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ABSTRACT

As Al becomes increasingly inevitable in educational settings,
understanding its effective implementation becomes paramount.
This qualitative case study investigates the potential benefits and
underlying assumptions of Al integrated writing tasks in the
second language classroom. The study explores the effectiveness
of an adapted version of a picture description writing task
employing Al image generation, as an indirect feedback tool, in
terms of learner autonomy, affective factors, and language
enrichment. In addition, the paper gauges the prerequisite
knowledge and competencies required by teachers to bring Al into
the classroom. The writing task was administered to two groups of
intermediate ESL learners, one group using an Al Image Creator
as a support tool. Data was collected through the individual
performance of each learner during the task. Perceptions and
attitudes were also gathered through questionnaires and semi-

Keywords: indirect structured interviews with the students and the teacher after the
feedback, descriptive intervention. The results revealed the positive effect of using the
writing, ESL, Bing Al Image Creator on the student writing, autonomy and motivation. It
Image Creator, artificial ' also shed light on the technical knowledge required to use Al
intelligence integrated tasks in the second language classroom.

Introduction

Writing is a vital component of effective communication. It is a vehicle for self-expression.
From texting our friends to writing novels, the written word is expected to capture the
complexities of our thoughts and emotions. Mastery over writing not only empowers the
individual to articulate themselves with clarity and precision but also exhibits a command over
the language. Producing a written text is considered one of the most difficult parts of language
learning (Nunan, 1999). It is a complex process that require the learner to simultaneously do
several things like, generating ideas, organising, choosing the right lexicon, syntax and genre,
reviewing and eliminating errors. This complexity is reflected in the plethora of studies that
suggest various strategies, methods and approaches to teaching and learning writing such as
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product writing, process writing or genre-based writing to name a few (Selvaraj & Abdul Aziz,
2019). However, these different schools of thought agree on one crucial aspect of learning to
write - feedback.

Feedback can be classified in different ways based on its source (teacher or peer), medium
(written, oral, or technology-mediated), or type (formative or summative, direct or indirect).
Lee (2011) notes that over the years, there has been a notable increase in research on feedback
in writing. As a result, there is an abundance of guidance available in the literature on how to
provide feedback. Despite the sound evidence supporting the positive effects of formative
feedback in writing, teachers often revert to traditional models of summative feedback. This
happens primarily because of the gruelling nature of providing formative feedback, especially
when it comes to writing. An answer to easier and effective ways for teachers to give out
feedback could be found in technology.

Advancements in Natural Language Processing (NLP) have brought forth automated
assessment and feedback systems that mitigate this problem to a certain extent. However, these
applications are usually not feasible or accessible enough for everyone. Teachers have relied
on technology, to some extent, to provide feedback to students. They have reciprocated with
considerable uptake of this technology-mediated feedback as well. With the advent of machine
learning and artificial intelligence, particularly the sudden accessibility of tools like ChatGPT
and DALL-E, technology has become more deeply ingrained in our lives, and consequently, in
the language classroom as well. Some studies, such as those by Kasneci et al. (2023), have
noted the potential for adopting and adapting it in the classroom to benefit teaching and learning
at every level. While others have reservations about this nascent technology and its applications,
it is here to stay and it is up to us to find ways to adapt and engage with it.

Reconciling with its inevitability, this qualitative study examines the potential of integrating Al
into the language classroom as part of the learning process. We use an application called Bing
Image Creator as a feedback tool in a descriptive writing activity and observe the effects it has
on the students’ writing, autonomy, and motivation. The thesis is that Al tools can help enhance
the quality of student writing as well as their engagement with the process.

Literature Review
Feedback in Writing Classes

Feedback has one of the most important influences in learning (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Its
effectiveness hinges on the nuanced concept of feedback, which has sparked considerable
debate (Ellis et al., 2008; Ferris, 2003; Hyland & Hyland 2006). Lee (2011) underscores that
research emerging from process writing schools emphasizes the need for formative feedback
strategies but often overlooks the strenuous demands on teachers. Lee's study also reveals that
although teachers are inclined towards a 'feedback revolution,' a lack of training, support, and
practical constraints, such as feasibility, hinder their ability to bring about change. With the
advent of artificial intelligence and advancements in Natural Language Processing (NLP),
Kasneci et al. (2023) proposes leveraging these accessible Al technologies to provide
personalized feedback, potentially saving teachers time and effort in creating customized
materials and feedback.

