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Abstract	
The arrival of GenAI tools in language education has necessitated an understanding of their efficacy, particularly in propelling learners to greater writing proficiency. This study seeks to explore the extent to which Automated Writing Feedback (AWF) generated by ChatGPT can assist learners in writing, together with their perceptions of its effectiveness, compared to the traditional teacher-led method. This 10-week, mixed-methods research investigated two groups of 54 students who either received feedback from the educator or from AI during completion of 8 paragraph writing tasks. Findings retrieved from quantitative data (pre-test/post-test scores) indicate improvements in writing scores of both groups, while qualitative data (survey results and interview responses) suggest that teacher feedback played a meaningful role in fostering students’ affective aspects. We conclude that AI holds the potential to assist the marking process by handling micro-level errors by supplying timely feedback, allowing educators to prioritize macro-level errors, and providing a more thorough feedback experience. Thus, this paper proposes that a blended feedback approach is adopted to maximize the students’ learning outcomes.
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1. Introduction

Among major linguistic skills, writing is particularly challenging for learners to achieve mastery, often due to the lack of both practice opportunities and personalized feedback from the educators (Hyland, 2007; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010). During the writing process, formative feedback and opportunities for revision play a pivotal role in assisting learners in acquiring competence (Bardwell, 1981), not only by pinpointing errors but also serving as a powerful pedagogical tool for guidance (Perdana et al., 2025). Timely and thorough feedback provision; however, it is particularly testing due to external factors including high student-teacher ratio (Chen, 2025), and heterogeneous distribution of proficiency level within the same class (Alnemrat et al., 2025), together with the tutor’s emotional fatigue due to overwhelming workload (Ballet & Kelchtermans, 2009). Consequently, this causes delays in feedback delivery and risks weakening instructional efficacy (Makwana, 2025). 
Recent advances in technology, particularly in the field of automated writing evaluation (AWE), eg, ChatGPT, have offered promising solutions for the aforementioned issues. By providing real-time computerized feedback, ChatGPT addresses learners’ concerns about various aspects of their own writing in a timely manner, which in turn reduces the workload of teachers (Alnemrat et al., 2025). Multiple past studies have advocated a blended approach, in which the immediacy of automated feedback is strategically combined with nuanced and contextualized human feedback to achieve optimal correction efficacy (Konyrova, 2024; Makwana, 2025; Marzuki et al., 2023; Wu, 2024). To achieve this, it is crucial to understand the extent to which each feedback modality has a positive impact on learners’ writing competence and their own perceptions of these feedback sources. Previous studies have often examined AI feedback from a general viewpoint, such as speaking, reading, accomplishment, or motivation (Mohammed & Khalid, 2025) in non-Vietnamese settings. Meanwhile, very few studies focus on the context of Vietnamese university settings, with Vietnamese students’ beliefs and self-evaluation of the use of AI in writing correction remaining a fairly closed book. Furthermore, more research is also needed to explain what remains unknown about feedback quality, feedback uptake, and learner trust in AI-supported writing revision. To fill this gap, the purpose of this study is to examine how the two feedback modalities affect Vietnamese English-major freshmen’s writing development as well as their affective responses. By shedding light on these important aspects, this study aims to contribute to the general understanding of the huge impact of AI on revolutionizing the current educational setting. Proposed below are the research questions:
1.	To what extent do AI-generated feedback and teacher-provided feedback improve students’ writing performance?
2.	What are students’ perceptions regarding the usefulness of each feedback modality?
3.	What is the student’s perceived motivational value of AI feedback, in contrast to teacher feedback?
2. Literature Review
2.1. Why does feedback matter?
The essential role of corrective feedback was based on theoretical frameworks of constructivist learning theory and sociocultural theory, which posit that feedback assists students in their process of comprehending and internalizing language, especially writing conventions (Hyland, 2007; Vygotsky, 1978). 
Corrective feedback is a cornerstone in improving learners’ writing performance, contributing to the promotion of long-term writing development towards greater proficiency (Makwana, 2025). Well-informed and formative feedback promotes learners’ writing performance, provided it is delivered promptly, with a strong focus on meaning (Peltzer et al., 2024). First, through corrective feedback, learners can identify their own strengths and weaknesses to make informed revisions to their writing. In the realm of ESL writing, feedback clarifies erroneous aspects of the learner’s written work, ranging from problematic linguistic forms (vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics) to rhetorical dimensions (organization, coherence, and argumentation) (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). Secondly, feedback promotes learners’ self-regulation and boosts their motivation. In the traditional classroom setting, teacher-provided feedback is particularly beneficial because students trust their teachers, who rely on their contextual knowledge to offer nuanced scaffolding in line with classroom dynamics (Alnemrat et al., 2025).
2.2. Traditional teacher-led instruction
Conventional correction practice, particularly teacher-led feedback, is central to ESL education. The multiple strengths of teacher-led feedback are evident in past studies. For instance, with their expertise, teachers can tailor their remarks to specific writing tasks to provide personalized and contextualized feedback that can account for the specific needs of learners. (Han & Li, 2024). Far from merely providing direct revision guidance, teachers provide metalinguistic instructions to foster students’ critical thinking abilities by encouraging them to address higher-order writing concerns, such as structure and content development (Chen & Cheng, 2008; Çöp, 2025). Despite its effectiveness, extensive teacher-led feedback falls short in providing immediate, extensive feedback, especially to teachers with limited time and resources (Makwana, 2025; Zhang & Hyland, 2018). 
Written corrective feedback (WCF) refers to written information or codes given by teachers to address errors in learners’ writing with the goal of leveraging their writing performance and facilitating second language acquisition. At its core, two levels of feedback include lower-order skills, which include sentence-level skills, such as spelling, punctuation, grammar, or capitalization; or higher-order skills that deal with idea elaboration, self-reflection, or writing organization (Wilson & Czik, 2016).
2.3. Computer-mediated feedback in writing 

