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Abstract: The emergence of ChatGPT has stimulated interest in its application to second language writing in higher education. While 

previous studies have compared ChatGPT feedback with that of teachers and examined student engagement with automated, teacher, and 

peer feedback, little attention has been paid to student engagement specifically with ChatGPT feedback. This study explores student 

engagement with both ChatGPT and teacher feedback in a college EFL (English as foreign language) argumentative writing class. The 

participants were 46 second-year English majors who completed two writing tasks. One essay received feedback from ChatGPT, 

generated with prompts related to both content and language, while the other received teacher feedback. Students revised their essays 

based on these two feedback types. Analysis of students’ revisions, questionnaire responses, and interview data indicated that students 

actively engaged with both forms of feedback. Interviews further revealed that students found both ChatGPT and teacher feedback to be 

understandable and acceptable. In light of these findings, the study suggests that teachers can effectively integrate ChatGPT feedback into 

teacher feedback in L2 writing classrooms to enhance student engagement and writing proficiency. 
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1. Introduction 

Corrective written feedback has long been a focal point of 

research in L2 writing, as it plays a crucial role in enhancing stu-

dents’ writing abilities. Different types of feedback serve distinct 

functions in the writing process. With the advancement of tech-

nology, the use of automated writing evaluation (AWE) systems 

in second language writing has increased. Commonly used tools 

include iWrite, Pigai System, Criterion, and Grammarly. The effec-

tiveness of AWE tools has been demonstrated by several studies [1]. 

For instance, AWE systems have been shown to enhance students’ 

language complexity, positively affect their revision processes, and 

improve the quality of their essays. In recent years, ChatGPT has 

attracted great attention in the field of second language writing due 

to its capacity to generate text based on large language models. 

The quality of ChatGPT’s generated text has also been explored 

[2, 3]. Due to the feature of artificial intelligence (AI), ChatGPT 

can support L2 learners by helping them generate ideas, paraphrase 

sentences, and receive feedback on both language and content. 

Additionally, ChatGPT provides students with the opportunity to 

revise their essays with less pressure, as many students feel nervous 

seeking feedback from teachers [4]. Hence, ChatGPT may serve 

as a promising tool for improving students’ writing skills, offering 

certain advantages over traditional AWE tools. 

While feedback can facilitate students’ writing performance, 

the way students engage with feedback is related to students’ cog-

nitive processes instead of simply evaluating the effectiveness of 

different types of feedback. Researchers have increasingly focused 
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on students’ engagement in L2 writing, as it is closely linked to 

their understanding of the feedback and their strategies for incor-

porating and revising based on the provided suggestions [5, 6]. 

A growing body of research has examined how students engage 

with teacher, peer, and automated feedback, highlighting varying 

degrees of engagement in these feedback types [7, 8]. However, lim-

ited attention has been paid to students’ engagement with emerging 

tools such as ChatGPT. Thus, this study aims to investigate students’ 

engagement with both ChatGPT and teacher feedback, as well as to 

explore students’ perceptions of these two types of feedback. 

 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. AWE feedback in L2 writing 

The trend of exploring feedback in L2 writing has shifted 

toward AWE systems, driven by technological advancements, 

although teacher feedback still remains a focus in L2 writing. This 

emerging research topic explores AWE’s impact on multiple dimen-

sions of L2 writing development. McCarthy et al.’s [1] study using 

Writing Pal underscored that gains in language performance were 

specific but limited. The finding showed that significant improve-

ments were observed in mechanics, word choice, voice, conclusion, 

and organization after revision, but not in other areas. Apart from the 

exploration of language improvement, AWE’s influence on learn-

ers’ cognitive processes and motivation is an increasing topic in 

L2 writing research. Barrot [9, 10] argued that AWE feedback 

could promote noticing of errors and provide valuable metalinguis-

tic explanations, potentially fostering greater learner autonomy in 

the writing process. Although the presence, nature, and students’ 

cognitive processing of the automated feedback prompted the gains 
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in accuracy, some challenges were reported, such as overcorrec-

tion, cognitive overload, and limited metalinguistic explanation. 

Yao et al.’s [11] longitudinal study further supported the poten-

tial for effects on learners’ mindsets and motivation when using 

AWE. However, as Yao et al. [11] mentioned, the impact on stu-

dents’ writing performance was not constant and could be mediated 

by individual factors like prior experiences and perceptions of the 

tool’s usefulness. Recognizing the limitations of AWE, researchers 

advocated for integrated feedback approaches. However, students 

adopted a proofreading instead of a learning orientation toward 

automated feedback, perhaps because most of it included specific 

corrections, thus requiring little work on their cognition [12]. 

The impact of AWE in L2 writing involves different aspects, 

such as influencing teacher practices in integrating AWE and reveal-

ing effects on writing quality based on learners’ proficiency. Jiang 

et al. [13] highlighted that adoption of AWE could reshape teacher 

feedback practices, affecting its mode, quantity, type, level, and 

even deeper aspects such as intention and meaning, and the dif-

ferent practices were mediated strongly by teacher beliefs. From 

the student’s perspective, an investigation into integrated feedback, 

including teacher, peer, and automated feedback, demonstrated the 

value of leveraging AWE’s strengths, such as language and spelling 

correction, and this integration of different feedback can enhance 

students’ writing skills effectively [14]. 

 

2.2. ChatGPT in L2 writing 

The advent of AI has introduced new possibilities and chal-

lenges into the field of second language writing. Studies on 

perceptions of AI reveal both support and concerns among stu-

dents and teachers in L2 writing. Students generally view AI tools 

such as ChatGPT positively, satisfied with their ability to generate 

ideas, provide examples, and gather information, considering them 

as valuable assisted tools [15]. These perceptions are not merely 

opinions but actively affect students’ writing process. Apart from 

the student’s perspective, studies comparing educators’ and stu-

dents’ views, such as the study by Barrett and Pack [16], showed 

subtle disagreements on the acceptable use of AI throughout the 

writing process. These viewpoints require teachers’ consideration 

in designing class activities with the integration of AI in teach-

ing. Furthermore, Shen and Guo [17] show that teachers experience 

complex reactions of both positive and negative emotions when 

using AI in their classrooms. However, teachers are more prone 

to negative emotions because AI is a new concept and approach 

for most of them. The newness of AI chatbots brings about fear, 

stress, and anxiety to teachers, especially novice teachers with low 

technological experience and pedagogical knowledge. 