Over the years, studies have consistently shown that new forms of feedback are well-received
by learners. Cunningham (2019) discovered that students preferred screencast video feedback,
a relatively new technology at the time, over text-based feedback due to its efficiency, clarity,
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ease of use, and enhanced comprehension. The efficacy of technology-mediated feedback is
evident, not only in enhancing writing skills but also in positively impacting student
engagement, motivation, and perceptions. Francis (2017) corroborates that the use of
technology in the classroom motivated students and enhanced their perception of the learning
process. This is reflected in Harper (2009), where the use of digitized oral feedback and a
classroom active response system increased students' feelings of competence, intrinsic
motivation, and autonomy.

In these studies, direct feedback was employed, whereas the tool used in our study provides
responses that can serve as uncoded indirect feedback. Direct feedback, as defined by Ellis et
al. (2008), involves providing the correct form, while indirect feedback involves signalling
and/or locating errors. Bitchener & Ferris (2012) argue that indirect feedback is better suited
for advanced learners, as they are more likely to notice errors and subsequently learn from them
in response to this type of feedback. Drawing from Schmidt's noticing hypothesis (2001)
advanced learners tend to recognize gaps or errors and modify their production to correct
themselves when exposed to indirect feedback, as hypothesised by Swain (1995). Recent
studies, such as Jamalinesari (2015), have demonstrated that indirect feedback is more effective
than direct feedback in enhancing students' composition writing skills. Similarly, Nusrat (2019)
found that indirect written feedback, combined with revisions, resulted in improved
performance in subsequent writing tasks compared to no feedback at all.

Returning to Lee's observation regarding teachers' reluctance to adopt formative feedback
strategies in writing, inspired by process writing strategies, it is a promising step forward to
address this concern by exploring the potential of providing students with accessible and
engaging means of receiving indirect feedback in descriptive writing.

Writing with Al

The integration of Artificial Intelligence (Al) into educational writing support has emerged as
a promising avenue for enhancing student writing skills. Rahman et al. (2022) investigated Al-
driven writing platforms and found generally positive outcomes in student writing skills and
perceptions. Mun (2024) specifically highlighted the effectiveness of tools like ChatGPT in
addressing lexical and grammatical errors, providing immediate and personalised linguistic
support. Marzuki et al. (2023) revealed that Al writing tools can also significantly contribute to
improving both writing style and structural coherence. The ability to offer instant, personalised
feedback represents a substantial advancement in writing instruction, addressing individual
student needs more precisely than traditional methods (Song, 2023; Pham, 2025)

Despite these promising developments, researchers have identified critical limitations in Al-
driven writing support. Oktarina et al. (2024) noted a significant concern: Al feedback tends to
concentrate predominantly on surface-level writing elements, such as grammar and vocabulary,
often overlooking higher-order writing elements. This surface-level focus can be particularly
problematic for advanced learners. S (2024) highlights students' desire for more comprehensive
feedback, particularly on higher-order writing concerns such as argumentation and critical
thinking. The current Al tools provide mechanistic corrections that may inadvertently
undermine students' opportunities for deep learning and self-correction.

The over-reliance on Al feedback raises important questions about learner autonomy and the
development of critical writing skills. While Al tools offer objective and consistent feedback,
they may potentially diminish students' intrinsic motivation to independently identify and
correct their writing errors (Afiliani et al., 2023). This could lead to a dependency model where
students become passive recipients of corrections rather than active participants in their learning

71



https://ijaile.org Simon Peter, Murshid V H Vol. 2; No. 3; 2025

process.
Research Questions
To fulfil the purpose of the study, we sought to answer the following research questions:

1. How does the use of an Al Image Generator as an indirect feedback tool affect ESL
students’ writing?

2. What are the observable effects of using Al image generator as a feedback tool on
learners’ autonomy, motivation?

3. What are the assumptions, pre-requisites, and challenges in integrating Al into a writing
task?

Pedagogical Setting & Participants

Fifty students from an autonomous college in Ernakulam, a district of southern state of Kerala,
India, participated in the study. They were first-year psychology students, between the ages of
17 and 20. Although, the total strength of the class is 60, those who did not attend either one of
the classes or turned in incomplete scripts were excluded from the data. The participants
consisted of 78% girls and 22% boys who shared Malayalam as their first language and had
studied in English medium schools. The students were assumed to be at a minimum level of
low-intermediate proficiency, and their course teachers corroborated this based on their
performance in the first internal examination.

