant in terms of feedback it suggested on all five traits. Different students received either 

exactly the same feedback or very similar feedback with slightly different wording when they 

submitted a draft. Moreover, MY Editor’s explanation section, which provided extra information 

and examples, was repetitive for the same feedback point. For example, a feedback point on 

similar words included different suggestions based on each error on similar words, but the 

explanation section remained identical. Having low-intermediate English proficiency level, the 

AES feedback students needed more specific and direct suggestions on various aspects of their 

drafts. However, providing generic and redundant feedback (MY Tutor) as well as unusable and 

confusing feedback (MY Editor), the MY Access!® program failed to achieve that. The students 

who were presented with the written TF differed from those who were exposed to the AES 

feedback in terms of the feedback points they received on content/development and organization 

and the revisions they made in their drafts based on the feedback points they received from the 

teacher. For example, unlike Khalid, Pedro received feedback on language use and style. On the 

contrary, Pedro did not receive any feedback on focus and meaning, but Khalid did. The reason 

for that was the teacher was satisfied with the content of Pedro’s essays, thus, his major problem 

was with the form of the language. The teacher provided feedback based on the individual needs 

of each student for a particular draft. 

One of the strengths of AES systems is that they can provide systematic feedback. The 

MY Access!® program provided instant feedback (and scoring) consistently except for the 

following conditions: when an essay was too repetitious; it included severe grammatical errors; 
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or it was too short. Unlike the MY Access!® program, the teacher in this study failed to provide 

feedback on each draft. The main role of feedback should be to provide students with a direction 

and assistance in writing. Therefore, teachers of writing need to consistently respond to student 

writing. The participating students wrote three drafts on five prompts Monday through 

Wednesday for five weeks. The teacher was expected to respond the essays of only six students 

in the TF group. The intensive nature of the program and the administrative duties prevented the 

teacher from responding to student essays in a timely manner. This finding reassures that 

responding to student writing is a quite time consuming process. The teacher in this study failed 

to provide consistent feedback on the drafts of such a small number of students. It is not hard to 

imagine how difficult it must be for the teachers to find time to respond student drafts in larger 

classrooms. This is particularly time-consuming for ESL teachers because non-native English 

speaking students are prone to make more grammar errors than native-English speaking students, 

and the teacher might need to spend more time addressing all aspects of an essay. Unlike a 

human rater, the MY Access!® program did not get exhausted providing feedback to the 

students.  

Although the feedback that the MY Access!® program suggested was quite consistent, it 

is hard to say that it was always valid. There were several instances when MY Editor provided 

mechanics and conventions feedback that was either confusing or incorrect.  Just like MS 

Word’s grammar and spelling feature, MY Editor failed to provide usable suggestions at times. 

In that case students either selected the wrong suggestion or simply ignored it. From time to 

time, MY Editor provided unnecessary amount of feedback points on mechanics and 

conventions, e.g., capturing every spelling and spacing errors, providing two feedback points on 

subject-verb agreement errors in one sentence, and so on, which only made the screen look more 

crowded, and the students felt overwhelmed with the number of suggestions provided. Given that 

the users were non-native English students, they had numerous spelling errors in their drafts. The 

majority of the spelling errors were based on spacing errors because most students were not 

familiar with typing in English, i.e., leaving one space after a comma. Several of them reported 

that they did not leave one space after a punctuation mark when they typed in their native 

languages. MY Editor failed to provide reasonable explanations for some errors; therefore, the 

students chose to ignore the suggestions. Sometimes they tried to correct each of the suggestions, 

and ended up spending excessive amount of time on spelling errors. Dealing with the spelling 
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issues prevented them focusing on more important feedback points assigned to the text. These 

weaknesses of the program reduced the student confidence on the MY Access!® program.  

The MY Tutor feature of the program had its own drawbacks as well. Since MY Tutor 

provided generic and redundant feedback regardless of the amount of writing the students did or 

how low or high the scores were, the AES pair did not feel motivated to read the feedback. They 

reported that they were aware of the fact that the feedback did not provide any new suggestions, 

and the examples were not specific to their essays. As a result of this, they did not feel the urge 

to read or use the MY Tutor feature. On the other hand, the students in the TF group closely 

followed the feedback points the teacher provided. The written TF was more individualized and 

specific to students’ drafts. Also, it was much shorter than the AES feedback. Students who 

received the AES feedback used the MY Editor feature more frequently than the MY Tutor 

feature. Furthermore, both feedback pairs pointed out that valued the teacher feedback. Pedro 

and Khalid stated that teacher feedback helped the most in writing classes. While Selma said that 

the teacher was missing, Songie reported the following: 

…computer is not enough…sometimes I didn’t make sense out of it…teacher is more 

clear…Teacher can understand all my mistakes. 

