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Abstract: This pilot study was conducted at a vocational college in Fuzhou, China, during the spring
2024 semester, to explore Chinese college students’ attitudes toward ChatGPT’s AWCF on a sample
English essay. Twenty-seven college students majoring in Software Technology participated in the
study and completed a survey via the WeChat survey app. SPSS and R Programming Language
were used to analyze collected data. Survey results indicated that the participants generally have a
positive view of ChatGPT’s feedback. While not all the participants believed ChatGPT identified
more errors than they did, most of them acknowledged its effectiveness in correcting errors in the
sample essay. It is worth noting that no significant differences in attitudes were found between the
participants with and without ChatGPT experience, indicating that previous access to ChatGPT has
not influenced their attitudes toward it. Interestingly, despite the overall positive attitudes toward
ChatGPT, students varied significantly in their willingness to use it for learning English in the future.
Overall, this study has implications for English teachers, especially college English teachers in China,
to improve their English writing instruction.

Keywords: Chinese EFL college students; attitudes; ChatGPT; automated written corrective feed-
back

1. Introduction

In November 2022, ChatGPT was launched by OpenAl, a company specializing in
artificial intelligence (AI) products. ChatGPT, a standout representative of Al, was defined
as a generative pre-trained transformer (GPT) with the natural and intuitive ability to
converse with human beings (Haleem, 2022). Armed with a massive amount of text data,
ChatGPT can understand the nuances of human language and generate human-like text
by giving high-quality responses based on natural language processing (NLP) (Kasneci et
al., 2023; Roumeliotis & Tselikas, 2023).

ChatGPT has the advantage of providing timely and personalized feedback and tai-
lored suggestions to raise students’ interest in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) writ-
ing (Baskara, 2023), distinctive from previous automated written corrective instruments.
As Barrot (2023) put it, ChatGPT can be a powerful Al-based second language (L2) writing
tool for teachers and students, and it deserves attention for educational purposes.

To explore the potential of employing ChatGPT as a writing assistant in college Eng-
lish classrooms in China, this study conducted a pilot survey to explore Chinese college
students’ attitudes toward ChatGPT’s automated written correction feedback (AWCF) on
a sample English essay. Findings from the study may have implications for teaching and
learning L2 writing with ChatGPT.
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2. Review of Literature

With the advancement of AWE systems, AWCF has evolved to generate tailored
feedback within seconds automatically. Since the birth of ChatGPT, intensive attention
has been given to its potential role as an AWE system, and an increasing amount of re-
search has been focusing on ChatGPT-generated AWCEF.

2.1. The Process of Writing

Evaluation or feedback plays a significant role in the writing process. Onozawa (2010)
pointed out that the writing process is not linear but rather recursive. According to Stapa
and Abdul-Majid (2009), the writing process consists of multiple phases, including pre-
writing, writing, evaluating, and revising. Similarly, Reynold et al. (2021) described the
writing process as follows: prewriting, organizing ideas, drafting, editing, obtaining feed-
back, and revising to share written work. Seow (2002) agreed that the writing process is
“neither sequential nor orderly” (p. 215). Figure 1 illustrates Seow’s (2002) description of
the writing process.

Figure 1. The Writing Process.

2.2. Feedback in L2 Writing

Feedback is essential in the process of L2 writing. It is input from readers for writers
to revise their work (Keh, 1990). Keh (1990) put forward that feedback can be categorized
into three major types: “peer feedback; conferences as feedback; and teachers’ comments
as feedback” (p. 295). As he explained, “conferences as feedback” refers to an oral com-
prehensibility check between teacher-readers and student-writers. A teacher is perceived
as a participant in the writing process instead of a grader. He added that evaluation and
error correction can also be considered as feedback in revision under some circumstances.

