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ABSTRACT 

Managing writing activities and providing feedback to 

students is very labor intensive and academics often 

opt out of including such learning experiences in their 

teaching. We describe the architecture for a new col-

laborative writing support environment used to 

embed such collaborative learning activities in engi-

neering courses. IWrite provides tools for managing 

collaborative and individual writing assignments in 

large cohorts. It outsources the writing tools and the 

storage of student content to third party cloud-

computing vendors(i.e., Google). We can describe how 

using machine learning and NLP techniques, the ar-

chitecture provides automated feedback and auto-

matic question generation, and process analysis fea-

tures.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Writing is important in all knowledge-intensive pro-

fessions. Engineers, for example, spend between 20 

percent and 40 percent of their workday writing, a 

figure that increases with the responsibility of the 

position. It is often the case that much of the writing 

is done collaboratively .Collaboration and writing 

skills are so important that accreditation boards such 

as the Accreditation Board in Engineering and Tech-

nology (ABET) require evidence that graduates have 

the “ability to communicate effectively. Among the 

claimed positive effects of writing documents collabo-

ratively are learning, socialization, creation of new 

ideas, and more understandable if not more effective 

documents This paper reports on an architecture for 

supporting CW that was designed with both pedagog-

ical and software engineering principles in mind, and 

a first evaluation. The overall aim of the paper is to 

demonstrate how our system, called iWrite, effective-

ly allows researchers and instructors to learn more 

about the students’ writing activities, particularly 

about features of individual and group writing activi-

ties that correlate with quality outcomes. 

2. IDENTIFY, RESEARCH AND COL-

LECT IDEA 
    This article reports on a survey of 162 recent engi-

neering graduates about their writing experiences 

during co-op. Specifically, the survey obtained data 

about how much time they spent writing, to what 

extent they engaged in collaborative writing, what 

kinds of documents they wrote, and the purposes and 

audiences for those documents, whether they be-

lieved their employers valued writing ability, and 

what strategies they perceived as most helpful in 

learning to write like engineers. Data were analyzed 

in terms of engineering specialty and gender. The 

findings are presented, along with   implications for 

teaching and future research 

    Select-a-Kibitzer is a computerized tool that gives 

feedback to students on their compositions in a 

unique way. The feedback is based on composition 

research which describes the process of writing as 

one of simultaneously solving multiple, possibly con-

flicting, constraints. In Select-a-Kibitzer, each con-

straint is personified by a different character. A stu-

dent enters a composition into the tool and then asks 

for feedback. A variety of natural language processing 

techniques are used to analyze the text. Then, each of 

the characters gives feedback on the text from its 

particular point of view. Select-a-Kibitzer differs 

greatly from standard “style checker” mechanisms 

that focus on surface features of the text. By using 

Latent Semantic Analysis, Select-a-Kibitzer can ad-

dress a wide range of meaning-oriented composition 

issues, including coherence, purpose, topic, and over-

all quality. This paper describes the composition re-

search that forms the basis of the project t, and the 

interaction and implementation of Select-a-Kibitzer. It 
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focuses on techniques for using LSA to provide feed-

back about the meaning of the composition. 

    This article identifies problems in the computer-

supported group writing of MBA students who are 

both novice strategic report writers and novice users 

of technology that supports group work. These prob-

lems consist of lack of attention to readers' needs, 

attitudes, and expectations; poor conflict manage-

ment; leadership problems; genre confusion; shaky 

definition of the strategic problem; poor commitment 

and attitudes toward use of new technology; poor 

computer policies and practices; and conflicting 

hardware and software preferences. The article sug-

gests several reasons for these problems, draws im-

plications for instruction of computer-supported 

group writing, and suggests topics for further re-

search. 

    In the COSAR-project a previous term computer - 

supported next term collaborative learning environ-

ment enables students to collaborate in writing an 

argumentative essay. The TC3 groupware environ-

ment (TC3: Text Composer, previous term Computer 

supported next term and Collaborative) offers access 

to relevant information sources, a private notepad, a 

chat facility including a chat history, and a shared 

word-processor. Planning tools for writing a shared 

argumentation diagram for content generation and a 

shared outline facility for content linearization were 

added to the basic TC3 environment. About 145 pairs 

of high school students completed essays on organ 

donation or cloning in the TC3 environment. We ana-

lyzed the logged discussion (chats) and activity pro-

tocols for task-related previous term processes next 

term present during discussion and collaboration. 

Previous term Processes next term looked into are 

planning, gathering information and composing the 

essay, as well as collaborative previous term 

processes next term such as coordinating, turn taking 

and time management. Our main research question is 

how task-related planning activities and collaborative 

previous term coordination next term with or without 

the help of planning tools relate to the quality of the 

resulting argumentative texts. Overall previous term 

coordination next term and planning of the writing 

activities on a meta-level and on a content level were 

found to be crucial for the quality of text. 