Generative AI tools represent a distinct form of automated 

feedback, characterized by their interactive chatbot function. Recent 

studies have increasingly explored the application of AI in L2 writ-

ing, mainly through comparative analyses with teacher feedback. 

Studies revealed that tools, such as ChatGPT, could generate more 

pieces of feedback than teachers, frequently addressing organiza-

tion, metalinguistic comments, and text reformulation as well as 

content and language concerns [18, 19]. This contrasts with teacher 

feedback, which often focuses on content and language with empha-

sis on direct correction and indirect feedback forms, addressing 

both local and global issues. The differences between ChatGPT and 

teacher feedback in quantity and quality have also been supported by 

Lu et al. [20]. However, there are contradictions regarding feedback 

quality. While some researchers argued that ChatGPT offered higher 

relevant feedback on language, content, and organization [21], 

others contended that teacher feedback demonstrated overall higher 

quality and adaptability to learner proficiency [22]. 

Previous studies highlight AI feedback’s pedagogical value in 

collaborative contexts. AI feedback can enhance students’ revision 

and editing stages in the L2 writing process [23]. When integrated 

with teacher feedback, ChatGPT can mitigate challenges in large 

classrooms, addressing diverse error categories and including more 

helpful comments, which makes students incorporate more of the 

feedback into their revision [24]. Furthermore, researchers suggest 

the potential of using AI for evaluating student writing and support-

ing teacher feedback. EFL (English as foreign language) teachers 

can integrate ChatGPT feedback and their own feedback on stu-

dent essays. During the process, teachers may make use of the 

advantages of ChatGPT feedback while paying attention to its lim-

itations and addressing them using their own strengths [18]. This 

integration appears to foster greater improvement in task achieve-

ment, cohesion, and linguistic accuracy than teacher feedback alone 

[25], suggesting an integrated feedback approach may facilitate L2 

writing development by leveraging the productivity of AI and the 

contextual insight of teachers. 

Despite a growing number of studies on ChatGPT in L2 

writing, which have investigated its value, teacher and student per-

ceptions, and comparisons between AI and teacher feedback in 

terms of quality and quantity and explored pedagogical implemen-

tations, there remains a scarcity of longitudinal studies. Specifically, 

the long-term effects on students’ writing performance and the 

mechanisms of student feedback uptake and the dynamics of how 

students engage with ChatGPT during drafting and revision have 

received limited attention. 

 

2.3. Student engagement with feedback 

Student engagement refers to how students attend to learn-

ing, and it is a key concept in their uptake of feedback. This term 

describes students’ focus, curiosity, interest, and desire to use their 

language skills and ways of learning to make progress [26]. The 

widely used conceptualization of student engagement was estab-

lished by Ferris et al. [27], who identified three types of engagement: 

behavioral, emotional, and cognitive. Ellis [28] further refined the 

concept by conceptualizing student engagement with feedback in 

three categories: (1) cognitive engagement, which focuses on how 

learners attend to feedback; (2) behavioral engagement, which 

focuses on whether and how learners take up feedback into their 

revisions; and (3) affective engagement, which focuses on learn-

ers’ attitudinal responses to feedback. However, this explanation 

is more concerned with error correction than with students’ use of 

feedback in writing. Building on the work of these scholars, Zhang 

and Hyland [26] proposed more detailed and comprehensive con-

ceptualization of student engagement: (1) behavioral engagement, 

referring to students’ physical reactions to feedback, such as revi-

sion actions and time spent on revision; (2) affective engagement, 

which encompasses students’ emotional responses and attitudinal 

reactions to feedback, as evidenced through retrospective inter-

views; and (3) cognitive engagement, which involves how students 

respond to feedback through revision processes (rewriting and reor-

ganization) and cognitive strategies (evaluating and monitoring). 

This conceptualization of engagement focused more on the students’ 

use of feedback and revision strategies. Based on the above discus-

sion, this study follows the framework of Zhang and Hyland [26] to 

explore student engagement with AI feedback in L2 writing. 

The specific type of feedback plays a critical role in shap-

ing student engagement. A key distinction lies between direct and 



International Journal of Changes in Education Vol. 3 Iss. 4 2026 

553 

 

 

 

 

indirect corrective feedback. Direct feedback explicitly supplies the 

correct form, whereas indirect feedback merely indicates the types 

and location of an error, requiring students to self-correct [27]. 

According to Bitchener [5], indirect feedback may be sufficient for 

advanced learners, while direct correction is more beneficial for 

lower-proficiency learners with a more limited linguistic perfor-

mance to address errors. For writing development, indirect feedback 

may be more valuable for the long term than direct feedback because 

it requires deeper cognitive engagement to actively figure out the 

reason and formulate revision strategies [27]. 

Research on student engagement with feedback has increas-

ingly diversified instead of teacher-centered corrective feedback 

in L2 writing. When examining student engagement with teacher 

feedback, Bitchener [5] revealed nonlinear relationships among 

cognitive, behavioral, and affective engagement dimensions, medi-

ated by language proficiency and feedback focus, highlighting how 

learner differences affected engagement levels. However, more 

researchers investigated student engagement with peer feedback. 

For instance, Cheng and Zhang [29] demonstrated that teacher 

scaffolding in L2 writing processes enhances affective, behavioral, 

and cognitive engagement. Similarly, Zhang et al. [30] demon-

strated both initial engagement differences and extensive gains in 

engagement across all three learners despite challenges in profi-

ciency and self-efficacy. The dynamic features of engagement with 

peer feedback are also revealed in Zhang and Gao’s [31] study, 

which are influenced by individual and contextual factors. Addi-

tionally, translanguaging impacts peer feedback engagement. To 

be specific, students’ affective engagement improved when stu-

dents used L1 to provide content-related issues in peer assessment 

[32]. The comparative studies indicate peer feedback engagement 

exhibits greater complexity and inconsistency than teacher feedback 

engagement [33]. 

Engagement with AWE feedback has also drawn increasing 

attention in L2 writing, driven by advancements in technology. For 

example, Zhang [6] observed differences in students’ revision oper-

ations and perceptions of AWE feedback. Similarly, Li and Ke [34] 

reported changes in engagement in students with different language 

proficiency by using Youdao Writing, attributing these to differ-

ent personal experiences, perceptions, and emotional responses. 

