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Abstract—Researches around the world have examined how electronic feed-
back (e-feedback) assists English (ESL) language learners improve their writing
by minimizing errors. This current study examines the use of online written peer
feedback (OWPF) and automated written corrective feedback (AWCF), analyz-
ing morphological and syntactical errors in writing. The study used a quantita-
tive method to analyze the data. The study participants included one hundred
forty-one first-year senior students. They were divided into three groups: two
experimental groups received treatment through OWPF and AWCEF, and one
control group received through the communicative language teaching approach.
Regarding writing improvement and minimizing morphological and syntactic
errors, the data show that OWPF is significantly more helpful than AWCF and
CLT in maximizing writing effectiveness. The study explores and highlights the
implications of the study’s results for pedagogical training and future research.

Keywords—e-feedback, online written peer feedback, automated written
corrective feedback, ESL, writing error

1 Introduction

Writing is a challenging skill for ESL students when they try to convert their ideas
into the form of writing. Most students are confused about the target language’s
grammar because of their limited proficiency [1]. Thus, ESL writing instructors have
pondered how to enhance the level of students’ writing through the use of effective
teaching techniques. Most teachers in India spend most of their time teaching grammar
and writing skills by giving feedback on their writing. E-feedback as a technological
process of teaching has been included to improve writing; hence, it is being considered
an approach in the process of writing improvement [2], [3], [4], [5], [6].

Instructors have been employing various kinds of e-feedback modes in ESL writing
classrooms. Online written peer feedback (OWPF) is one e-feedback which provides
feedback to the peers of ESL writer who has done with their writings and uploaded
text through an online tool [7]. OWPF aims to address mutual writing challenges to
improve writing [8]. Previous research has shown that OWPF helps enhance the target
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language’s grammar [9], [ 10]. Furthermore, OWPF emphasizes both linguistic accuracy
and content enhancements [11], [12]. However, previous studies by Liu & Carless, [13]
also revealed dissatisfactory results in using online written peer feedback. Specifically,
ESL writers with low proficiency cannot give more beneficial peer feedback and cor-
rective remarks than more proficient learners need to enhance their writing [14]. Peers’
late and sometimes no responses may affect ESL writers” motivation and OWPF appli-
cation performance [15].

Another kind of e-feedback is automated written corrective feedback, which pro-
vides an instant response in place of a late response to the ESL writers in terms of self-
correction to enhance their writing proficiency [16], [17], [18]. The purpose of AWCF
is to empower learners to rectify their writing errors using a web-based editing system.
The more engaging nature of AWCF enables learners to take advantage of immediate
feedback for self-editing and corrections in order to improve the quality and correct-
ness of their writing [19], [20], [21] [22], [23], [24], [25]. AWCEF is an intelligent tool
to improve learning effectively, giving instant feedback with corrections in the text so
that learners learn, and avoiding committing the same errors [26]. Contrarily, Shintani
et al. [8] stated that ACF is unproductive for less proficient ESL learners because they
cannot find and correct their grammatical errors.

Even though e-feedback has been examined to improve writing through revision,
none of the studies examined the effects of online written peer feedback and auto-
mated written self-correcting feedback on minimizing morphological and syntactic
errors. Hence, the current study investigates the impact of OWPF and AWCF mode
on ESL learners’ writing enhancement in terms of minimizing grammatical errors. The
study findings can give ESL writing instructors a better understanding of what occurs
throughout the OWPF and AWCEF processes. Also, ESL writing instructors may choose
the employment of these two types of revision activities in a balanced way so that they
do not have to spend too much time correcting students’ grammar errors to improve
their writing.

2 Review of previous studies

2.1  Online written peer feedback (OWPF)

Prior research [9] has shown that the electronic peer feedback feature can help
improve writing by eliminating grammatical errors. Tuzi [11] examined the impacts
of online feedback on ESL writers. The study’s findings demonstrated that students’
revisions benefited most from online peer feedback, which enabled them to improve
their original texts by adding new content and positively affecting grammatical accu-
racy by revisions. A study was conducted by Shang [10] to compare the effective-
ness of online corrective feedback and automated corrective feedback on EFL writing
proficiency. This research showed that online corrective feedback significantly outper-
forms ACF in enhancing writing’s grammatical precision and vocabulary. In a study
by Ge [27], 36 Chinese students who participated in an online peer review course were
split into three groups depending on their writing proficiency in English. The research
results showed that individuals with lower writing skills improved more than those with
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greater levels. The impact of online peer criticism on the weblog posts on ESL learners
was examined by Liou and Peng [28]. Results showed that the ESL learners improved
their writing more successfully in the blogging environment and made more comments
for their peers. However, Chang [29] found that OPF significantly increased writing
dissatisfaction when students could not understand what their reviewers were trying
to communicate. Due to the apparent absence of visible and physical clues in online
communication, there were more misunderstandings amongst peers [30]. Additionally,
several problems, including unfavourable responses to critical feedback, peers’ lower
proficiency in writing skills, and delayed, incomplete or sometimes no peers’ responses,
become barriers to the employment of OPF effectively [7], [31]. It is significant to criti-
cally assess the impact of OPF implementation on ESL writing progress since students’
unfavourable impressions influence the quality of writing [32].