This class was chosen due to availability and time constraints. The common course in English
follows an LSRW structure of delivery. Beginning with Listening and Speaking in the first
semester and Reading and Writing in the second semester culminating in creative and academic
writing.

The participants were informed about the research study and that the material they produced
will be used for academic analysis. They were guaranteed complete anonymity, and that no
personally identifiable information will be disclosed. Participant privacy and confidentiality
were maintained throughout the research process.

Design of the Study

To answer the research questions, this study employed the following qualitative research
methods:

1. Content analysis of the worksheets from the sessions.
2. Semi-structured interview with the teacher.
3. Focus group discussion with the students.
4. Feedback questionnaire for the students.
Data collection & analysis

The study was conducted in three 1-hour sessions over a period of two days. The first session
focused on developing descriptive language. The session consisted of adjective-noun pairing,
descriptive sentence expansion, and guided rewriting tasks, followed by freer practice pair
activities such as describing an imaginary place or a scene, and concluded with peer feedback
and group discussion. The researcher facilitated lexical enrichment by pre-teaching target
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vocabulary, modelling descriptive sentences, and prompting students to use synonyms and
sensory details. The preparatory session also helped to gauge the students’ ability to follow
instructions as well as their overall response to the material.

On the following day, the students were divided into an experimental and a control group. The
students were further paired, upon their course teacher’s guidance, to maintain similar skill
levels across the group. The experimental group was seated the computer lab, while the other
was seated in the classroom. Both groups completed the same core tasks. The researcher
handled the experimental group, while the course teacher held the session for the control group.

Task 1 had the students read a description of a house and an excerpt from J.R.R. Tolkien’s The
Hobbit. The students were asked to infer the details from the passage to describe another room
in the house. They were instructed to include at least three sensory adjectives and prepositional
phrases as scaffolds to help complete the task. These requirements served as criteria for later
evaluation. Task 2 required the students to describe, in their own words, an image (Figure 1)
displayed on the screen, aiming to capture both content and emotional tone.

The experimental group used Bing Al to visualise their task 1 descriptions and to generate
images in task 2 based on their own writing. The images were judged based on alignment with
the written prompt, accuracy of details and general fidelity to the reference image in terms of
tone and content. Students were encouraged to tweak and edit their descriptions, or in this case
“prompts”, to produce an image that meets these criteria. The control group followed the same
writing tasks with classroom resources, but without the use of Al as a feedback tool in the
writing process

Data sources included written description from both tasks, and screenshots of Al prompts and
generated images from the experimental group. A survey questionnaire with Likert-scale items
and open-ended questions on perceived writing improvement, use of Al tools and motivation
was completed by the students in under twenty minutes immediately after the final task. Along
with this, a semi-structured interview with the teacher on student engagement and motivation
in writing classes was conducted by the researcher. In addition, focus group discussions were
conducted with 5 volunteers from each group, where they shared their reflections and learning
experiences.

Written and discussion data were analysed using inductive thematic analysis, with in vivo
coding in the early stages. Early codes were related to descriptive elements, details of
composition, and lexical patterns. Discussion and interview data saw emerging themes of
writing quality, leaner autonomy and motivation. To ensure reliability, a second researcher
independently coded a sample of the data, and discrepancies were discussed until agreement
was reached.
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Figure 1.
A still from Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone (2001)

Impact on student writing

The content analysis from the written submissions of task two revealed that the use of the Image
Creator had significant impact on the writing in terms of content. The experimental group
attempted to capture more details from the image as compared to the control group. Moreover,
they were aware of the composition and the spatial relationship between the different elements
in the picture provided. The students could see that their prompts were accurately rendered, and
they needed to be more specific when describing a scene. They noted in the post-task
questionnaire that, “I had to write very specifically to get the result I wanted” and “It helped
me describe things in a more detailed way.” Most of the first prompts were simpler descriptions,
for example, S29 wrote “there is a castle on top of rocky hills on the bank of a river...there are
small boats in the river” without describing their relationship or how these elements are
compositionally organised. Subsequent prompts saw the students add more detail to their
descriptions in attempts to generate an image closer to the reference provided. S29’s final
prompt generated figure 2 which said:

“a beautiful night sky with a full moon that is shining bright. A huge castle that has
flickering lights. The majestic castle is built on top of a rocky hill facing a silent river,
where there are several boats in the river with lanterns, approaching the castle. The
warm light from the lantern and the moon is reflecting onto the water.”

72% percent of the students in the experimental group added descriptions that showed either a
relationship between the elements or their composition in the frame. Whereas only 27% of the
students’ writing exhibited a similar quality in the control group.
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Figure 2.
Image generated by S29’s prompt.

However, the writings from the control group were more evocative and syntactically sound.
Grammatical accuracy was not a criterion for assessment and yet it was evident in comparison
that prompting did not require proper sentences for the Image Creator to respond with
considerable accuracy (much like search engines). This resulted in the use of minimal phrases
in the prompts as summarised by a student’s response, when asked about how the Al tool helped
her write, “It was easy as | didn't have to write a whole sentence.” On the other hand, the
descriptions from the control group were more elaborate — including atmosphere and sentiment.
For example, “eerie night”, “calm waters”, “anxiously waiting in the boats”, and “mysterious
charm” were some of the qualifiers used. 59% of the students in the control group included
such qualifiers that set a tone or mood as opposed to only 11% from the experimental group.

Interestingly, while doing task one, we noticed a difference in students’ response to the reading
material. Those in the experimental group were boxed into the renditions of the image creation,
which were sometimes off the mark. These were based on prompts drawn from partial
descriptions from the passage. It was evident that few students did not synthesise the
information from the passage. Figure 3 is the image generated by S27, based on the description,
“...rooms were on the left side and had round widows, and the view from inside was looking
over a scenic garden which is a little overgrown with vines.” Whereas S31 had synthesised the
information that this house was built into the side of a mountain and generated a different image,
based on the same text.

Figure 3.
Images generated by S27 (left) and S31 (right)
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The literature notes a significant concern that Al feedback often concentrates on surface-level
writing elements, such as grammar and vocabulary, potentially overlooking more complex
writing elements like argumentation and critical thinking. This study paints a mixed picture.
The experimental group, using the Al Image Creator, demonstrated an increased awareness of
composition and spatial relationships and became more specific in their choice of words to
accurately render prompts. This suggests that for descriptive writing Al can encourage attention
to detail and content fidelity, which goes beyond grammatical correction. However, the study
also found that the control group’s writings were more evocative and syntactically sound,
focusing on grammatical propriety as well as an attention to the atmosphere and tone. Compared
to the experimental group’s minimal phrases, because Al does not require whole sentences, the
control group was spared from the interference of Al tools that could have inadvertently
hindered the experimental group's development of complex sentence structures and nuanced
expressions.

Effect on learner autonomy and motivation

The experimental group showed remarkable engagement with the task, primarily due to the
Image Creator. They were eager for the next task, anticipating an opportunity to experiment
with the tool. The result from the questionnaire indicates that 85% of the students had not used
an Al Image Generator before. Seventy-four % were looking forward to using it again, and 26%
mentioned that they might find some use for it. Apart from the novelty (Clark 1983), students
admitted that “It helped me to describe my preferred image exactly like I wanted” and that “The
image generated was similar to the description, which validated our work, I guess. It was
interesting.” In contrast, their course teacher noted that the students in the control group were
not as enthusiastic or engaged with the descriptive task. Post-task discussion revealed that they
found the writing task difficult because they had to produce something original. This was due
to some certain factors such as a lack of vocabulary.

The inclination to write a prompt in as fewer words as possible pushed the students in the
experimental group to come up with precise words that would describe what they were looking
for, as a student notes, “To think of more words to generate perfect images.” The struggle to
find the right words was very evident, as is corroborated by their responses in the questionnaire.
Students were not restricted from using online dictionaries, and a few of them used them to find
the right words. Other students brainstormed among their groups to come up with the right
descriptions.