Investigation into automated written feedback has yielded heterogeneous outcomes (Baz & Aksoy, 2025; Goldstein, 2004; Makwana, 2025; Yu & Xie, 2025). When guided by rigorously designed prompts, AWF has the potential to bring positive impacts on enhancing students’ writing performance. Through feedback, students achieve gains in multiple aspects of language learning, including speaking, learning accomplishment, self-regulation, and enjoyment of reading. Additionally, computer-based feedback is capable of improving the feedback quality while lessening the teacher’s workload (Makwana, 2025; Yu & Xie, 2025) by generating immediate, specifically-tailored, and individualized feedback on the content and the language of students’ writing (Lin & Crosthwaite, 2024), so that teachers can allocate more time to addressing higher-order concerns. 
However, it should be noted that the effects of computerized feedback are not always positive. Past findings have indicated that this type of feedback tends to emphasize surface-level errors while overlooking meaning-level issues. Consequently, this does not contribute to broadening EFL learners’ understanding of complex linguistic forms. Due to the nature of relying on algorithms to provide pre-defined errors and functions, these automated writing evaluation systems are unable to provide feedback that considers nuanced differences between learners. What is more, computer feedback is occasionally vague, lengthy, formulaic, or even misleading. Unfocused comprehensive feedback overloads the students’ attentional capacity, which impedes the quality of writing and the overall writing progress.
2.4. ChatGPT as the source of feedback
Unlike past AWF platforms, ChatGPT, a product of GenAI, is capable of formulating human-like conversations through prompt construction (Han & Li, 2024). By definition, a prompt is a natural language text provided by the user, to insert related information to inform the model to perform specific tasks, which allows the model to create output not originally part of its training data (Si et al., 2022). Depending on the clarity and rigor of prompt formulation, ChatGPT offers various responses. Inheriting features from its predecessors, ChatGPT is also capable of giving instant formative feedback on different concerns of writing by clarifying major points (Makwana, 2025; Yu & Xie, 2025). 
In summary, AI is capable of providing timely and repeated feedback, while teachers are able to provide contextual, motivational, and pedagogically sensitive feedback. By incorporating the strengths of these two feedback modalities, teachers can offer a more thorough feedback experience to their students, which advocates for a blended use of both feedback sources.
3. Methodology
3.1. Research participants and settings 

Research participants include 54 Vietnamese English-major first-year students (21 males, 33 females, aged from 18 to 21). To minimize external variables, they were all taught by the same teacher (with a master’s degree in Applied Linguistics and at least 10 years of experience in teaching writing for intermediate-level students) with the same writing lesson content. Based on the entrance exam result, their level was A2/B1 of the CEFR at the time the research was conducted. Most of them had prior experience in using AI-supported writing platforms such as ChatGPT and used these regularly on their personal digital devices, like smartphones or laptops. On the orientation day, after being clarified about the purpose of the research, these students were divided into two groups: 33 students received feedback from the teacher, and 21 students received it from ChatGPT. They were assigned based on their preferences and experience with using AI. Students could choose which group would best suit them, which led to unequal participant members. Therefore, this is a quasi-experimental comparative design rather than a randomized experiment. Therefore, to counteract the likelihood of variations in competencies between the two groups, an independent samples T-test was employed. 

3.2. Research design and instruments 

As quantitative writing scores and qualitative perception data were collected during the same intervention and interpreted together, the study adopted an embedded mixed-methods design. This research design was selected to provide a holistic view of not only what changes (writing scores), but also why and how they did so. In addition, numerical results on writing score gains alone will not suffice to state which feedback modality is more effective, as they do not provide insights into the cognitive and affective processes students undergo during interactions with feedback. Combining two sets of data is, therefore, crucial for a deeper understanding of the impact these two types of feedback have on students’ writing performance. 
Different research instruments were used to collect both quantitative and qualitative data. These include 8 paragraph writing topics taken directly from the textbook. The students are familiar with the major themes in the textbook (including daily activities, travel experiences, or an effective advertisement), and the topics are arranged to be progressively more challenging. The study employs a 5-point analytic rubric description table for assessment of 4 surface-level aspects (Grammar, Vocabulary, Mechanics, Sentence Structure) and 3 meaning-level aspects (Content and Idea development, Coherence and Organization, Writing style) (see Appendix B); a 5-point Likert-scale survey (Appendix C); and a set of questions for semi-structured interviews (Appendix D). This analytic rubric was adopted from various past studies (Alnemrat et al., 2025; Ferretti & Graham, 2019; Qin & Karabacak, 2010), which helps analyze specific dimensions, rather than only giving a holistic impression of the student’s writing ability. To ensure practicality, the rubric received reviews from the raters about whether the dimensions are suitable for paragraph writing evaluation. Based on the raters’ expertise, the researchers made modifications to the rubric that best suited the purpose of the study. On the orientation day, 10 students were selected to write a paragraph as part of the pilot test. The raters mark these paragraphs, using the piloted rubric, to confirm its usability before officially being put into use for the remaining topics. 
The content validity of the marking rubric, survey questions, and interview questions is supported. To begin, the marking rubric covers the seven key criteria of writing evaluation, divided into two main categories of micro issues (Grammar, Vocabulary, and Mechanism) and macro issues (Content and idea, Coherence and organization, and Writing style). Each criterion is classified into 5 levels, from poor performance (1) to excellent performance (5), to minimize the raters’ bias and illustrate the aspects AI or teacher feedback benefits students most and least. Secondly, the survey confirms the construct validity by raising questions to explore the perception of students, including satisfaction, clarity, trust, and motivation. Additionally, the survey is divided into two versions, which compare two groups of students on the same dimension. The combination of quantitative data (Likert scale from questions 1-7) and qualitative data (question 9) allows for students’ further explanation of their own choices, enriching data collection. Lastly, the interview questions dive deeper into affective factors of learners by mentioning important aspects such as “non-judgemental tool” and “anxiety”. Also, questions regarding students’ own critical thinking and learner agency (question 5) shed light on the learning process of students. Moreover, by asking students to compare the pros and cons of using AI in question 6, the interview encouraged them to reflect on their own learning process with AI, thus giving both the researcher and them a better understanding of the proper use of AI in improving their own writing quality. 