2.2 Automated written corrective feedback (AWCF)

Another aspect of the study is the automatic corrective feedback (AWCF) mode to aid
in correcting ESL writing by explaining grammar [26], [33], [34], [35]. Kim [36] exam-
ined the effectiveness of Google docs in improving ESL learners’ writing. The result
of the study showed that features of Google Docs impact writing quality due to instant
response and automatic error correction characteristics. Wang et al. [37] designed a
study employing a control and experimental group to assess the influence of automatic
writing corrective feedback on student writing improvement. The study’s findings
showed that after receiving the automatic writing corrective feedback intervention,
students in the control group committed more errors than in the experimental group.

Additionally, AWCF via Grammarly was the subject of a quasi-experimental study
by Barrot, [25], to examine how it impacts EFL learners’ writing correctness. The
results show how effective AWCEF is at helping learners write more accurately. Students
can enhance their grammar by obtaining diagnostic feedback from automated writ-
ing evaluations and concise explanations. Also, Ranalli [22], Li et al. [34], [38], and
Van et al. [39] all showed that ACF successfully enhances ESL learners’ writing after
revising their original text. Such a model assists students in correcting their improper
use and reformulating their errors [40]. Furthermore, Shintani et al. [8] investigated the
effect of direct corrective evaluation on Japanese students’ writing improvement. The
outcome showed that the most efficient response was direct corrective evaluation with
the revision. Link et al. [21] compared automated writing evaluation and a teacher-only
feedback condition. The study’s findings demonstrated that teacher feedback is more
beneficial than automated writing evaluation improving writing.

As stated previously, e-feedback has become a contentious subject in improving
ESL writing skills [41]. Therefore, the research aimed to examine the effects of OWPF
and AWCF modes on ESL writing progress in terms of decreasing errors within the
framework of error analysis (inter-intra language influence) [42], with a focus on mor-
phological and syntactic writing errors. One primary research question is formulated
under the study’s purpose:

(1) How do OWPF, AWCEF and CLT affect students’ English writing in minimizing
morphological and syntactical errors?
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3 Methodology

3.1 Participants

The present study was carried out with English majors in their first year of writing
class at a public senior secondary school in India. The sessions were conducted in a
computer lab five times a week for an hour for 12 weeks. The primary goal of the course
was to improve students’ writing skills by reducing writing errors through a process
writing model. The study included 141 first-year students, including 89 males and 52
females. The participants were randomly separated into three groups of 41 students (two
experimental and one control group). Each group was involved in pre and post-writing
tasks. The participants spoke Hindi as their primary language, and none had previ-
ously resided in an English-speaking nation. The participants’ background information,
including age, gender, years of English writing study, and so on, were collected using
a demographic questionnaire. The survey’s findings revealed that the study’s partici-
pants’ ages varied from 19 to 22. Ethical permission was sought to include the subjects
in the experiment, and they all consented to participate (informed consent).

3.2 Instruments

Moodle as an online written peer feedback tool. OPF model used a modular,
object-oriented dynamic learning environment (Moodle) tool during the writing course.
After completing the assignment, participants in the study submit their documents
using Moodle, a computer-mediated platform for peer assessment outside the class-
room. Moodle is a platform where students can upload text documents for peer evalua-
tion and browse previously submitted texts and reviews in Moodle mode.

Grammarly as an automated written corrective feedback tool. This study used
the Grammarly tool for instant self-editing and correcting errors in the text. Grammarly
is an English writing tool that automatically detects problems in grammar, vocabulary,
mechanics, syntax, and language style. It delivers real-time feedback as users enter text
into the textbox, enabling them to rectify errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation
immediately. Grammarly’s editing feature and function may make it effective for
language teaching and learning [33], [16].

Data collection procedure. As a course requirement, participants took part in pre
and post-essay writing. Essay I (what are your future goals?) was given to the partici-
pants before the experiment, and essay II (A Memorable Event) was given to the partic-
ipants after the experiment. All of the participants participated in a series of e-feedback
training sessions. The following sections provide more thorough summaries of the
training:

Training students on online written peer feedback. During the online peer feed-
back procedure, helpful comments were made to the first experimental group (OWPF
group). The instructor modeled how to spot grammatical errors and provided helpful
information to the peer before the writing task. Then, students wrote an assignment
in the class and then uploaded it on Moodle. The students then paired up to examine
one other’s assignments on Moodle. They were expected to offer comments outside of
class hours. After receiving feedback from a peer, students are required to revise the
text accordingly.
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Training students on automated written corrective feedback. The second
experimental group (AWCF group) was treated employing AWCF. After completing
writing tasks in the classroom, students uploaded their work to an automated system
(Grammarly) to instantly correct their writing. Specifically, grammar errors were high-
lighted with recommendations for instant error corrections. Students can modify them
and rewrite their write-ups until they are satisfied.

