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Abstract. Grammatical errors constitute an integral part of second language 

development and offer valuable insights into learners’ interlanguage systems. 

Nevertheless, in undergraduate English as a Foreign Language (EFL) instruction, 

grammatical errors are often addressed in an unsystematic manner, primarily 

through ad hoc correction, which limits their pedagogical and research potential. 

This methodological article proposes a structured framework for the systematic 

analysis of grammatical errors in undergraduate EFL contexts, with particular 

attention to their organisation and application in the educational process. 

Adopting a methodological approach, the article outlines procedures for collecting 

grammatical error data from written and spoken learner production, presents a 

classification framework combining structural and source-based categories and 

examines the pedagogical use of error analysis through teacher correction, peer 

correction and self-correction. In addition, the study introduces a set of 

analytical instruments, including error classification tables, coding schemes and 

individual learner error profiles, designed for use in the empirical phase of a 

dissertation study. By systematising grammatical error analysis as both a 

pedagogical and research-oriented practice, the article contributes to EFL 

methodology and provides a practical foundation for evidence-informed feedback 

and empirical investigation of grammatical development.  

Keywords: grammatical error analysis; EFL methodology; error classification; 

corrective feedback; undergraduate language learning; learner interlanguage. 

 

 

 

Introduction. In undergraduate English as a Foreign 

Language (EFL) education, grammatical competence plays a 

decisive role in students’ ability to produce accurate and 

academically appropriate language. Persistent grammatical 

errors often affect not only linguistic clarity but also 

students’ academic performance and confidence. From a 

pedagogical perspective, such errors should not be treated 

solely as failures requiring immediate correction; rather, 

they constitute meaningful data that reflect stages of 
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language development and underlying learning processes 

(Corder, 1967, p. 166). 

Although the pedagogical value of grammatical errors has 

been extensively discussed in applied linguistics, 

instructional practices frequently lack a systematic approach 

to their analysis. In many EFL classrooms, grammatical errors 

are addressed sporadically, depending on task type, time 

constraints or individual teacher preferences. This 

fragmented treatment limits the potential of errors to inform 

instructional planning and reduces their usefulness for 

research purposes. As Ellis (2008, p. 52) notes, without 

systematic procedures for identifying and categorising 

errors, it becomes difficult to distinguish between random 

performance slips and recurring patterns that require 

targeted pedagogical intervention. 

Systematic grammatical error analysis offers a structured 

means of organising learner errors into analytically 

meaningful categories. By examining errors across multiple 

tasks and modalities, instructors can identify dominant 

grammatical problem areas, trace sources of error and monitor 

changes in learner performance over time (James, 1998, p. 80). 

Such analysis is particularly relevant in higher education 

contexts, where learners are expected to demonstrate 

increasing grammatical accuracy in both written and spoken 

academic discourse. 

In addition to its analytical function, error analysis 

plays an important role in feedback practices. When 

grammatical errors are systematically collected and 

classified, feedback can move beyond isolated correction 

towards more informed instructional responses. Research on 

written corrective feedback suggests that combining teacher 

correction with peer and self-correction strategies can 

enhance learners’ engagement with grammatical form and 

support deeper processing of feedback (Ferris, 2011, p. 14). 

Moreover, involving learners in the identification and 

revision of their own errors has been shown to foster 

metalinguistic awareness and learner responsibility (Hyland 

& Hyland, 2019, p. 8). 

Despite these advantages, existing studies often focus on 

error analysis either as a theoretical construct or as part 

of narrowly defined experimental designs. There remains a 

lack of methodologically explicit frameworks that demonstrate 

how grammatical errors can be systematically collected, 

classified and utilised within everyday undergraduate EFL 
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instruction, while simultaneously serving the needs of 

empirical research. 

In response to this gap, the present article aims to 

describe methods for the systematic analysis of grammatical 

errors in EFL learners, with particular attention to their 

organisation and application in the educational process. 

Building on the theoretical foundations outlined in the first 

article, this study presents concrete procedures for error 

collection, classification and feedback, as well as a set of 

analytical instruments intended for use in the empirical phase 

of the dissertation research. By formalising grammatical 

error analysis as a methodological practice, the article seeks 

to contribute both to EFL pedagogy and to research-oriented 

instructional design. 

