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Abstract

This study explores the receptivity of high school students in Latin America to Feedback, particularly in the
context of learning English as a foreign language. It investigates how students perceive and respond to feedback,
focusing on the use of Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE) tools. The purpose of the article is to study the
susceptibility of Latin American high school students to feedback when learning English as a foreign language,
including an assessment of their attitude to automated written work verification tools (AWE). The research addresses
gaps in the literature by examining a largely overlooked population—high school students in Latin America—and by
analyzing students' perceptions of AWE tools and their receptivity to feedback. The study employs a mixed-methods
approach, combining quantitative data from questionnaires and qualitative insights from three open-ended
questionnaire items. Key findings reveal that students are receptive to feedback but do not engage behaviorally with it.
Although they have a positive attitude toward and perception of AWE tools, their use is low. Students generally prefer
personalized feedback from teachers over automated tools, though there is potential to improve the effectiveness and
acceptance of AWE tools. The study found no statistically significant differences in feedback receptivity based on
age, gender, or language proficiency, with negligible effect sizes across all comparisons.

Keywords: Feedback Receptivity, Automated Writing Evaluation, English as a Foreign Language, Feedback
Mechanisms, Writing Skills Development

Introduction

Feedback is a critical component of learning, particularly for developing writing skills in
English as a foreign language (EFL). Traditionally, research on feedback has focused on the
provider or the content of the feedback itself. However, recent studies have shifted attention to the
recipient, emphasizing the importance of understanding how learners perceive, process, and
respond to feedback. This shift is particularly relevant in the context of technological
advancements, such as Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE) tools.

Despite the growing use of AWE tools, there is limited research on how students,
especially high school students in Latin America, perceive and interact with these tools. This study
aims to fill this gap by exploring high school students' receptivity to feedback and examining how
their perceptions of AWE tools influence that receptivity. The research also seeks to identify
differences in feedback receptivity based on demographic factors such as age, gender, and
language proficiency. By addressing these questions, this study introduces a novel methodological
and population-based contribution to the field. Unlike previous research that has predominantly
focused on university populations in Europe or Asia, this study provides empirical evidence from
high school students in Latin America, a demographic group that is significantly underrepresented
in the feedback receptivity literature. Furthermore, it differentiates itself by shifting the focus from
the mere effectiveness of Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE) tools to the learner's
psychological and behavioral receptivity when interacting with these technologies. This approach
enables a deeper understanding of why students may accept or reject automated suggestions,
bridging the gap between technological availability and actual student engagement in developing
contexts.

Literature review

Feedback is a recognized key aspect of learning and development in general, and
specifically of improving written production in English as a foreign language [1-3]. For years, the
focus of feedback studies has been on the feedback provider or on the message and its manner of
presentation. It is only recently that research has begun to show interest in the perspective of the
feedback recipient. A review of the literature reveals that previous research has addressed the
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receptivity or acceptance of feedback by learners of English as a foreign language from various
perspectives and in different aspects.

There are studies focused on the literacy of feedback [4-6]. In the case of Winstone et al.
[6], the authors, through a systematic review, focus on identifying factors influencing learners’
agentic engagement. Other studies have examined the effects of feedback from tools and teachers
on EFL text production [7-9]. Likewise, some studies examine learners' perceptions of the
feedback they receive [10-12]. Nevertheless, these studies focus on students from higher
education or from the United States, Asia, or Europe, leaving out high school and Latin American
students.

Feedback, in general terms and for this research, is understood as all those actions carried
out to provide information about the performance of an activity. Such actions are usually
performed by an external agent, such as a teacher, a peer, or a tool [13]. They can be experienced
in different educational contexts, both formal and non-formal. Feedback is observed from a socio-
cognitive perspective. It is a cognitive process, as it involves students reflecting on their
performance based on the information received, correcting their mistakes, and restructuring their
language in the case of language learning. It is social because it is a practice that takes place
within a sociocultural context that includes the beliefs, knowledge, and experiences of both the
person providing the feedback and the person receiving it, in this case, the student.

Over the last decade, various elements influencing the effectiveness of feedback in the
learning process have been identified, leading to the development of different models of feedback
processing. Across different proposals and research, it is observed that among the elements that
influence feedback processing are individual characteristics such as age, language proficiency, and
personality [14-15], as well as contextual variables: type of activity, time, and learning
environment. There is evidence that the effectiveness of feedback largely depends on the learner's
involvement with it, i.e., doing something with it [16].

Among these multiple factors, different authors propose receptivity as a characteristic that
influences the use of feedback [17]; this quality refers to individual differences in students'
willingness to accept feedback. As background, the work where the Receptivity to Instructional
Feedback (RIF) instrument is developed and used [18], and the model of Lipnevich and Smith
[19], these works confirm the existence of 4 factors of receptivity to feedback: attitudes based on
previous experiences (the liking for feedback), instrumental attitudes (the perception of the
usefulness of feedback), cognitive involvement (the understanding of feedback) and behavioral
involvement (actions in response to feedback) to feedback.