Training students on a communicative language teaching approach. In the con-
trol group, an instructor has given training through the communicative language teach-
ing approach (CLT) based on the regular curriculum. CLT is a method of language
instruction that stresses interaction as a means of learning and as the desired outcome.
Students who are taught ESL through the CLT approach learn while interacting with
each other and the teacher.

Data analysis. Morphological and syntactic errors in writing were assessed to com-
pare pre and post-OPF, ACF, and CLT. The study aimed to investigate one primary
research question: how do OPF, ACF and CLT affect students’ writing in minimizing
morphological and syntactical English errors? This research question primarily assesses
the effects of OPF, ACF and CLT in learning ELS writing errors among students.
Further, this study categorized errors into the (morphological) article, preposition and
(syntactical) tense and word order [43].

Additionally, this study utilizes Corder’s [42] method of EA, which consists of three
stages: a collection of data (recognition of errors), describing the errors (accounting for
the errors) and then explaining the errors of learners (description of errors). Later, it
adopted Dulay’s [44] taxonomy of general language production errors; the study also
looked into three different errors: omissions, additions, and misformation. A checklist
was employed to record the committed errors and their frequency in the essays.

4 Results

4.1 Impact of OWPF, AWCF and CLT on english writing errors

Table 1. Overall error rate on the pre-test, the post-test, and the difference
between the two tests

OWPF AWCF CLT
Pre-Test | Post-Test | Gain | Pre-Test | Post-Test | Gain | Pre-Test | Post-Test | Gain
Mean 6.9 49 2.0 6.6 5.8 .8 7.2 6.7 0.5
SD 1.1 2.1 1.0 1.5 22 7 1.5 1.8 0.3

A one-way ANOVA (analysis of variance) was performed for samples that were
unrelated to one another. According to the statistical analysis, the groups were statisti-
cally insignificant, F (3, 138) = 2.360, p = .098. It implies that the three groups’ error
frequencies at the start of the course were not similar (see Table 1).

The results of the statistical analysis revealed that there was no statistically signifi-
cant difference between the three groups’ pre-test scores. Additionally, in the pre-test,
the CLT group’s total mean of errors was (.3 higher than the OWPF group and .3 lower
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than the AWCF group), outperforming the experimental groups. Therefore, this was
assumed that the three groups began the course with equivalent levels of English
language proficiency.

To determine the correlation, the individual error frequencies of the pre-test and
post-test for 141 participants were statistically analyzed, r = .294 (p < .001). In light
of the strong correlation, a one-way analysis of variance was conducted (after mea-
suring the participants’ error frequencies based on the pre-test across three groups) to
assess the statistical significance of the variations in post-test error frequencies across
the three groups. The outcomes of the one-way analysis revealed a significant group
effect, F (1, 46) =8.879, p=.001.

The total post-test error frequencies for the control group were almost identical to
their pre-test outcomes. Compared to the pre-test, the mean score for the AWCF group
improved in reducing errors by 0.8, while mean score for control group decreased by
0.5 in terms of minimizing errors. Regarding writing improvement, the OWPF group’s
score dropped by 2 points from the pre-test, lowering it to 4.9 in post-test. Additionally,
repeated measures analysis of variance indicated that the impact of groups on pre-and
post-test scores was statistically significant, F (3, 43) = 11.033, P=.001, 2p = .329.

4.2 Analysis of errors

Morphological errors. Errors related to article and prepositions were committed in
the morphological category, which was taken from pre-test (an essay I) and post-test
(essay II) writing of students and indicated with an asterisk*:

Errors in article.

1. Omission of the definite article (Pretest): (....) fo complete in * fastest time (...).
(to complete in the fastest time).

2. Addition of indefinite article (Post-test): I see *a stories that I will (...). (I see many
stories that I will...)

Errors in preposition.

3. Misuse of preposition (Pretest): I sleep *in early night because (...). (I sleep early at
night because...)

4. Omission and misuse of preposition (Post-test): We went *5 o’clock on* restrorent
gate. (We went at 5 o’clock to the restaurant gate).

Syntactical errors. The examples presented below reveal that learners make tense
and word order errors. Errors are marked with an asterisk*:

Errors in verb tense.

