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Abstract

In order to figure out the impact of automated evaluation system integration
into English writing instruction on college English teachers, this study de-
signed a semester-long experiment to explore the changes in college English
teachers before and after integrating an automated evaluation system into col-
lege English writing classrooms. Qualitative and quantitative results were
drawn from surveys, interviews, etc. Suggestions were also proposed for college
English writing instruction as well as teacher development in the “Intelligence
Plus” era.
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1. Introduction

Today, with the rapid development of information technology, artificial intelli-
gence plays a significant role in many fields, with no exception in education. As
an important part of the English teaching system in the university, the develop-
ment of English writing instruction has long been constrained by various factors,
with writing evaluation as the most prominent one. Teachers are often unable to
provide timely feedback due to constraints like excessive workload, or students
may be unable to revise their compositions after feedback because of their defi-

cient knowledge or fear of difficulties, resulting in ineffective evaluation. The
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introduction of an automated evaluation system offers a solution to the challenges
in English writing instruction evaluation at the university. Automated evaluation
systems, based on corpora and employing artificial intelligence technologies such
as natural language processing, interact with teachers and students to provide per-
sonalized teaching support and feedback. Automated evaluation systems can not
only provide real-time assessments of students’ compositions but also analyze the
problems in students’ writing from various dimensions, which helps students
overcome their fear and reluctance, facilitating personalized guidance. The sys-
tems also get English teachers rid of the burden of evaluation, allowing them to
draw more attention to improving the content of students’ writing.

iWrite English Writing Teaching and Evaluation System (hereinafter referred
to as the iWrite system, which has now released version 2.0), jointly launched by
Foreign Language Teaching and Research Press and China National Foreign Lan-
guage Education Research Center, is one of the most widely-used automated writ-
ing evaluation systems. This system is closely integrated with current college Eng-
lish writing instruction and synchronizes with the requirements of major English
examinations both domestically and internationally. It evaluates compositions
from four dimensions, including writing content, text structure, language, and
technical specifications, aiming to help students improve grammatical accuracy
in writing and enhance the coherence of their compositions.

It should be noted that the key factor in whether information technology can
be successfully applied to language teaching is not computer hardware or soft-
ware, but “humanware” (Warschauer & Meskill, 2000: pp. 303-318). To be spe-
cific, in English writing instruction, the English teacher is the key to teaching qual-
ity. Such being the case, teachers urgently need to understand how to better inte-
grate evaluation systems into college English writing instruction to achieve better
teaching outcomes. It should also be paid attention that, under the impact of arti-
ficial intelligence in the new era, what challenges should the teachers in the uni-
versity deal with, and how they can better adapt to the intelligent model in college

English writing courses for long-term career development.

2. Literature Review

Automated writing evaluation systems originated in the United States in the
1960s. Early scoring engines have evolved into automated evaluation systems
(such as My Access!, Criterion, Writing Roadmap, Write to Learn, etc.) which can
provide personalized feedback, and have been widely applied in classroom form-

ative assessments (Wu & Tang, 2012: pp. 3-4).

2.1. Research on the Application of Automated Writing Evaluation
Systems in Teaching

Early research focused on the validity of evaluation systems, that is, the similarity
between the scores given by automated evaluation systems and those given by hu-
man raters (Bennett, 2006; Wang & Brown, 2007; Rich et al., 2008; McCurry, 2010;
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Liang, 2011). Subsequent research has mainly concentrated on the application of
automated evaluation systems in teaching, mainly including two aspects: one is
research on the impact of automated evaluation systems on students’ writing abil-
ities (Shi, 2012; Wang & Liu, 2012; Tang & Wu, 2012; Hu, 2015; Yang & Dali,
2015). Shi (2012), Yang and Dai (2015) conducted empirical research on the feed-
back and scoring on the writing of “Juku Pi’gai Wang” through questionnaires
and interviews. They found that students generally believe that automated evalu-
ation systems can improve their writing skills. However, the feedback given by the
systems is mainly focused on vocabulary and grammar, lacking in content, logic,
coherence, and text structure. Tang and Wu (2012) conducted comparative re-
search between students who used the automated writing evaluation system and
those who did not, finding that students who used the system scored higher in
content, structure, grammar, and vocabulary, and also showed greater interest and
confidence in writing. Researchers have also constructed a writing instruction
model suitable for college English writing instruction. The other is research on the
evaluation of automated writing evaluation systems (Page, 2003; Attali, 2004; Bull
& McKenna, 2004; Wang, 2011; Zhou, 2011). Research mainly focused on the ad-
vantages of automated evaluation systems compared to manual evaluation, as well
as how to better utilize automated evaluation systems in teaching. It is worth not-
ing that some scholars believe that automated evaluation systems should serve as
an auxiliary tool in English writing instruction rather than replacing teachers in
the teaching process (Burstein & Marcu, 2003; Ware & Warschauer, 2006; Chen
& Cheng, 2008).