A major weakness of AES technology is that it lacks human interaction as well as the 

sense of the writer and/or rater as person regarding the use of an AES system (Hamp-Lyons, 

2001). As Page (2003) stated, the computers could not assess an essay as human raters do 

because the computer would do “what it is programmed to do” and it wouldn’t “appreciate” an 

essay (p. 51). Both Songie and Selma pointed out this problem during interviews in the current 

study. They each failed to receive MY Tutor feedback and scoring from the MY Access!® 

program for different reasons. While the program evaluated Selma’s two drafts as too repetitious, 

it assessed Songie’s two drafts as off topic. Selma first got a little upset, and then she agreed with 

the computer that she used certain words too often. On the other hand, Songie got angry with 

computer’s evaluation and stated that he could be right and he would prefer the teacher to check 

the essay. Both Selma and Songie pointed out that the teacher element was missing in writing 

classes during the session. The teacher also underlined the role of teacher in human interaction 

during the interview by stating, “…Encouragement, looking into nuances, the idea of giving 

clues as what it is or not, the whole interaction is missing. I think that was missing: the 

interaction between students and the teacher…”  
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Many AES systems were originally designed for native English speakers, but they were 

developed and marketed for non-native speakers as well (Warschauer & Waire, 2006).  The 

developing companies are looking for ways to address the needs of non-native English speaking 

students in writing (Shermis & Burstein, 2003). For example, both MY Access!® and Criterion
sm

 

include a multilingual feedback mechanism. However, it is questionable whether or not receiving 

feedback in their native languages could help ESL students to improve their writing in English. 

One of the new features of MY Access!® 6.0 (the version used in this study) enables the MY 

Editor feature to flag ESL errors along with the other errors. Nevertheless, the findings showed 

that MY Editor did not capture many ESL and even non-ESL errors. It should be noted that 

neither did the teacher address all the errors students made in the texts. Another new feature that 

MY Access!® (Version 6.0) included was adjustable feedback level. That is, the feedback level 

that MY Access!® provided could be set according the writing proficiency of the student as 

developing, proficient, and ELL (English Language Learner). However, the difference among 

three levels was quite small. That is, the feedback suggested at ELL or developing levels was 

slightly shorter than that of the proficient level. However, the content and the points addressed 

were the same. Also, the language that the MY Access!® program included for feedback 

required the students have a good command of English. With the amount of reading required and 

the complexity of language used, MY Access!® might overwhelm the ESL students with low 

English proficiency levels. Given the redundant, extensive, and generic nature of the MY Tutor 

feedback, it is quite likely that the ESL students in this study did not benefit enough from it. 

Considering the limited English proficiency level of the participants, they need a better way of 

receiving feedback on their writing. The methodological field test and the diagnostic test results 

in the current study revealed that the MY Access!® program did not score very short essays, e.g. 

a couple of lines-long essays, or the ones with severe grammatical errors. When an essay was not 

scored, it did not receive any feedback, either. Adjusting the feedback level as ELL or 

developing did not prevent some students from not receiving any scores, thus feedback, from the 

program. Students with beginning or low-intermediate English proficiency levels are likely to 

make numerous grammatical errors and write short essays. The points mentioned above bring up 

the following questions in mind: Are AES systems ready to evaluate the essays written by 

nonnative English speakers? Are they ready to be marketed for ESL students? 
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Issues of Credibility 

The present study was conducted in a classroom context, and it included a case study 

approach. The draft analysis, classroom observations, and interviews provided deep insights 

regarding the use of the written TF or AES feedback by four ESL students. Given the fact that 

this study employed a case study approach, opinion survey results did not provide useful 

information as it was expected. Although the qualitative analysis of the data provided rich 

results, it is not possible to generalize the findings of this study with such a small number of 

participants. On the other hand, the findings could be applied in institutions similar to the 

research site because Intensive English Centers tend to attract a particular population of students, 

the classrooms and setup of the programs are geared toward a low student-teacher ratio, and they 

are different from other types of ESL programs for adults.  