There are still gaps in the research on feedback. In particular, there is a notable population
gap; the study of feedback reception among high school students in Latin America has been
relatively underexplored. Recent research has shown interest in students' perspectives on receiving
feedback [20]. However, they are studies in secondary education or university and postgraduate
education contexts, leaving out upper secondary or baccalaureate students. In addition, authors
Lipnevich and Lopera-Oquendo confirm the lack of studies on receptivity in other populations
outside Europe and Asia, as well as at different school levels. They have explored only a sample at
the secondary level in Singapore and another sample at the higher education level in New Zealand.
Finally, a methodological gap is observed: most of the research found is quantitative, focusing on
surveys and the effectiveness of the tools, and there is a lack of qualitative or mixed studies that
examine how students interact with the tool and why they accept or reject its suggestions.

Also, despite the increasing use of technological tools to support written production, there is
a knowledge gap in this area, as the receptivity and response to feedback has been little explored
in relation to the use of automated writing evaluation (AWE) tools which in turn give way to
automatic corrective writing feedback which refers to the use of AWE tools to receive feedback on
different aspects of their written production such as grammar, style, cohesion, among others [21].
The increased use of these tools in language learning and written production in general has led to
an interest in further research on them and their effects; as other authors note [22], the use of AWE
in Feedback has been shown to have a positive impact on learners' written production, studies of
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the use of different AWE and Translation Machines as tools for learning and improving written
production in English as a foreign language are found [23-24].

To date, studies have begun to explore feedback and its relationship with other indicators,
such as student grades, performance, and the use of strategies [25]. Some studies focused on the
effect of Feedback via AWE and artificial intelligence on students' perception of using these tools
[26]. However, to the knowledge of this literature review, there are no studies that analyze foreign
language learners' perception and use of AWE and their receptivity to feedback, and their possible
relationships, as well as the possible relationship of learner receptivity to other data on their
individual characteristics and context such as age, language level, grade level, and use of
technological tools. This work also contributes to exploring a population often overlooked in
research: high school students and students from Latin America.

Thus, this study seeks to expand knowledge of feedback receptivity by examining
technologies that can provide feedback, addressing population gaps in how high school students
perceive, process, and respond to feedback. The findings will aid the effective implementation of
AWE as a language-learning tool by fostering more effective pedagogical strategies. Additionally,
this research provides empirical evidence relevant to language teachers, AWE designers and
developers, and the field of feedback research in general.

Objectives and research questions

This research is the first stage of a more extensive study that works in two stages to fulfill
two purposes. In this first stage, we seek to explore high school students’ receptivity to feedback
and determine whether there is a significant difference by gender or age. Additionally, to explore
students' perceptions of using technological tools to receive feedback.

Specific objectives

OP1: To assess students' receptivity to feedback.

OP2: To determine if there are significant differences in students' receptivity to feedback by
gender, age, or language level.

OP3: To explore students' perception of the use of AWE to receive feedback.

Research questions

RQ1: What is the receptivity of high school students to feedback?

RQ2: Are there significant differences by gender, age, or language level in the feedback
receptivity of the students?

RQ3: What are students' perceptions of using AWE to receive feedback?

Materials and methods of research

This study employed a mixed-methods research design, which enabled the integration of
guantitative and qualitative data to achieve a more comprehensive understanding of the
phenomenon under investigation. Quantitative data were collected via an online questionnaire
administered via Google Forms, a widely used tool for efficiently collecting large-scale responses
[27]. Qualitative data were obtained through three open-ended questions set in the same
questionnaire in the last section, allowing for a deeper exploration of their perceptions and
experiences. This methodological strategy ensured data triangulation and strengthened the validity
of the findings by capturing both generalizable patterns and individual insights about the feedback
received.

Participants and procedure

In this study, the N = 609 students are enrolled in four public high schools in the University
of Guadalajara, Jalisco, Mexico (High Schools 7, 12, 14, and TSU-CUCEA). The participating
high schools are part of the state's largest high school system. The students were from the same
type of high school, and their ages ranged from 15 to 18. Among the participants, 302 identified
themselves as female, 294 as male, and 13 preferred not to share their gender (PNS).

Data were collected online over two weeks. In the first week, data were obtained from three
schools; in the second week, the four high schools were involved due to administrative issues.
Participation was voluntary; the first instrument included a section with the consent form and an
explanation of the study procedures, and participants provided their consent on the same form. In
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addition, to ensure the participants' privacy, no names were requested in the questionnaires, thus
ensuring anonymous and voluntary participation.

Instruments

The instrument is a questionnaire to assess perception and use of technological tools to
receive feedback. It consists of five sections: demographic data (DD), receptivity to feedback
(RIF), previous experience with technological tools (EPT), expectations and attitudes toward
AWE tools (ERA), and open-ended questions (ERH).

The demographic data section collects the data on: age, gender, perceived level of language
proficiency, and current grade in high school.