5. Present continuous instead of Simple Present (Pretest): we are* living* in village
and some are living in very big cities. (Some live in villages, and some live in very
big cities.)

6. Present continuous instead of Present Perfect Continuous (Post-test): Many people
are™® sitting® in park from* morning. (Many people have been sitting in the park
since morning.)
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Errors in word order.

7. Pre-test: We in school *sat. (We sat in school)

8. Post-test: Some my friends told we live India *in. (Some foreigners said that we live
in India.)

5 Discussion

The present study aimed to investigate how students’ morphological and syntactic
errors in ESL writing are impacted by the employment of OWPF, AWCF, and CLT
modes. This study yielded significant conclusions. OWPF feedback was considerably
more efficient than AWCF feedback for reducing morphological and syntactic errors
in writing. There has not been any prior study to date to examine students’ writing
improvement in morphological and syntactical revisions. The study’s results still partly
corroborate those of Shang [10], Chang [29] and Sachs and Polio [45], showing that
while utilizing the OWPF mode, students are more likely to make corrections after
receiving peer feedback and remark more often on grammatical errors. DeKeyser [46]
and Shintani [26] indicate that grammatical self-correction is more successful under
the automated corrective feedback environment because students can comprehend the
suitable linguistic form to improve writing correctness. This study’s findings align with
other study findings [47], [48], [49], [50], [51] demonstrating that students revise their
work more effectively because OWPF encourages interactions via peer feedback and
discussion. However, the most frequent negatives of using OWPF are peers’ delayed
reactions, a lack of prompt feedback, or perhaps no revisions. This outcome is consistent
with that of [52].

Pre-Test Post-Test
4.0

45
5.0
5.5 OWPF

6.0 == AWCF

== CLT

Mean of Errors

6.5

7.0 /

7.5

8.0

Fig. 1. Displays the total mean scores from the pre- and post-tests, split down into control and
experimental groups before and after the intervention. For easier visual comparison, the total
score has been reported here as the mean (rather than the sum) of the pre-test and post-test in

the control and experimental groups
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5.1 Morphological errors in writing

Morphological errors are learners’ prime category of commitment in English
writing. The current investigation found that interlingual and intralingual transfers
were the primary sources of errors. The students were troubled to place the correct
articles and prepositions. The current study’s findings also contradict [53] findings,
which affirmed that article and preposition errors made by students were primarily due
to mother tongue influence. However, our findings were identical to [54] results, where
he reported articles and prepositions as the most common errors among learners.

5.2 Errors in article

Students’ writings (examples; 1) also show the omission of the definite article, which
could be due to the L1 influence, as the definite article is not used in Hindi [55], [56],
[571, [58], [59], and [60]. In addition, the errors in example 2 suggest that students over-
generalized indefinite article use prior to all the nouns due to their incorrect hypothesis
regarding using indefinite articles. The usage of the indefinite article with plural nouns
could have been due to the incomplete application of the rules.

5.3  Errors in preposition

The two sentences in examples (3 & 4) above demonstrate that learners used incor-
rect prepositions. These prepositions “in, on, and at” were used interchangeably in their
L1, which is why learners had trouble employing the correct prepositions [55], [56],
[57], [58], [59], and [60]. The findings of [54], [61], [62] and [63] study also support
our findings that Hindi learners made errors due to L1 transfer in TL. Such an error
occurred due to the negative L1 transfer.

5.4  Syntactic errors in writing

The second category of errors made by students in English writing was syntactical
ones. In this line, [54] findings revealed that students had made frequent errors in verb
tense and word order categories but could not explain why. In this regard, the current
study offers the sources of errors in students’ writing as interlingual and intralingual
errors but contradicts previous findings [64], [65], [66].

5.5 Errors in verb tense

Students substituted the Present Continuous instead of the Simple Present and the
Present continuous instead of the Present Perfect Continuous (examples 5 & 6). The
findings further report verb-tense errors, mainly analogous to [62] study and frequent
errors in previous studies [54].
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5.6 Errors in word order

As Hindi is a verb-final language (example; 9 & 10); consequently, the mother
tongue’s influence could be seen in writing by their incorrect word order [55], [56],
[57], [58], [59], and [60].

6 Conclusion

This research explored the impact of electronic feedback such as OWCF and AWCF
on ESL learners’ syntactic and morphological writing errors. Students exposed to the
OWCEF fared better than those exposed to the AWCF, making the OWCF a potential
pedagogical tool in ESL writing courses. The study’s conclusions show that OWPF and
AWCF may be helpful pedagogically for teaching ESL writing.

Writing needs motivation among learners’ to develop and enhance accuracy [67],
[75]. Different strategies can be used to achieve this accuracy and fluency in writing
[68], [76]. Although, blended learning modules can be applied in ESL/EFL classroom
pedagogy to achieve the desired learning outcomes [69], [70], [71]. However, pan-
demic has challenged pedagogues around the world to use different techniques and
strategies in classroom teaching to maximize the learning outcomes [72], [73].