3.3. Data collection 

Data collection took place over 10 weeks, as described in the timeline below. During the orientation day (Week 1), after being informed of the purpose of the research, students provided their consent to participate. Topic 1 was also assigned, and students had one week to hand in their first version. Students in the AI group also received the assigned prompts for feedback from ChatGPT (see Appendix A). Well-crafted prompts minimize external variables due to inadequate prompt engineering and ensure that the AI responses are consistent among all students, which is essential in resulting in representative outcomes (Kung et al., 2023). To this aim, the designed prompt only required AI to provide explicit suggestions for corrections, rather than correcting the whole paragraph itself. Students were advised to engage in continued dialogues with AI for deeper engagement with the feedback to fulfill the writing task.
After all students from both groups have submitted Draft 1, they revise it and submit the refined versions, called Draft 2. During the scoring, two raters, with years of experience in teaching writing, were trained on how to use the analytic rubric; any disputes over scoring were settled by their discussion for the final result. To further ensure objectivity, fairness, and consistency in writing evaluation, the Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) has been employed, with the result of 0.84 and 0.89 for pre-test and post-test, respectively. 
Table 1
Intraclass Correlation Coefficient 
	Tests
	Number of raters
	ICC value
	p-value
	Reliability

	Pretest
	2
	0.84
	< .001
	Good

	Posttest
	2
	0.89
	< .001
	Good



In Week 10, all students took part in the survey with both closed and open-ended questions regarding their experiences and preferences for both types of feedback. 10 random students (5 from each group) were selected for an interview to gain deeper insights into their perspectives for a more comprehensive understanding of the efficacy of feedback. 
Table 2
Description of the procedure

	Timeline
	Session description
	Assignment of a new topic
	1st version submission
	2nd version submission

	Week 1
	Orientation + Instruction for Topic 1 (Pre-test)
	Topic 1
	
	

	Week 2
	Instruction for Topic 2
	Topic 2
	Topic 1
	

	Week 3
	Instruction for Topic 3
	Topic 3
	Topic 2
	Topic 1

	Week 4
	Instruction for Topic 4
	Topic 4
	Topic 3
	Topic 2

	Week 5
	Instruction for Topic 5
	Topic 5
	Topic 4
	Topic 3

	Week 6
	Instruction for Topic 6
	Topic 6
	Topic 5
	Topic 4

	Week 7
	Instruction for Topic 7
	Topic 7
	Topic 6
	Topic 5

	Week 8
	Instruction for Topic 8
(Post-test)
	Topic 8
	Topic 7
	Topic 6

	Week 9
	
	
	Topic 8
	Topic 7

	Week 10
	
	
	
	Topic 8



 						 4. Results	
To ensure baseline equivalence for the initial writing ability of the control group (teacher-led) and experimental group (AI-provided), the Shapiro-Wilk test was employed. This test was deliberately chosen to deal with samples with sizes less than 50 (Razali & Wah, 2011). 
Table 3
Normality distribution of two groups
	Test
	Sample (N)
	Shapiro-Wilk Statistic (W)
	p-value
	Normality Assumption

	Teacher
	33
	0.963
	0.306
	Normal

	AI
	21
	0.942
	0.237
	Normal



As the numbers between the two groups were unequal (33 and 21), the researcher also employed Levene’s test to assess the equality of variances and confirmed that the p-value was greater than .05.
Table 4
Normality distribution of two groups
	Variances
	F-value
	p-value
	Equality of variances

	Gain score
	0.681
	.412
	Equal

	Post-test Total
	0.134
	.715
	Equal



Levene’s test indicates that equality of variances was not violated (F = 0.681, p = .412). A paired samples t-test was run to evaluate the efficacy of feedback in writing improvement. Both groups have achieved statistically significant improvement. 

Table 5
Paired Samples T-test
	Groups
	Test
	Mean
	SD
	t
	df
	p (2-tailed)
	Cohen's d

	Teacher (n=33)
	Pre-test
	19.82
	4.31
	-16.85
	32
	< .001
	2.93

	
	Post-test
	26.79
	4.41
	
	
	
	

	AI (n=21)
	Pre-test
	19.14
	3.52
	-14.65
	20
	< .001
	3.20

	
	Post-test
	26.33
	4.02
	
	
	
	



The score gain of the AI group was slightly higher than that of the teacher group. The effect size was also calculated by using Cohen’s d. At d = 0.09 (< 0.2), this shows that the difference in effectiveness between the teacher feedback and AI feedback is negligible, indicating that both groups improved during the intervention under different feedback conditions.
Table 6
Gain scores
	Variance
	Group
	Mean Gain
	SD
	t
	df
	p (2-tailed)
	Cohen's d

	Gain scores
	Teacher
	6.97
	2.38
	-0.325
	52
	.746
	0.09 (< 0.2)

	
	AI
	7.19
	2.25
	
	
	