In Koltovskaia’s [35] study, students demonstrated greater cogni-

tive engagement by questioning the feedback, while others showed 

overreliance on AWE feedback with limited cognitive engagement. 

To enhance student engagement in L2 writing, Zhang and Hyland 

[8] implemented integrated teacher-peer-AWE feedback, demon-

strating effective promotion across three engagement dimensions. 

Regarding the evolution of engagement, Cheng and Zhang [7] 

examined AWE-teacher integrated feedback, revealing profound 

behavioral and cognitive engagement, though affective engage-

ment did not show significant differences in teacher feedback and 

integrated feedback conditions. 

Studies on student engagement with generative AI tools have 

expanded as these technologies have been introduced in edu-

cational contexts. Studies reveal complex and multidimensional 

engagement patterns. Students demonstrated promoted cognitive 

engagement when critically evaluating AI feedback accuracy, 

though behavioral engagement often centered on lower-order con-

cerns, accompanied by generally positive affective responses [36]. 

Importantly, students’ engagement manifested diversity across indi-

viduals and writing process stages, influenced by factors such as 

prior experience with AI writing platforms [37]. Study on AI inter-

vention further indicated that AI writing tools could enhance all 

three engagement dimensions, correlating with measurable writing 

improvements [38, 39]. However, the degree of different dimen- 

sions of engagement remains individualized, and studies showed 

collective engagement of students in L2 writing and uncovered 

emotional complexity with AI-assisted feedback [40]. 

Although prior research has investigated students’ engagement 

with automated feedback, studies focusing specifically on Chat-

GPT feedback remain limited. Therefore, this study aims to explore 

student engagement with both ChatGPT and teacher feedback in 

a college EFL writing class and addresses the following research 

questions: 

1) How do students engage with ChatGPT and teacher feedback 

behaviorally, affectively, and cognitively? 

2) How do students perceive ChatGPT feedback and teacher 

feedback in the process of revision? 

 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Context and participants 

Utilizing a convenience sampling technique, this study was 

conducted in a comprehensive university in central China, and par-

ticipants were 46 sophomores majoring in English in two intact 

classes, with 13 males and 33 females. All of the participants have 

learned English for at least 9 years, and their proficiency was at an 

intermediate level, corresponding to their ongoing preparation for 

the Test for English Majors Band 4 (TEM-4). TEM-4 is a nation-

ally standardized test for English major sophomores in Chinese 

universities, assessing students’ integrated skills in listening, read-

ing, writing, and translation. They attended argumentative writing 

courses weekly this semester, and each class lasted for 45 minutes. 

Before the data collection, students were informed that they would 

finish two timed writing tasks and revise their essays with Chat-

GPT and teacher feedback. Most students have experience in using 

AI in their L2 learning, but few of them collect AI feedback, espe-

cially ChatGPT feedback, and revise according to it. They signed 

the consent form before the procedure began. 

 

3.2. Study design and procedure 

This study utilizes a within-subject design to investigate stu-

dent engagement with ChatGPT and teacher feedback in two writing 

tasks. All participants are exposed to both experimental conditions: 

revising writing based on ChatGPT feedback and revising writing 

based on teacher feedback. The feedback from both sources was 

collected for a comparative analysis. To examine behavioral and 

cognitive engagement, students’ writing drafts and revised essays 

were analyzed to document their revision operations. Additionally, 

open-ended questionnaires and semi-structured interviews were 

administered to investigate students’ perspectives on the feedback 

and to explore the behavioral, cognitive, and potentially affective 

dimensions of their engagement. 

In the first week of the experiment, students completed a timed 

writing task in 45 minutes on the topic of “Intelligent Machines and 

Our Brain.” In the second week, they revised their essays based 

on feedback from ChatGPT. In week three, they completed a sec-

ond timed writing task on the topic of “Loneliness and Wisdom,” 

and in week four, they revised their essays according to feedback 

from the teacher. The procedure is illustrated in Figure 1. The top-

ics for writing tests were selected from the past TEM-4 battery, 

which is a well-established test, and the difficulty remains con-

sistent. The selected TEM-4 writing topics were designed to be 

cognitively accessible and drawn from students’ life experiences. 

This relevance was intended to facilitate a clear understanding of 
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Figure 1 

The procedure of writing tasks 
 

 

the task requirements and enable students to show their insights in 

their essays. 

3.3. Data collection 

First, students’ drafts were collected to generate feedback. 

Regarding the feedback from ChatGPT, the researchers collected 

responses by submitting prompts to ChatGPT. Given the features 

of the writing task, the feedback focused on both content and lan-

guage. After trying different prompts on content and language, 

we compared the responses and selected the one that was most 

tailored to this study. The prompts used were: “Please provide 

feedback on areas for improvement in the content of this essay,” 

and “Please provide feedback on areas for improvement in the 

language of this essay.” The primary aim was to offer students 

guidance on how to enhance their writing skills and the overall 

quality of their work. After ChatGPT generated the feedback, the 

researchers reviewed each response and selected the most effective 

suggestions, which were related to the writing topic and students’ 

writing content. The criteria for feedback selection were established 

based on four key dimensions: appropriateness for student adoption, 

specificity and relevance to the student’s essay, accurate identifica-

tion of the essays’ issues, and the capacity of the revised samples 

to demonstrate substantive and meaningful improvements. These 

pieces feedback provided useful for students to revise their gram-

matical mistakes, polish their language, and enrich their evidence. 

For language, the feedback format included both the original drafts 

and revised samples, which allowed students to easily compare 

the two versions. On average, each student received 10 pieces of 

feedback from ChatGPT (Figure 2). 

Regarding teacher feedback, the researchers assessed students’ 

essays by providing both marginal and end comments on content 

and language. This feedback was delivered by the instructor of the 

writing class. Although the forms of feedback from ChatGPT and 

the teacher differed, both focused on similar aspects, including con-

tent and language. The number of feedback comments varied across 

students due to differences in writing quality; however, on average, 

each student received 10 pieces of feedback (Figure 3). 