Future research should use a mix of these two modes; when students are writing,
the automatic correction system may alert them to errors so that they can immediately
amend their own errors. After finishing the composition, if students are still unclear
about the comments supplied by AWCEF or lack a complete understanding of the target
structure, they may seek assistance from classmates with a higher competence level.
Chang [73] also indicated that various writing styles might fulfill individual preferences
and optimize writing efficacy.

7 Acknowledgement

“This study is supported via funding from Prince Sattam bin Abdulaziz University
project number (PSAU/2023/R/1444).”

8 References

[1] Fauziati, E. (2017). Native and target language influence on the students’ interlanguage pro-
duction: a case of Indonesian EFL compositions. Indonesian Journal of Applied Linguistics,
7(1), 54-63. https://doi.org/10.17509/ijal.v7il.6858

[2] Ciftci, H., & Kocoglu, Z. (2012). Effects of peer e-feedback on Turkish EFL students’ writ-
ing performance. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 46(1), 61-84. https:/doi.
org/10.2190/EC.46.1.c

[3] Farshi, S. S., & Safa, S. K. (2015). The effect of two types of corrective feedback on EFL
learners’ writing skill. Advances in Language and Literary Studies, 6(1), 26-30. https://doi.
org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.6n.1p.26

164 http://www.i-jet.org


https://doi.org/10.17509/ijal.v7i1.6858
https://doi.org/10.2190/EC.46.1.c
https://doi.org/10.2190/EC.46.1.c
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.6n.1p.26
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.6n.1p.26

[4] Seiffedin, A. H., & El-Sakka, S. M. F. (2017). The impact of direct-indirect corrective
e-feedback on EFL students’ writing accuracy. Theory and Practice in Language Studies,
7(3), 166—175. https://doi.org/10.17507/tpls.0703.02

[5] Liu, F., Du, J., Zhou, D. Q., & Huang, B. (2021). Exploiting the potential of peer feed-
back: The combined use of face-to-face feedback and e-feedback in doctoral writing groups.
Assessing Writing, 47, 100482. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2020.100482

[6] Saeed, M. A., & Al Qunayeer, H. S. (2022). Exploring teacher interactive e-feedback on
students’ writing through Google Docs: factors promoting interactivity and potential for
learning. The Language Learning Journal, 50(3),360-377. https://doi.org/10.1080/09571736.
2020.1786711

[7] Hu, G. (2005). Using peer review with Chinese ESL student writers. Language Teaching
Research, 9(3), 321-342. https://doi.org/10.1191/13621688051r1690a

[8] Shintani, N., Ellis, R., & Suzuki, W. (2014). Effects of written feedback and revision on
learners’ accuracy in using two English grammatical structures. Language Learning, 64(1),
103-131. https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12029

[9] Van Beuningen, C. G., De Jong, N., & Kuiken, F. (2012). Evidence on the effectiveness
of comprehensive error correction in second language writing. Language Learning, 62(1),
1-41. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1467-9922.2011.00674.x

[10] Shang, H. F. (2019). Exploring online peer feedback and automated corrective feedback on
EFL writing performance. Interactive Learning Environments, 30(1), 4-16. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10494820.2019.1629601

[11] Tuzi, F. (2004). The impact of e-feedback on the revisions of L2 writers in an academic
writing course. Computers and Composition, 21(2), 217-235. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
compcom.2004.02.003

[12] Diab, N. M. (2010). Effects of peer-versus self-editing on students’ revision of language
errors in revised drafts. System, 38(1), 85-95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.12.008

[13] Liu, N. F., & Carless, D. (2006). Peer feedback: The learning element of peer assessment.
Teaching in Higher Education, 11(3),279-290. https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510600680582

[14] Hyland, F., & Hyland, K. (2006). State of the art article: Feedback on second lan-
guage students’ writing. Language Teaching, 39(2), 83-101. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0261444806003399

[15] Shang, H. F. (2017). An exploration of asynchronous and synchronous feedback modes
in EFL writing. Journal of Computing in Higher Education, 29(3), 496-513. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s12528-017-9154-0

[16] ONeill, R., & Russell, A. (2019). Stop! Grammar time: University students’ perceptions
of the automated feedback program Grammarly. Australasian Journal of Educational
Technology, 35(1). https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.3795

[17] Lee, I. (2017). Classroom writing assessment and feedback in L2 school contexts. Singapore:
Springer Singapore. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-3924-9

[18] Enright, M. K., & Quinlan, T. (2010). Complementing human judgment of essays written by
English language learners with e-rater® scoring. Language Testing, 27(3), 317-334. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0265532210363144