	



	Criteria
	Gain score (Teacher)
	Gain score (AI)
	p-value
	Result

	Grammar
	1.36
	1.16
	0.452
	Similar

	Vocabulary
	0.88
	0.72
	0.485
	Similar

	Mechanics
	0.88
	1.13
	0.354
	Similar

	Sentence Structure
	1.06
	0.88
	0.428
	Similar

	Content & Idea
	0.94
	1.03
	0.697
	Similar

	Coherence & Organization
	0.97
	1.00
	0.895
	Similar

	Writing Style
	0.88
	0.94
	0.812
	Similar



Table 7
Mean scores across topics of both groups 
	Group
	Topic 1
	Topic 2
	Topic 3
	Topic 4
	Topic 5
	Topic 6
	Topic 7
	Topic 8

	Teacher
	22.6
	22.4
	23.9
	25.7
	23.5
	25.2
	28.2
	26.6

	AI
	21.0
	22.1
	22.6
	23.8
	23.0
	26.0
	25.4
	26.4



The mean scores of the rewritten versions for the eight topics were recorded. These versions were the refined products of the students after receiving either of the two feedback types. 
Figure 1
Progress in scores of two groups for 8 weeks

For the first four weeks, both groups enjoyed fairly gradual improvement in their writing performance, with the figures climbing from 22.6 to 25.7 for the teacher group, and 21 to 23.8 for the AI group. During this period, the teacher group slightly outperformed the AI group. In week 5, the scores of both groups fell, which was possibly due to the difficulty level of this week’s topic. With both groups falling in performance, this signifies that the difficulty level was consistent for both. During the remaining period, it is notable that even though the teacher group retained its constant growth, the AI group improved significantly and outperformed its counterpart for the first time in week 7 (28.2 compared to 25.4), before reaching the same score level in week 8 at just over 26.0. This implies that the AI group might require more time to become acquainted with the novel feedback method.
Survey responses 
The reliability of two questionnaires (for the teacher group and the AI group) was confirmed with Cronbach’s alpha. The figures for both were higher than 0.8, indicating a high reliability. All items had a total correlation of at least 0.30; thus, none were removed from the questionnaire. To sum up, all items were relevant and valid to collect insights from participants regarding multiple aspects of their writing experience, including satisfaction levels, trust in feedback accuracy, perceived usefulness to both surface- and meaning-level issues, perceived motivation, and overall writing performance improvement.
Table 8
Reliability of the questionnaire
	Surveyed groups
	Sample (N)
	Number of items
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Evaluation of reliability

	Teacher
	33
	7
	0.932
	Reliable

	AI
	21
	7
	0.871
	Reliable


Figure 2
Survey responses of Teacher group and AI group

Overall, compared to AI-generated feedback, teacher-provided feedback was better received in all categories. The aspects that students appreciated most were their satisfaction level with the teacher-provided feedback (4.73) and their trust in their instructor’s ability to deliver accurate corrections (4.67). Meanwhile, the aspects that students found most contented with using AI were the general satisfaction level, clarity and comprehensibility of the feedback, and improvement in surface-level issues, at 3.76 each. Similar gain scores in this sample suggested that the aspect in which AI was perceived to be nearly as useful as a human teacher was meaning-level issues (content development and organization), with a difference of just 0.77. By contrast, the widest gap was seen in the motivation aspect, with a difference of 1.4, indicating that AI was less effective in motivating students to revise their own writing and improve their later writing assignments.
Figure 3
Preferences for feedback sources


Responses from the survey highlight a common pattern in students’ perceptions of feedback sources: a strong preference for a blended approach of both feedback modalities, and an absence of fondness for AI-feedback alone. Within the teacher feedback group, a quarter of students expressed a liking for teacher feedback solely, while this figure was three times larger (75%) in those who opted for a combination of both feedback types. Similarly, a vast majority of students from the AI-feedback group (95%) preferred this dual feedback, with only one student who favored the traditional feedback type. No student from either group placed their full trust in AI alone.
To dive even deeper into the learners’ perspectives on the feedback sources, 5 students from each group were invited to join the interview (with a total of 10 students). With their consent, the whole interview was recorded for later transcription and analysis. A thematic approach was employed to classify the interview responses into 12 major themes, which helped shed light on the pros and cons of each feedback type. Irrelevant or vague responses, such as “OK”, were left out. The 12 major themes were collected from responses to interview questions, then generated by the following procedure. First, the interview recordings are transcribed into texts. The researcher read these scripts multiple times to understand the context and significance and identify key features. Second, these features are grouped into categories with similar features. For instance, codes such as “quick correction” and “didn’t have to wait” were grouped into “AI provides quick responses”. Thirdly, the list of themes is narrowed down, with only themes that are mentioned repeatedly selected. Illustrated below are the 12 major themes (6 for each group) and the quotes from the interviewees. The number of students who mentioned these themes was also included.
Table 9
Students’ personal perspective on Teacher feedback
	Major themes
	Quotes
	Number of students who mentioned this

	1. Teacher provides detailed corrections
	“…teacher’s correction is detailed, helping me understand better and improve my skills”
	3/5

	2. Teacher provides comprehensible feedback
	“…teacher’s correction is very easy to understand”
	3/5

	3. Teacher’s professionalism allows highly accurate and trustworthy feedback
	“…teacher understands my writing problems and corrects my writing in line with the writing task”
	4/5

	4. The teacher understands the students’ context, thus providing feedback that aligns with the writing goal
	“…teacher gave me highly professional comments that suit the requirements of the lesson”
	3/5

	5. Teachers help develop meaning-level aspects (idea development)
	“…teacher provides feedback to help me extend the ideas for my writing”
	3/5