2.2. Research on the Impact of Automated Writing Evaluation
Systems on Teachers

Research on the impact of automated writing evaluation systems on teachers is
relatively limited. Warschauer & Grimes (2008) found that teachers were not very
clear about the system and its application in teaching. There is also evidence to
suggest that teachers’ attitudes affect students’ acceptance and utilization of the
system (Chen & Cheng, 2008; Tang & Rich, 2011; Wang, 2008).

2.3. Research on iWrite2.0 System

The iWrite system, jointly put forward by Foreign Language Teaching and Re-
search Press and Beijing Foreign Studies University, has received widespread at-
tention from researchers in teaching since its launch, and the system has now been
upgraded to version 2.0. Li and Tian (2018) utilized algorithms of consistency and
consensus to conduct a comparison between manual scoring of writing and ma-
chine scoring by iWrite2.0 system from multiple perspectives. They also con-
ducted an empirical study on the reliability of iWrite2.0 online scoring to English
compositions. Liu and Liu (2018) examined the process in which students revised
their compositions through iWrite2.0 system and found that there was a signifi-

cant decrease in linguistic errors such as lexicon, syntax, technical specifications,
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etc. Xu (2020) studied the impact of iWrite2.0 system feedback and feedback com-
bined teachers with the system on English writing, and the attitudes of students
and teachers toward these two feedbacks. The study found that iWrite2.0 system
can improve students’ writing skills, especially in terms of language and technical
specifications. Combination of teacher’s and iWrite2.0 system feedback is more
effective, bringing higher satisfaction of students. Li (2021) verified the con-
sistency between the automatic scoring of iWrite and manual scoring by examin-
ing the use of iWrite2.0 system in the National Talent Examination, finding mis-
matched consistency. The main reason was said to be related to the limited ability
of iWrite to judge the relevance of composition content and the standardization
of format in different contexts. Liu et al. (2022) constructed a human-computer
collaborative teaching model for English writing based on iWrite2.0 system,
finding that the intermediary tool-assisted human-computer collaboration
teaching fully leveraged the role of the auxiliary tool and improved teaching ef-
ficiency. Simultaneously, it strengthened timely interaction between teachers
and students, promoting students’ autonomous learning and achieving precise
teaching.

Literature review indicates that studies on the integration of automated writing
evaluation systems into college English writing instruction mainly focus on the
research of automated evaluation systems themselves, comparative studies be-
tween automated and human feedback, and research on the impact of automated
evaluation systems on improving students’ English writing abilities. There is in-
sufficient attention paid to the impact of integrating automated evaluation sys-
tems into college English writing courses on English teachers. In fact, as men-
tioned above, English teachers play a pivotal role in college English writing
courses. First, integrating automated writing evaluation systems more effectively
into college English writing courses requires English teachers’ endeavor. Under-
standing the impact of automated evaluation systems on English teachers can help
them better integrate these systems into college English writing instruction. Sec-
ondly, it is imperative to provide training in artificial intelligence for English
teachers, as artificial intelligence increasingly influences every aspect of education.
Such training should be based on an understanding of the impact of automated
evaluation systems on English teachers. Thirdly, having a knowledge of the impact
helps researchers conduct subsequent studies, which offers guidance to integrate
these systems into the courses all-roundedly. It also provides references for college

English teachers’ professional development.