3. RELETED STUDIES 

        Glosser: Automatic Feedback Tool Glosser is 

intended to facilitate the review of academic writing 

by providing feedback on the textual features of a 

document, such as coherence. The design of Glosser 

provides a framework for scaffolding feedback 

through the use of text mining techniques to identify 

relevant features for analysis in combination with a 

set of trigger questions to help prompt reflection. The 

framework provides an extensible plug-in architec-

ture, which allows for new types of feedback tools to 

be easily developed and put into production. Glosser 

provides feedback on the current revision of a docu-

ment as well as feedback on how the document has 

collaboratively progressed to its current state. Each 

time Glosser is accessed, any new revisions of a doc-

ument are downloaded from Google Docs for analysis. 

The feedback provided by Glosser helps a student to 

review a document by highlighting the types of fea-

tures a Document uses to communicate, such as the 

keywords and topics it includes, and the flow of its 

content. The highlighted features are focused on im-

proving a document by relating them to common 

problems in academic writing. Glosser is not intended 

to give a definitive answer on what is good or bad 

about a document. The feedback highlights what the 

writers of a document have done, but does not at-

tempt to make any comparison to what it expects an 

ideal document should be. It is ultimately up to the 

user to decide whether the highlighted features have 

been appropriately used in the document. Glosser has 

also been designed to support collaborative writing. 

By analyzing the content and author of each docu-

ment revision, it is possible to determine which au-

thor contributed which sentence or paragraph and 

how these contribute to the overall topics of the doc-

ument. These collaborative features of Glosser can 

help a team understand how each member is partici-

pating in the writing process. The trigger questions at 

the 

Top of each page are provided to help the reader fo-

cus their evaluation on different features of the doc-

ument. Below the questions is the supportive content 

called “gloss”, to help the reader answer those ques-

tions. The “gloss” is the important feature that Glosser 

has highlighted in the document for reflection. A rol-

lover window on each sentence indicates who and 

when wrote it. 

    Summary Street is educational software based on 

latent semantic analysis (LSA), a computer method 

for representing the content of texts. The classroom 

trial described here demonstrates the power of LSA 

to support an educational goal by providing automat-

ic feedback on the content of students' summaries. 

Summary Street provides this feedback in an easy-to-

grasp, graphic display that helps students to improve 

their writing across multiple cycles of writing and 

revision on their own before receiving a teacher's 

final evaluation. The software thus has the potential 

to provide students with extensive writing practice 

without increasing the teacher's workload. In class-

room trials 6th-grade students not only wrote better 
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summaries when receiving content-based feedback 

from Summary Street, but also spent more than twice 

as long engaged in the writing task. Specifically, their 

summaries were characterized by a more balanced 

coverage of the content than summaries composed 

without this feedback. Greater improvement in con-

tent scores was observed with texts that were diffi-

cult to summarize. Classroom implementation of 

Summary Street is discussed, including suggestions 

for instructional activities beyond summary writing. 

4. SNAPSHOTS 

 Snapshot  is  nothing but every moment of the appli-

cation while running. It gives the clear elaborated of 

application. It will be useful for the new user to un-

derstand for the future steps. 

4.1 MAIN PAGE 

Purpose: This Snapshot gives  the option is to enable 

an existing student to start develop a document. 

Description: During the process of submitting the 

login form, user submit his username and password 

whose combination is unique for a single customer. 

 

 

Fig 4.1 I Writer Main Page 

 

 

 

4.2 REGISTRATION PAGE FOR SYNCHRON-

IZE PATTERN 

Purpose: This option is to enable a new student or research-

er to join this group. One such user will access the site and 

submit the registration details. Anyone who wishes to regis-

ter can visit the site and fill in the registration form. 

Description: During the process of submitting the registra-

tion form, user submits his basic identification information 

and also general information. 
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Fig 4.2 I-Writer Synchronize Register page 

4.3 SYNCHRONIZE STUDENT HOME PAGE 

 

Fig 4.3 synchronize student home page 

Purpose: This option enables a writer after the success Login 

validation. 

Description: During this process a Writer can get available 

actions in the home page. It will be helpful for doing the fu-

ture steps. In this page a writer can develop a document 

based on Synchronous pattern 
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6. CONCLUSION 

    The architecture for iWrite, a CSCL system for supporting 

academic writing skills has been described. The system pro-

vides features for managing assignments, group and peer-

reviewing activities. It also provides the infrastructure for 

automatic mirroring feedback including different forms of 

document visualization, group activity, and automatic ques-

tion generation. The paper has focused on the theoretical 

framework and literature that underpins our project. Al-

though not a complete survey of the extensive literature in 

the area, it highlights aspects that later supported architec-

tural decisions. A key design aspect was the use of cloud 

computing writing tools and their APIs to build tools that 

make it seamless for students to write collaboratively either 

synchronously or asynchronously. A second design guideline 

was that data mining tools should have access to the docu-

ment at any point in time to be able to provide real time au-

tomatic feedback. 

We described aspects of its use with large cohorts, and 

comments from students and administrators. While an eval-

uation of the system’s impact on learning and the students’ 

perceptions of writing are outside the scope of this paper, we 

analyzed student use of iWrite in relation to student perfor-

mance and found that the best predictors for high perfor-

mance are the way students use iWrite, not necessarily 

whether they used the tool.  
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