The intensive nature of the IEC program allowed the students to numerous drafts for the 

purposes of this study. Although the classes at IEC were seven weeks long, the students were 

able to write three drafts on five prompts for five weeks. As a result, there were approximately 

60 drafts for in-depth document analysis. It was not possible to conduct a longitudinal study 

because the students would not be in the same classroom in the following sessions. The IEC 

requires students to take a proficiency test at the end of each session and the students are placed 

in different classrooms based on the scores they received in this exam.  A longitudinal (a 

semester-long or year-long) study at a different educational setting (e.g., public school) could 

provide more examples of each type of feedback. Also, it would be possible to determine 

whether the written teacher feedback or AES feedback would result in improvement in the 

writing quality of the students. A future study with a large number of students should be 

conducted to explore whether AES systems could help ESL students improve their overall 

writing quality over time. One or more classes could be divided into two groups (AES feedback 

and teacher feedback), and the students could be assigned a pre-test and post-test to determine 

their improvement. Finally, selecting a few students from the large sample and analyzing their 

drafts would provide in-depth information that quantitative data could not offer. 

The changes students made in their drafts were determined by the results of the document 

(draft) analysis, and supported by the classroom observations and interviews. The intensive 

nature of the ESL classes offered at the IEC did not allow the AES feedback students to sit down 

with the researcher and discuss the changes they made in each draft. It would be valuable in a 
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future study to conduct retrospective interviews with the case study participants right after they 

submit a draft. The questions posed by the researcher could shed a light why students used or not 

used some of the feedback points suggested either by the teacher or by the MY Access!® 

program in their revisions. An alternative technique to investigate the changes the students made 

would be “think-aloud protocols.” However, there are conflicting opinions regarding the use of 

think-aloud protocols as a research tool in process writing. While Raimes (1990) believes that a 

think-aloud protocol is a useful data collection tool, Zamel (1985) thinks that it does not reflect 

what really is going on in writer’s mind. Using videotapes that accompany the field notes could 

provide more insights regarding the changes students made based on the feedback they received.  

The MY Access!® program did not track every change the students made in their drafts 

while writing. It only demonstrated the final changes they made in each draft. However, this was 

not considered a limitation because when students write a draft using pen and pencil or 

computer, the teacher can only see the final changes they make in each draft, as well. 

The English proficiency levels and the computers skills were similar in the present study. 

That is, all students held a low-intermediate English proficiency level and they were all quite 

comfortable using a computer. However, the results could be different if the English proficiency 

levels and computer skills of the participants were different. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Research showed that AES systems have high correlations with human raters in terms of 

scoring (Attali, 2004; Burstein & Chodorow, 1999; Elliott, 2003c; Landauer, Laham, & Foltz, 

2003; Landauer, Laham, Rehder, & Schreiner, 1997; Nichols, 2004, Page, 2003). There are only 

a couple of studies that investigated how an AES system was used by students (Attali, 2004; 

Grimes & Warschauer, 2006). However, these studies did not extensively investigate the 

feedback capabilities of the AES systems. The present study is unique since it is the only one that 

explored the feedback mechanisms of an AES system rather than its scoring ability. More studies 

that analyze the feedback features of the AES systems should be conducted.  

The significance of this study lies in its contribution to the AES research. The majority of 

the AES studies focus on native English speakers only. Only a few studies have been conducted 

with respect to ESL contexts by ETS and Vantage Learning (Burstein & Chodorow, 1999; 

Chodorow & Burstein, 2004; Edelblut & Vantage Learning, 2003; Elliott, 2001b). It is critical to 

conduct research that includes ESL/EFL students. The results should be used to increase the 
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feedback capabilities of AES systems for ESL/EFL populations. As mentioned above, it is open 

to discussion whether or not the multilingual capacities of an AES system provide useful 

feedback for ESL students with various English proficiency levels. Further research should be 

conducted to investigate this issue.  