[19] DeKeyser, R. (Ed.). (2007). Practice in a second language: Perspectives from applied lin-
guistics and cognitive psychology. Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/
CB09780511667275

[20] Koltovskaia, S. (2020). Student engagement with automated written corrective feedback
(AWCEF) provided by Grammarly: A multiple case study. Assessing Writing, 44, 100450.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2020.100450

1JET — Vol. 18, No. 04, 2023 165


https://doi.org/10.17507/tpls.0703.02
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2020.100482
https://doi.org/10.1080/09571736.2020.1786711
https://doi.org/10.1080/09571736.2020.1786711
https://doi.org/10.1191/1362168805lr169oa
https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12029
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2011.00674.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2019.1629601
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2019.1629601
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2004.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2004.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510600680582
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444806003399
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444806003399
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12528-017-9154-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12528-017-9154-0
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.3795
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-3924-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532210363144
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532210363144
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511667275
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511667275
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2020.100450

[21] Link, S., Mehrzad, M., & Rahimi, M. (2022). Impact of automated writing evaluation on
teacher feedback, student revision, and writing improvement. Computer Assisted Language
Learning, 35(4), 605-634. https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2020.1743323

[22] Ranalli, J. (2018). Automated written corrective feedback: How well can students make
use of it? Computer Assisted Language Learning, 31(7), 653—674. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09588221.2018.1428994

[23] Tan, S., Cho, Y. W., & Xu, W. (2022). Exploring the effects of automated written corrective
feedback, computer-mediated peer feedback and their combination mode on EFL learner’s
writing performance. Interactive Learning Environments, 1-11. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10494820.2022.2066137

[24] Gao, J., & Ma, S. (2022). Instructor feedback on free writing and automated corrective feed-
back in drills: Intensity and efficacy. Language Teaching Research, 26(5), 986—1009. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1362168820915337

[25] Barrot, J. S. (2021). Using automated written corrective feedback in the writing classrooms:
Effects on L2 writing accuracy. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 1-24. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/09588221.2021.1936071

[26] Shintani, N. (2016). The effects of computer-mediated synchronous and asynchronous direct
corrective feedback on writing: A case study. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 29(3),
517-538. https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2014.993400

[27] Ge, Z. (2011). Exploring e-learners’ perceptions of net-based peer-reviewed English
writing. Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 6(1), 75-91. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11412-010-9103-7

[28] Liou, H. C., & Peng, Z. Y. (2009). Training effects on computer-mediated peer review.
System, 37(3), 514-525. https://doi.org/10.1016/].system.2009.01.005

[29] Chang, C. F. (2012). Peer review via three modes in an EFL writing course. Computers and
Composition, 29(1), 63—78. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2012.01.001

[30] Ho, M. C. (2015). The effects of face-to-face and computer-mediated peer review on EFL
writers” comments and revisions. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 31(1),
1-15. https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.495

[31] Storch, N., & Wigglesworth, G. (2010). Learners’ processing, uptake, and retention of
corrective feedback on writing. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 32(2), 303-334.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263109990532

[32] Kaufman, J. H., & Schunn, C. D. (2011). Students’ perceptions about peer assessment for
writing: Their origin and impact on revision work. Instructional Science, 39(3), 387—406.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-010-9133-6

[33] Koltovskaia, S. (2020). Student engagement with automated written corrective feedback
(AWCEF) provided by Grammarly: A multiple case study. Assessing Writing, 44, 100450.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2020.100450

[34] Li, J., Link, S., & Hegelheimer, V. (2015). Rethinking the role of automated writing eval-
uation (AWE) feedback in ESL writing instruction. Journal of Second Language Writing,
27, 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2014.10.004

[35] Grimes, D., & Warschauer, M. (2010). Utility in a fallible tool: A multi-site case study of
automated writing evaluation. Journal of Technology, Learning, and Assessment, 8(6), 4—44.

[36] Kim, S. (2010). Revising the revision process with Google Docs. In S. Kasten (Ed.), TESOL
classroom practice series (pp. 171— 177). Alexandria, VA: TESOL Publications.

[37] Wang, Y. J., Shang, H. F., & Briody, P. (2013). Exploring the impact of using automated
writing evaluation in EFL university students’ writing. Computer Assisted Language
Learning, 26(3), 234-257. https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2012.655300

166 http://www.i-jet.org


https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2020.1743323
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2018.1428994
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2018.1428994
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2066137
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2066137
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168820915337
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168820915337
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2021.1936071
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2021.1936071
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2014.993400
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-010-9103-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-010-9103-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2012.01.001
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.495
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263109990532
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-010-9133-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2020.100450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2014.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2012.655300

[38] Frear, D. (2012). The effect of written corrective feedback and revision on intermediate
Chinese learners’ acquisition of English (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). The University
of Auckland.