The RIF section contains 24 items adapted from the Receptivity to Instructional Feedback
(RIF) instrument [28], previously validated with university students and high school students in
Singapore. The ERA section contains 5 items assessing expectations and attitudes toward AWE
tools. All Likert-scale items use a five-point scale, and reliability was validated across the 29
Likert items (RIF + ERA) using a Cronbach's Alpha coefficient of .919 (Table 1), indicating
appropriate internal consistency. The instrument was also subjected to a content validation process
to ensure the adequacy and clarity of each item.

Table 1- Reliability statistics

Reliability statistics
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach’s alpha based on standardized items N of items
919 925 29
Note: Author's calculations

The correlation matrix identifies significant relationships between variables, offering insights into
how different factors interact within the study's context. For example, it can reveal whether higher scores in
one variable (e.g., receptivity to feedback) are associated with higher or lower scores in another (e.g.,
perception of AWE tools). The results of the correlation analysis are presented in Figure 1, where
statistically significant correlations are highlighted to facilitate interpretation. The values in the matrix
range from -1 (negative correlation), 0 (no correlation) and +1 (positive correlation).
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Figure 1- Matrix of correlation coefficients

Note: Author's calculations
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The EPT section includes items on previous experience with technological tools, covering
frequency of use, tools previously used, and perceived utility. The EPT section items were not
included in the reliability analysis as they measure frequency and type of tool use rather than
attitudes on a Likert scale. The final section (ERH) includes three open-ended questions designed
to capture students' expectations, experiences, and concerns regarding AWE tools: (ERH 01) What
do you expect to obtain from an automated feedback tool?; (ERH 02) If you have previously used
technological tools to receive feedback, how useful have they been and why?; and (ERH 03) Is
there anything that concerns you or that you find counterproductive about automated feedback?
All 609 participants responded to ERH 01, while 594 responded to ERH 02 and 583 to ERH 03;
the lower response rates on the latter two items reflect their optional framing in the online form.
The open-ended questions aim to deepen participants' perspectives and reflections on their
experiences with AWE tools, complementing the quantitative data obtained from the standardized
sections of the same instrument. This combination was designed to capture the participants'
(students/actors) experiences and perceptions about feedback mediation in learning and their
potential use of the tools.
Data analysis plan
A mixed-methods approach was used for data analysis [29]. Quantitative data were analyzed
using R and SPSS, beginning with data preparation that included cleaning and coding. Descriptive
statistics were then generated to summarize the variables. Following this, a correlation analysis
was conducted to explore the relationships and patterns within the data. For the qualitative data
gathered from the three open-ended questions (ERH 01-03), an inductive thematic analysis was
conducted following a multi-stage coding process [30]. First, open thematic coding was conducted
by reading all responses to identify meaningful units of sense and assign descriptive codes to
relevant text segments. Second, axial coding was applied to group initial codes into broader
thematic categories linked to the dimensions of the instrument [31]. Third, recurring subtopics
were delimited within each category based on semantic patterns. Fourth, representative textual
quotations were selected to exemplify common and singular participant perceptions. Finally,
analytical interpretation was carried out considering the context of the study and its research
objectives. To ensure coding consistency, all members of the research team collaboratively
reviewed the codes generated during the analysis. Codes were discussed and refined iteratively
until full agreement was reached among all coders, following a consensus-based approach [32]

To answer RQ1, what is the receptivity of high school students to feedback? The
descriptive analysis of the data obtained in the RIF was carried out. Also, following the technical
manual of the RIF instrument [33], the analysis of students' receptivity was carried out by means
of direct scoring (simple scores) following the formula indicated by the authors and shown in
Figure 1.

Experiential Attitudes = (RIF01 + RIF02 + RIF03 + RIF04+ + RIF05 + RIF06) / 6
= (RIF07 + RIF08 + RIF09 + RIF10) /4
Instrumental Attitudes = (RIF11 + RIF12 + RIF13 + RIF14 + RIF15%)/ 5

Behavioral Engagcmcnt = (RIF 16* + RIF017 + RIF18 + RIF19 + RIF20 + RIF21 + RIF22 + RIF 23+ + RIF24)/ 9

* For items in “reversed coded”

Figure 1- Analysis of students' receptivity formula

Note: Adapted from RIF instrument (Lipnevish and Lopera-Oquendo, 2022)

About RQ2: Are there significant differences by gender, age, or language level in the
feedback receptivity of the students? A one-way ANOVA test was conducted to compare feedback
receptivity among groups defined by gender, age, and level of language proficiency. Additionally,
a correlation analysis was conducted between demographic data and receptivity.
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To answer RQ3: What is the students' perception of the use of AWE to receive feedback?
Descriptive statistics were performed on the questionnaire of previous experience and perception
of the use of AWE to receive feedback. Factor analysis was conducted to analyse the principal
components of the questionnaire to explore its overall structure. Finally, the qualitative coding
process—described above—was conducted using Atlas.ti; results are reported in the RQ3 section

Results and their discussion

To examine RQ1, what is the receptivity of high school students to feedback? We follow the
technical manual of the RIF instrument created by Lipnevish and Lopera-Oquendo (2022), as
shown in Figure 1. Scores under 3 indicate weaker receptivity to feedback by students, while
scores greater than 3 indicate stronger receptivity to feedback regarding attitudes and behaviors
towards feedback.