Second, students’ writing drafts were collected for analysis of 

the revision processes. Following each revision, two questionnaires 

were distributed to examine students’ engagement with and percep-

tions of different types of feedback. Questionnaire 1 included four 

open-ended questions regarding students’ use of ChatGPT feed-

back, the challenges they encountered, and their reflections and 

perceptions. Questionnaire 2 comprised five open-ended questions 

focused on students’ use of teacher feedback, the issues they faced, 

and their comparative perceptions of teacher feedback and ChatGPT 

feedback in different aspects (Appendix A). 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted to explore stu-

dents’ understanding of feedback, their strategies of revision, and 

their perceptions of the feedback. Six participants, comprising three 

males and three females, were selected from different academic lev-

els, with two participants from each level. The interviews lasted 

20 minutes for each participant and were recorded for subsequent 

data analysis. To reduce participants’ nervousness and concerns, the 

interviews were conducted in Chinese. Students were informed that 

their participation in the interview would not affect their final scores. 

In this section, the revision processes were examined in detail, 

focusing on specific revised sentences. Additionally, the interview 

explored participants’ revision strategies and their perceptions of 

using ChatGPT and teacher feedback (Appendix B). 

 

3.4. Data analysis 

First, the texts of two types of feedback, along with students’ 

writing drafts, were analyzed to investigate which suggestions from 

ChatGPT and teacher feedback students incorporated into their revi-

sions. The researchers categorized the feedback into two groups: 

adopted feedback and non-adopted feedback. Additionally, the 

adopted feedback was further divided into content-related feedback 

and language-related feedback. 

Second, students’ essays were analyzed to examine their revi-

sion operations (Table 1) [26], which provided insights into their 

cognitive engagement. The researchers identified and categorized 

each revision operation and then calculated the frequency of each 

type to determine which cognitive strategies students were most 

likely to use during the revision process. 

Third, students’ responses to the questionnaires were collected 

to explore their affective and cognitive engagement. The question-

naire responses were analyzed from different aspects. For affective 

engagement, the words used by students were categorized as either 

“positive” or “negative.” Regarding cognitive engagement, stu-

dents’ use of feedback and the strategies they employed to address 

problems during the revision process were classified into differ-

ent categories. To examine students’ perceptions, their comments 

on ChatGPT and teacher feedback were analyzed and summarized, 

especially focusing on specific adjectives. 

Fourth, the recordings of the interviews were transcribed 

for analysis, and the Chinese transcriptions were subsequently 

translated into English. In this section, students’ understanding 

of the feedback, their reasons for specific revisions, and their 

cognitive strategies were thoroughly analyzed to assess their cogni-

tive engagement. Additionally, students’ affective engagement was 

examined through the transcriptions, with relevant words, particu-

larly adjectives, categorized as “positive” or “negative.” Students’ 

comments on both ChatGPT and teacher feedback were also coded 

for further analysis. 

 

4. Results 

4.1. Behavioral engagement 

Students’ behavioral engagement was demonstrated through 

their adoption of ChatGPT and feedback, as well as the time spent 

on revisions (Table 2). 
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Figure 2 

Example of ChatGPT feedback 
 

 

Regarding ChatGPT feedback, students adopted more than half 

of the provided feedback, incorporating both language and con-

tent suggestions. In contrast, students adopted a greater number 

of teacher feedback suggestions than ChatGPT feedback, revising 

their essays based on both content and language comments. The 

percentage of feedback adoption by students serves as an indicator 

of their behavioral engagement, suggesting that students generally 

engaged behaviorally with both ChatGPT and teacher feedback. The 

higher adoption rate of teacher feedback can be attributed to its 

more specific and concise features, which made it easier for students 

to understand and apply in their revisions. Conversely, students 

adopted fewer pieces of ChatGPT feedback, likely due to its gener-

ality, particularly with respect to content-related comments. While 

ChatGPT provided both original drafts and revised samples, stu-

dents often struggled to understand why certain changes were made 

to their original versions, which contributed to the lower adoption 

rate of ChatGPT feedback. 

In terms of the time students spent on revision, those who par-

ticipated in the interview reported that they spent 40 minutes to 

1 hour revising their essays based on ChatGPT feedback, whereas 

they typically spent only 30 minutes revising their writing with 

teacher feedback. The additional time spent on ChatGPT feedback 

can be attributed to the fact that its suggestions were not targeted at 

specific sentences requiring content revision. As a result, students 

had to go through all the feedback and reread their essays to iden-

tify which sentences or expressions ChatGPT was suggesting for 
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Figure 3 

Example of teacher feedback 
 

 

 

 

 

Revision operations Descriptions 

Table 1 

Revision operations 

 
 

Zero operation No response to feedback 

Effective correction Errors in grammar (e.g., verbs and nouns) and mechanics (e.g., spelling and 

punctuation) are correctly addressed. 

Ineffective 

correction 

Errors in grammar (e.g., verbs and nouns) and mechanics (e.g., spelling and 

punctuation) are incorrectly addressed. 

Addition Provision of additional words or phrases excluding error correction (e.g., I’m shocked 

→ I’m extremely shocked) 

Deletion Removal of identified errors or problem areas 

Substitution Replacement of original words or phrases with new ones, excluding error correction 

(e.g., rich family → affluent family) 

Rewriting Changes made at the syntactic and discoursal levels, excluding error correction 

 
Table 2 

Types of feedback adopted by the 46 students 
 

Feedback  ChatGPT feedback (%) Teacher feedback (%) 

Adopted feedback Content 27.6 30.4 

 Language 30.5 34.8 

  58.1 65.2 

Not adopted feedback  41.9 34.8 

Total  100 100 
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revision. This process proved to be time-consuming. Furthermore, 

some of the content-related suggestions from ChatGPT were unclear 

with complex vocabulary and sentence structures, which required 

students to spend extra time interpreting the meaning and inten-

tion behind the feedback. In contrast, teacher feedback was more 

explicit, as it included marginal comments that highlighted the spe-

cific words and sentences needing revision. This allowed students 

to follow the feedback more directly and efficiently, resulting in less 

time spent on the revision process. 

4.2. Affective engagement 

Students’ affective engagement with feedback was reflected 

in the questionnaire and interview data. Overall, students exhib-

ited both positive and negative attitudes toward ChatGPT feedback, 

with a predominance of positive responses. In contrast, the major-

ity of students displayed positive attitudes toward teacher feedback. 