Lin (2017) approached feedback from a different angle, who pointed out that feed-
back could be divided into three main types in terms of their forms, sources, and values,
as listed below:

Form: Verbal feedback and written feedback (including corrective feedback and com-
ments)

Source: Self-feedback, teachers' feedback, peer feedback, other readers' feedback, and
automated feedback

Value: Positive feedback and negative feedback

2.3. AWCEF for L2 Writers

As AWE systems evolve, AWCF has developed accordingly. Chinese college stu-
dents hold different attitudes toward AWE systems and the effectiveness of AWCF in im-
proving their English writing as a range of studies has shown.

2.4. The Development of AWE Systems

AWE systems have gained increasing attention over the last two decades. Since the
emergence of Project Essay Grader (PEG) in the 1960s, AWE systems have been improving
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until stepping into the era of Al when large language models (LLMs) are widely used,
which enables language educators to explore the integration of Al-driven AWE systems
into language teaching.

As Chung and O'Neil (1997) stated, using AWE systems means using computer web
pages to check literal accuracy, receive feedback on different linguistic aspects, and obtain
a score that indicates a paper’s quality within seconds. AWE systems can produce “im-
mediate computer-generated quantitative assessments and qualitative feedback on nu-
merous submitted essays” (Bai & Hu, 2017, p. 67).

Many scholars have discussed whether AWE systems are good for language learners.
Spencer and Louw (2008) held that AWE systems enable teachers and students to engage
in idea organization and interaction. Li et al. (2017) argued that AWE systems’ feedback
can benefit both lower-proficiency and higher-proficiency English language learners (ELL)
by reducing their errors through several drafts. Bai and Hu's (2017) study found that Chi-
nese EFL college students, who were English majors, were encouraged by AWE systems
to try new expressions, so the researchers concluded that it was reasonable for students
to use AWE systems along with other feedback sources to improve their writing.

However, other researchers, such as Burstein et al. (2004), criticized the inaccuracy
and inadequacy of AWE systems. Powers et al. (2002) found that AWE systems were more
likely to give high scores than human raters and that they might offer misleading re-
sponses to students. Chen and Cheng’s (2008) study revealed that students’ exclusively
relying on AWE without their instructor’s feedback caused frustration among them and
hindered the improvement of their English writing.

2.5. Chinese College EFL Students’ Attitudes Toward AWE Systems

In recent years, many Chinese colleges and universities have introduced various
AWE systems into English classrooms, among which the local web-based system Pigai
(http://www.pigai.org/) has been most preferred by Chinese EFL teachers and students
(Bai & Hu, 2017). For example, Wang (2018) mentioned that students felt content with
Pigai because it provided an objective evaluation of their errors, and they were thus will-
ing to write English essays on their own. Du (2022) and Zhang (2020) found that when
assigned writing tasks for which Pigai was allowed, students were motivated and encour-
aged to complete them because using Pigai without their teachers’ feedback lowered their
writing anxiety.

Regarding attitudes toward feedback, students preferred hybrid feedback from their
teachers, peers, and AWE systems (Huang & Zhang, 2014; Qi, 2023). It has been noted that
students” attitudes and acceptance toward AWE systems varied based on their English
language proficiency (Peng, 2019; Zhang, 2020). Peng’s (2019) study found that students
at the intermediate level were most satisfied with AWE systems, followed by those at a
lower or higher level, whereas Zhang's (2020) study indicated that students at the high or
intermediate level were most positively about AWE systems’ feedback.

2.6. Automated Written Corrective Feedback (AWCF) in Correcting L2 Essays

AWCE, generated from AWE systems, can be a valuable source for correcting gram-
matical errors (Barrot, 2021; Guo et al., 2021; Ranalli, 2018). It is also capable of automati-
cally grading an essay based on its quality (Dewi, 2022; Ranalli et al., 2017). To date, nu-
merous studies have delved into examining whether AWCF can benefit EFL writers in
terms of language forms.

Barrot (2021) claimed that AWCEF is real-time, overall direct, and neutral, offering
consistent error corrections and accurate metalinguistic explanations. For example, Gram-
marly, an AWE system, has been proven to help students minimize their writing errors
and enhance their vocabulary and writing skills (Dewi, 2022). Li et al. (2017) examined
Criterion, one of the web-based AWE systems, and concluded that Criterion’s AWCF was
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valuable. Their study found that students” awareness of run-on sentences had been ulti-
mately improved.