Most research on AES technology is correlational, and they aim to establish validity or 

reliability between AES systems and human raters. A number of studies were conducted mainly 

to compare human raters with the AES systems (Attali, 2004; Burstein & Chodorow, 1999; 

Elliot, 2000a, 2000b, 2001c, 2002a, 2003b, 2003c; Landauer, Laham, & Foltz, 2003; Landauer, 

Laham, Rehder, & Schreiner, 1997; Nichols, 2004; Page, 2003). There is a need for different 

types of qualitative and quantitative studies that investigate the various aspects of the AES 

technology. There are very limited numbers of studies carried out in classroom contexts 

regarding the use of AES (Elliot, 2004; Elliott & Mikulas, 2004; Vantage Learning, n.d.), and it 

is crucial to conduct more classroom-based studies that explore the use of the AES systems in 

writing classes. Finally, most studies are sponsored by the developers of the AES systems.  More 

independent studies, such as this one, should be conducted to investigate the use, effectiveness, 

validity, or reliability of the AES systems. 

The participants in this study possessed a low-intermediate English proficiency level. 

Further research should be conducted with students who hold high-intermediate or advanced 

English proficiency levels to investigate whether the proficiency level of the students provided 

different outcomes in terms of the use of feedback or not. Students with higher levels of English 

proficiency might incorporate the type of feedback they receive differently than those who hold 

lower English proficiency levels. Future studies could also compare and contrast the feedback 

that native English speaking students and non-native English speaking students receive from an 

AES system to better identify the use of feedback mechanisms by different populations. This 

would also assist to understand whether native speakers and non-native speakers of English 

incorporate the AES feedback in their drafts differently. Another future study idea suggests 

comparing the feedback features of two different AES systems. In this study, the feedback 

mechanisms of one AES system (MY Access!®) were explored. Analyzing the feedback 

capacities of two different AES systems (i.e., MY Access!® versus Criterion
sm

) can suggest 

better insights regarding the AES feedback mechanisms.  
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Another research idea concerns an extensive analysis of nature of the feedback provided 

by the teacher or by MY Access!® and determining whether or not students responded to a 

certain type of feedback. It would be interesting to analyze the differences on the form (e.g., the 

percentage of the feedback points that were interrogative, declarative, or imperative) and the 

function (e.g., suggestion, clarification request, direct/indirect feedback, etc.) of the AES 

feedback compared to the written TF, and investigate whether or not students responded mostly a 

specific type of feedback. This type of analysis was beyond the scope of this investigation; 

therefore, it is suggested as a part of future research.  

Recommendations for Teachers 

Both the AES feedback and the written TF had their own strengths and weaknesses. 

Table 68 displays the strengths and weaknesses of the AES feedback and the written TF. 

Table 68. 

Strengths and weaknesses of the AES feedback and the written TF 

 

 AES feedback Written teacher feedback (TF) 

 

Strengths Instant scoring and feedback 

Consistent scoring and systematic feedback 

Does not get tired 

Ability to score and provide feedback to large 

number of essays 

 

Specific 

Short 

Individualized 

Human interaction 

Weaknesses No human interaction 

Generic and redundant feedback 

Extensive feedback 

Incorrect feedback (occasionally) 

Can have technical problems 

 

Can get tired  

Subjective 

Needs time to respond to a large 

number of essays 

Might fail to provide feedback 

regularly (consistency) 

 

 

The producers of the AES systems claimed that AES systems were not developed to 

replace teachers, rather to supplement the teachers in writing classes. The MY Access!® 

program can be used as an assistant in writing classes by ESL teachers. For example, the teachers 

could use MY Editor whenever they need to provide detailed grammar feedback, and MY Tutor 

to point out the important aspects of writing, e.g., ideas to improve organization in the essay. 

However, the teacher guidance is necessary for the effective use of the MY Access!® feedback 

mechanisms because of the limitations of both MY Editor and MY Tutor features have. MY 

Editor provides direct suggestions on mechanics and conventions, and at the same time it 
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includes generic and standard examples and explanations. This might result in students’ 

correcting the error without really understanding its rationale. Furthermore, MY Editor is likely 

to provide incorrect or confusing feedback (see Chapter 4 for specific examples). Teachers need 

to caution students that they might encounter unusable feedback points and to encourage them to 

use other resources such as dictionaries and grammar text books to correct an error that is related 

to the form of the language. On the other hand, MY Tutor provides indirect feedback on five 

traits. Since the MY Tutor feedback is quite lengthy and the language is generic, the teachers 

need to guide the students about how to use and interpret the feedback suggested. They can 

encourage students to use the MY Tutor feedback more like a checklist to make sure that they 

have reviewed all of the important aspects of each trait in their drafts. The producing company, 

Vantage Learning, provides professional intensive training to the teachers about how to use the 

MY Access!® program. However, teachers need to practice more and familiarize themselves 

better with the program and its feedback capacities in order to be able to better help students use 

the program effectively and understand the feedback it generates. 