Following these steps, we obtained the mean and standard deviation of the global receptivity
and the four dimensions (Table 3). Table 3 shows that the students have a global receptivity to
feedback of 3.59 with a standard deviation of 0.51, indicating moderate to high receptivity to
feedback with low variability. This suggests that the participants share a similar perception of
feedback.

Table 2- Standard deviation of the global receptivity and the four dimensions

Dimension Average Standard Deviation
Global receptivity 3.59 0.51
Experiential attitudes 3.60 0.61
Cognitive engagement 3.83 0.68
Instrumental attitudes 3.61 0.58
Behavioral engagement 3.48 0.55
Note: Author's calculations

The dimensions of experiential and instrumental attitudes of the students show that
students have a moderate to high receptivity to feedback with means of 3.60 and 3.61 and standard
deviations of .61 and .58; this shows some variability. The dimensions of cognitive engagement
and behavioral engagement have interesting results. We can see a higher mean in cognitive
engagement, which indicates that the students actively process feedback to improve their writing.
However, the standard deviation in this dimension is also higher at .68, indicating more variability
in students' cognitive engagement. In addition, behavioral engagement has the lowest score, 3.48,
with some variability, as the standard deviation of .55 shows; this suggests that although students
might engage cognitively with feedback, they might not implement it or respond actively. This
may be consistent with the high school feedback context, where grades are typically assigned
without opportunities for resubmission, which limits students' motivation to act on feedback.

About RQ2: Are there significant differences by gender, age, or language level in the
feedback receptivity of the students? The one-way ANOVA (Figure 2) revealed no statistically
significant differences in global feedback receptivity by age (F(3, 605) = 0.749, p = .524, n2 =
.004), gender (F(2, 606) = 0.000, p = .994, n? = .000), or perceived language proficiency (F(6,
602) = 0.924, p = .475, n?2 = .009). Effect sizes were negligible across all three comparisons,
indicating that demographic variables do not meaningfully differentiate students' receptivity to
feedback.

The heatmap enables the visual representation of correlation matrices, using colors to
indicate the strength of relationships between variables (Figure 3) shows the acceptance of
feedback action in a relationship with age.

About RQ3: What is the students' perception of the use of AWE to receive feedback? This data was
retrieved from the questionnaire and split into three dimensions: frequency and previous experience with
AWE, perception of the utility of AWE, and expectations and attitudes about AWE (Table 2-3). There is a
section of open-ended questions where qualitative data was gathered about expectations, attitudes and
perceptions about the use of AWE. Also, there is a section of questions with a scale of 5 points. From the
analysis, and following the same interpretive convention applied to the RIF instrument, scores below 3
indicate limited use or negative perception of AWE, while scores above 3 indicate positive perception.
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ANOVA: AGE

Source of Variation S8 df MS F P-value F crit n? Effect size
Between Groups 0.51271207 3 0.17090402 0.74809366 0.52372739 2.6196305 .004 Negligible
Within Groups 138.213889 605 0.22845271
Total 138.726601 ‘ 608 ‘ ‘

Source of SS df MS F P-value F crit n? Effect size

Variation
Between Groups 0.00336247 2 | 0.00168123 | 0.00563101 | 0.99438487 | 3.01059046 .000 Negligible
Within Groups 180.931538 606 | 0.29856689
Total 180.9349 608
Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit n? Effect size
Between Groups 1.48537876 6 0.24756313 0.92648022 0.4752276 2.11362356 .009 Negligible
Within Groups 160.859346 602 0.26720822

162.344725

Figure 2 - ANOVA results by Age, Gender and Language Proficiency Perceived

Note: Author's calculations

According to the table, there is a low use of AWE with a score of 2.48, which is lower than 3, and a
moderate variability as the standard deviation of .88 shows. Adding to this conclusion, "Have you
previously used automated feedback (AWE) systems in your English writing?" has the lowest score at 1.00,
indicating this limited use.
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Figure 3 - Heatmap relation age vs feedback receptivity (1 to 5).
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Fuente: Cuestionario de Receptividad a la Retroalimentacion

Figure 4 - Heatmap relation age vs feedback receptivity (1 to 5)
Note: Author's calculations

On the other hand, there is a positive perception of utility, along with positive expectations and
attitudes, as evidenced by scores higher than three and moderate variability. In a closer look at items, we
can see that questions about usefulness and confidence in automated feedback have moderate scores, such
as "I think automated feedback can help me improve my writing", with 3.73.