In both the questionnaires and interviews, students used a range 

of positive adjectives, such as “happy,” “grateful,” “helpful,” and 

“useful,” to describe their feelings toward ChatGPT feedback. For 

instance, one student commented, “I am very happy that the feed-

back was detailed and provided specific revision suggestions, even 

including case studies.” This statement reflects a positive response 

to ChatGPT feedback. However, some students expressed negative 

reactions, using adjectives such as “disappointed” and “tired” and 

showing doubts about the feedback. One student remarked, “I felt a 

bit disappointed with its feedback. It seemed that it was not satisfied 

with my essay.” This suggests that ChatGPT’s feedback may have 

had a discouraging effect on some students, leading to feelings of 

frustration or disappointment. Additionally, a student interviewed 

stated, “I feel stressed when revising my essays because I have to 

spend a lot of time understanding ChatGPT’s feedback, which also 

makes me feel tired during the revision process.” This response indi-

cates that ChatGPT’s feedback can contribute to stress and fatigue 

in students. Therefore, while students generally expressed positive 

feelings toward ChatGPT feedback, there were also instances of 

negative emotional responses. 

In terms of teacher feedback, the majority of students expressed 

positive responses, often using adjectives such as “relaxed,” 

“happy,” and “enlightening.” For instance, one student remarked, 

“Teacher feedback is very clear, and I can revise my essay smoothly. 

Compared to ChatGPT feedback, I felt more relaxed using the 

teacher’s suggestions than ChatGPT’s.” This suggests that students 

were able to revise their essays effectively with positive emo-

tional responses during the process. Additionally, another student 

commented, “I feel happy to have the opportunity to receive my 

teacher’s suggestions on my writing; it is valuable.” This indicates 

 

Table 3 

Types of revision operations elicited by ChatGPT and teacher 

feedback 
 

 

Revision operations 

Revised timed 

writing 1 (%) 

Revised timed 

writing 2 (%) 

Zero operation 41.9 30.4 

Effective correction 5.3 41.6 

Ineffective correction 0.4 2.5 

Addition 0.4 0.0 

Deletion 7.6 11.5 

Substitution 5.8 0.8 

Rewriting 38.6 13.2 

Total 100 100 

that students were satisfied with teacher feedback and perceived it 

as beneficial for improving their writing performance. 

4.3. Cognitive engagement 

Cognitive engagement can be observed through students’ 

revision operations. After collecting and coding the data, the per-

centages of students’ use of different types of revision operations 

are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3 illustrates that most students did not revise their essays 

following the feedback and they rewrote during their revision pro-

cess when utilizing ChatGPT feedback. Similarly, when receiving 

teacher feedback, students also favored zero operation, although 

they demonstrated more effective corrections compared to the zero 

operation. While zero operation does not reflect students’ behavioral 

engagement, it does offer insights into their cognitive engagement. 

This is because students chose not to revise the identified areas 

after careful consideration. In the interview, one student explained, 

“ChatGPT feedback asked me to rewrite my thesis statement more 

clearly, but I believe I had already written a very direct and clear 

statement. Therefore, I did not find it necessary to revise it. More-

over, some of the revised suggestions were similar to my original 

version. As a result, I chose not to adopt these pieces of feedback and 

kept my original sentences.” A similar example of zero operation 

was provided in response to teacher feedback. One student stated, “I 

did not change the word ‘maintain’ because I believe it is appropri-

ate in this context.” Based on these interview responses, students’ 

cognitive engagement can be inferred from their understanding of 

the feedback, their comparison of the revised versions with their 

original texts, and their consideration of whether to modify their 

expressions. 

When revising their writing using ChatGPT feedback, students 

restructured their texts based on feedback related to content and 

adopted suggestions for language improvements. In terms of con-

tent, students encountered challenges when interpreting ChatGPT’s 

feedback. One student explained, “I felt confused about what Chat-

GPT wanted me to revise in my essay. I didn’t know which parts it 

referred to. I spent a lot of time trying to understand the feedback and 

reread my essay. I realized that I had combined two separate points 

in one paragraph, so I split it into two paragraphs and added more 

details and evidence to support each point.” In this case, the student 

revised his essay by restructuring the paragraphs, reflecting on the 

feedback, and employing strategies to improve the clarity and orga-

nization of his writing. Additionally, some students incorporated 

ChatGPT’s language suggestions, which mainly involved syntactic 

adjustments, such as changes in word order, the use of clauses, and 

the application of non-finite verb forms. 

In teacher feedback, students were able to effectively correct 

most grammatical errors. For example: 

1) feedback: art 

revision: acting as an effective and favorable way → acting as 

an effective and favorable way 

2) feedback: vt 

revision: they knew clearly → they know clearly 

Students were able to follow teachers’ feedback on grammar 

and make revisions as required. This indicates that students could 

understand the marked suggestions, such as “art,” which referred to 

errors in article usage, and “vt,” which pointed to mistakes in verb 

tense. They were able to recognize these errors and make corrections 

based on their understanding, demonstrating cognitive engagement 

with the feedback. According to the data in Table 3, there was no 
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evidence of addition following the adoption of teacher feedback. 

The reason is likely that the teacher did not include this type of 

suggestion in the feedback, given the nature of the grammatical 

mistakes. In one instance of revision based on teacher feedback, a 

student stated, “The teacher’s suggestions required me to express my 

statement more directly and clearly. I agree with this because my 

original draft had a thesis statement that was somewhat general. By 

incorporating this feedback, I can present my point more clearly and 

directly.” This example demonstrates that students were able to fol-

low content-related suggestions from the teacher and improve their 

essays through revision. 

4.4. Students’ perceptions of ChatGPT and teacher 

feedback 

Based on the data from the questionnaires and interviews, 

students expressed their perceptions of ChatGPT and teacher feed-

back, as well as their suggestions for utilizing these two types of 

feedback in the L2 writing classroom. Regarding the strengths of 

ChatGPT feedback, students noted that it is more systematic, as 

the feedback covers various aspects of writing improvement. For 

example, ChatGPT provided suggestions on how to enhance writing 

quality, such as by incorporating more specific examples, reorga-

nizing essays, and presenting counterarguments. One student in the 

interview stated, “I have improved my language use by adopting 

ChatGPT’s feedback, particularly due to its multiple options for 

advanced vocabulary and collocations.” This suggests that students 

can benefit from adopting ChatGPT’s language-related suggestions. 