Regardless of the group, 62% of the class mentioned that they “couldn’t find the right words”
when asked what their biggest challenge in the task was. Twelve % of the participants felt that
their sentences were grammatically incorrect, and 7% attributed this to their lack of
understanding or confidence in writing on their own. As noted above, the “validation” received
from the image generator promoted confidence in the user. The students in the control group
revealed that they were unsure of their writing and lacked confidence.

This positive effect on motivation and engagement aligns with studies suggesting technology-
mediated feedback can positively affect student engagement and perceptions. However, the
ease of inputting fragmented phrases to achieve a visual output might reduce the cognitive effort
traditionally required, potentially developing a passive recipient role rather than an active
participant in the full writing process.

Assumptions and challenges of integration

The study required a computer lab with stable internet connection that could seat 27 students
simultaneously. Each pair had to sign up to use the Image Creator service and required a certain
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level of technical knowhow to navigate through it. We had to assist certain students through the
process, and a considerable time was spent to familiarise them with the process of prompting
and generating images. This tool can be demanding in terms of infrastructure and of the teacher
to be technologically savvy and pro-active. Some institutions may not find it feasible or easy to
adopt such tools on a large scale. Interview with the teacher and discussions with the students
informed us that although AI Image Creator can be engaging to use in class, it is very close to
being a visual distraction in of itself. It does have the potential to be adapted as a feedback tool
and integrated into learning management systems but in its present state it is not designed as a
feedback tool. The teacher voiced similar concerns regarding classroom management and
maintaining the students’ focus on the task. Teachers are expected to be aware of how prompts
work. Prompt engineering is very different from creative or academic writing, and it is shaping
up to be a vital skill in the present world. These findings underscore the crucial need for teacher
training and support to effectively integrate Al tools, directly addressing the “lack of training”
and “practical constraints” mentioned the review of literature.

Discussion
Al Feedback and Writing Development

This study extends existing research on technology-mediated feedback by demonstrating that
an Al Image Generator can improve descriptive language in ESL writing. The experimental
group’s writing revealed a greater awareness of composition and spatial relationships than the
control group, reflecting that visual Al feedback can promote higher-order cognitive
engagement rather than focusing solely on surface-level accuracy. This finding contrasts with
concerns raised by Oktarina et al. (2024) and S (2024), who argue that Al feedback often
privileges grammar and vocabulary over content and organization.

However, while students in the experimental group demonstrated heightened specificity, their
writing showed reduced syntactic and emotive complexity. The control group produced more
expressive sentences and mood-setting qualifiers, echoing Afiliani et al.’s (2023) caution that
Al may reduce opportunities for comprehensive language use when it rewards brevity and
fragmented input. This trade-off aligns with Loncar et al. (2023), who noted that technology-
mediated feedback often prioritises immediacy and precision over depth of expression.

Indirect Feedback and Learner Cognition

The Al Image Generator functioned as an uncoded indirect feedback mechanism, prompting
students to refine their linguistic output through iterative prompts. This iterative noticing and
refinement process mirrors the feedback mechanisms described in Jamalinesari (2015) and
Nusrat (2019), who found indirect feedback to be effective in promoting active engagement and
revision. In this study, learners’ iterative prompting cycles revealed awareness of the gap
between their descriptive texts and the visual output, supporting the applicability of the noticing
and output hypotheses (Schmidt, 2001; Swain, 1995) in Al-mediated writing contexts as well.
The validation students felt upon successful image generation suggests that the visual output
acted as a form of nonverbal feedback (Jamalinesari, 2015; Nusrat, 2019). This study also noted
that some students failed to synthesize textual input comprehensively. The findings align with
Loncar et al. (2023) suggesting that indirect visual feedback may focus learner attention on
individual elements instead of a holistic understanding, without structured guidance.
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Motivation, Engagement, and Learner Autonomy

The novelty and immediacy of image-based feedback significantly enhanced learner
motivation. A majority participants (85%) had not previously used Al image tools, and 74%
expressed willingness to reuse them. This is consistent with previous findings that technology-
mediated feedback fosters engagement and positive attitudes toward writing tasks (Francis,
2017; Harper, 2009; Cunningham, 2019). Students’ comments, such as “It helped me describe
my preferred image exactly as I wanted”, indicate that visual immediacy provided intrinsic
validation, reinforcing Francis’s (2017) and Harper’s (2009) findings on motivation through
technological intervention.