3. Research Content
3.1. Research Objectives

This study aims to explore the impact of automated evaluation systems on teach-
ers’ teaching and teachers themselves by comparing changes in the participating
teachers before and after using the automated evaluation system. The impact on

teachers’ teaching mainly focuses on changes in students’ autonomous learning
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and changes in teacher-student interaction. Impact on the teachers themselves
mainly focuses on three aspects: the transformation of teachers’ attitudes toward
writing instruction, the possible deepening in understanding of writing pedagogy,
and the enhancement of innovative application abilities by using intelligent tech-
nology in teaching practice. By analyzing the research data, this study provides
suggestions for better integration of automated evaluation systems into college
English writing instruction and offers references for the development of teachers’

teaching abilities.

3.2. Research Subjects

The subjects of this study are English teachers from a provincial first-tier univer-
sity in China with 20 individuals in total. None of these 20 teachers had used
iWrite2.0 system before this study. Four of them specialize in teaching writing to
English majors, while the other 16 teach English writing courses for non-English-
major university students. All of them hold a master’s or doctoral degree, with
teaching experience of more than five years, indicating a rich background in

teaching.

3.3. Research Content

Based on the objectives of this study, the research observes the participating teach-
ers for over a semester, which primarily examines the changes before and after
using iWrite system. These changes include alterations in the teaching process as
well as shifts within the teachers themselves. With the rapid advancement of arti-
ficial intelligence, the ability of teachers to grasp innovative application abilities
(Xie, 2020) to use intelligent technology is key to the integration of automated
evaluation systems into college English writing instruction since such application
plays a crucial role in the effectiveness of “intelligence plus” course instruction.
This ability is also directly related to the professional development of individual
teachers. Therefore, this research particularly pays attention to teachers” innova-
tive application of intelligent technology in teaching while studying the changes
within the teachers themselves. It analyzes whether there has been a change in the
participating teachers’ application ability before and after the experiment. This
research will thereafter give a reference for subsequent research in formulating
measures to enhance teachers’ innovative application abilities to use intelligent

technology in teaching.

3.3.1. Pre-Survey

In this stage, the researcher aims to understand the basic situation of participating
teachers’ English writing classes and assess their teaching abilities, especially their
innovative application abilities to use intelligent technology in teaching. This is
mainly obtained through two methods: pre-questionnaire and pre-interview. The
design of the pre-survey has got inspiration from the survey designed by Xie
(2020).

1) Pre-Questionnaire (The pre-survey questionnaire takes Likert 5-point scale):
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Key viewpoints of teachers on basic situation of their writing Cognitive Attitude

classes, teaching abilities, and innovative application of

intelligent technology in teaching:

Absolutely disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Absolutely agree

1) My classroom is conducive to good teacher-student interaction.

2) My students possess strong autonomous learning capabilities.

3) I have strong teaching abilities in writing courses.

4) T have comprehensive knowledge of English writing pedagogy.

5) I am capable of consciously using data for problem analysis and

resolution.

6) I can effectively utilize intelligent learning platforms to obtain

students’ learning data.

7) I am able to process various types of learning data obtained.

8) I understand the purpose and role of learning data analysis.

9) I am proficient in using some data analysis software.

2) Pre-Interview:

a) Do you have knowledge about AWE (Automated Writing Evaluation)?

b) What is your point of view on the role of artificial intelligence in teaching?

¢) What preparations do you think teachers should make to implement “intel-
ligence plus” teaching?

d) How do you evaluate your own ability to innovatively apply intelligent tech-
nology in teaching?

e) What aspects do you think are necessary to improve teachers’ innovative ap-

plication ability to implement intelligent teaching?

3.3.2. Post-Survey
Post-survey comprises three parts: post-survey, post-interview, and supplemen-
tary survey.

1) Post-Survey: The participating teachers will fill out the form in the pre-ques-
tionnaire again after using iWrite 2.0 system for a semester of English writing in-
struction. Researchers will compare the results of post-survey and pre-survey to
summarize whether there has been an improvement in teacher-student interac-
tion and whether students’ autonomous learning abilities have been enhanced af-
ter using the system. In terms of teaching ability, the research will examine
whether teachers’ understanding of writing instruction and pedagogy has deep-
ened and what changes have occurred in their innovative application abilities to
use intelligent technology.