Methodology. The methodology is designed for 

undergraduate English as a Foreign Language programmes in 

higher education, where grammatical accuracy is assessed 

across written and spoken academic tasks. Error analysis is 

embedded within regular instructional activities, including 

coursework assignments, in-class tasks and formative 

assessments. This integration reflects current views that 

error analysis should serve both pedagogical and research 

functions, informing instruction while generating structured 

data for analysis (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005, p. 71). 

The approach assumes a classroom environment in which 

grammar instruction is contextualised within communicative 

tasks rather than isolated drills. This allows grammatical 

errors to be examined in authentic language use, increasing 

the ecological validity of the analysis (Larsen-Freeman, 

2015, p. 268). 

Grammatical error data are collected from multiple 

sources to ensure representativeness and to capture variation 

across language modalities. Primary data sources include 

written assignments (essays, short-answer tasks and 

reflective writing), as well as spoken production (oral 

presentations, classroom discussions and recorded tasks). The 

use of both written and oral data aligns with recommendations 

in learner corpus research, which emphasise the importance of 

multimodal data for comprehensive error analysis (Granger, 

2009, p. 15). 

In addition, diagnostic tasks administered at different 

points in the instructional process are used to trace the 

recurrence and persistence of grammatical errors over time. 

Collecting errors across task types enables the 
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identification of stable error patterns rather than task-

specific performance slips (James, 1998, p. 83). 

Error identification follows a multi-step procedure. 

First, learner texts and recordings are reviewed to identify 

deviations from target-language norms that affect grammatical 

form. In line with established error analysis practice, only 

systematic errors are recorded, while occasional slips 

resulting from fatigue or time pressure are excluded where 

possible (Corder, 1981, p. 10). 

Second, identified errors are transcribed and documented 

in an error analysis log, which records the original learner 

output, the corrected form and contextual information such as 

task type and learning stage. This procedure supports 

transparency and traceability in the analytical process, 

which is essential for both pedagogical reflection and 

research reliability (Dörnyei, 2007, p. 57). 

Ethical considerations are addressed through 

anonymisation of student data and the use of error samples 

exclusively for educational and research purposes. 

Grammatical errors are classified using a hybrid 

framework combining linguistic and source-based criteria. At 

the structural level, errors are grouped into categories such 

as verb tense and aspect, subject-verb agreement, article 

use, prepositions and sentence structure. This categorisation 

reflects commonly used grammatical taxonomies in EFL error 

analysis research (Ferris & Roberts, 2001, p. 163). 

At the explanatory level, errors are further classified 

according to their probable source, including interlingual 

transfer, intralingual overgeneralisation and developmental 

factors. Distinguishing error sources allows for more 

pedagogically targeted feedback and aligns with second 

language acquisition perspectives on learner interlanguage 

development (Selinker, 1972, p. 214). 

The methodology incorporates three complementary feedback 

approaches: teacher correction, peer correction and self-

correction. Teacher correction is applied selectively, with 

an emphasis on indirect feedback strategies that prompt 

learner engagement rather than immediate correction (Ferris, 

2011, p. 19). Peer correction is implemented through guided 

review activities using explicit criteria, encouraging 

collaborative reflection on grammatical form (Lundstrom & 

Baker, 2009, p. 31). 

Self-correction constitutes a central component of the 

methodology. Students are encouraged to revisit identified 
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errors, categorise them using simplified error codes and 

propose revisions. Research indicates that self-correction 

activities support deeper processing of grammatical form and 

contribute to long-term retention (Bitchener & Storch, 2016, 

p. 94). 

To operationalise the methodology, a set of analytical 

instruments has been developed for use in the dissertation’s 

empirical phase. These include an error classification table, 

a coding scheme for error types and sources and an individual 

learner error profile that tracks recurring grammatical 

issues over time. The instruments are designed to facilitate 

systematic coding and are compatible with qualitative 

analysis software and spreadsheet-based data management 

tools. 

By standardising error documentation and classification, 

these instruments enable consistent analysis across 

participants and data sets, thereby strengthening the 

methodological rigour of the empirical study (Granger, 2015, 

p. 9). 