	6. Teacher’s “human touch” boosts the student’s writing motivation and helps them feel at ease
	“…sometimes my teacher adds jokes and interactions, which makes me feel interested when receiving feedback”
	5/5



Table 10
Students’ personal perspective on AI feedback
	Major themes
	Quotes
	Number of students who mentioned this

	7. AI provides quick responses 
	“…feedback is provided constantly as I ask questions or make requests, so I didn’t have to wait”
	5/5

	8. AI feedback is vague and mechanical, lacking depth 
	“…sometimes AI feedback is unclear to me, and it lacks depth”
	3/5

	9. AI feedback is convenient, allowing students to engage in prolonged conversations for clarifications
	“AI can support me anytime, so I can study whenever I need to”
	5/5

	10. AI excels at spotting and correcting surface-level errors
	“AI might do better in correcting minor errors that teachers might overlook”
	2/5

	11. AI still occasionally makes mistakes
	“AI can point out the mistakes with grammar and vocabulary, but not entirely correct all the time”
	2/5

	12. AI’s lack of human emotions might not motivate students to revise their writing 
	“(AI’s) disadvantage: lack of emotions, not as motivating as teachers”
	3/5



5. Discussion 

1. To what extent do AI-generated feedback and teacher-provided feedback improve students’ writing performance?
As indicated by the results, both feedback types had a positive impact on students’ writing performance, with the teacher group’s score rising from 19.82 to 26.79 and the AI group from 19.14 to 26.33. In terms of the difference in effectiveness between each feedback type, the tests suggested that both teachers and AI were helpful in leveraging students’ writing ability. A detailed look into the progress reveals that in the first half of the period (week 1 – 4), the teacher group slightly outperformed the AI group. Presumably, this could have been the degree of familiarity of students with the feedback modality. While the teacher group was familiar with the conventional feedback strategy and applied it more effectively (their score increasing from 22.6 to 25.7), it took longer for the AI group to be accustomed to using AI for writing revision (with score increasing from 21.0 to 23.8). After this threshold, however, the AI could keep up with the teacher group in the following weeks, even surpassing them in week 6 (26.0 compared to 25.2). In the final week, both groups reached the same score at approximately 26. 
Regarding feedback levels, past studies argued that while AI excelled at addressing local concerns, such as syntax, lexical resource, or spelling, teachers are superior in global concerns, including ideation or organization. In line with this, findings of this study also found that students in the AI group achieved higher scores for mechanics (including errors with spelling, punctuation, and capitalization), with 1.13 compared to 0.88. This is evident as AI’s algorithmic nature allows it to compile information from multiple sources and formulate common rules. However, the same did not apply to grammar, as the grammar score of the teacher group was slightly higher than that of the AI group, with 1.36 compared to 1.16. It could be suggested that when teachers do attend to providing detailed corrections to surface-level errors, including grammar, they can also provide accurate feedback that allows students to clearly understand grammar rules.
With respect to meaning-level aspects, including idea development and organization, it is notable that within this specific sample, task type, prompt design, and short intervention period, AI feedback was just as effective as teacher feedback (1.03 and 1.00 compared to 0.94 and 0.97, respectively). This contradicts past studies, which claimed that the realm of higher-order thinking skills was the strength of human teachers. This could be due partly to recent advancements in AI technology, whose database has been constantly growing. Arguably, careful prompt engineering might also have a role to play, as the prompt requires AI to also develop students’ logical thinking, which helps produce not only accurate but also convincing pieces of writing. 
2. What are students’ perceptions regarding the usefulness of each feedback modality?
Students in the sample value teacher feedback in all seven aspects, namely overall satisfaction, clear and comprehensible feedback, trust in feedback accuracy, overall writing improvement, improvement in surface-level issues, improvement in meaning-level issues, and motivation. Interestingly, this reveals that although the students benefit from AI feedback and enjoyed score gains, they still gravitate towards teacher feedback. One reason for this could be that students are still not totally familiar with interactions with AI and thus might develop less trust for this new feedback modality, compared to teacher feedback. A further explanation for this strong preference could lie in the last aspect of the survey: motivation. This is the aspect with the greatest deviation in both groups. While the score for motivation of the teacher group was 4.64, that of the AI group was far lower, at 3.24. This recurring theme was recited in the survey’s last question. With his understanding of the students’ context, including their language proficiency, the teacher was able to provide feedback that not only matches the students’ level but also aligns with the writing goals. The result of this was focused, tailored, comprehensible feedback that students could instantly understand and apply accordingly. Students’ comfort and great trust in the expertise of their teacher were other reasons why they were more motivated to improve their writing in the following topics, compared to mechanical and vague feedback from ChatGPT, which was reported to be inaccurate at times, causing a sense of distrust. Participants in the interview complained that:
“AI didn’t give me detailed corrections, nor feedback, it just generally states something like ‘you made quite a few mistakes.’”
Despite this, students do appreciate the immediacy of AI, stating that the feedback was delivered in a timely manner upon request. This was helpful as the process of correction could start right after the students finish their writing, which avoids delays that might hinder learning. One student said:
“If the feedback arrives late, I might forget the ideas I put in my writing.”
A further upside of AI is its availability, which allows users to ask questions anytime they are pleased, and the conversation can also be extended until the users are satisfied with the responses and their final writing product. Immediacy and availability have long been seen as shortcomings of teacher feedback, as teachers are usually overwhelmed with workload, resulting in delayed feedback, which might fail to provide students with the necessary information to refine their writing in time. 
Responses from the interview highlight that students of both groups are in favor of a combined approach of both feedback sources. Those from the teacher-feedback group said that:
“I think we can use both and learn the good things from each of them.”
“We can use AI, but we shouldn’t completely depend on it, because good writing must contain human emotions.”
3.	What is the student’s perceived motivational value of AI feedback, in contrast to teacher feedback?
Qualitative data collected from the class survey and the interview assist in measuring the students’ motivation. Through semi-structured interviews, students express their thoughts on how the feedback modalities encourage them to put in the extra effort in revising their own writing. From the findings of this paper, students receiving teacher feedback confirmed a higher level of motivation compared to those receiving AI feedback (themes 6 and 12). This was in line with previous studies, which also claimed that the human factor was of greater value in boosting the learners’ learning motivation (Alnemrat et al., 2025; Mohammed & Khalid, 2025). That said, the effects of teacher feedback and AI feedback on learners’ motivation in writing revision remain a multifaceted issue. On the one hand, students highly value the instant and easily accessible feedback AI generates, as this eliminates the long delays of feedback often associated with conventional teacher feedback. Without fear of forgetting what they have written, students can immediately ask AI to provide feedback and refine their writing, which gives them the motivation boost to complete their writing tasks quickly.  
On the other hand, the human characteristics of teacher AI were a major contributor to students’ motivation. Firstly, students’ trust in the teacher’s ability to provide accurate and well-suited feedback motivates them to improve their writing skills during revision. Compared to AI’s generative responses, teacher feedback was more focused and tailored to students’ comprehension. Previous studies have strongly supported this, as it avoids overwhelming students with redundant corrections on all aspects of their writing. Additionally, teacher feedback included words of encouragement and even small jokes, which significantly put students at ease and inspired them to write better. Interestingly, some students claim that when receiving the handwritten feedback of their teacher, they feel appreciative of their teacher’s dedication to helping students and determined to correct their writing accordingly. 
“I feel more motivated to think that my effort is recognized by my teacher, which encourages me to perform better as a way to repay my teacher’s dedication.”
Furthermore, it is worth considering the novelty effects and familiarity when discussing the impact on the motivational value of teacher feedback and AI feedback. Regarding the novelty effects, students tend to feel a great sense of enthusiasm during the first stage of the learning process as they experience a novel learning method. Despite short-term improvement in motivation, students may “blindly” accept AI quick corrections instead of truly learning, which may lead to loss of learner agency or over-reliance on AI tools, as warned by previous researchers (Shi et al., 2026). Familiarity may also come into play in affecting the learning outcomes. Students who have been too accustomed to the longstanding habits of receiving feedback from the educators might suffer from temporary anxiety and discomfort due to a change in unfamiliar learning methods (Bakla, 2020). Thus, the successful integration of modern learning tools heavily depends on whether the students are willing to abandon old learning habits. This will prove challenging for students who tend to trust their teachers’ expertise and authority more than technological tools (Chen, 2025). The lack of contact with AI may reduce the trust for this tool, as students may argue that AI lacks the authority to evaluate their writing (Yu & Xie, 2025). To sum up, by understanding the novelty effects of using AI, thus maintaining stable engagement with the technology and developing familiarity with the novel learning experience over the traditional method, students can gain a better understanding of the proper use of AWE and truly take advantage of this innovative learning approach. 
6. Conclusion