Additionally, students found that ChatGPT offered more useful 

advice on language use, including varied word choices, diverse sen-

tence structures, academic expressions, and revised samples without 

errors. 

However, students identified several weaknesses in ChatGPT’s 

feedback. One significant issue was that the feedback was often per-

ceived as general and abstract. For instance, ChatGPT suggested that 

students “ensure that your argument is clearly articulated and sup-

ported throughout the essay,” but students showed confusion about 

how to achieve this specific goal and meet the standards mentioned 

by ChatGPT. Another weakness was that some of ChatGPT’s feed-

back did not meet the requirements of the writing task. For example, 

in the conclusion section, ChatGPT suggested that students pro-

vide solutions to the problems discussed in the essay. However, 

according to the writing task instructions, offering solutions was not 

necessary in the conclusion; thus, most students ignored this feed-

back. Furthermore, ChatGPT was unable to provide suggestions for 

the summary section because the prompt did not include relevant 

excerpts or materials. 

Regarding teacher feedback, most students argued that it was 

targeted and clear, as it typically consisted of marginal comments 

on specific words or sentences. As a result, students were able to 

follow the feedback more easily to correct their essays. Addition-

ally, revising essays with teacher feedback was perceived as more 

efficient, as the feedback was generally shorter than that provided 

by ChatGPT, allowing students to spend less time reading, under-

standing, and incorporating the suggestions. Furthermore, students 

found that teacher feedback helped them identify their weaknesses, 

particularly in areas such as providing evidence and improving log-

ical coherence. One student interviewed stated, “I have noticed my 

weaknesses in presenting my thesis statement by reviewing teacher 

feedback. Next time, I will pay more attention to my points and 

how to relate my evidence to my thesis.” This process encouraged 

students to engage in reflective thinking, thereby improving their 

writing performance. Lastly, students viewed teacher feedback as 

more acceptable and understandable because teachers evaluated 

their essays based on the specific writing requirements and students’ 

individual writing styles. Furthermore, students felt that teachers’ 

comments were more closely consistent with their own thinking, 

reducing the risk of misinterpretation of their intended meaning. 

 

5. Discussion 

This study examined students’ engagement in revising their 

essays assisted by feedback from both ChatGPT and teachers. 

Overall, students showed positive engagement with both types of 

feedback, which accords with the findings of Wang and Xue [39], 

suggesting that AI-driven chatbots can positively impact students’ 

academic engagement in Chinese EFL classrooms. Students imple-

mented feedback more frequently than ChatGPT feedback in all 

dimensions, which is consistent with Lu et al.’s [20] results. 

 

5.1. Behavioral engagement 

Behaviorally, students showed profound behavioral engage-

ment with ChatGPT and teacher feedback, echoing the finding of 

Yeung [37]. Students accepted more than half of the feedback pro-

vided by both ChatGPT and their teachers, successfully revising 

most of the grammatical errors. The revision process revealed that 

students generally considered both teacher and ChatGPT feedback. 

Their adoption of this feedback was not automatic, but the result 

of a decision-making process in which they considered factors like 

intelligibility, practicality, and relevance. However, the proportion 

of feedback incorporated in the revisions was not consistent with the 

findings of Han and Li [24], who reported that students integrated 

a greater proportion of the feedback, resulting in fewer instances 

of zero operation. This discrepancy may be attributed to the limita-

tions of ChatGPT in meeting the specific requirements of the writing 

tasks in this study, which could explain the lower adoption rate 

compared to the previous study. The relatively lower rate of Chat-

GPT feedback uptake in this study can be attributed to two primary 

factors. First, participants perceived that the ChatGPT feedback is 

not targeted to the specific requirements of the TEM 4 assessment 

and sometimes misinterpreted the students’ intended meaning of 

their writing. Second, a portion of the ChatGPT feedback was not 

specific, providing general suggestions that lacked tailoring to the 

individual student’s essay, limiting its relevance and applicability. 

 

5.2. Affective engagement 

Affectively, students expressed both positive and negative feel-

ings about ChatGPT feedback, with a predominance of positive 

attitudes overall. These findings align with those of Koltovskaia 

et al. [36] and Li and Ke [34]. A majority of students expressed 

appreciation for receiving feedback from both ChatGPT and their 

teacher, reporting that this guidance enhanced their motivation 

to revise. They perceived this approach as a valuable instruc-

tional support. Koltovskaia et al. [36] suggested that students’ 

reactions to ChatGPT feedback were generally positive, although 

some negative feelings were also reported. Li and Ke [34] reported 

that AWE systems are very time-saving and handy but too rigid. 

However, there was a divergence in the reasons for the negative 

attitudes between the two studies. In this study, students found Chat-

GPT feedback to be overly general and time-consuming, whereas 

participants in Koltovskaia et al.’s [36] study reported that Chat-

GPT occasionally provided inaccurate feedback. Few students in 

this study highlighted concerns regarding the accuracy of Chat-

GPT’s feedback. More broadly, ChatGPT feedback was frequently 
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characterized as general, lacking in specificity. Consequently, stu-

dents reported that the process of interpreting and adopting this 

feedback required considerable time and cognitive effort. Besides, 

AWE systems may twist students’ meaning in providing sugges-

tions [34]. Students show more positive affective engagement in 

teacher feedback, in agreement with Cheng and Zhang’s [7] finding, 

showing similar affective engagement with teacher and automated 

feedback. Students demonstrated a preference for teacher feedback, 

attributing it to the established trust in their teacher’s subject exper-

tise and pedagogical guidance, particularly on the specific skills and 

assessment for improvement in L2 writing. 