Results. The application of structured procedures for 

error collection resulted in improved organisation and 

visibility of grammatical error data. Errors documented 

across written and spoken tasks could be systematically traced 

to specific grammatical categories and learning stages. The 

use of standardised error logs enabled consistent 

documentation of learner output, corrected forms and 

contextual information, facilitating longitudinal tracking of 

recurring error patterns. 

This organisation supported clearer differentiation 

between isolated performance slips and persistent grammatical 

difficulties. As a result, grammatical errors were 

transformed from fragmented classroom observations into 

analysable pedagogical data, consistent with recommendations 

in learner language analysis research (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 

2005, p. 72). 

The classification framework allowed for the 

identification of recurrent grammatical error patterns across 

learners and task types. Errors related to verb tense and 

aspect, article usage, prepositions and sentence structure 

appeared consistently across written tasks, while spoken data 

more frequently revealed errors in agreement and word order. 

Distinguishing structural error types enabled instructors to 

prioritise instructional focus areas rather than addressing 

errors in isolation. 
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Furthermore, the inclusion of source-based categorisation 

facilitated pedagogically meaningful interpretation of 

errors. Interlingual and intralingual error tendencies could 

be identified, supporting targeted feedback and instructional 

planning. This outcome reflects the value of combining 

linguistic and explanatory dimensions in error analysis 

(James, 1998, p. 85). 

The integration of systematic error analysis into 

feedback practices influenced the way grammatical errors were 

addressed in the classroom. Teacher feedback became more 

selective and focused on representative error patterns rather 

than exhaustive correction of all errors. This approach 

supported more efficient feedback practices and aligned with 

research advocating focused corrective feedback in EFL 

instruction (Ferris, 2011, p. 20). 

Peer and self-correction activities based on categorised 

error data encouraged learners to engage with grammatical 

form at a deeper level. Students demonstrated increased 

awareness of error types and were able to articulate 

explanations for recurring mistakes using simplified error 

codes. These observations are consistent with findings that 

structured self-correction promotes metalinguistic awareness 

and learner engagement (Bitchener & Storch, 2016, p. 96). 

The use of learner error profiles provided an additional 

analytical outcome. By aggregating individual error data 

across tasks, profiles highlighted dominant grammatical 

challenges for each learner. These profiles supported 

differentiated feedback and enabled learners to recognise 

their own recurring error patterns over time. 

From a research perspective, learner error profiles 

functioned as a practical instrument for preparing empirical 

analysis. They allowed for systematic comparison across 

participants and supported the operationalisation of 

grammatical accuracy variables for subsequent research 

stages. This outcome demonstrates the dual pedagogical and 

research value of the proposed instruments (Granger, 2015, 

p. 10). 

Overall, the analytical instruments developed within the 

methodology proved adaptable to regular instructional 

conditions. Error classification tables and coding schemes 

could be applied across different task types without 

disrupting classroom routines. While initial familiarisation 

with error categories required instructional guidance, 

subsequent application indicated increased efficiency and 
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consistency in error documentation. 

These results suggest that systematic grammatical error 

analysis can be feasibly integrated into undergraduate EFL 

instruction and can serve as a reliable foundation for both 

pedagogical decision-making and empirical research design. 

Discussion. The results indicate that organising 

grammatical errors through structured collection and 

classification transforms error correction from an intuitive 

teaching practice into an evidence-informed pedagogical 

process. Rather than responding to errors as isolated events, 

instructors are able to identify recurrent patterns that 

reflect learners’ interlanguage development. This supports 

earlier claims that error analysis serves as a diagnostic 

tool that links learner output with instructional planning 

(Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005, p. 74). 

In undergraduate EFL contexts, where grammatical accuracy 

is closely tied to academic performance, such systematisation 

is particularly relevant. The framework allows instructors to 

prioritise pedagogical focus areas and align grammar 

instruction with observed learner needs, rather than relying 

on predetermined syllabi or ad hoc correction. 

