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Abstract. Students and test takers of iBT faced difficult problem in solving how to write 

a full English Essay of different genres in 30 minutes with minimum 250 words. The 

designed technique facilitates students and test-takers how to write such essay in 30 

minutes, but the result meets the standard ideal iBT TOEFL test model. The technique is 

called Forward-Back Forward Revising and Publishing (FBFRP) Technique. The designed 

is under the learning principles of CTL: critical creative and self-regulative thought. This 

study is 1) to provide a technique that can help students and test takers to develop their 

computerized-based English Essay effectively in 30 minutes, 2) to describe how the 

procedure of FBFRP technique work in writing computerized -based English Essay, 3) to 

shows readers how FBFRP technique was developed and validated. This is a research and 

development adopted by Borg and Gale (2003), Formative Evaluation taken by Tesmer 

(2013) self- evaluation, expert review, one- to-one, small group, and field test. The 

outcomes are 1) a technique that can help students and test takers called “FBFRP 

Technique, 2) a description or underlying principles of how FBFRP technique work in 

writing computerized-based English Essay, 3) the process of how FBFRP technique was 

validated. The product is applicable across disciplines in ELT or ESL context as an 

instructional tool, particularly for Academic writing course, and real test of internet-based 

TOEFL test takers. 
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1   Introduction         

It has been a need to contribute a systemic solution to the problems of writing 

computerized-based essay faced by test takers of iBT TOEFL, and teaching purposes.  The 

recent issues in writing skill reported that writing skill or ability was still a subject to concern. 

Many of Indonesian test-takers in the iBT TOEFL achieved insufficient score to meet the 

standard requirement [1]. This also happened to the students enrolled at Essay Writing course 

[2] where the researcher taught.  

Reports showed that the problems faced were respectively from the highest to lowest one; 

mechanics, grammar, content, organization, and vocabulary [3]. Beyond writing types, the 

essays’ scores of the Indonesian were average. Scholar reported the students’ writing 

performance on TOEFL iBT and in required university writing courses [4, p. 20]. They claimed 

that there was correlation among whole dimension of the quality of academic writing tasks and 

academic writing course.  
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Prior to this study was also reported by the scholars in different focus. Under the concern 

of the trends of designing e-learning and synchronous learning [5][6], the researcher dared to 

create this technique as a solution. This study is to contribute a research that examines 

correspondences between tasks in high-stakes assessments and the TLU domain.  The study 

focuses on two stakeholder groups that are affected by test uses: students and instructors [7, p. 

97].  

In a broader coverage, English Testing Service (ETS) [1, p. 22] reported that the average 

scores of the Indonesian test-takers among countries was 21 of 30 iBT scores for both 

computerized integrated writing and independent writing task written in 55 minutes in total.  

Similar report showed that the average score was 22 of 30 maximum scores [4][8]. Other reports 

of essay’ scores of iBT had a commonsense that the scores of essays remained problems [9], 

[10] and the average was in high-intermediate (17-23 of 30), including Indonesian’s test-takers 

of iBT [1].  

 A similar study was conducted in Korea [11], nevertheless the focus was on the degree 

and types of difficulties, correlation, and perception by both test-takers and teachers.  In 

addition, some scholars recently focused on developing other skills and assessment rather than 

writing production. Sathya (2013) reported the result of his study “Developing an E-Content 

Module on the poem [12]. Foley reported her study on the four skills; “Developing Academic 

Writing”, whereas Wullur [13] reported their R and D in the productive skills: “Developing an 

English Performance Test” [13]. All of these studies have left great potential gaps for the current 

study. Therefore, the discrepancy must be answered. Lastly, this research is a follow of inquiry 

of the prior scientific research [14]-[16]. This is why he had created a technique to overcome 

those reported problems.    

In brief, this study focused on developing a certain technique in enhancing the students’ 

achievement in computerized English essay writing [16, p. 23].” So, this study is also under the 

lesson learned from empirical studies comparing handwriting and keyboard writing [17] 

henceforth, the study emphases on three aspects. 

1. To provide a technique that can help undergraduate students and test takers of iBT develop 

their computerized-based English Essay effectively in 30 minutes.  

2. To describe how the procedure or underlying principles of FBFRP technique works in 

writing computerized -based English Essay based on CTL principles.   

3. To shows readers how FBFRP technique was developed and validated.  

The final outcomes:   

1. A technique that can help students and test takers of iBT called “FBFRP Technique write 

two types of essays effectively.  

2. Descriptions or underlying principles of how FBFRP technique helps students and test 

takers of iBT in writing computerized -based English Essay based on CTL principles. 

3. Reported the process of how FBFRP technique was validated by the model of Tessmer 

(2013). 

The reason why a technique is created is various. He believes that this technique may 

promote good impact on the learners’ achievement in context of education and the test takers in 

the context of a real test. Scholars reported that ‘Self-Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD) 

and Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE)” were found to be effectively helping the learners 

[18]. This study also provides initial evidence that, as part of a program of writing instruction, 

AWE is associated with increased writing quality compared to writing instruction alone [18, p. 