 

5.3. Cognitive engagement 

Cognitively, students demonstrated profound engagement in 

revising their essays following ChatGPT and teacher feedback. With 

regard to ChatGPT, these results are in agreement with those of 

Koltovskaia et al. [36], who found that students were able to notice 

and comprehend most of the suggestions, although they sometimes 

felt confused by inaccurate feedback, which they subsequently rec-

ognized and rejected. In the present study, students also reported 

that some feedback deviated from the task requirements, leading 

them to neglect it and retain their original versions. This is the rea-

son for the high proportion of zero operation in students’ revision 

with ChatGPT. Zero operation still shows their cognitive engage-

ment for their consideration and comparison of the feedback and 

their original draft. The higher rate of effective corrections with 

teacher feedback can be attributed to its direct marginal comments on 

localized errors in grammar and spelling, which facilitated a straight-

forward revision process. A few revision operations on ineffective 

correction showed that students can understand both ChatGPT and 

teacher feedback, revising correctly based on the feedback. For the 

addition, deletion, and substitution, a few revision operations on 

these two types were conducted due to the feedback collected from 

ChatGPT and teacher feedback, which means little feedback sug-

gests students to add more words, delete some words, or substitute 

certain words. However, more cases of deletion in teacher feed-

back are attributed to difficulties of revision. The reason for more 

revision operations on rewriting can be students’ acceptability of 

the syntactic change of the provided samples, which mostly rewrite 

their original sentences. However, this study is inconsistent with the 

finding of Yeung [37], which illustrates a relatively limited level 

of cognitive engagement. The reason is that the response of Chat-

GPT and students’ attitude toward ChatGPT affect their cognitive 

engagement. In this study, students’ feelings and attitudes do not 

affect much on their engagement. 

5.4. Students’ perceptions of ChatGPT and teacher 

feedback 

In terms of students’ perceptions of the two types of feedback, 

they identified both advantages and disadvantages of ChatGPT 

feedback. When compared to ChatGPT feedback, teacher feedback 

was perceived as having more strengths. In terms of advantages, 

ChatGPT was able to generate more systematic and quantitative sug-

gestions, a finding that echoes the results of Guo and Wang [18], 

who reported that ChatGPT’s feedback was created in just a few sec-

onds. However, regarding ChatGPT’s feedback on content-related 

feedback, limitations are shown in this study. First, ChatGPT lacks 

specificity in content-related issues. For example, most of the Chat-

GPT feedback on the examples is “Incorporating specific examples 

or case studies could strengthen your argument.” This feedback 

required students to add more examples that can be suitable for every 

argumentative writing. Besides, Feedback on counterargument is 

also quite general, stating “Acknowledge potential counterargu-

ments and provide rebuttals to strengthen your argument.” It is more 

like a reminder for students in writing without providing specific 

ideas on how to write a counterargument. In this study, students 

expected that ChatGPT feedback could provide more details on how 

to revise based on the suggestions. In contrast to ChatGPT, teacher 

feedback provided suggestions that encouraged students to think 

critically, rather than directly correcting their essays. This supports 

the perspectives of Guo and Wang [18], who argued that ChatGPT 

tended to offer more directive feedback than the teachers, while 

the teachers used informative and query feedback more frequently. 

Students prefer teacher feedback and show greater understanding 

with teacher feedback, resonating with Lu et al.’s [20] findings, 

demonstrating readability, clarity, and specificity of teacher feed-

back. Teacher feedback involved local and global issues, which are 

inconsistent with the results of Lin and Crosthwaite [19], arguing 

that there is a degree of inaccuracy in teacher feedback. 

 

6. Conclusion 

This study investigated student engagement with ChatGPT and 

teacher feedback by analyzing students’ writing drafts, question-

naire data, and semi-structured interview responses. The findings 

revealed that students exhibited positive engagement across behav-

ioral, affective, and cognitive dimensions. The features of the two 

types of feedback contributed to slight variations in the degree of 

student engagement. Furthermore, both ChatGPT and teacher feed-

back facilitated students’ revision processes, and for some students, 

it led to improvements in their writing skills through the learning 

derived from the feedback. 

Despite its contributions, this study has several limitations, 

which suggest directions for future research. First, the prompts used 

to generate feedback from ChatGPT should be clearer and more 

specific, as some of the feedback collected deviated from the topic, 

while other feedback was overly general and applicable to all con-

texts. Thus, future studies should focus on refining the prompts to 

generate more accurate and context-based feedback from ChatGPT, 

as well as ensuring that the prompts are tailored to the specific writ-

ing tasks. Second, this study did not examine changes in students’ 

engagement, which limits the understanding of the effectiveness of 

ChatGPT and teacher feedback. Future research could investigate 

how student engagement evolves over time and explore the impact 

of ChatGPT feedback on students’ writing performance. 

In terms of pedagogical implications, teachers can utilize 

ChatGPT-assisted feedback to make their comments more compre-

hensive and provide students with more efficient suggestions in L2 

writing classrooms. Furthermore, instructors can introduce Chat-

GPT to students, teaching them how to identify valid feedback and 

assess whether it should be incorporated into their revisions. In other 

words, the merits and demerits of ChatGPT feedback should be care-

fully considered in L2 writing instruction. Overall, ChatGPT is a 

powerful AI tool that can be integrated into L2 writing practices; 

however, further efforts are needed to explore its full potential and 

to enhance students’ writing skills. 

 

Ethical Statement 

This study involving human participants was reviewed and 

approved by the Ethics Committee of Wuhan University of Tech-

nology. All participants of the study provided their written consent 

before participating in the study. 



560 

International Journal of Changes in Education Vol. 3 Iss. 4 2026 
 

 

 

Conflicts of Interest 

The author declares that she has no conflicts of interest to this 

work. 

 

Data Availability Statement 

The data that support this work are available upon reason-

able request to the corresponding author. 

 

Author Contribution Statement 

Jiaying Liang: Conceptualization, Methodology, Validation, 

Formal analysis, Investigation, Resources, Data curation, Writing – 

original draft, Writing – review & editing, Visualization. 

 

References 

[1] McCarthy, K. S., Roscoe, R. D., Allen, L. K., Likens, A. D., & 

McNamara, D. S. (2022). Automated writing evaluation: Does 

spelling and grammar feedback support high-quality writing 

and revision? Assessing Writing, 52, 100608. https://doi.org/10. 

1016/j.asw.2022.100608 

[2] Wang, L., Chen, X., Wang, C., Xu, L., Shadiev, R., & Li, Y. 

(2024). ChatGPT’s capabilities in providing feedback on under-

graduate students’ argumentation: A case study. Thinking Skills 

and Creativity, 51, 101440. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2023. 

101440 

[3] Zou, M., & Huang, L. (2024). The impact of ChatGPT 

on L2 writing and expected responses: Voice from doctoral 

students. Education and Information Technologies, 29(11), 

13201–13219. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-12397-x 

[4] Yan, D. (2023). Impact of ChatGPT on learners in a L2 writing 

practicum: An exploratory investigation. Education and Infor-

mation Technologies, 28(11), 13943–13967. https://doi.org/10. 