When considered alongside the reflective feedback 

methodology presented in the first article, systematic error 

analysis functions as a structural foundation for reflective 

learning. Categorised error data provide concrete material 

for reflection, enabling learners to engage with feedback at 

the level of patterns rather than individual mistakes. This 

integration strengthens the dialogic and reflective 

dimensions of feedback by grounding reflection in empirical 

learner data. 

The use of learner error profiles further supports 

reflective feedback practices by making individual learning 

trajectories visible. Through repeated engagement with their 

own error patterns, students are encouraged to reflect on 

grammatical development over time, reinforcing metacognitive 

awareness and learner responsibility. This finding aligns 

with research emphasising the role of structured feedback in 

supporting self-regulated learning (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 

2006, p. 206). 

The results suggest that systematic error analysis 

enhances the effectiveness of multiple feedback modes. 

Teacher feedback becomes more focused and selective, as 

instructors can address representative error types rather 

than correcting every instance. This approach aligns with 
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arguments in favour of focused corrective feedback in EFL 

contexts (Ferris, 2011, p. 21). 

Peer and self-correction practices also benefit from the 

structured framework. When learners are provided with clear 

error categories and simplified coding schemes, peer review 

moves beyond surface-level correction towards more analytical 

engagement with grammatical form. Similarly, self-correction 

activities supported by error logs encourage learners to take 

an active role in identifying and revising recurring errors, 

reinforcing autonomy and metalinguistic awareness (Bitchener 

& Storch, 2016, p. 97). 

From a research perspective, the primary contribution of 

the proposed framework lies in its capacity to generate 

structured and analysable data for empirical investigation. 

The error classification tables, coding schemes and learner 

error profiles described in this article provide a clear 

operational basis for the empirical phase of the dissertation. 

By standardising error documentation and categorisation, the 

methodology supports reliability, transparency and 

replicability in grammatical error analysis (Dörnyei, 2007, 

p. 58). 

Importantly, the framework bridges pedagogical practice 

and research design. It allows grammatical errors to be 

analysed not only as teaching targets but also as research 

variables, facilitating the integration of classroom data 

into systematic empirical analysis. 

While the proposed methodology offers clear pedagogical 

and research advantages, its implementation requires initial 

training and consistent application. Learners may need time 

to develop familiarity with error categories and self-

correction procedures and instructors must balance systematic 

analysis with instructional workload. Additionally, the 

outcomes discussed here are based on methodological 

application rather than statistical measurement, highlighting 

the need for future empirical studies to examine the impact 

of systematic error analysis on grammatical development. 

Further research may explore the integration of the 

framework into digital learning environments, as well as its 

interaction with learner variables such as proficiency level 

and learning strategies. 

Conclusion. This article has presented a methodological 

framework for the systematic analysis of grammatical errors 

in undergraduate EFL instruction, with a focus on the 

organisation, classification and pedagogical use of learner 
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errors. In contrast to fragmented error correction practices, 

the proposed approach conceptualises grammatical errors as 

structured data that can inform both instructional decision-

making and research design. 

By outlining procedures for collecting grammatical error 

data from written and spoken tasks, establishing a transparent 

classification framework and integrating multiple forms of 

corrective feedback, the article demonstrates how error 

analysis can be operationalised within regular classroom 

conditions. The use of analytical instruments such as error 

classification tables, coding schemes and learner error 

profiles supports consistency, traceability and pedagogical 

relevance in the treatment of grammatical errors. 

From a pedagogical perspective, the methodology 

facilitates more focused and reflective feedback practices by 

shifting attention from isolated mistakes to recurring error 

patterns. This shift supports learner engagement, 

metalinguistic awareness and the development of learner 

autonomy. At the same time, the framework provides a practical 

foundation for implementing teacher, peer and self-correction 

strategies in a structured manner. 

From a research perspective, the methods and instruments 

described in this article are intended for direct application 

in the empirical phase of the dissertation study. By 

standardising the collection and analysis of grammatical 

errors, the framework contributes to methodological rigour 

and enables systematic investigation of grammatical 

development in EFL learners. 

Overall, the proposed methodology offers a practical and 

theoretically grounded approach to grammatical error analysis 

that can be adapted across undergraduate EFL contexts and 

extended through future empirical research. 
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