266]. For that reason, a variant technique is proposed to use.  

To end this, the proposed technique is called “Forward Back Forward Revising and 

Publishing Technique (FBFRP).” It emerges the wished condition in which the best essay results 



 

 

 

 

 

in a test has to meet an ideal criterion of an essay component; “format, grammar, vocabulary 

range, structure of the essay, punctuation, unity and coherence” [19, p. 18]. Lasty the creation 

of this technique is also under a consideration of digital and age and the impact on learning [20].  

Accordingly, he is convinced this technique can make both undergraduate students and iBT-

TOEFL test-takers cover all the required criteria in the curriculum and iBT framework score 

criteria.  

Above all, the outcomes reveal contribution to the science and technology by creating this 

technique and be used the Indonesian undergraduate students and iBT test takers in particular 

and for the entire globe. 

 

1.1 Technique in Teaching 

 

As a non-native speaker (NNS) of English, the researcher was often confused with the use 

of these terms:  method, technique, and approach. For that reason, he clarified the proposed term 

by referring to some sources [21]-[23].   

In his view, what is meant by an approach method in this context is what is proposed by 

[23] saying” a set of assumptions dealing with the nature of language, learning and teaching,” 

whereas method is “an overall plan for a systematic presentation of a language based upon a 

selected approach” and a technique is “a specific activity manifested in the classroom that were 

consistent with a method and therefore were in harmony with an approach as well” [23, p. 14]. 

To make it clear, he meant FBFRP technique as a technique.   

Since the term is clear, he had better discuss the criteria of a good teacher than debating 

endless points in the perspective of NNS. Accordingly, he summarized some good criteria of a 

teacher outlined by Harmer [24]-[26]. They have to have at least the following criteria: 

“attractive, create interesting materials, has broad knowledge out of his expertise, correcting 

without blaming, help his students rather than mock them (p.1-2.). The embodiment of the 

criteria is referred to an approach, method, and technique.   

The researcher believes that his actions to develop a certain technique refers to a method 

called Contextual Teaching Learning (CTL) as proposed by scholars [27]-[29]. It is bounded to 

the three definitions: approach, method, and technique [23]. Consequently, the method in this 

context is not the one perceived by the Indonesians scholars as a technique, but a technique 

proposed by a native speaker of English or at least what Brown quoted. It has also similar 

meaning as proposed by some scholars. It is equivalent with strategies or tactics [30, p. 115]. 

Crediting them he is certain that their terms was a technique in English instructional.    

Upon all, a technique in this context is a specification of this research so that the result will 

be met with the Brown’s argument.  That is why he insisted on developing a technique not a 

method because a technique is specific and more visible in the teaching process while method 

is broader and philosophical. When creating a method, some thoughts have to consider. They 

cover belief, assumption, and approach; learning theories such as naturalism, behaviorism, or 

nativism; psychological theory; and what materials for the developing technique. While a 

method is more theoretical rather than practical. That is why the researcher insisted that the 

created prototype was a technique or a procedure but not a method.  

Referring to the five considerations, he is interested to develop a technique due to several 

reasons; it is more procedural, more applicable, and more practical, more logical, and specific.  

These reasons have led him to do research in the area of research and development believing 

this technique can answer or be a solution for the test takers. It is also believed to help other 

users in specific and for the students at university level in general. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

1.2   The principles of Contextual Teaching Learning in Instructional Process 

 

Teaching essay writing may use many other techniques under the principles of a method or 

a technique; one of them is with Contextual Teaching Learning [27], [31]. Contextual Teaching 

Leaning (CTL) has specific characteristic of philosophy pertaining to the English essay writing. 

The philosophy covers meaningful connection, self-regulated learning, and collaborating, 

critical and creative thinking, reaching high standards of learning process. Of all principles 

above each of which was projected to have a specific role based on the four stages of FBFRP 

Technique.  

Meaningful connections [32] were projected to use in the stage forward in which all the 

composed sentences had to be meaningful and inter-connected because its single sentence would 

be the reference for the entire supporting details.  

Self-regulated learning [33] [34] was projected to master the graded steps in writing essay 

as a whole organized in FBFRP technique. This means that in every stage the learners monitor 

their development of writing essay based on the whole process of FBFRP without any help from 

outsiders such as teacher, mentor, or lecturer especially when they are taking the real test of 

computerized test.  

Research in this field has reported that a self-regulated learning is positive [35]-[37]. The 

study on Self-Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD) with an Automated Writing Evaluation 

(AWE) system can be effective in teaching students argumentative writing [18, p. 266]. This is 

a confirmation that a technique is an adhesive aspect in every teaching process.   

The next step is “collaborating” [38] it is projected to use in the stage of revising. In this 

sense, the learners can do what is so called “peer revision,’ and ‘teacher revision after a self-

revision process.” However, this stage was limited to the situation where the learners were 

learning or doing an assignment. In the real test of computerized essay test, both of peer and 

teacher revision are omitted. Research in collaboration has shown a great influence of the 

learners’ achievement [38][39].  