Table 3 - Frequency and previous experience with AWE, perception of the utility of AWE, and
expectations and attitudes about AWE

Dimention Average Standard deviation
Frequency of use 2.48 0.88
perception of utility 3.68 0.81
expectations, perceptions and attitudes 3.64 0.86
Note: Author's calculations

This might indicate that there are certain situations in which students do not use the AWE, despite
having a positive perception of its utility. This might lead to the necessity of showing students which AWE
tools are available and how to use them effectively to maximize their learning benefits (Figure 5).
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Figure 5 - Positive perception of feedback and use of AWE (ERA 05 vs ERA 02)
Note: Author's calculations
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The positive perception and the openness to use it are confirmed by the qualitative data
gathered in the three open-ended questions from the questionnaire and the questions about the
tools they have used. The participants who already had an approach with intelligent tools to work
on their texts in English mentioned having used proofreaders such as Word and Google, as well as
the use of Chat GPT, Grammarly and Google Translate, showing that they are somewhat familiar
with the AWE Tools. Also, in the three open-ended questions, the students expressed more
commonly that they identify the AWE tools as helpful, something that saves time, gives easy
corrections, and helps them to identify and correct their writing mistakes. Additionally, the
students stated that they believed the teacher's support was necessary to learn how to use the AWE
and understand the corrections made by it.

In the Sankey diagram and the word cloud (figure 5), we can see how the emerging themes
are related to the benefits of the AWEs that the students identify, how they see it as a different
way to learn and improve their abilities and a way to get an evaluation of their work. Both
diagrams showed the frequency of key terms in the discourse. Among the codes with more
groundedness, we find the codes related to the fact that AWE tools provide adequate and easy
answers (50), help to identify and correct errors (50), help to improve skills and knowledge (58),
are a different way of learning (44), and are a source of information (33).

In the negative aspects or barriers of Feedback by AWE tools, the categories that emerged
are: the participants observe that they do not always understand their use; they consider that to get
more out of them, they require the support of the teacher, either to learn how to use them or to
understand the suggestions made by the tool. They also note that it is possible that the tools only
provide them with answers and that there is less dedication on the part of the student. They also
recognize that the tools may not be practical or reliable.
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Figure 6 - Sankey diagram and the word cloud (in Spanish)

Note: Author's calculations

The usefulness that participants expressed about the use of feedback tools is centered on the
speed of the result. However, they state that although it solves the problem at the time, they do not
understand the error or learn from it. This might be linked to the concerns expressed by
participants when using the tools. Such concerns range from fear of failing, not learning,
unreliable tools, having errors, and getting used to using the tool to perform their activities instead
of doing it themselves.
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Student expectations regarding automated feedback can be summarized in three categories:
(1) Usefulness, participants hope to improve aspects such as grammar while also seeking to
understand errors to avoid repeating them; (2) Efficiency, participants look for quick, precise, and
effective tools that provide correct information with explanations of errors; and (3) Constructive

feedback, participants prefer productive, improvement-oriented feedback over mere criticism.

Table 4 - Thematic Analysis of Open-Ended Responses: Codes, Categories and Themes

Theme Category Subcategory Quote Initial codes
Positive Usefulness Error correction | “It helps me to know my errors so | Identifies errors, corrects
expectations and next time I can do better” “To errors, improves work,
and identification correct mistakes in my English helps with how to do it.
perceptions homework”

Information “It helps me to reflect on my work; | Good and easy answers,
and response it is clear and fast” “It has easy and | clear information,
quality short explanations” “It is very improves meaning and
useful because it helps me to give | coherence
meaning to my sentences”
Efficiency Speed and “I like fast and efficient feedback Saves time, free access,
accessibility so | can improve my work in real always available, use at

9% <¢:

time” “it saves time, and you can
work in the moment”

the moment.

Constructive
feedback

Learning and
development

“I have used it to learn vocabulary
and double-check my work”

“It shows different ways to do my
activities, to give me tips to
improve and learn, and | hope to
get better grades”

Support for learning,
improve knowledge,
improve skills, different
ways of learning,
explanation, advice,
improves grades.

Concerns
and perceive
barriers

Concerns and
risks

Passive use and
tool
dependency

“You get used to it, and you stop
thinking by yourself”

Passive use, tool does all
the work, not checking
the answers, trust
blindly, technology
dependency.

Distrust and

“Sometimes the answers are

Unreliable tools, not

skepticism unclear or have another meaning” | always useful, tools

make mistakes.
Difficulty of “Sometimes I don’t understand Difficulty understanding
use anything” “It is very difficult to the tool, difficulty

use, and it would take too much
time to learn how to use it”

understanding the
explanation, difficulty in
how to use it.

Note: Participant responses were originally collected in Spanish. Quotations have been translated into
English by the research team for reporting purposes. Minor spelling variations in original responses have been
preserved or corrected for readability.

