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Toward an Automated Feedback System for English Writing Instruction

Yuichiro KOBAYASHI", Yutaka ISHIT**

In recent years, the importance of feedback for individual learners has drawn attention in language teaching, and has

accelerated the research on diagnostic feedback. Furthermore, there is an increasing tendency for language teachers to

use automated essay scoring system such as e-rater. In response to such a trend, the purpose of the present paper is to

explore the design of automated feedback system for English language teaching. By reviewing the theories of language

testing and writing instruction, this paper discusses the specifications of automated essay evaluation system in EFL

(English as Foreign Language) settings. This paper also proposes a set of linguistic features that can be computationally

analyzed using natural language processing techniques for the development of computer-based feedback system.
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HHETLIALTDT 4 —FNy 7 THY), TIF7—3—
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