Then, it is to have “critical and creative thinking.” Being critical and creative thinker means 

to have such kind of behaviors such as expansive, innovative, inventive, unconstrained thinking 

while creative thinker means to have such kind of mental mode such as focused, disciplined, 

logical, constrained thinking [40, p. 1]. Both of these have bivariate relationship [41]. Both of 

these features of CTL were hoped to use in the second step of forward which is in the third step 

of whole FBFRP. Research in how important of CTL to teaching writing has been numerously 

report [27].  

In this context both are meant to use in composing the supporting details. Composing them, 

in fact, needs a critical and creative thinking [42].  As the result, composing supporting details 

will enhance the high standard of a good English essay products or at least successful writing 

proficiency [43]. Thus, the whole of this technique was hoped to meet the high standards of the 

students’ final work. 

Lastly, to wrap those principles, the researcher embedded effective, accurate and 

comprehensive as the thread read in writing essay. Effective means using the given time 

maximum, accurate means ingenious in choosing diction and syntax, while comprehensive 

means all the related things are covered effectively. So, the three principles are the spirits of the 

adopted CTL principles in the current study. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

1.3  Teaching Technique and Writing Essay at Universities 

 

Essay writing teaching techniques implemented by any teacher-educator authors (TEAs) 

including his personal experiences both as a graduate student and a lecturer. However, he found 

poor choice of techniques with which the taught students could produce sufficient English essay 

products. He faced a limited number of techniques such as free-technique, scaffolding 

technique, three steps technique or even with other conventional technique.  

Those implemented techniques; however, did not make and meet the ideal criteria for 

students to get average score 70 of 100 scale and 90 % of the essay test-takers passed 

successfully [2]. Accordingly, he believed and argued that those implemented techniques did 

not meet Brown’s criteria namely “brainstorming, working in group, free writing, and the 

drafting and revising [23, pp. 348–350].  

In composing the writing instructional, he referred to an essay process recommended by 

Brown et al with the following principles: (1) incorporating practices of “good” writers, (2) 

balancing process and product, (3) accounting for cultural and literary backgrounds, (4) 

connecting reading and writing, (5) providing as much authentic writing, and (6) being you are 

your technique in terms of prewriting, drafting, and revising stages [23, pp. 348–350].  All of 

these bases are counted in a hope of providing a better product of essay writing.  

Unlike the FBFRP Technique, a scholar suggested the six- step guide to writing as 

summarized in the following points; getting ideas, choosing or selecting the ideas, outlining, 

drafting, revising, and editing [44, p. vii]. These tips are assumed to be the whole process of 

how to get success in writing essay. On the contrary, the researcher steps in a further phase are 

unlike the Greenville but how to develop the clear idea into a good writing piece. Thus, the 

recommended steps by Grenville are in the different stage of writing although to some extent it 

is alike. 

Other scholar formulates the writing process into several phases; “pre-writing, drafting, 

self-revising, peer adult revising, editing, and publishing” [45, p. 42]. The processes seem to be 

comparable with that of the researcher’s formula.  Both promote revising and publishing 

although they are set for different process and purpose. Thus, both Grenville and Sundem mean 

the different things laid in the same terms with the authors. 

 

1.4 Essay Materials at Higher Education 

 

The increasing studies on investigating the essay product has been reported in many journal 

articles. Some studies applied Toulmin Element to investigate coherence [46][47]. Another 

study focused on timed argumentative essay [2][48]. Some others reported the essay based on 

moves [49]. All the empirical works focused on various aspects. 

Essay writing in the context of the researcher was a main course for students who were at 

seven semester and was a part of required elective course. This course was also a common 

subject at English Department although the name of the course might be different. This course 

was further a perpetuation of writing 1, to writing 4 [16].  

As a part of academic writing, it requires certain skills. Hogue proposes that these skills 

include “sentence structures or how to arrange words in a sentence, an organization or how to 

arrange ideas in a paragraph, and, of course, grammar and punctuation [50, p. 2]. Thus, writing 

essay has to be well prepared and programmed so that it can result a good outcome of an essay 

writing product [51]. A good essay has accurate sentences or good grammatical structures.  The 

accuracy is absolutely needed because an essay quality is determined by its level of accuracy 

[52][53].  



 

 

 

 

 

The proposed competences for the students are able to 1).express any idea in a written text 

with various diction and correct grammatical aspects, 2).develop any different text  with 

different genres such as descriptive, opinion, argumentative, discussion, cause and effect, 

comparison and contrast, process or procedure hortatory, expository and report essay, 3).put the 

skills of essay in the context  of academic writing and scientific research  through a set of process 

of paraphrasing, summarizing, and note-taking [54].      