Despite the above-mentioned merits of AWCEF, researchers have questioned the ef-
fectiveness of AWCE. Zhang (2019) found that some students had a positive attitude to-
ward AWCEF while others complained about its vagueness. Ranalli (2018) pointed out that
AWCEF tends to overlook individual differences. Lee et al. (2009) noticed no significant
improvement in the quality of essays with AWCEF. Ranalli et al. (2017) illustrated that
AWE systems, such as Criterion, failed to provide accurate AWCF and questioned its va-
lidity as a formative assessment tool. Critics are also concerned that learners may ignore
AWCEF or cannot understand it to internalize it because it is beyond their developmental
level (Storch, 2010; Woodworth & Barkaoui, 2020), which may cause frustration among
EFL students when human coaching is minimized (Chen & Cheng, 2008).

Though the quality of AWCF produced by AWE systems varies, students have con-
sidered it comparatively favorable in improving their drafts because they can repeatedly
request AWCEF to revise their essays (Chen & Cheng, 2008). According to Woodworth and
Barkaoui (2020), learners’ writing motivation was enhanced by AWCEF since it fostered
their autonomy, which is similar to what Du’s (2022) study found. However, considering
AWCF’s pedagogical limitations, it has been highly recommended that AWCF should be
employed together with teachers’ feedback (Chen & Cheng, 2008; Peng, 2019; Qi, 2023;
Woodworth & Barkaoui, 2020).

2.7. Using ChatGPT in Teaching and Learning L2 Writing

The advent of ChatGPT has brought both opportunities and challenges for teaching
and learning L2 writing. ChatGPT can serve as an AWE system to assist L2 writers with
AWCEF and writing suggestions. Meanwhile, ChatGPT challenges the traditional writing
process and raises ethical concerns including plagiarism issues.

2.8. Previous Studies of ChatGPT as a Tool for L2 Writing

ChatGPT is seen as a tool to enhance L2 learners” writing skills (Barrot, 2023; Haleem
et al., 2022) because it can automatically correct linguistic errors based on predefined cri-
teria and give personalized recommendations (Barrot, 2023). More and more researchers
have delved into the effectiveness of using ChatGPT in EFL writing.

Yan (2023) initiated a study to investigate how Chinese EFL undergraduate students
perceived ChatGPT when it was applied in writing classrooms. The students were first
trained to use ChatGPT to generate essays. Then, the students turned to electronic diction-
aries to paraphrase and edit some of the phrases and words in the essays. During their
one-week writing practices, the students were required to submit a daily learning log to
report their experiences and reflections. Through observation, video recordings, and sur-
veys, the researcher found that ChatGPT had the pedagogical potential to scaffold writing
for the students. Results from the study showed that the students perceived ChatGPT as
an excellent tool for generating text instantaneously with natural and well-organized lan-
guage, error-free grammar, and abundant examples for many disciplines.

Su et al. (2023) explored ChatGPT’s potential to help L2 students develop argumen-
tative writing skills. By feeding evaluation rubrics and student writing samples to
ChatGPT, they found that ChatGPT paved the way for students in the writing process.
For example, during the prewriting stage, ChatGPT identified the connection between
claims and sub-claims, evaluated the quality of argumentative evidence, and offered
counterarguments, which improved the structure of an argument. At the revising stage,
the students sought specific content feedback from ChatGPT after they completed their
first drafts. ChatGPT immediately identified the strengths and weaknesses of a draft and
listed supportive evidence to develop its argument. At the proofreading stage, students
received language-related feedback from ChatGPT. For instance, ChatGPT improved
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grammatical accuracy and sentence clarity by providing word choices and sentence struc-
tures. Su et al.’s (2023) study shows that ChatGPT can be used to scaffold writing for L2
writers.