Findings from the 10-week research have offered deeper insights into the current knowledge of the use of AI in providing feedback to improve students’ writing skills. All students enrolled in the same course, used the same textbook, and received instructions from the same teacher, with the only difference being their feedback source. Relevant tests were applied to inform the researcher of the extent to which each feedback source benefited the students, and survey responses were collected to add deeper meaning to the data by elaborating score gains and explaining students’ perceptions. 
In terms of the effectiveness of each feedback modality on students’ writing improvement, it might be proposed that in this specific sample, task type, and short intervention period, AI feedback was somewhat nearly as effective as teacher feedback, provided that the prompt is carefully engineered and students took an active role in interacting with AI for deeper engagement with the feedback. Apart from the overall positive effect on writing gains, AI was also remarkably helpful in addressing various aspects of students’ writing, including both surface-level errors and even meaning-level errors. Results of the findings stand to argue that with a well-tailored prompt and active engagement from students, AI is fully capable of providing in-depth suggestions on higher-order concerns of writing and propel students into more proficient writers. However, it should be noted that AI does not always outperform teachers regarding surface-level issues such as grammar or spelling. This means that the argument relating to AI’s better ability to correct surface-level issues might actually stem from the lack of teachers’ time to extensively provide corrections for this type of issue. The implication of this is that the current AI technology is capable of assisting teachers in feedback provision, in the face of heavy workload and time constraints to mark large numbers of assignments. However, students are still in great need of their teacher’s guidance on designing prompts that align with the course’s objectives and providing them with professional and personalized comments that tie both feedback types together. Only at this stage will students reap the full benefits of corrective written feedback and make steady progress to become more proficient writers. 
With respect to motivation, there will still be a long way to go for AI to provide the inspiring feedback that fully captures the students’ interest and attention. This might stem from the students’ attitude towards the role of AI in their own learning. Students tend to regard AI as a technological tool that offers instant and widely available suggestions, and although they value its quickness and vast knowledge, they do not fully trust it to provide accurate information, which might lessen the credibility of its feedback. By contrast, students have much greater confidence in their tutor, believing that the teacher’s expertise will safeguard the accuracy of the feedback. This great degree of trust is the primary reason why students seem to take teacher feedback more seriously and are more likely to associate their improvement with their teacher’s hard work and dedication. 
Some students expressed concerns about information overload from AI feedback. To tackle this, it is advised that students be trained not only in how to devise proper prompts but also in how to select only relevant and useful computerized suggestions that benefit their own writing, instead of trusting all feedback generated by AI. This process will further sharpen their critical thinking skills.
This study acknowledges the following limitations. The first shortcoming is the small sample size (54) and differences in the number of students in the two groups (33 and 21). Despite relevant tests to ensure reliability, this might still impact the generalizability of the sample due to self-selection bias; thus, the findings should be seen as exploratory. Secondly, 10 weeks was a satisfactory period for investigation into the effectiveness of two types of feedback, but this cannot confirm whether the effect is long-lasting after the intervention came to an end. During this period,  there was limited control over students’ actual engagement with AI feedback outside class, so external variables have not been fully regulated. Thirdly, the student’s English proficiency level is intermediate, and their main task was to write in one paragraph, so there is a need for further research into other proficiency levels, and with other types of writing tasks, such as creative writing. Lastly, even though past studies stated that teachers were less effective than AI in providing surface-level corrections, it is unclear whether teachers’ willingness to provide detailed feedback was at play, together with some other variables, such as novelty effects and familiarity. 
To address these shortcomings, the researcher therefore proposes that future studies can be carried out on larger sample sizes, with a wider variety of language proficiency, for more generalizability. Furthermore, a blended approach could be adopted to gauge the effectiveness of both feedback types. This means instead of receiving feedback from AI alone, the experimental group could receive feedback from both AI and the teacher to test if there would be a cumulative effect that far surpasses a single type of feedback. Future researchers could also examine feedback uptake directly by analyzing the process by which students revise from Draft 1 to Draft 2. This would provide stronger evidence of how teacher and AI feedback actually affect revision behavior, rather than relying solely on score gains and perceptions.
To conclude, this research attempts to contribute to answering the rising question, “Can AI replace teachers?”. It can be argued that AI’s positive effect in EFL education should not be underestimated, but students will still need guidance from human tutors to utilize this tool efficiently and responsibly. What is more, the affective factors, such as trust and motivation, shall continue to secure the teacher’s role in the current climate of education in the information era. However, in order to truly leverage their pedagogical capabilities and better adapt to the ever-changing waves of technology, teachers are advised to take full advantage of AI’s power to provide their learners with a novel learning experience that not only enhances their linguistic skills but also facilitates their lifelong learning.
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The author is currently working in tertiary education at the English Faculty. He has been teaching English for different purposes (communication, test preparation) for over 10 years. During his career, he has developed a fascination with the dynamics and rapport between teachers and learners. With a growing curiosity about how this interpersonal relationship facilitates the learning process and outcome, he has sought to pinpoint aspects that will render human educators irreplaceable, especially in light of the prevalence of AI technology. 