The objectives of this course were to provide the enrolled students with the following 

outcomes. They were hoped to 1). Master the skill of writing essay at advance level, 2).develop 

all required genres ended with a portfolio, 3).finish their undergraduate thesis or what is locally 

called “script” as their culmination process of study. In other words, an essay course was aimed 

at enhancing the students with high Language proficiency for writing [30]. Whereas the 

availability of the technique was to make the learners play a clear role in ‘interactional activities, 

learner-centered method, learning centered methods, not in “teacher-centered methods [55]. 

 

1.5 The Result of Essay Instructional at Higher Education 

 

The result of teaching essay process referred to the score gained by the students after taking 

essay course taught in conventional techniques. Looking back to the documents in the researcher 

context, until the 5 passed years, the result was still in average level or equivalent with 

satisfactory in the qualitative grades. However, due to limited researcher in Essay study, the 

research findings of the same interest are not considered.  

To make the expected outputs of this study, some research questions are set up. Thus, the 

research is called Developing FBFRP Technique in writing computerized English Essay or 

called “Forward Back Forward Revising and Publishing (FBFRP) technique.”   

1. What is the form of a technique that can help test takers or essay writers develop their 

ability to write an essay in short, limited time?   

2. How does the procedure or underlying principles of FBFRP technique work in boosting 

the test takers of computerized English essay? 

3. How is the FBFRP technique validated by the Tesmer’s Formative Evaluation? 

2   Method 

2.1   Design 

 

 The research design was research and development [56] with further technique through 

validation process of [57] called “Formative evaluation.” It was used to validate the technique 

called Forward Back Forward Revising and Publishing (FBFRP) Technique. The process of 

product validation went through self- evaluation, expert review, one- to-one, small group, and 

field test. The small-scale field test was carried out and the large scale of field test would be 

after the publishing of this paper. 

 

2.2   Materials or Participants and Setting 

 

The self-evaluation was resulted from a survey and the result was arranged in form of some 

questionnaires and assigned in the method. This questionnaire was then spread over the enrolled 



 

 

 

 

 

students on the basis of Tessmer procedures.  The instruments consisted of 10 questions with 3 

aspects to rate on the basis of  Likert Scale.  

This research was carried out in English Department of Universitas Muhammadiyah Metro.  

70 participants took part; 20 male and 50 female students of all semester enrolled in English 

essay writing course. They had different level of English proficiency and length of their study. 

However, they had a commonsense in that they were required to take writing course 1 to 4 and 

ended with essay writing. 

 

2.3   Data Collecting Technique 

 

The data was collected on the bases of formative evaluation by Tessmer [57]. This 

procedure was proceeded through the four staged steps below as described in Figure 1. 

 

Fig 1. Flows and design of formative reseach. 

2.3.1   Expert Review and One to One Judgement 

 

The first prototype resulted from self-evaluation was submitted to an expert to get it 

reviewed. The process of expert review was represented by the expert in methodology Together 

with self-evaluation was a review sheet. The requested reviewer was told to judge accordingly 

qualitatively. The criteria were content, design, and technical quality. The expert was given to 

judge with certain scale from 0 to 100 scale. The result was called the first-prototype.   

This first-prototype was then brought to two best students in essay writing to review the 

first-protype. This was one-to-one review. The researcher asked them separately to judge the 

first-prototype. The measurement consisted of clarity, appeals and obvious errors.  There three 

scales were judged with certain quality from 0 to 100 scale. The result of this was called the 

first-prototype.  

The result of this review together with review from expert were combined. He revised it 

considering the suggestions and notes from both expert reviewer and one to one reviewers and 

testers. Thus, the result is called first revised-protype one. It was then validated in the next step 

called small group. 



 

 

 

 

 

2.3.2   Small Group 

 

The first revised protype-one was brought to small group. 26 students from were asked to 

review the first revised protype-one. 26 students were requested to judge. They were equipped 

with certain instruments of questionnaires. The aspects included in the instruments were user 

acceptance, implementability, and organizational acceptance.  

User acceptance consists of 10 questions with Likert scale model while the 

implementability comprised of 10 questions with Guttman model design, and the organizational 

acceptance covered 10 questions with Guttman model design.  They judged the first revised 

prototype-one, Further, he fixed the revised prototype-one and improved accordingly. Finally, 

the product is called revised protype-two. Hence, this later protype was brought to the next step 

called field test. 

 

2.3.3   Field Test 

 

The field test was done as an experiment to validate the revised protype-two. In this phase 

27 students were assigned to read and review the revised prototype-two. They were enrolled at 

English Department. The aspects included in the instruments were user acceptance, 

implementability, and organizational acceptance. 

User acceptance consists of 10 questions with Likert scale model while the 

Implementability comprised 10 questions with Guttman model design, and the organization 

acceptance covered 10 questions with Guttman model design. Collecting all of their reviews he 

then revised and improved the revised prototype-two. This phase resulted a good result called 

prototype-three. The goals were to harvest practical, effective, and efficient product. The result 

of this revision was called “final prototype”. 