Some scholars are interested in ChatGPT’s competence in academic writing. Guo et
al. (2023) discussed the feasibility of using ChatGPT in academic writing. They found that
ChatGPT can be used in many ways for academic writing. For example, it can generate
consistent responses; it can provide research tendencies and hot topics; and it can also
help writers generate outlines. In addition, ChatGPT can summarize articles or highlight
critical points when it is fed with specific article titles or websites.

To evaluate ChatGPT’s performance on a grammatical error correction (GEC) task,
Wu et al. (2023) compared three AWE systems: GECToR, Grammarly, and ChatGPT. They
found that ChatGPT outperformed the other two tools in terms of under-corrections and
mis corrections. Although ChatGPT was not so powerful when dealing with longer sen-
tences, its feedback was grammatically correct.

Nevertheless, other researchers hold different opinions about ChatGPT as a tool for
improving L2 learners’ writing competence. They are concerned that the use of ChatGPT
in teaching L2 writing would inevitably cause ethical issues and academic plagiarism
(Barrot, 2023; Baskara, 2023; Guo et al., 2023; Su et al., 2023; Yan, 2023). ChatGPT’s other
limitations have also been highlighted, such as its non-specific suggestions, inconsistent
feedback, misleading or wrong texts and citations (Guo et al., 2023; Su et al., 2003), and
overcorrections (Wu et al., 2023).

3. Methodology and Results

This study conducted a pilot survey to find out Chinese college students’ attitudes
toward ChatGPT’s AWCE. The survey results revealed that most Chinese college students
viewed ChatGPT and its AWCEF positively.

3.1. Data Collection
3.1.1 Instruments

The instruments for the study are a student sample essay with errors and a survey
with six related questions. The survey, based on a 5-point Likert Scale, was to measure
participants” attitudes toward ChatGPT’s AWCEF on the sample English essay (see Appen-
dix C for the survey). It was administered online via the WeChat survey app.

3.1.2. Site

The study was conducted at a vocational college in Fuzhou, China. The college
has more than 1,6000 students and 10 departments. It is famous for its science and engi-
neering majors. College English is a compulsory course for all undergraduates in the col-
lege.

3.1.3. Participants

Twenty-seven freshmen taking College English with the researcher were invited to
participate in the study. All of them are aged 18 or 19 years, majoring in Software Tech-
nology. The participants have received English education since grade three. Their English
proficiency, as estimated, is intermediate low according to their scores on China’s Na-
tional College Entrance Examination.

3.1.4. Procedure

The study was conducted in an English writing class for the participants. First, all
participants were provided with a sample English essay (see Appendix A) and asked to
correct errors in the essay independently within ten minutes. Next, they were asked to
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read ChatGPT’s AWCEF on the essay (see Appendix B) individually. Last, they were in-
vited to complete the online survey within six minutes.

3.1.5. Data Analysis

Survey responses were coded and analyzed quantitively. A “Yes” response to Q1
was coded as “1”; a “No” response to Q1 was coded as “0”. The following system was
used to code the participants’ responses to Q2-6: -2 for strongly disagree; -1 for disagree;
0 for undecided; 1 for agree; and 2 for strongly agree. SPSS 27 and the R Programming
Language were the two statistical tools used to analyze the survey responses.

3.1.6. Results and Discussions

As Table 1 shows, eight out of the 27 participants, that is, 29.63% of them, have used
ChatGPT to learn English. However, 70.37% of the participants, the majority of them, have
not used ChatGPT to learn English. The results indicate that using ChatGPT to learn Eng-
lish is completely new to most students.

Table 1. Participants” Experiences of Using ChatGPT to Learn English.

Question 1 N Percentage (%)
Participants who have used ChatGPT to learn 8 29.63
English 19 . 0' 37
Participants who have not used ChatGPT to learn '
English.
27 100
Total

Table 2 reports means and standard deviations concerning Chinese college students’
attitudes toward ChatGPT’s AWCF. As shown in Table 2 Q3 (M=1.30; SD=.465) and Q5
(M=1.15; SD=.534), the participants largely agreed that they understood ChatGPT’s error
corrections on the sample essay and learned at least one new English writing rule. The
results verified Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 3 was confirmed by responses to Q4 (M=1.26;
SD=.656), which indicate that the participants largely agreed that ChatGPT’s corrections
were helpful to the sample essay. However, Hypothesis 2 has not been verified as Q2
(M=.89; SD=.751) shows that not every participant strongly believed that ChatGPT found
more errors in the sample essay than them. Similarly, not every participant felt strongly
about using ChatGPT for the correction of errors in their English essays in the future as
Q6 (M=.81; SD=.962) indicates.