The qualitative analysis revealed a consistent pattern of concerns and perceived barriers
among participants, which can be synthesized into the themes of passive engagement,
technological dependency, and a marked absence of expectations. As detailed in Table 5, some
participants exhibited a passive stance toward the feedback process, either by expressing a lack of
specific expectations or by anticipating that the automated tool would perform the entirety of the
cognitive task, providing direct answers rather than developmental guidance. This sense of
dependency is further reflected in responses characterized by a lack of substantive engagement,
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where participants provided minimal or non-committal input, indicating a potential disconnect

between the students' perceptions and the intended pedagogical purpose of automated feedback
tools

The context of high schools and the type of high school where students are inserted is a
space with classrooms with large numbers of students, from 40 to 60 students per group, where
feedback is usually given in a general way in the exams. The input to their activities, such as
projects, is by platform, receiving feedback at the same time as the grade and without the
opportunity to correct their work and resubmit it. Likewise, the evaluation is not usually
immediate, which can have an impact on behavioral engagement and, in general, on the poor
behavioral response of students to feedback. On the other hand, recognizing the use of tools as a
quick and accessible way to receive feedback and with a positive perception of it opens the
opportunity for students to be exposed to structured activities with such tools and teacher
guidance. The AWE becomes an option for the student to receive timely feedback on their work
and improve it before final delivery. They can also be a tool for different learning strategies inside
and outside the classroom. This is reflected not only in the qualitative data but also in questions
related to the clarity and effectiveness of feedback, which have lower scores, such as "Feedback
on tests and exercises is not always clear and effective," with a score of 3.40.

The results indicate that while participants exhibit moderate to high receptivity toward
receiving feedback, this interest does not consistently translate into proactive engagement. The
highest average score (M = 4.20) was recorded for the statement, "'l am interested in knowing what
I did wrong on a test or task completed,” highlighting a strong diagnostic desire for detailed
feedback. In contrast, overall behavioral engagement—referring to the actual actions taken after
receiving feedback—yielded a significantly lower mean (M = 3.48). This discrepancy may stem
from a systemic lack of time and dedicated pedagogical spaces to process and act upon the
information received. As Mayordomo et al. suggest, the integration of resubmission opportunities
Is essential to foster meaningful engagement with feedback.

The radar/spider plot graphic shows a global view of the participants' receptivity to
feedback and AWE perceptions. To summarize the main results and findings, we are able to see
the low frequency of use of AWE tools from the students, the positive attitudes towards them and
the receptivity to feedback; also, we can see the stronger cognitive engagement of the students in
comparison with lower behavioral engagement. There is an opportunity to improve the clarity and
effectiveness of technology tools, as well as to increase their use and acceptance among students,
thereby increasing behavioral engagement and global feedback receptivity (Figure 7).

Radar/Spider Plot
Scale: (2,4-3,9)
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global receptivity

Figure 7 - Radar/Spider graphic

Note: Author's calculations
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Furthermore, the comparatively low frequency of AWE use (M = 2.48) stands in stark
contrast to the high overall receptivity scores (M = 3.59). This gap suggests a persistent preference
for personalized, human-mediated feedback, a trend consistent with findings in similar EFL
contexts. Although students maintain positive perceptions of automated tools, their actual
integration remains marginal; notably, the lowest score (M = 1.00) corresponds to previous
experience with AWE systems, indicating that these tools are not yet an established component of
their learning practices.

Ultimately, these findings underscore that receptivity is a malleable construct that can be
developed. To bridge the gap between receptivity and action, it is necessary to bolster students'
feedback literacy. By implementing classroom strategies that explicitly teach how to navigate and
utilize AWE tools, educators can transform automated feedback from a passive resource into an
active driver of writing improvement.

Conclusions

Results of the data analysis show that students recognize and perceive the AWE tools as
valuable tools to improve their writing in English and receive timely feedback, but there is a low
frequency of use. Overall, the qualitative thematic analysis identified two overarching themes:
positive expectations and perceptions (encompassing usefulness, efficiency, and preference for
constructive feedback) and concerns and perceived barriers (including passive use, tool distrust,
and difficulty of use). These findings confirm that students value feedback and recognize AWE
tools as helpful, while also highlighting the need for structured teacher guidance These results
concur with about the possible positive effect of this kind of feedback and the need to provide
feedback training to the students.

On the other hand, according to the thematic analysis of the qualitative data, students
expressed concern about the reliability of AWE tools and that they might not understand the
corrections suggested by these tools or do not reflect on them. So, they expressed skepticism about
the ability of AWE tools to provide such personalized feedback, though they acknowledged the
potential benefits of these tools if improved. These perceptions support the need to implement a
strategy to promote students' feedback literacy.

Ultimately, some students reported requiring teacher guidance to use these tools more
effectively. This finding aligns with previous research that highlights the teacher's crucial role in
technology-enhanced learning environments. It suggests that for tools like Automated Writing
Evaluation (AWE) to serve as effective providers of personalized feedback, they must be
integrated within a pedagogical strategy directed by the teacher, as proposed by.

This study was conducted as an exploratory first stage to assess the feasibility of integrating
AWE tools into classroom practice and to develop strategies to assist in providing students with
feedback considering the context of the high schools in the population where the study was
conducted, where large groups and the design of the programs make it difficult for the student to
receive personalized feedback from the teacher, and the opportunity to resubmit, the use of AWE
tools permits the students to revise their work before the submission of it, according other authors
the importance of feedback before the final submission increase the engagement of students. The
study's results confirm the students' receptivity and desire to obtain feedback as support for their
learning, as well as their positive perception and openness to receiving and using feedback from
tools.