 

2.4   Data Analysis Technique 

 

The data analysis was carried through several steps. The process covered document analysis 

and document report.  First, the researcher sorted the condition of the submitted answer sheets 

of questionnaire. He confined if all required fields were answered. Then, he began recapping 

and put the results on a specific table of recaps. In this stage, he plotted the quantitative recap 

and qualitative ones. Finally, he calculated to which category the data belong. 

 

2.4.1   Document Analysis 

 

The result of the Tessmer model was analyzed using criteria content analysis (CCA) under 

the model of expert [58]. This was applied to the result of experiment from the field. All were 

analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively categorized accordingly. All the results of this were 

used to the revise the revised prototype three and thus a final product was harvested. There was 

not any statistical calculation was created but descriptive statistics if needed. However, how the 

product is resulted is explained chronologically in the document report. 

 

2.4.2   Document Report 

 

This was a process when the researcher formulated all the gained data in the previous 

process in the form of report that was sent to, the ministry of Research and Technology and 



 

 

 

 

 

Higher Education of Indonesia, and an article to be presented and published in an international 

Conference and International Journal as an output of this research. 

3   Results and Discussion 

Since this study is trying to answer three research questions.  The results of this research 

are a product called Forward Back Forward Revising and Publishing Technique or abbreviated 

to FBFRP Technique, Procedures and Learning Principles, and Validation process. 

 

3.1 What is the form of a technique that can help test takers or essay writers develop 

their ability to write an essay in short, limited time? 

 

Table 1 shows Procedures and Underlying Principles of FBFRP Technique. 

Table. 1.  Procedures and Underlying Principles of FBFRP Technique. 

Phases Procedures Underlying principles 

For

war

d  

1. Write a thesis statement or overview 

(ThS) in an introductory paragraph 

(IP)  

1. Thinking logically, effectively and 

step by step by composing ThS; a 

topic and a controlling idea (CI); 

2. Write a topic sentence (TS) 

3. Write a concluding sentence (CS) in a 

body.  

4. Write topic sentence (TS) 

5. Write concluding sentence (CS) in a 

body paragraph (BP)  

6. Write a conclusion in last paragraph 

(CP) 

2. Categorizing idea accurately based on 

the controlling idea (henceforth CI) in 

ThS by composing TS and CS. 

3. Thinking comprehensively the sub- 

category based on the ThS and   CI, so 

that there will be more than one 

paragraph: 

4. Think systematically, by restating the 

final conclusion of the ThS to end the 

essay; 

Bac

k  

7. Write a hook in the IP. 

8. Write General Statement (GS) in the 

IP. 

9. Connect GS with the ThS using 

correct; transition; 

10. Compose supporting sentences (SS) 

after each TS at least  2  to 3 complete 

sentences; 

11. Add a summary based on the 

conclusion in the CP; 

5. Think logically, chronologically, 

critically, and comprehensively. 

6. Narrow the main category into several 

main points for each but not details 

yet.  

7. Repeatedly thought in the same 

category if more than paragraph; 

8. Comprehensive thought by furnishing 

and adding critical points upon the 

sentences in the CP so that the cores 

are included; 

For

war

12. Synergize IP consisting of a Hook, 

GS, and ThS so that all are 

9. Interconnected thoughts and details 

and contextualize with situation; 



 

 

 

 

 

d  interrelated;  

13. Compose supporting details (SD) in 

every SS, with 2 to 3 SD;  

10. Comprehensive thoughts and step by 

step thoughts; from main to category 

and lead to detail with real example; 

14. Add the CP  with an additional 

sentence constituting the five features 

of CS; prediction, suggestion, 

recommendation, summary, and 

restatement; 

11. Integrated thoughts put in the CP.  

Revi

sing  

15. Compose a good title which matches 

with the topic.  

16. Revise the grammatical aspects, word 

choice, format, in the  IP and 

rationalizing the flows (unity and  

coherence);  

12. Unity and coherence thoughts;  

13. Self-regulated on linguistics aspect;  

14.  Cooperative and self-correction (Self 

revision, Peer Revision, and  Teacher 

Revision) 

15. Open minded and open to feedback;  17. Revise the grammatical aspects, word 

choice, format, in the  BP and 

rationalizing the flows (unity and  

coherence);  

18. Revise the grammatical aspects, word 

choice, format, in the  BP and 

rationalizing the flows (unity and  

coherence);   

Publ

ishin

g  

19. Submit the essay product to the 

lecturer or publish it in the target 

journal or website based on the plan;  

16. Think comprehensively and mastery 

learning  leading to a  portfolio 

 

3.2 How does the procedure of FBFRP technique work in boosting the test takers of 

computerized English essay? 

 

The procedures and underlying principles of FBFRP technique work in boosting the test 

takers of computerized English essay based on CTL applied in the iBT TOEFL essay test.  

Reviewing the CTL method [59], this FBRP Technique is on the premise of constructivism 

in language pedagogy and language learning [60], and second language learning [61], and 

foreign language teaching [62]. For that reason, the researcher summarized the important points 

as the underlying principles for the FBFRP Technique?  