[39] Van Beuningen, C., De Jong, N. H., & Kuiken, F. (2012). Evidence on the effectiveness
of comprehensive error correction in Dutch multilingual classrooms. Language Learning,
62(1), 1-41. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2011.00674.x

[40] Milton, J. (2006). Resource-rich Web-based feedback: Helping learners become independent
writers. In K. Hyland & F. Hyland (Eds.), Feedback in second language writing: Context
and issues (pp. 123-139). New York: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/
CB09781139524742.009

[41] Lin, S. M., & Griffith, P. (2014). Impacts of online technology use in second language
writing: A review of the literature. Reading Improvement, 51(3), 303-312.

[42] Corder, S. (1974). Error Analysis and Remedial Teaching. IATEFL conference. Budapest.

[43] Keshavarz, M. H. (2015). Contrastive analysis, error analysis, and interlanguage. Rahnama
Press.

[44] Dulay, H. (1982). Language two. Oxford University Press, 200 Madison Ave., New York,
NY 10016.

[45] Sachs, R., & Polio, C. (2007). Learners’ uses of two types of written feedback on a L2 writing
revision task. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 29(1), 67—100. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S0272263107070039

[46] DeKeyser, R. (Ed.). (2007). Practice in a second language: Perspectives from applied lin-
guistics and cognitive psychology. Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/
CB09780511667275

[47] Ko, C. J. (2022). Online individualized corrective feedback on EFL learners’ grammati-
cal error correction. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 1-29. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09588221.2022.2118783

[48] Xu, J. (2021). Chinese university students’ L2 writing feedback orientation and self-
regulated learning writing strategies in online teaching during COVID-19. The Asia-Pacific
Education Researcher, 30(6), 563—574. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-021-00586-6

[49] Wu, W. C. V,, Petit, E., & Chen, C. H. (2015). EFL writing revision with blind expert and
peer review using a CMC open forum. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 28(1), 58—80.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2014.937442

[50] Storch, N., & Wigglesworth, G. (2010). Learners’ processing, uptake, and retention of
corrective feedback on writing. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 32(2), 303-334.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263109990532

[51] Liou, H. C., & Peng, Z. Y. (2009). Training effects on computer-mediated peer review.
System, 37(3), 514-525. https://doi.org/10.1016/].system.2009.01.005

[52] Cifuentes, L., & Shih, Y. C. D. (2001). Teaching and learning online: A collaboration
between US and Taiwanese students. Journal of Research on Computing in Education,
33(4), 456-474. https://doi.org/10.1080/08886504.2001.10782327

[53] Pondra, R. (2015). Error Analysis Investigating the Errors in Written English Made by
Telugu Speaking Engineering Students in the State of Telangana (doctoral dissertation, The
English and Foreign Languages University, Hyderabad).

[54] Farooqi, F. (2015). Articles and preposition in the English writing of undergraduate students
at AMU an error analysis (doctoral dissertation, Aligarh Muslim University, India).

[55] Agnihotri, R. K. (2013). Hindi: An essential grammar. Routledge. https://doi.org/
10.4324/9780203002827

[56] Koul, O. N. (2008). Modern Hindi Grammar. Springfield, VA: Dunwoody Press.

[57] Jain, U. R. (2007). Advanced Hindi Grammar. Center for South & Southeast.

1JET — Vol. 18, No. 04, 2023 167


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2011.00674.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139524742.009
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139524742.009
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263107070039
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263107070039
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511667275
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511667275
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2022.2118783
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2022.2118783
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-021-00586-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2014.937442
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263109990532
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/08886504.2001.10782327
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203002827
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203002827

[58] McGregor, R. S. (1977). Outline of Hindi grammar, with exercises. Oxford University
Press, USA.

[59] Kellogg, S. H. (1972). A grammar of the Hindi language. Allahabad: AM.Pres Mission Press.

[60] Jain, U. R. (1995). Introduction to Hindi grammar. Center for South & Southeast.

[61] Fakhar, S. (2013). English Prepositional Usage: A linguistic analysis of the errors commit-
ted by Urdu speaking students of English at AMU Aligarh (doctoral dissertation, Aligarh
Muslim University, India).

[62] Ahmad, S. (1996). Analysis of the Errors Commonly Committed by the Urdu Hindi Speaking
Children Learning English. PhD diss., Aligarh Muslim University, 1996.

[63] Parasher, S. V. (1977). Focus on Learners’ English: A Case Study of Hindi-Speaking First
Year Students’ Performance. CIEFL Bulletin, 13(2), 41-57.

[64] Rupinder. (2014). An analysis of errors committed by the undergraduate students of English:
a micro study of Patiala district (doctoral dissertation, Punjabi University, India).