However, this engagement also gave rise to an emerging dependency. The tendency to use
fragmented prompts (“I didn’t have to write a whole sentence”) indicates reduced cognitive
investment, echoing Afiliani et al.’s (2023) concern that ease of Al use may weaken
autonomous learning behaviours. Students could develop conditional autonomy, where
engagement and agency are dependent on tool facilitation rather than internalized skills. This
aligns with Vu’s (2022) findings, which suggest that while technology enhances motivation, it
also requires pedagogical oversight to ensure meaningful, rather than mechanical, engagement.

Pedagogical Integration and Teacher Competence

The practical challenges observed during Al integration validate Lee’s (2011) observation that
teacher training, institutional readiness, and technical infrastructure are essential for the
sustainable use of technology-mediated formative feedback. Effective integration required
significant involvement by the instructors, from tool orientation to managing learner
expectations. Vu (2022) similarly identifies both opportunities and challenges in integrating
technology within higher education, noting that technological innovation requires adaptation,
training, and institutional support to avoid superficial implementation.

The Al Image Generator used in this study was not designed as a pedagogical instrument, which
underscores the need for careful contextualization. As Loncar et al. (2023) emphasize,
technology-mediated feedback should not be viewed as an autonomous or replacement system
but as a complement to teacher-led feedback that supports specific learning goals. The observed
dependence on visual feedback further suggests that Al-based tools should be used as
supplementary instruments rather than comprehensive feedback systems.

Conclusion

In this study, we investigated the impact of using an Al Image Generator as an indirect feedback
tool on the writing of ESL students. Our research questions focused on the effects on writing
content, learner autonomy, and motivation, as well as the assumptions, prerequisites, and
challenges of integrating Al into a writing task.

Students who used the AI image generator demonstrated a heightened awareness of
composition and spatial relationships within the provided images. They became more specific
in their choice of words, striving for accuracy in rendering the prompts. This led to improved
descriptions that showcased relationships between elements and their composition in the
picture. In contrast, the control group's writing was more syntactically proper and emotive, but
they did not exhibit the same level of detail and composition awareness as the experimental

group.

Students using the Al image generator displayed remarkable engagement with the task. Many
of them had not previously used such a tool, and they expressed eagerness to experiment with
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it further. This novelty factor, combined with the tool's ability to help them describe their
preferred images precisely, contributed to their motivation and engagement. Comparatively, the
control group found the task more challenging, without any tools for support, leading to lower
engagement.

Integrating Al into a writing task requires certain prerequisites and comes with its own set of
challenges. Some students required additional guidance to navigate the tool. The tool itself is
not designed for pedagogical purposes. Despite its potential, the image creator must be carefully
tweaked to fit into a pedagogical task. Institutions considering the adoption of such tools on a
large scale should be aware of the infrastructure and technical demands. Additionally, teachers
need to be technologically savvy and proactive to facilitate the integration of Al tools
effectively. Furthermore, the study highlighted the importance of prompt engineering as a
distinct skill in the context of Al-assisted writing tasks.

To summarize, the use of an Al Image Generator as a formative feedback tool positively
influenced ESL students' writing in terms of content, engagement, and motivation. However, it
also raised challenges related to technical requirements and classroom management. Educators
should carefully consider these findings when incorporating Al tools into language learning
environments, recognizing both the benefits and potential pitfalls.

Limitations of the Study

We had a limited window of 3 hours to work with the participants. While we successfully
validated our hypotheses within this time frame, a longitudinal study would have yielded more
pronounced and conclusive results. The study could have had different outcomes had it been
conducted in the second semester, as part of their writing course. The novelty factor of the tool
may have skewed the perceptions of this study, which is why a longer time frame could have
helped.

Recommendations for Future Studies

Further studies could explore the impact of using an image generator on the students’
imaginative capacities and reading comprehension. The long-term impact of using such tools
could also be measured. Future studies could also explore the use of other Al tools like
ChatGPT in flipped classrooms and redesigning pedagogical methods to incorporate and
encourage the ethical use of such tools. An evaluation of the feasibility of integrating Al into
language education and teacher training is essential for educational institutions and
policymakers. This study has unravelled one potential application of integrating Al into the
language classroom.