As the participating teacher and one of the students pointed out, AES systems can be used 

in writing classes to increase student motivation toward writing.  The participating teacher stated 

the following in that regard: 

I think it might be used once a couple of weeks just to get them into something different. I just 

don’t think it is better or as good as human feedback. Encouragement, looking into nuances, the 

idea of giving clues as what it is or not, the whole interaction is missing… 

Similarly, Selma indicated that the instant scoring that the MY Access!® program generated 

resulted in competition among the students, thus increased the motivation. 

 Last but not least, the MY Access!® program is an effective tool to practice writing 

independently outside the classroom. Since students are able to access the program regardless of 

time and location (where there is internet connection), and they can submit numerous drafts to 

the system and get instant scoring and feedback (unless the essay is too short, off topic, or 

repetitious), they get a chance to practice writing at their own pace.   

Recommendations for Developers 

The instructional applications of AES systems such as MY Access!® and Criterion
sm

 

have been widely used in educational institutions, particularly at public school settings for 

several years. They gained success across the U.S. for their contribution to innovation in 
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education. For instance, the MY Access!® program received two Codie awards in 2005 (Rudner, 

Garcia, & Welch, 2006). Furthermore, the scoring system that MY Access!® uses 

(IntelliMetric™) has been used to evaluate the Graduate Management Admission Test Analytic 

Writing Assessment (GMAT AWA) since January, 2006 (Rudner, Garcia, & Welch, 2006). 

However, the AES technology is at its early stages with reference to ESL writing. The 

developing companies norm the AES systems on native-speakers of English and market them for 

non-native speakers as well. These companies need to reflect on their current practices and 

search for ways to improve the feedback capacities of these systems to target the ESL and EFL 

populations in the world. Including ESL and EFL professionals in the AES research and 

development teams should be the main step to achieve this goal.  

The results of this study recommends the producing company, Vantage Learning, look 

for ways to better accommodate the needs of the ESL students in terms of using the AES 

systems. The first step could be revising the feedback mechanism of MY Editor, and search for 

ways to eliminate the misleading or unusable suggestions. Moreover, they could simplify the 

language of feedback, and reduce the number of feedback points because the language that MY 

Tutor used for feedback was quite complex for English as a second language (ESL) students 

(particularly the ones with low English proficiency levels) and the examples were rather generic 

and extensive for them to utilize in their drafts. Last but not least, it would be interesting to 

develop a feedback mechanism that could remember the changes from one draft to another and 

provide feedback accordingly. The results revealed that unlike the AES feedback, the written TF 

was more cumulative. That is, the teacher referred to the errors students made in the previous 

drafts. On the other hand, the AES feedback was standard; therefore, the students received the 

same feedback for the same score each time they submitted a draft. For example, even though a 

student wrote an introduction paragraph, the AES feedback suggested him/her to include one. It 

looked like the feedback and scoring mechanisms were closely related to each other. 

Conclusions 

The purpose of this study was not to prove the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of the 

AES feedback compared to the written TF. Neither did it intend to claim that the written TF was 

superior to the AES feedback. Rather, this study aimed to explore how ESL students 

incorporated AES feedback or written TF in their writings.  
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As I mentioned in Chapter 1, the teachers of English in Turkey were hesitant about 

teaching writing and evaluating student compositions. Since writing was not included in the 

standardized English proficiency exams, both teachers and students paid less attention to writing. 

As a result of this, whenever there was a problem with time such as catching up with the 

syllabus, the writing sections in the textbooks were the first ones to be omitted in English as a 

foreign language (EFL) classes. The issues in writing classes in Turkey made me consider 

whether advancements in technology could assist English teachers in responding to student 

writings. As I was looking for assisting technologies in writing, I found out that there were 

computerized writing programs that could evaluate essays within seconds. These programs were 

called Automated Essay Scoring (AES) systems and they claimed to be as good as human raters. 