Table 2. Means and SD of Chinese College Students’ Attitudes toward ChatGPT’s AWCEF.

Question M SD
2. ChatGPT found more errors in the sample essay than 89 751
me.
3. I understood the error corrections ChatGPT made to 1.30 465
the sample essay.
4.1 think ChatGPT’s corrections are helpful to the sam- 126 656
ple essay.
5. By reading the feedback from ChatGPT on the sample
essay, | have learned at least one new English writing 1.15 534
rule.
6. I am planning on using ChatGPT for the correction of 81 962

errors in my English essays.

The Wilcoxon rank test in R was performed to test if the attitude of Chinese college
students toward ChatGPT’s AWCEF is positive. As Table 3 shows, the p-values of the test
from Q2-Q6 are as follows: 4.532277e-05, 1.052971e-06, 3.730789e-06, 2.004058e-06, and

Educ. Insights, Vol. 1 No. 3 (2024)

https://soapubs.com/index.php/EI


https://soapubs.com/index.php/EI

Educ. Insights, Vol. 1 No. 3 (2024)

7 of 12

6.013031e-04. With multiple corrections being performed, the significance level is changed
from 0.05 to 0.01, from which we can conclude that the overall attitude of Chinese college
students toward ChatGPT’s AWCEF is significantly positive whether the participants have
previously used ChatGPT or not to learn English. That is, those who have never used
ChatGPT are motivated to try it to learn English in the future. Therefore, we can conclude
that previous experience with ChatGPT cannot predict students’ attitudes toward the
AWCEF from it.

Table 3. Chinese College Students’ Attitudes toward ChatGPT’s AWCE.

Question P-Value

2. ChatGPT finds more errors in the sample
essay then me.
3. I understood the error corrections
ChatGPT made to the sample essay.
4. I think ChatGPT’s corrections are helpful
to the sample essay.

5. By reading the feedback from ChatGPT
on the sample essay, | have learned one new
English writing rule.

6. I'm planning on using ChatGPT for the
correction of errors in my English essays.

4.532277e-05

1.052971e-06

3.730789e-06

2.004058e-06

6.013031e-04

The same statistical analysis was performed to test if any significant differences ex-
isted between the participants with and without any ChatGPT experience.

Table 4. Chinese College Students” Attitudes toward ChatGPT’s AWCE: Group Differences.

Question P-Value

2. ChatGPT finds more errors in the sample 208
essay than me. )

3. I understood the error corrections 143
ChatGPT made to the sample essay. )

4. I think ChatGPT’s corrections are helpful 560
to the sample essay. )

5. By reading the feedback from ChatGPT 156
on the sample essay, | have learned one new )

English writing rule.
6. I'm planning on using ChatGPT for the 130

correction of errors in my English essays.

Table 4 shows that the p-values from Q2-Q6 are 0.298, 0.143, 0.562, 0.156, and 0.130,
indicating that there are no significant attitude differences between the two groups. In
other words, the participants who have never used ChatGPT to learn English view
ChatGPT’s AWCEF positively like their counterparts.

3.1.7. Limitations

First, all the participants in this study were intermediate low as estimated whereas
students at other English proficiency levels were not considered. As Li et al. (2017) pointed
out, students with higher or lower proficiency can benefit from AWCEF the most. Second,
the chosen prompt for ChatGPT may have affected the quality of its AWCF, which may
have accordingly influenced the participants’ attitudes toward ChatGPT and its AWCEF in
general. According to Ibrahim (2023), different ChatGPT prompts can lead to diverse out-
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puts; thus, it is vital to compose proper ChatGPT prompts to generate high-quality out-
puts. Third, the study conducted a pilot survey involving a limited number of participants.
Further studies are needed to address such limitations.