[65] Dhar, N. C. (2016). Young learner and the English language (doctoral dissertation, Univer-
sity of Calcutta, India).

[66] Lalitha, N. (2001). The influence of L1 Tamil on the learning of L2 English of Std. X students
error analysis (doctoral dissertation, University of Madras, India).

[67] Ajmal, M., Keezhata, M. S., Yasir, G. M., & Alam, S. (2021). Exploring the role of motiva-
tion in english language teaching: learners and teachers perspective. Psychology and Educa-
tion, 58(1), 534-545. https://doi.org/10.17762/pae.v58i1.804

[68] Alam, S., Al-Hawamdeh, B. O. S., Ghani, M. U., & Keezhatta, M. S. (2021). Strategy of
Improvising Drama in Education: Praxis of Pedagogy in EFL/ESL Context. The Asian ESP
Journal, 23.

[69] Alam, S., Faraj Albozeidi, H., Okleh Salameh Al-Hawamdeh, B., & Ahmad, F. (2022).
Practice and principle of blended learning in ESL/EFL pedagogy: strategies, techniques
and challenges. International Journal of Emerging Technologies in Learning (iJET), 17(11),
pp. 225-241. https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v17i11.29901

[70] Alam. S, Karim, M. R., & Ahmad, F. (2020). Process drama as a method of pedagogy in ESL
classrooms: articulating the inarticulate. Journal of Education Culture and Society, 11(1),
255-272. https://doi.org/10.15503/jecs2020.1.255.272

[71] Al-hawamdeh, B. O. S., Alam, S. (2022). Praxis and effectiveness of pedagogy during
pandemic: an investigation of learners’ perspective. Education Research International, 1-9.
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/3671478

[72] Naderi, S., Ajmal, M., Keezhatta, M. S., & Alam, S. (2021). Stroke effect of english teachers
on the learners’ L2 motivational self-system. TESOL International Journal, 16(2), 106-121.

[73] Alam S. (2022). Imagine, integrate, and incorporate: English language and its pedagogical
implications in EFL classrooms. Rupkatha Journal on Interdisciplinary Studies in Human-
ities, 14(2). https://doi.org/10.21659/rupkatha.v14n2.10

[74] Chang, C. F. (2009). Peer review through synchronous and asynchronous CMC modes:
A case study in a Taiwanese college English writing course. The JALTCALL Journal,
5(1), 45-64. https://doi.org/10.29140/jaltcall.vSnl.72

[75] Agustini, K., Santyasa, I. W., Tegeh, 1. M., Santyadiputra, G. S., & Mertayasa, I. N. E.
(2022). Quantum Flipped learning and students’ cognitive engagement in achieving their
critical and creative thinking in learning. International Journal of Emerging Technologies in
Learning (iJET), 17(18), pp. 4-25. https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v17i18.32101

[76] Muhisn, Z. A. A., Almansouri, S., Muhisn, S., Ahmad, M., & Omar , M. (2022). The effec-
tiveness of knowledge combination in e-learning management system (eLMS). International
Journal of Emerging Technologies in Learning (iJET), 17(16), pp. 33-42. https://doi.
org/10.3991/ijet.v17i16.31873

168 http://www.i-jet.org


https://doi.org/10.17762/pae.v58i1.804
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v17i11.29901
https://doi.org/10.15503/jecs2020.1.255.272
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/3671478
https://doi.org/10.21659/rupkatha.v14n2.10
https://doi.org/10.29140/jaltcall.v5n1.72
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v17i18.32101
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v17i16.31873
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v17i16.31873

9 Authors

Dr. Sohaib Alam is currently working as an Assistant Professor of English at the
Department of English, College of Science and Humanities in Alkharj, Prince Sattam bin
Abdulaziz University, Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. He holds a Ph.D. in English Language
Teaching (ELT) from Aligarh Muslim University, India. His areas of interest are Applied
Linguistics, Pragmatics, Teaching Methods, Blended Learning, and Pedagogic Theory.
He has presented papers at both national and international conferences, published
research articles and papers in Scopus and Web of Science indexed journals. He has
been teaching English for over 4 years. (email: s.alam@psau.edu.sa)

Mohammad Usama is a Ph.D. research fellow in the Department of Human-
ities and Social Sciences, National Institute of Technology, Raipur, Chhattisgarh,
India. His research domains include English Linguistics and Language teaching,
Socio-Linguistics and Phonetics. (email: musama.phd2018.hss@nitrr.ac.in).

Article submitted 2022-10-24. Resubmitted 2023-01-09. Final acceptance 2023-01-09. Final version
published as submitted by the authors.

1JET — Vol. 18, No. 04, 2023 169


mailto:s.alam@psau.edu.sa
mailto:musama.phd2018.hss@nitrr.ac.in