This technique employs meaningful connection, self-regulated learning, collaborating, 

critical and creative thinking, reaching high standards of learning process, and accurate, 

effective, and comprehensive (AEC). Each of them has its own premise and scaffolds the 

process.   

Meaningful connections are used in the stage of “forward” in which all composed sentences 

had to be meaningful and inter-connected. It is so because every single sentence will be a 

reference for the entire supporting sentences and details. Self-regulated learning is applied in 



 

 

 

 

 

the graded steps in writing essay as a whole organized in FBFRP technique. In this stage a test 

taker has to harvest the related supports and details for the existing sentences. Collaborating is 

used in the stage of “revising.”  The learners can do what is so called “peer revision,’ and 

‘teacher revision” after doing a self-revision process.” However, this is only applicable in 

learning essay not in real test of iBT TOEFL. Critical and creative thinking are used in the whole 

process of composing the designated topic. When all principles are embedded, the result must 

be accurate, effective, and comprehensive (AEC). Test-takers are to have such kind of affection 

such as expansive, innovative, inventive, unconstrained thinking while creative thinker means 

to have such kind of mental mode such as focused, disciplined, logical, constrained thinking. 

The underlying and description are summarized in Table 2. 

Table 2. Characteristics and underlying principles 

Characteristics Underlying principles 

1. The test-takers reveal expressive and integrative arguments either in 

support or against, e.g. topis sentence (henceforth TS) and Supporting 

Sentences (henceforth SS) are well connected and are bounded with 

concluding sentences (CS).  

meaningful connection,  

2. The test-takers is directed by the logic where the flows of proposition go 

with the aid of the step-by-step phases. E.g. what to write is what the step 

directs.  

self-regulated learning,  

3. The test-takers recall a chance to find feedbacks in non-test taking only. 

It is not applicable in the real test. E.g. peer feedback and teacher 

feedback. 

collaborating,  

4. The test-takers think judgmentally and resourcefully while composing 

each stage of the technique, e.g. the contents is fundamental and 

inventive not repetitive, e.g. when writing supporting details (henceforth 

SD)  

critical and creative 

thinking,  

5. The test-takers obtain the maximum standard which is proven by the 

good result of the designated criteria, e.g. The score is upper then 23 to 

30 of iBT or upper than 80 to 100 in classroom context.  

reaching high standards 

of learning process. 

6. Test-takers spend the given time with full production for both integrated 

and independent tasks, e.g. 25 minutes for integrated task, and 30 

minutes for independent task. 

effective  

7. Test-takers produce truthful composition for both  integrated and 

independent tasks. E.g. what is written is true based on the thesis 

statement (henceforth ThS), and supporting details or example 

(henceforth SD) 

accurate  

8. Test-takers produce the whole aspect as implied by the given topic in 

good unity and coherence, e.g. a thesis statement (ThS) and concluding 

sentence (henceforth CS)  

comprehensive  

 

3.3 How the FBFRP technique is validated by the Tesmer (2013) Formative Evaluation? 
 

3.3.1  Pre-Stage: Self Evaluation 

 



 

 

 

 

 

The researcher reflected and analyzed the vivid result of essay writing papers submitted by 

the students who took essay class from the past five years. The number of papers; however, was 

taken purposively and with snow bowling approach of non-probability sampling. The result was 

taken into consideration as the basis foundation of me to compose a basic draft or so-called 

initial prototype one. He revisited this work and reviewed it critically. It was called checking 

obvious errors. He found some mistyped on the text. Accordingly, he revised it and made as a 

prototype one. 

 

3.3.2 First Stage : Expert Review and One to One 

  

The review by the expert indicated that the designed protype has minor issues to revise.  

First, it was suggested to use “concluding sentence” instead of a “topic sentence” in the body of 

paragraphs. Further, it was suggested to add point by point sentences and a clear conclusion. 

Finally, it was about coherence, and feedback. All of these suggestions are considered to revise 

the prototype. The full table of suggestion is attached in the appendix 1. 

Following the expert judgement was feedback from one-to-one of both male and female 

students. Both of them rated 96 % and 93% of clarity, appeal, and obvious errors. However, 

none of them suggested any issues to revise since the reviewed prototype was a revised version 

from the expert judgment. The full review in the stage one-to-one is attached in the appendix-2 

and 3. 

 

3.3.3 Second Stage: Small Group Stage 
 

The small stage utilized mixed 26 students in the stage “user acceptance.” All were 

requested to rate with scales; interesting, interesting enough and not interesting. This resulted 

that protypes was both interesting enough and interesting. The ten questions were rated 

interesting with 105 (39.92%) points and interesting enough with 136 (51.71%) points, and not 

interesting with 22 (8.36%) points.  Both ratings are positive. The full rating table is attached in 

appendix-4. 