4. Conclusions and Recommendations

ChatGPT has been popular all over the world since its advent. As an Al tool, its po-
tential to be an AWE system has attracted a significant amount of attention. Numerous
studies have explored its effectiveness in helping students improve their L2 writing, yet
controversies persist due to its powerful generative capabilities. This pilot study explored
Chinese college students’ attitudes toward ChatGPT’s AWCEF. Below are some conclu-
sions drawn from the study and recommendations for integrating ChatGPT into College
English writing in China.

4.1. Conclusions

Survey results showed that the participants held overall positive attitudes toward
ChatGPT and its feedback. The three hypotheses have been largely confirmed by the sur-
vey results. Although not all the participants agreed that ChatGPT found more errors than
themselves, it cannot be denied that ChatGPT performed well in correcting errors in the
sample essay as most participants thought ChatGPT’s AWCF was helpful to the sample
essay. It is worth noting that no significant differences in attitudes were found between
the participants with and without ChatGPT experience, indicating that previous access to
ChatGPT has not influenced their attitudes toward it. Interestingly, although most partic-
ipants think highly of ChatGPT, they differ widely in their willingness to use it to learn
English in the future.

4.2. Recommendations

The study has some pedagogical implications for English educators, especially for
college English educators in China. Given the participants’ positive attitudes toward
ChatGPT’s AWCE, it is worth trying to use it to support Chinese college students in writ-
ing English essays. For example, English teachers may assign writing tasks and ask stu-
dents to finish their first drafts by themselves. The students are then allowed to seek
AWCEF from ChatGPT, but they should be required to document all assistance from
ChatGPT.

However, ChatGPT’s AWCEF should be used in addition to other feedback, such as
teachers’ feedback and peer feedback. Teachers’ feedback and peer evaluations are
needed especially when ChatGPT’s AWCEF confuses students. A combination of feedback
sources can be more effective in improving students’ English writing.

In the meantime, educators should pay more attention to ethical and plagiarism is-
sues caused by ChatGPT. ChatGPT is trained by users as time goes by; it possibly offers
suggestions or evidence with bias exerted by human beings. Hence, it is urgent and sig-
nificant to develop students’ critical thinking about ChatGPT’s AWCE. Moreover, guide-
lines and policies should be in place to maintain academic integrity.

Appendix A: A Sample Essay

My most unforgettable person is my grandfather. He is a farmer, he has a tall man,
he has a strong body, and he is a serious man. He passed away a few years ago. When
grandpa is not sick, I could with my brother get up early go to field follow my grandfather.
I remember that the air was fresh that day, Birds are also Shouting happily. My brother
and I are very happy. Grandpa walked slowly in front of us. But good times don't long,
Grandpa suddenly fell ill, and his body suddenly became thin. He eat a lot of medicine,
but he didn't get well, Even don't talk that. Finally, He leave for us forever. Up to this day,
I still miss him very much.
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Appendix B: ChatGPT's AWCF on the Sample Essay

ChatGPT’s Output

“My most unforgettable person is my grandfather. He is a farmer, he has a tall man,
he has a strong body, and he is a serious man.”

Errors:

1. The second sentence lacks a subject.

2. "He has a tall man" is unclear; it should be "He is a tall man."

3. The series of phrases are not well-connected. Consider combining them for better
flow.

Revised:

“My most unforgettable person is my grandfather. He was a farmer, a tall and strong
man, and a serious individual.”

iR

L SR AJED i

2. M AR RI BN ATERE: BEOy g — R KR A

3. R RIIMEIEER A BE . IS A48 Gk LI mn& BTk

“When grandpa is not sick, I could with my brother get up early go to field follow
my grandfather. I remember that the air was fresh that day, Birds are also Shouting hap-
pily. My brother and I are very happy. Grandpa walked slowly in front of us.”