Finally, with the data collected, we can conclude that although students recognize the
usefulness of the tools, their frequency of use is low (M = 2.48), a pattern consistent with the
barriers identified in the thematic analysis: difficulty of use, concerns about tool reliability, and
the risk of passive dependency (Table 5), these data support the importance of feedback literacy
from the teacher and the student. These results confirm and guide the following steps in generating
strategies for utilizing AWE tools in various activities under teacher guidance, and thus, in this
second stage, confirm whether this activity promotes students' efficient use of AWE. Additionally,
the findings contribute to understanding and exploring an underrepresented population,
specifically high school students in Latin America, and emphasize the need for further research on
feedback receptivity in diverse educational contexts, particularly among this population.
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The primary limitation of this study relates to its sample distribution. Although the overall
sample size was substantial, the proficiency-level groups were unbalanced, with an
underrepresentation of students at higher levels. This skew likely reflects the natural concentration
of high school students in basic proficiency tiers. Consequently, comparisons between categories
should be interpreted with caution, as the statistical power may be limited for the smaller, high-
proficiency groups. Future research could address this by employing a stratified sampling method
to ensure a more evenly distributed sample. Also, applying statistical models specifically designed
to handle unbalanced data could provide more robust comparisons. Additionally, the cross-
sectional design of this study prevents causal inferences about the relationship between individual
factors and feedback receptivity. Furthermore, the qualitative data were gathered through open-
ended questionnaire items rather than in-depth interviews, which limits the depth of the insights
obtained. Future research could employ longitudinal designs and richer qualitative methods to
further explore these dimensions.
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BOCIIPUUMYNUBOCTH CTAPIIEKJACCHHUKOB K OGPATHOM CBS3U U
BOCIHHPUATUE ABTOMATU3UPOBAHHBIX THCTPYMEHTOB OLIEHKHA
MNUCBbMEHHBIX PABOT B JIATUHCKOM AMEPUKE

AHHOTAUMA

B nmaHHOM wnccreoBaHMM W3y4aeTcsl BOCIPHHMYHBOCTH CTAapIIEKIACCHUKOB B JlaTMHCKOM AMepuke K
0o0paTHON CBS3M, OCOOCHHO B KOHTEKCTe H3Y4YCHHs aHTJIMIICKOTO s3bIKa Kak HMHOCTpaHHOro. llemas craThu
3aKJIF0YAeTCsl B UCCIEIOBAHUN BOCIIPUUMYHUBOCTH CTApIIEKIACCHUKOB JIaTMHCKOM AMEpHUKH K OOpaTHOM CBSI3M NPH
M3yYCHUM aHTJIMHCKOTO S3bIKa KaK WHOCTPAHHOTO, BKJIIOYAsl OIIGHKY HMX OTHOIICHHS K aBTOMAaTH3UPOBAHHBIM
HHCTPYMEHTaM MPOBEPKH MIChMEHHBIX padoT (AWE). Hccnenyercst, Kak yJarnecss BOCIPUHAMAIOT 00paTHYIO CBS3b
U pearupyroT Ha Hee, ¢ aKIEHTOM Ha HCIOJb30BAaHWU aBTOMATU3UPOBAHHBIX MHCTPYMEHTOB OLIEHKH IMHCHbMEHHBIX
pador (AWE). MHccnenoBanue BocnoiHseT NpoOensl B JMTEparype, W3ydas TPYIIy HAceJeHHUs, KOTopas B
3HAYUTEJILHON CTETIeHH OcTaBajach 0e3 BHUMaHUS — CTapUIEKIACCHUKOB B JIaTHHCKONH AMepHKe — M aHaJIU3UPYs
BOCHpUSATHE ydalUMucsi MHCTpyMeHTOoB AWE M uX BOCIpHMMMUYHMBOCTE K 0OOpaTHOH cBs3uM. B mnccnenoBanum
UCIIOJIb3YE€TCSl CMELIAHHBIA MOAXO0J], COUYETAOIUN KOJINYECTBEHHBIE JaHHBIE U3 AHKET U KaueCTBEHHBbIC JaHHbIE U3
TPEX OTKPBITHIX BOIPOCOB aHKETHI. KiroueBble pe3ysbTaThl MTOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO YYallnuecs BOCIIPUUMYHUBHI K 00paTHOM
CBSI3M, HO HE MPOSIBISIOT K HEH aKTUBHOTO yJacTHS HA MOBEJCHYECKOM YPOBHE. XOTSI OHH MOJOKHUTEIBHO OTHOCSITCS
K nHCTpyMeHTaM AWE U MOJIOXHTENHO WX BOCHPHHUMAIOT, UX HCIIOIB30BAHKE MPOUCXOANUT PEAKO. YdJalluecs B
EJIOM TPEANOYNTAIOT TIEPCOHATN3NPOBAHHYIO OOPATHYIO CBA3b OT YUUTEIEH aBTOMATH3MPOBAHHBIM HHCTPYMEHTAM,
XOTS CYIIECTBYET MOTSHIIHAI [T TOBBIIICHNS 3()(HEKTUBHOCTH U pUHATHA HHCTpyMeHToB AWE. VccnenoBanme He
BBISIBIJIO CTATUCTHYECKH 3HAYMMBIX Pa3INUMil B BOCHIPHIMYUBOCTH K OOPaTHOM CBSA3M B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT BO3DAaCTa,
TI0JIa WJIM YPOBHSA BIIAJICHUS S3BIKOM, TIPH 3TOM pa3Mepsl 3 dexta ObIIH He3HAUUTEIFHBIMU BO BCEX CPABHEHUSX.