Then they rated “implementability” in two categories: “Yes or No.”   This resulted that 

protypes was ‘Yes with 264 (82.24%) points and no with 57 (17.75%) points.  The statement 

“yes” indicated strong agreement on implementability. The full rating table is attached in 

appendix-5A. 

In addition to the scale “Yes or No”, they also rated qualitatively with small notes. The 

results showed that all notes tent to be positive with minor drawbacks to consider. Both 

quantitative and qualitative rating makes the review clearer and thus acceptable. The full review 

is attached in appendix-5B. 

Furnishing the user acceptance and impelementability are organizational acceptance. This 

stage utilized 26 mixed students to rate the prototype. They were requested to use “Yes or No” 

statements. The result showed that they rated 217 (83.14%) yes and 44 (16.47%) no. This 

indicated that the level of organizational acceptance is strong by the raters. The full rating is 

attached in the appendix-6A. 

Along with organizational acceptance with Yes or No is qualitative notes. They generally 

noted their concern based on their view as raters. They expressed many various concern in 

different level.  However, the notes were constructive. The recap of notes is attached in the 

appendix-6B. 

 

3.3.4 Third Stage: Field Test 



 

 

 

 

 

 

The third stage of validation was field test. This stage was done in three targets: user 

acceptance, implementability and organization acceptance. All utilized 27 mixed students.  

In the user acceptance, they rated 100 (40.32%) points with interesting and 137 (55.24%) 

with interesting enough and 11 (4.43%) not interesting. Both made the strongly positive rating 

95.24% against poor disagreement of 4.43%.    

Then they rated “implementability” in two categories: “Yes or No.”   This resulted that 

protypes was ‘Yes with 250 (94.69%) points and no with 14 (5.30%) points.  The statement 

“yes” indicated strong agreement on implementability. The full rating table is attached in 

appendix-8A. 

In addition to the scale “Yes or No”, they also regarded qualitatively with small notes. The 

results showed that all notes tent to be positive with minor drawbacks to consider. Both 

quantitative and qualitative rating made the review clearer and thus acceptable. The full review 

is attached in appendix-8B. 

Furnishing the user acceptance and impelementability are organization acceptance. This 

stage utilized 27 mixed students to rate the prototype. They were requested to use “Yes or No” 

statements. The result showed that they rated 220 (81.4%) Yes and 50 (18.51%) no. This 

indicated that the level of organizational acceptance is 81,4% of the raters. The full rating is 

attached in the appendix-9A. 

 

3.4 Discussion 

 

The current study has resulted a new product called “FBFRP Technique.” It has been 

created under many consideration theoretical gaps [59]-[62] and practical gaps. The product is 

to solve many problems in computerized essay [3], [7] and amend the theories in writing essay 

[19], [44], [50]. This finding has contributed to the recent studies in the similar topic of essay 

[2], [46]-[49].   

It is concluded that the product is designed as a technique [21], [23], [63]. With this 

technique a test taker may solve the discrepancy in the prior studies [5], [6], and harvest better 

outputs of iBT TOEFL Essay [1]. Briefly, the researcher has tried too many factorial gaps in the 

prior studies such as problems, theoretical gaps, and empirical gaps. It is also an answer to the 

need in digital age and the impact on learning [64]. 

The study also answers the second research questions and the results   are learning 

principles and the process of validation.  The product of the R and D is designed to easy the user 

when writing iBT TOEFL essays as a solution of the previous studies [12], [13], [65]. This study 

was also the perpetuation of the recent studies by the researcher [16], [66]. The study involves 

phases to follow and learning principles as the soul of the process.  

In the stage of forward, a test taker may write a thesis statement, first topic sentence and a 

concluding sentence [19][50], second topic sentence and a concluding sentence and a conclusion 

in the last paragraph. All of these are under the learning principles “meaningful connection” 

[32][59].  These are skeleton of a full essay.  

In the stage of back, a test taker is urged to revise the existing draft by writing a hook and 

general statement in the introductory paragraph [19]. This is followed by making some 

supporting sentences for each paragraph. The whole process is under the principle of self-

regulated learning [33][34], logical, chronological [40] and critical [42][59]. These are the semi-

skin layers of an essay.   

In the stage of forward, a test taker is directed to consolidate the introductory paragraph 

[19]. It is also to write more detail sentences under the supporting sentences with supporting 



 

 

 

 

 

details or examples. It is furnishing the conclusion by adding some details sentences [50]. The 

principles involve interconnected and comprehensive thoughts, and effective sentences [59]. 

These are skin layers of an essay.  

In the stage of revising, a test taker is pushed to think of unity and coherence [19], [50]. 

The test taker revisits and edits the existing draft with correct punctuation. The goal is to make 

sentences be connected [23]. It is also to make sentences are united and have certain meaningful 

sense despite diverse in sentences. This process applies for the self-regulated learning because 

it was proven to be positive [35]-[37]. It is then followed by employing the principle of 

collaborating or cooperative [38] and open-minded [59]. These are the ideal essay product.  