However, the research on AES technology was limited to native-English speaking student 

populations, and the focus was mainly on scoring rather than the feedback capacities of the AES 

programs. Finding this gap in research, I conducted an in-depth study that focused on the writing 

process of ESL students and analyzed the feedback features of an AES system. The findings 

suggested that teachers could benefit from the AES technology to a certain extent while 

evaluating the writing of non-native English speaking students. As mentioned previously, one of 

the drawbacks of the MY Access!® program was that the MY Tutor feature provided redundant 

and generic feedback, which discouraged the students from reading the feedback points 

provided.  Although most of the information that MY Tutor included was essential, the length of 

the feedback was quite extensive and the language used was relatively complex for non-native 

English speaking students, particularly those with lower English proficiency levels. While using 

these types of programs, teachers should train students how to look for the information they need 

in the large pool of feedback. They should encourage students to use this feature as a checklist. 

Similarly, the MY Editor feature of the MY Access!® program occasionally provided incorrect 

feedback points. That is why teachers should alert the students for the unusable feedback points, 

and suggest questioning the type of grammar, mechanics, and conventions feedback they receive 

before they incorporate it in their drafts. 

One of the main strengths of AES systems is that they provide feedback and scoring 

instantly. Students can benefit from the power of instant scoring and feedback capacities of these 

programs and practice writing independently regardless of time and place. Students can submit 

unlimited drafts and receive instant feedback and scoring on each one of them. Moreover, 
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teachers can assign frequent out of class writing assignments without worrying about evaluating 

them.  

The results of this study revealed that AES systems are not entirely ready to meet the 

needs of ESL or EFL populations. The developing companies need to improve the feedback 

capabilities of the program for non-native English speaking students, i.e., less redundancy, 

shorter feedback, simpler language for feedback, feedback for short/off topic/repetitious essays, 

more praise words, and cumulative/formative feedback. They should also consider common 

ESL/EFL errors when they build the algorithms to evaluate the essays that non-native English 

speaking students write. For example, Turkish speaking students have a problem with using the 

correct article in sentences. They tend to misuse the definite (the) and indefinite (a/an) articles in 

a sentence while writing an essay in English. Therefore, it would be helpful for EFL teachers in 

Turkey to have a mechanism that is capable of catching article errors. Although the MY 

Access!® program included a missing article feature, it did not flag the incorrect use of definite 

and indefinite articles in English.  On the other hand, AES systems can be somewhat helpful for 

teachers in writing classes as long as they are aware of the limitations of the programs for 

ESL/EFL students. AES systems can also be used in writing classes to increase student 

motivation toward writing.  

The demand for learning English is increasing day by day in the world. Both ESL/EFL 

teachers and students across the world need an effective assistant in their classroom to teach and 

learn writing in English. This opens up an enormous market for AES systems pertaining to non-

native speakers of English both in the U.S. and overseas. The professionals who have expertise 

in ESL/EFL writing could assist the companies finding effective ways to accommodate the needs 

of ESL/EFL populations in writing in English.  

There is limited independent research done regarding AES technology. The developing 

companies should encourage independent researchers to conduct studies using AES systems. The 

majority of the studies are sponsored by the developing companies. Many research findings are 

based on technical reports that are released by the developers. For instance, the studies on 

IntelliMetric™ and MY Access!® are sponsored and conducted by Vantage Learning in the form 

of technical reports, and they are not published in refereed journals (See Elliot, 2000a, 2000b, 

2001c, 2002a, 2003b, 2003c, 2004). There is a need for more independent studies that are 

published in peer-reviewed journals. There is also a need for a shift in the research focus 
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regarding the AES technology. The majority of studies focused on the scoring capabilities of 

AES systems. It is critical to conduct studies that also explore the feedback capacities of these 

programs. Last but not least, the research in AES dominantly includes native-English speaking 

populations, but the developing companies target non-native English speakers for marketing 

purposes as well. The developing companies need to understand how ESL students differ from 

native-English speaking students, and how they need different support systems in writing classes. 

Increasing the multilingual feedback capacities of an AES system does not really assist an ESL 

student as one might think. ESL students need feedback in English that is appropriate for their 

English proficiency levels and writing skills to improve their writing in English, rather than 

receiving feedback in their own languages. More studies need to be conducted to understand the 

writing processes of ESL/EFL students, and the results should be used to meet the needs of these 

populations in writing classes.  
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