KoaioueBble cjioBa: BOCIPUMMYMBOCTG K 0OpPATHOH CBsI3HM, aBTOMATH3MPOBaHHAsl OLEHKA IMMCHbMEHHBIX PadoT,
AQHIIMHCKUI KaK MHOCTPAHHBI S3bIK, MEXaHU3Mbl OOpPAaTHOM CBSI3M, pa3BUTHE HABBIKOB IIHChMA
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JIATBIH AMEPUKACBIHJAT'BI )KOF'APbI MEKTEII OKYIbIJIAPBIHBIH
ABTOMATTAHIABIPBIJIFAH ’KA3Y1bl BATAJIAY KYPAJITAPBIH KABBIJI/IAYbI
7KI9HE HIKIPJIEPAI KABBIJI/IAYbI

AHHOTAUMA

3eprrey JlaTeiH AMepHKacCHIHAAFBI OpTa MEKTEN OKYIIBUIAPBIHBIH Kepi OaimaHbpicka OeiiMmimiriH, oacipece
aFBUIIIBIH TUTIH IIET TiJ peTiHAe YHpeHy KOHTEKCTiHIe 3epTTelai. MakamaHslH MakcaThl: JIaThIH AMepHKacsl opTa
MEKTeTl OKYIIBUTAPBIHBIH aFBUIIIBIH TLTIH MIET Tl peTiHAe YHpeHy Ke3iHnme Kepi OaifmaHpicka OCHIMILIITIH 3epTTey,
COHBIH IIIiHIE OJIApIBIH >Ka30alma >KYMBICTHI TEKCEePYIiH aBTOMATTaHIBIPBUIFaH KypangapeiHa (AWE)kaTeiHachH
Oaramay. Onm aBTOMATTaHABIPBUIFAH >Ka3ynel Oaramay (AWE) xypamnmapeiH malimamaHyFa Hasap ayaapa OTBIpHIIL,
OKYIIBLIAPJBIH Kepi OailaHbIcThl Kajall KaOBbUIIaWTHIHBIH JKOHE jkayan OepeTiHiH 3epTreiini. 3epTrey HeriziHeH
Hazap/aH ThIC KajJraH XaJublKThl (JIaTbiH AMepHKachIHAAFbl OpTa MEKTEN OKYIIbUIAPHI) XKoHE OKYyIIbLiapabiH AWE
KypaJlapblH KaObUINAYbIH JKOHE OJIapJblH Kepl OalaHbICTBl KaObULAAybIH Tajjay apKbUIbl —oae0ueTTeri
OJIKBUIBIKTAp/Ibl  KapacThIpajbl. 3epTTey cayalHaMaiapJarbl CaHIbIK AEepeKTep MEH YII allblK cayalHaMma
CYpaKTapbIHBIH CamaJblK JAepeKTepiH OipIKTIpeTiH apajac 9icTi KojgaHa pl. Herisri KOpbIThIHABLIAD CTYACHTTEPIIH
Kepi OailylaHbICTBl KaOBLINAMTBIHBIH, OipaKk OHBIMEH MiHE3-KYJIBIK JKarblHaH OCJICEHAl Typle apajactalTbIHbIH
kepcereni. Onap AWE kypannapbsiHa OH Ke3KapacIeH XKoHe oJlapAbl KaObITaUTBIHBIMEH, OJIapAbl TailaaHy CHPEK
ke3neceni. CTyeHTTep, o/I€TTe, aBTOMATTaHABIPBIIFAH KypajlapFra KaparaHia MyFaliMIep/IiH KeKeJICHIIPIITeH Kepi
OaliTaHBICEIH JKaKCHl Kepeni, nereiMeH AWE KypangapslHBIH THIMIUTITIH apTTRIPY KoHE KaObIIIay MYMKIHIIT Oap.
3epTTey *KachlHa, )KBIHBICBIHA HEMECE TiJII MEHrepyiHe HeTi3AenreH Kepi OaiIaHbICThl KaObUIAayla CTATHCTUKAIIBIK
MaHBI3/bl aHBIPMAIIBIIBIKTAPABI TAIa Ibl, OapIIBIK CAJBICTHIPYIIap/ia SCep MOJIepi as.

Heri3ri ce3nep: kepi O0aillaHBICTBI KaObUIAAY, Ka3y/bl aBTOMATTaHBIPbUIFAH Oarajay, aFrbUIIIbIH TUT IIET TiTi
perinze, kepi OaitlaHbIc MEXaHU3MIEPI, JKa3y JaFbUIAPbIH IaMbITY
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