Finally, it is publishing stage where a test taker is pushed to make sure if the essay is fine 

to publish. The process involves minor revising [23], reading, editing [45], and proofing the 

essay until it looks fine to submit. The test taker thinks comprehensively and mastery learning 

leading to a portfolio [59]. These are the fixation of writing an essay to gain successful writing 

essay proficiency [43].   

Completing the principles, a test taker is directed to furnish the iBT TOEFL essay by 

judging the computerized essay with three closing steps: effective, accurate and comprehensive 

to meet the accuracy [52] [53].  

It is concluded that each step has an underlying principle that must be done chronologically. 

The process ranges from general comprehensive to specific and detail composition or from 

stamen, argument, and examples.    

 Finally, the study answers the last research question. The whole process took the model of 

Tessmer [57]. The process involved various ability and across genders of 20 male and 50 female 

students in addition to a professor and two male and female students. They were involved in the 

whole stages [67]   

 

3.4.1 Pre-Stage: Self Evaluation  

 

This stage was a basis foundation for the initial prototype. In this stage, the researcher 

himself who designed and revisited the result to find the errors. It was called checking obvious 

errors. Accordingly, he revised the errors and made the revised one as a prototype-one. The 

degree of acceptance was good which was highly acceptable [66]. 

 

3.4.2 First Stage: Expert Review and One to One 

 

The next stage was review from an expert professor. It was found some errors to revise. 

However, the flaws were minor so that they did not change the prior model. Following this 

process was one-to-one of both male and female students.  They rated 96 % and 93% of clarity, 

appeal, and obvious errors. The protype-one was then revised. The degree of acceptance was 

excellent which was absolutely acceptable [14]. 

 

3.4.3 Second Stage: Small Group Stage 

 

The small group rated the revised prototype form expert review and one-to-one. They rated 

“user acceptance” with 39.92% interesting and 51.71% interesting enough, and 8.36 % not 

interesting.  The degree of acceptance was excellent which meant absolutely acceptable. They 

rated “implementability” with 82. 24% yes and 17.75% no. The degree of acceptance was 

excellent which meant absolutely acceptable [14]. They also rated qualitatively with small notes. 

They showed positive tendency with minor drawbacks to consider. Lastly, they rated on 



 

 

 

 

 

“organizational acceptance” with 83.14% yes and 16.47%) no. This indicates that the level of 

acceptance was excellent which meant absolutely acceptable [14]. In addition, they generally 

noted their concern based on their view as raters. They advocated many various concern in 

different level but the notes were constructive. 

 

3.4.4 Third Stage: Field Test 

 

The last stage was field test of “user acceptance.” In this stage they rated “user acceptance” 

with 40.32% interesting and 55.24% interesting enough and 4.43% not interesting. This 

indicated strongly positive rating with 95.24% against the poor disagreement of 4.43%. They 

rated “implementability” with 94.69% yes and 5.30% no.  This indicated a strong agreement on 

implementability. They also regarded qualitatively with small notes but positive with minor 

drawbacks to consider. Lastly, the rated on “organizational acceptance with 81.4% yes and 

18.51% no. This indicated a high level of organizational acceptance. The degree of user 

acceptance, implementability and organizational acceptance were excellent which meant 

absolutely acceptable [14]. 

The while validation process is excellent which means absolutely acceptable for the product 

to use in the actual test. However, a limited experimental study is needed [14]. This study has 

laid a novelty for any scholars and thus his contribution for the knowledge. 

4   Conclusion    

Referring to the research questions, and considering all aspects included and processes went 

through in this research, the researcher concludes that the Forward Back Forward Revising and 

Publishing (FBFRP) technique is believed to answer the test takers in that they can write the 

essay fast and accurate and thus harvesting good essay product.  

The characteristics of CTL: meaningful connections, self-regulated learning, collaborating, 

critical and creative thinking, and high standards are inherent in this designed technique. In 

addition, effective, accurate and comprehensive are the fence.  Thus, FBFRP Technique has 

answered at least the following characteristics: (1) meaningful connections are used in the stage 

of “forward”, (2)  Self-regulated is used in the whole procedure of FBFRP. (3) Collaborating is 

used in the stage of revising, peer revision and teacher revision. (4) Critical and creative thinking 

are used in the stage of second “forward” during the composing of supporting sentences (SS) 

and supporting details (SD). (5) Increasing the high standards of computerized essay and 

successful writing proficiency, and ideal writing product. (6) Effective, accurate and 

comprehensive as normative product of the essays for both integrated task and independent 

essay writing.  

The process of validation has met the standard in that all rated or reviewed exceed the level 

of acceptance with excellent or called absolutely acceptable. This mean that the process of 

validation did not have any flaws to revise. The whole stage has contributed to the better 

development process until the last process of limited field test.  

To wrap the finding, the created technique of FBFRP Technique is a new technique to 

promote a computerized-based essay test and is applicable in the iBT TOEFL test, and teaching 

purpose at university level. 
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