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Pedagogical Agent Feedback in EFL Argumentative Writing: A Qualitative Study of ArguePro
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Abstract: The study investigates how students evaluate and process feedback provided by ArguePro, a pedagogical agent
designed for English argumentative writing. Through stimulated recall and semi-structured interviews with six students,
the findings show that learners generally recognize its positive role in topic analysis, structure, and argumentation, while
also pointing out limitations such as over-structuring and vocabulary beyond the syllabus. Students demonstrate a high
level of feedback literacy by selectively adopting suggestions and engaging in iterative questioning based on examination
contexts and personal expression needs. The study suggests that Al-assisted writing should consider learner diversity and
usage context. Teachers need to guide students in using the agent effectively, and developers should also optimize

interaction design to enhance human-AI collaboration.
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