References

Afiliani, A., Tupalessy, P., & Talaohu, B. S. (2023b). Exploration of the use of ChatGPT as a
writing assistance for EFL students: A literature review. MATAI: International Journal
of Language Education, 4(1), 1-18. https://doi.org/10.30598/matail.v4il.11885

Bitchener, J., Ferris, D. R. (2012). Written corrective feedback in second language acquisition
and writing. United States: Taylor & Francis.

Clark, Richard E. (1983). Reconsidering research on learning from media. Review of
Educational Research, 53(4), 445-459.

79


https://doi.org/10.30598/matail.v4i1.11885

https://ijaile.org Simon Peter, Murshid V H Vol. 2; No. 3; 2025

Cunningham, K. J. (2019). Student perceptions and use of technology-mediated text and
screencast feedback in ESL writing. Computers and Composition, 52, 222-241.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2019.02.003

Ellis, R., Sheen, Y., Murakami, M., & Takashima, H. (2008). The effects of focused and
unfocused written corrective feedback in an English as a foreign language context.
System, 36(3), 353-371. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2008.02.001

Ferris, D. R. (2003). Response to student writing: Implications for second language
students. Ukraine: Taylor & Francis.

Francis, J. (2017). The effects of technology on student motivation and engagement in
classroom-based learning. DUNE: DigitalUNE. https://dune.une.edu/theses/121/

Graham, S., Hebert, M., & Harris, K. R. (2015). Formative assessment and writing: A meta-
analysis. The Elementary School Journal, 115(4), 523-547.
https://doi.org/10.1086/681947

Harper, B.E. (2009). I've never seen or heard it this way! increasing student engagement
through the use of technology-enhanced feedback. Teaching Educational
Psychology, 3(3), n3.

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational Research,
77(1), 81-112. https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487

Hyland, K., & Hyland, F. (2006). Feedback on second language students’ writing. Language
Teaching, 39(2), 83—101. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444806003399

Jamalinesari, A., Rahimi, F., Gowhary, H., & Azizifar, A. (2015). The effects of teacher-
written direct vs. indirect feedback on students’ writing. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 192, 116—123. https://doi.org/10.1016/.sbspro.2015.06.018

Kasneci, E., Sessler, K., Kiichemann, S., Bannert, M., Dementieva, D., Fischer, F., Gasser,
U., Groh, G., Giinnemann, S., Hiillermeier, E., Krusche, S., Kutyniok, G., Michaeli, T.,
Nerdel, C., Pfeffer, J., Poquet, O., Sailer, M., Schmidt, A., Seidel, T., ... Kasneci, G.
(2023). ChatGPT for good? On opportunities and challenges of large language models
for education. Learning and Individual Differences, 103.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].1indif.2023.102274

Kikalishvili, S. (2023). Unlocking the potential of GPT-3 in education: Opportunities,
limitations, and recommendations for effective integration. Interactive Learning
Environments, 0(0), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2023.2220401

Lee, 1. (2011). Feedback revolution: What gets in the way? ELT Journal, 65(1), 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccp028

Loncar, M., Schams, W., & Liang, J.-S. (2023). Multiple technologies, multiple sources:
Trends and analyses of the literature on technology-mediated feedback for L2 English
writing published from 2015-2019. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 36(4), 722—
784. https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2021.1943452

Marzuki, Widiati ,Utami, Rusdin ,Diyenti, Darwin , & and Indrawati, 1. (2023). The impact of
Al writing tools on the content and organization of students’ writing: EFL teachers’
perspective. Cogent Education, 10(2). https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2236469

80


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2019.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2008.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1086/681947
https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444806003399
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.06.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2023.102274
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2023.2220401
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccp028
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2021.1943452
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2236469

IJAILE-ISSN: 3065-0216 International Journal of Al in Language Education Vol. 2; No. 3; 2025

Mun, C. (2024). EFL learners’ English writing feedback and their perception of using
ChatGPT. Journal of English Teaching through Movies and Media, 25(2), 26-39.
https://doi.org/10.16875/stem.2024.25.2.26

Nunan, D. (1999). Second language teaching & learning. Heinle & Heinle.