2) Post-Interview: The content of the postinterview for teachers builds upon the
pre-interview, mainly guiding teachers to provide as detailed an explanation as
possible about the changes they have experienced in their teaching process and

their own teaching abilities. The interview questions are as follows:
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a) Do you have a better understanding of AWE (Automated Writing Evalua-
tion) now?

b) How do you like artificial intelligence in teaching? Compared to before the
experiment?

c) What preparations do you think teachers should make for implementing “in-
telligence plus” teaching?

d) How do you evaluate your own ability to innovatively apply intelligent tech-
nology in teaching now, and has it improved since the beginning of the semester?

e) What aspects do you think are necessary to improve teachers’ ability to in-
novatively apply intelligent technology in teaching?

f) What new insights do you have regarding writing instruction and pedagogy?

g) After using iWrite system, has your classroom seen an improvement in stu-
dents’ autonomous learning abilities? Have teacher-student interactions im-
proved? In what ways have they improved?

3) Supplementary Survey: The supplementary survey mainly includes two as-
pects: teacher journal writing and online exchanges.

Teacher Journal Writing: Since this study covers an entire semester, the partic-
ipating teachers are required to complete an open-ended interview task at the end
of the semester. To prevent teachers from providing ambiguous answers due to
unclear memory, this study suggests teachers write teacher journals based on an
outline provided by the researcher. The content of the outline is consistent with
that of the post-interview. In this way, on the one hand, the participating teachers
can provide more specific information during the interview, and on the other
hand, it is conducive to researchers capturing turning points in teachers’ teaching
process and capabilities.

Online Exchanges: Online exchanges are parts of teacher support in this study.
Teacher support is an essential guarantee for the successful application of auto-
mated evaluation systems in English writing instruction. It can be provided in
various ways, such as course objective introductions, introduction to system ori-
entation and usage, discussions on writing pedagogy, and discussions on teaching
issues (Wu & Tang, 2012: p. 5). Before conducting the research, this study intro-
duces the course objectives to the participating teachers and teaches them how to
use and position the system. It may take one month or so to help teachers become
familiar enough with the system. More importantly, during the process of the
study, online exchanges will be held regularly, which facilitates teachers to discuss
English writing pedagogy and teaching issues. The researcher records these ex-

changes, records of which serve as a positive supplement to the research analysis.

3.4. Research Approach

» o«

This study follows a basic approach of “Research Preparation”, “Research Pro-
cess”, “Results Analysis”, and “Suggestions and Recommendations” as shown in
Figure 1. “Research Preparation” mainly refers to teacher support, which includes

helping teachers clarify course objectives, become familiar with the usage and
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positioning of iWrite2.0 system, and guide the teachers to review main writing
pedagogy. “Research Process” refers to the entire process of observing the partic-
ipating teachers’ teaching. At the beginning of the semester, the teachers should
complete the pre-survey and pre-interview. Throughout the semester, they need
to write teaching logs and attend online exchanges. By the end of the semester,
they should finish the post-survey and post-interview. “Results Analysis” refers to
the analysis of changes in the teachers’ teaching process and teaching abilities
based on the survey and interview results. Changes in the teaching process include
alterations in teacher-student interaction and students’ autonomous learning.
Changes in teaching abilities include shifts in teachers’ understanding of writing
instruction, their comprehension of writing pedagogy, and their innovative appli-
cation abilities to use intelligent technology in teaching. During this phase,
SPSS22.0 is utilized to perform frequency analysis, central tendency analysis, var-
iance analysis, and factor analysis on the data obtained from the Likert 5-point
scale. At the same time, supplementary analyses are conducted via teacher inter-
views, teaching logs, and records from online meetings in order to obtain authen-
tic results of the changes in the teachers’ application of an automated evaluation
system. “Suggestions and Recommendations” mainly consist of how to better in-
tegrate automated evaluation systems into college English writing instruction in
the context of “intelligence plus” era, how college English writing teachers can
better plan their careers in this era, and potential directions for advancing research
related to college English writing instruction in the “intelligence plus” era. The
research approach is illustrated in Figure 1 below:

1) Research Preparation. It takes about one month. During this stage, research-
ers help the participating teachers clarify the course objectives, become familiar
with the usage of iWrite2.0 system, and guide the teachers in exchanging English
writing pedagogy through teaching seminars. When necessary, the researcher
shares representative monographs about English writing pedagogy as references
for the teachers.