Errors:

1. The tense is inconsistent in the first sentence; it should be "When grandpa was not
sick."

2. The phrase "I could with my brother get up early go to field follow my grandfather"
is unclear and should be revised for clarity.

3. The second sentence lacks a clear subject.

4. "Birds are also Shouting happily" should be "Birds were also chirping happily."

5. The last sentence needs a conjunction or transition to connect it more smoothly to
the previous sentences.

Revised:

“When grandpa was not sick, my brother and I would wake up early to go to the
field and follow our grandfather. I remember that the air was fresh that day, and birds
were chirping happily. My brother and I were very happy as Grandpa walked slowly in
front of us.”

R

1. B RIS A2 MBSO 55 35 BRI B R

2. “I could with my brother get up early go to field follow my grandfather” iX—%i
WANERE, ROEEATAZ S AR SR I

3. S5 AR B 1 F 1

4. “Birds are also Shouting happily” A" & ) LAAE M PRI &

5. fieJa A it BN IERAAE B IR, DASE N 5 R A

“But good times don't long, Grandpa suddenly fell il, and his body suddenly became
thin. He eat a lot of medicine, but he didn't get well, Even don't talk that. Finally, He leave
for us forever.”

Errors:

1. "But good times don't long" should be "But good times don't last long."

2. "He eat a lot of medicine" should be "He took a lot of medicine."

3. "Even don't talk that" is unclear and should be revised for clarity.

4. "He leave for us forever" should be "He left us forever."

Revised:

“But good times don't last long. Grandpa suddenly fell ill, and his body quickly be-
came thin. He took a lot of medicine, but he didn't recover, he couldn't even talk. Finally,
he left us forever.”

R
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. “But good times don't long” M. H“But good times don't last long”
. “He eat a lot of medicine” .4 4“He took a lot of medicine” .

. “BEven don't talk that” A&, NHEATIE S LS 55 I

. “He leave for us forever” M. “He left us forever”.

“Up to this day, I still miss him very much.”

No errors found.

ToHR -

=W N

Appendix C: Survey

Chinese College Students’ Attitudes toward ChatGPT’s Automated Written Correc-
tive Feedback on English Essays
R 225X Chat GPT it {F S04 H E Shtk e S it il 4 2
You can choose only one answer for each question. (FEA | AR REEBE— B, )
Have you used ChatGPT to learn English?
(R 2 AE L ChatGPT 27 2] SEiE15 ? )
Yes &
No 7
ChatGPT found more errors in the sample essay than me.
(ChatGPT fEFFASCER TR IR . )
OStrongly disagree (I # A5 [7])
ODisagree (A #£[7])
OUndecided (A i)
O Agree (%%[7])
OStrongly Agree (% # 7))
I understood the error corrections ChatGPT made to the sample essay.
(FRELE ChatGPT XA S (IR E LT . )
OStrongly disagree (3E7 A #E[F])
ODisagree (AN#E[A])
OUndecided (4 5€)
O Agree (¥[7])
OStrongly Agree (IF7# # 7))
I think ChatGPT’s corrections are helpful to the sample essay.
(FiL Ky ChatGPT WA SCE I RAETT X A H. )
OStrongly disagree (37 A #E [F])
ODisagree (A #£[7])
OUndecided (4 5€)
O Agree (%#%[7])
OStrongly Agree (IF# # 7))
By reading the feedback from ChatGPT on the sample essay, I have learned at least
one new English writing rule.
G#E L [ 3 ChatGPT WHFEASCHR I i, B2 7 FOf i 5 RN D
OStrongly disagree (37 A% [F])
ODisagree (AN#E[A])
OUndecided (4 5€)
O Agree (¥%[7])
OStrongly Agree (IF# # 7))
I am planning on using ChatGPT for the correction of errors in my English essays.
(FRAT S A ChatGPT X A48 & BEAT R BT )
OStrongly disagree (IE# A5 [7])
ODisagree (A #£[7])
OUndecided (/i)
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OAgree (¥ [7])
OStrongly Agree (IF# #[7])
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