Nusrat, A., Ashraf, F., Khan, S., Aziz, S., & Jabeen, R. (2019). Is indirect written feedback
valuable? A study targeting ESL university students in Pakistan. International Journal
of English Linguistics, 9(5). https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.vOn5p340

Oktarin, I. B., Saputri, M. E. E., Magdalena, B., Hastomo, T., & Maximilian, A. (2024).
Leveraging ChatGPT to enhance students’ writing skills, engagement, and feedback
literacy. Edelweiss Applied Science and Technology, 8(4), Article 4.
https://doi.org/10.55214/25768484.v814.1600

Pham, N. N. H. (2025). The use of ChatGPT in EFL students as a learning assistant in their
writing skills: A literature review. International Journal of Al in Language Education,
2(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.54855/ijaile.25213

Rahman, N. A. A., Zulkornain, L. H., & Hamzah, N. H. (2022). Exploring artificial
intelligence using automated writing evaluation for writing skills. Environment-
Behaviour Proceedings Journal, 7(S19), Article SI9.
https://doi.org/10.21834/ebpj.v7iS19.4304

S, K. (2024). Enhancing writing proficiency through Al-powered feedback: A quasi-
experimental study using Google Gemini. LinguaFEducare: Journal of English and
Linguistic Studies, 1(2), Article 2. https://doi.org/10.63324/h6q1ak58

Schmidt, R. (2001). Attention. In P. Robinson (Ed.), Cognition and Second Language
Instruction (pp. 3-32). Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781139524780.003

Selvaraj, M., & Abdul Aziz, A. (2019). Systematic review: Approaches in teaching writing
skill in ESL classrooms. International Journal of Academic Research in Progressive
Education and Development, 8, 2226—6348. https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARPED/v8-
14/6564

Song, C., & Song, Y. (2023). Enhancing academic writing skills and motivation: Assessing
the efficacy of ChatGPT in Al-assisted language learning for EFL students. Frontiers in
Psychology, 14. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1260843

Swain, M. (1995). Three functions of output in second language learning. In G. Cook, & B.
Seidlhofer (Eds.), Principle and practice in applied linguistics: Studies in honour of H.
G. Widdowson (pp. 125-144). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Vu, T. B. N. (2022). Application of technology in teaching and learning at the University—
Opportunities and challenges for lecturers and students in Vietnam today. AsiaCALL
Online Journal, 13(5), Article 5. https://doi.org/10.54855/ac0j.221357

Zhao, R., Zhuang, Y., Zou, D., Xie, Q., & Yu, P. L. H. (2023). Al-assisted automated scoring
of picture-cued writing tasks for language assessment. Education and Information
Technologies, 28(6), 7031-7063. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-022-11473-y

81


https://doi.org/10.16875/stem.2024.25.2.26
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v9n5p340
https://doi.org/10.55214/25768484.v8i4.1600
https://doi.org/10.54855/ijaile.25213
https://doi.org/10.21834/ebpj.v7iSI9.4304
https://doi.org/10.63324/h6q1ak58
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139524780.003
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARPED/v8-i4/6564
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARPED/v8-i4/6564
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1260843
https://doi.org/10.54855/acoj.221357
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-022-11473-y

https://ijaile.org Simon Peter, Murshid V H Vol. 2; No. 3; 2025

Biodata

Simon Peter is a Junior Research Fellow at the English and Foreign Languages University,
Hyderabad, India. His research interests include technology-mediated learning, material
development, and vocational education. A CELTA-qualified teacher with 2 years of
experience, he is passionate about designing progressive, learner-centred classrooms.

Murshid V H is a Junior Research Fellow at the English and Foreign Languages University,
Hyderabad, India. His research interests include ICT for language learning and reflective
teaching, the affordances of ICT tools, and Al applications in language education. Currently,
he is working on his mini-thesis proposal in the second semester of the PhD program in English
Language Education at the university.

82



	Introduction
	Literature Review
	Research Questions

	Methods
	Design of the Study
	Data collection & analysis

	Findings and Discussion
	Discussion
	Conclusion