Appendices

Appendix A
Prompt: You are my writing mentor. I will paste my paragraph draft below, based on the paragraph structure (topic sentence – supporting sentences – concluding sentence). Please give me feedback without rewriting the paragraph.
Follow these steps:
A. Start with strengths: Tell me what I did well in my paragraph. 
B. Then, give me at least one suggestion for improvement for each aspect below:

1. Grammar (word form, article, tense)
2. Vocabulary / Word Choice (is the choice appropriate and natural?)
3. Mechanics (spelling, punctuation, capitalization)
4. Sentence Structure (variety and complexity)
5. Content and Idea Development (is the idea well-developed, with main points and supporting ideas?)
6. Coherence and Organization (is the ideas well-connected, with good use of linking words?)
7. Writing Style (is the style appropriate and natural?)

C. Give an overall comment: Summarize the main things I should focus on when revising.
D. Remember: Do not rewrite my paragraph — just guide me with feedback.










Appendix B

Marking rubric


Criteria
1
(very weak)
2
(weak)
3
(average)
4
(good)
5
(excellent)
Score
Grammar
Frequent grammar errors make it very difficult for the reader to understand.
Frequent grammar errors, but the text can still be understood.
Some grammar errors, but they do not seriously affect clarity.
Few grammar errors; uses sentence structures relatively flexibly and accurately.
Strong command of grammar; flexible and accurate use of sentence structures. Little to no errors.

Vocabulary / Word Choice
Very limited vocabulary: frequent incorrect word uses causes misunderstanding.
Limited vocabulary, repetitive word choice. Some inappropriate word usage.
Uses vocabulary at a basic level, appropriate to the topic.
Uses a variety of appropriate vocabulary, making the writing lively.
Rich vocabulary; precise and sophisticated word choice showing deep understanding of meaning.

Mechanics (spelling, punctuation, capitalization)
Many spelling and punctuation errors appear frequently, distracting the reader.
Many spelling and punctuation errors reduce the quality of the writing.
Some spelling or minor punctuation errors, not significant.
Few spelling and punctuation errors; used effectively.
Spelling, punctuation, and capitalization are completely accurate and careful.

Sentence Structure (variety & complexity)
Many spelling and punctuation errors appear frequently, distracting the reader.
Sentences have simple structures with little variety.
Shows connection between sentences and paragraphs, but sometimes awkward or repetitive.
Uses a variety of sentence structures (simple, compound, complex) relatively effectively.
Sentence structures are used flexibly, accurately, and effectively, creating a smooth flow.

Content & Idea Development
No clear main idea or ideas are vague. No evidence to support arguments.
Main ideas are weak; supporting ideas are not persuasive enough.
Main idea is clear but supporting ideas are still limited or not fully developed.
Main ideas are clear; supporting ideas are well developed with specific evidence.
Very clear main idea: supporting ideas are detailed, logical, and insightful, demonstrating strong critical thinking.

Coherence & Organization
Sentences and ideas are scattered, lacking connection.
Disorganized arrangement; difficult for readers to follow.
Ideas are logically arranged, but transitions between sentences and paragraphs are not smooth.
Sentences are logically arranged; effective transitions create coherence.
The entire piece flows smoothly; ideas are tightly connected and presented naturally.