2) Research Process. It takes about six months. This stage is mainly divided into
three parts. The first part involves the participating teachers completing pre-ques-
tionnaire and pre-interview. The second part involves the teachers integrating
iWrite2.0 system into their English writing classes, with the researcher observing
the teaching process throughout. And the teachers should regularly write teaching
logs and participate in online meetings from time to time. The third part involves
the teachers completing post-survey and post-interview.

3) Results Analysis. It takes about three months. During this stage, researchers
combine qualitative and quantitative analyses based on the survey results, so as to
check whether there have been changes in the teaching process and teaching abil-
ities of the participating teachers before and after integrating iWrite2.0 system
into English writing instruction.

4) Suggestions and Recommendations. It takes about eight months. During this

stage, based on the results of the research analysis, researchers will write a research
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report on “The Impact of English Writing Instruction Integrated with Automated
Evaluation Systems on College English Teachers”, and compose related academic

papers.

: r Introduction to Course Objectives
Research Preparations
(Teacher Support) H
| | Introduction to the Usage and Orientation of
iWrite 2.0 System
L _|Pre-questionnaire Teacher's
Pre-Interview Supplementary Teaching Logs
Research Process H — )
Post-survey N Online Meeting
Post-interview Records
Teacher-Student | ] Analysis of
Interaction Frequency

Changes in the

Teaching Process -
A 4 | | Autonomous

Learning of Students

Analysis of Central
Results Analysis

Understanding of Statistica_l Tendency
Changes in Writing Instruction | [Analysis
Teachers' Teaching Understanding of Analysis of Variance
Abilities 1 Writing Pedagogy
Innovative Application
| Ability in Intelligent
Technology Teaching |- L] Analysis of Factors
v Recommendations for College English Writing Instruction

in the "Intelligence plus" Era

Suggestions and
Recommendations

Recommendations for the Career Development of College
[Teachers Mainly Focusing on English Writing Instruction in
the "Intelligence plus" Era

Figure 1. Research approach.

4. Innovations of This Study and Suggestions for
Subsequent Research

The innovation of this study is summarized in the following two aspects: first, this
study manifests innovation in research subjects. Most studies on the integration
of automated evaluation systems into college English writing instruction focus on
the impact of these systems on college students’ English writing abilities, with less
attention given to such impacts on English teachers. However, the improvement
of college students’ English writing abilities through automated evaluation sys-
tems should be guided by English teachers. Focus on the impact of automated
evaluation systems on English teachers can help these systems better enhance col-
lege students’ English writing skills. Given the rapid development of artificial in-
telligence, it is imperative to provide technical training for English teachers. To
understand the impact of automated evaluation systems on English teachers can
provide a prerequisite for targeted technical training. Second, this study manifests

innovation in research methodology. Previous studies have typically been either
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qualitative or quantitative. This study focuses on the integration of automated
evaluation systems into college English writing instruction and its impact on
teachers. Such is the case when examining the effects of system usage on the teach-
ing process or on teaching abilities; neither qualitative nor quantitative research
can meet the research requirements. This study attempts to gain a more compre-
hensive and clearer perception of how automated evaluation systems affect Eng-
lish teachers by conducting quantitative research on quantifiable indicators utiliz-
ing qualitative research methods like teacher interviews and teaching logs.

Going forward, the researcher will proceed with the study in an orderly way
based on the research objectives and the established approach, aiming to provide
suggestions for a better integration of automated evaluation systems represented
by iWrite2.0 system into college English writing instruction. Also, this study offers
references for the development of teachers’ teaching abilities.
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