Writing Style
Writing style is unclear, unnatural, or lacks coherence, making it difficult for readers.
Writing style is inconsistent, with several inappropriate expressions.
Writing style is relatively appropriate to the topic but not very fluent.
Clear, confident writing style appropriate to the topic and genre.
Natural, engaging writing style reflects the writer’s voice appropriately.

TOTAL (7-35)



Appendix C

SURVEY
Part 1 - Participants’ details:
1. Full name: ____________________________________________________________
2. Gender: 	 Male		 Female
3. ID (written by the researcher): __________________________________

Part 2 – Survey questions:

	Construct
	AI-feedback group
	Teacher-feedback group

	Satisfaction level
	1. I am satisfied with the feedback I received from AI throughout the 10-week writing course.
	1. I am satisfied with the feedback I received from the teacher throughout the 10-week writing course.

	Clarity and comprehensibility
	2. AI feedback is very clear and easy to understand, helping me know exactly what I need to do to improve my writing.
	2. The teacher's feedback is very clear and easy to understand, helping me know exactly what I need to do to improve my writing.

	Trust in feedback accuracy
	3. I trust the accuracy of AI’s revision suggestions.
	3. I trust the accuracy of the teacher's revision suggestions.

	Overall writing improvement
	4. AI feedback has helped me effectively improve my overall writing skills.
	4. The teacher's feedback has helped me effectively improve my overall writing skills.

	Improvement in surface-level issues
	5. AI feedback helps me improve grammar, vocabulary, punctuation, capitalization, and spelling (surface-level errors).
	5. The teacher's feedback helps me improve grammar, vocabulary, punctuation, capitalization, and spelling (surface-level errors).

	Improvement in meaning-level issues

	6. AI feedback helps me improve writing organization, idea development and argumentation, and the logical sequencing of ideas within sentences (meaning-level errors).
	The teacher's feedback helps me improve writing organization, idea development and argumentation, and the logical sequencing of ideas within sentences (meaning-level errors).

	Perceived motivation
	7. AI feedback gives me motivation to take the initiative to revise and write better in subsequent assignments.
	The teacher's feedback gives me motivation to take the initiative to revise and write better in subsequent assignments.

	Preferences for a blended approach
	8. If given the choice, would you prefer to receive feedback from the teacher, from AI, or a combination of both?

	Personal insights
	9. Please explain your choice above in detail and describe the greatest advantage and disadvantage of the type of feedback you received (teacher or AI).







Notes:
· From questions 1-7, participants choose 1-5 points on the Likert scale, of which: 
1: Totally disagree
2: Disagree
3: Neutral
4. Agree
5. Totally agree

· In question 8, participants choose between three options: 
 Teacher feedback only 	 AI feedback only	 Teacher and AI feedback combined

· Question 9 is an open-ended question to explore aspects that may not have been covered in the previous questions.


Appendix D

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (AI-FEEDBACK GROUP)

1. How would you evaluate the level of detail in the AI's feedback compared with what you would expect from a teacher? Do you think the AI was more effective at helping you improve surface-level errors (e.g., grammar and spelling) or meaning-level issues (e.g., organization and idea development)?

2. What benefits did receiving almost immediate feedback from the AI bring to your learning process? Did you find the AI's feedback to be consistent across different writing submissions?

3. How did receiving feedback from a non-judgmental tool like AI affect your writing? Did it make you feel more confident or less anxious when submitting your work?

4. Did you encounter any difficulties when reading and applying the AI's feedback? For example, did the AI ever use vocabulary or expressions that you had to look up? If so, did this make it harder for you to understand and apply the feedback?

5. Did you ever feel that the AI's feedback was repetitive or suggested changes that you thought were unnecessary? Did you feel the need to question or respond to the AI's feedback before accepting its suggestions?

6. Compared with the traditional feedback you have previously received from teachers, in what ways do you think AI feedback is superior (e.g., speed, specificity, comprehensiveness)? Conversely, what strengths does teacher feedback have that AI cannot replace?

7. Would you recommend that other students use AI-generated feedback as a self-learning tool? In your opinion, at which stage of the writing process should AI be used most effectively (e.g., brainstorming ideas, producing a first draft, or making final revisions)?
AI group


Teacher feedback only	AI feedback only	Teacher and AI feedback combined	1	0	20	

pROGRESS

Teacher	Topic 1	Topic 2	Topic 3	Topic 4	Topic 5	Topic 6	Topic 7	Topic 8	22.6	22.4	23.9	25.7	23.5	25.2	28.2	26.6	AI	Topic 1	Topic 2	Topic 3	Topic 4	Topic 5	Topic 6	Topic 7	Topic 8	21	22.1	22.6	23.8	23	26	25.4	26.4	



Teacher	
Satisfaction level	Clear and comprehensible feedback	Trust in feedback accuracy	Overall writing improvement	Improvement in surface-level issues	Improvement in meaning-level issues	Motivation	4.7272727272727275	4.6363636363636367	4.666666666666667	4.5151515151515156	4.6060606060606064	4.4848484848484844	4.6363636363636367	AI	
Satisfaction level	Clear and comprehensible feedback	Trust in feedback accuracy	Overall writing improvement	Improvement in surface-level issues	Improvement in meaning-level issues	Motivation	3.7619047619047619	3.7619047619047619	3.4285714285714284	3.5714285714285716	3.7619047619047619	3.7142857142857144	3.2380952380952381	




Teacher group


Teacher feedback only	AI feedback only	Teacher and AI feedback combined	13	0	40	