1007/s10639-023-11742-4 

[5] Bitchener, J. (2012). Written corrective feedback for L2 

development: Current knowledge and future research. TESOL 

Quarterly, 46(4), 855–860. 

[6] Zhang, Z. V. (2020). Engaging with automated writing eval-

uation (AWE) feedback on L2 writing: Student perceptions 

and revisions. Assessing Writing, 43, 100439. https://doi.org/10. 

1016/j.asw.2019.100439 

[7] Cheng, X., & Zhang, L. J. (2024). Examining second lan-

guage (L2) learners’ engagement with AWE-teacher integrated 

feedback in a technology-empowered context. The Asia-Pacific 

Education Researcher, 33(4), 1023–1035. https://doi.org/10. 

1007/s40299-024-00877-8 

[8] Zhang, Z. V., & Hyland, K. (2022). Fostering student engage-

ment with feedback: An integrated approach. Assessing Writing, 

51, 100586. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2021.100586 

[9] Barrot, J. S. (2023). Using automated written corrective feed-

back in the writing classrooms: Effects on L2 writing accuracy. 

Computer Assisted Language Learning, 36(4), 584–607. https:// 

doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2021.1936071 

[10] Barrot, J. S. (2023). Using ChatGPT for second language writ-

ing: Pitfalls and potentials. Assessing Writing, 57, 100745. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2023.100745 

[11] Yao, Y., Wang, W., & Yang, X. (2021). Perceptions of the inclu-

sion of automatic writing evaluation in peer assessment on EFL 

writers’ language mindsets and motivation: A short-term lon-

gitudinal study. Assessing Writing, 50, 100568. https://doi.org/ 

10.1016/j.asw.2021.100568 

[12] Ranalli, J. (2021). L2 student engagement with automated feed-

back on writing: Potential for learning and issues of trust. 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 52, 100816. https://doi. 

org/10.1016/j.jslw.2021.100816 

[13] Jiang, L., Yu, S., & Wang, C. (2020). Second language writing 

instructors’ feedback practice in response to automated writ-

ing evaluation: A sociocultural perspective. System, 93, 102302. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2020.102302 

[14] Zou, M., Kong, D., & Lee, I. (2025). Doctoral student’s strat-

egy use in GAI chatbot-assisted L2 writing: An activity theory 

perspective. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 76, 

101521. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2025.101521 

[15] Meniado, J. C., Huyen, D. T. T., Panyadilokpong, N., & Lertko-

molwit, P. (2024). Using ChatGPT for second language writing: 

Experiences and perceptions of EFL learners in Thailand and 

Vietnam. Computers and Education: Artificial Intelligence, 7, 

100313. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100313 

[16] Barrett, A., & Pack, A. (2023). Not quite eye to AI: Stu-

dent and teacher perspectives on the use of generative artificial 

intelligence in the writing process. International Journal of 

Educational Technology in Higher Education, 20(1), 59. https:// 

doi.org/10.1186/s41239-023-00427-0 

[17] Shen, Y., & Guo, H. (2024). “I feel AI is neither too good 

nor too bad”: Unveiling Chinese EFL teachers’ perceived 

emotions in generative AI-mediated L2 classes. Computers in 

Human Behavior, 161, 108429. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb. 

2024.108429 

[18] Guo, K., & Wang, D. (2024). To resist it or to embrace it? 

Examining ChatGPT’s potential to support teacher feedback in 

EFL writing. Education and Information Technologies, 29(7), 

8435–8463. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-12146-0 

[19] Lin, S., & Crosthwaite, P. (2024). The grass is not always 

greener: Teacher vs. GPT-assisted written corrective feed-

back. System, 127, 103529. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system. 

2024.103529 

[20] Lu, Q., Yao, Y., Xiao, L., Yuan, M., Wang, J., & Zhu, X. (2024). 

Can ChatGPT effectively complement teacher assessment of 

undergraduate students’ academic writing? Assessment & Eval-

uation in Higher Education, 49(5), 616–633. https://doi.org/10. 

1080/02602938.2024.2301722 

[21] Li, J., Huang, J., Wu, W., & Whipple, P. B. (2024). Evaluat-

ing the role of ChatGPT in enhancing EFL writing assessments 

in classroom settings: A preliminary investigation. Humanities 

and Social Sciences Communications, 11(1), 1268. https://doi. 

org/10.1057/s41599-024-03755-2 

[22] Steiss, J., Tate, T., Graham, S., Cruz, J., Hebert, M., Wang, J., 

… , & Olson, C. B. (2024). Comparing the quality of human 

and ChatGPT feedback of students’ writing. Learning and 

Instruction, 91, 101894. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc. 

2024.101894 

[23] Wiboolyasarin, W., Wiboolyasarin, K., Suwanwihok, K., 

Jinowat, N., & Muenjanchoey, R. (2024). Synergizing collabo-

rative writing and AI feedback: An investigation into enhancing 

L2 writing proficiency in wiki-based environments. Computers 

and Education: Artificial Intelligence, 6, 100228. https://doi. 

org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100228 

[24] Han, J., & Li, M. (2024). Exploring ChatGPT-supported teacher 

feedback in the EFL context. System, 126, 103502. https://doi. 

org/10.1016/j.system.2024.103502 

[25] Asadi, M., Ebadi, S., & Mohammadi, L. (2025). The impact of 

integrating ChatGPT with teachers’ feedback on EFL writing 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2022.100608
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2022.100608
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2023.101440
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2023.101440
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-12397-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-11742-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-11742-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2019.100439
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2019.100439
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-024-00877-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-024-00877-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2021.100586
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2021.1936071
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2021.1936071
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2023.100745
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2021.100568
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2021.100568
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2021.100816
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2021.100816
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2020.102302
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2025.101521
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100313
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-023-00427-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-023-00427-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2024.108429
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2024.108429
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-12146-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2024.103529
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2024.103529
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2024.2301722
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2024.2301722
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-024-03755-2
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-024-03755-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2024.101894
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2024.101894
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100228
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100228
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2024.103502
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2024.103502


International Journal of Changes in Education Vol. 3 Iss. 4 2026 

561 

 

 

How to Cite: Liang, J. (2026). Student Engagement with ChatGPT and Teacher 

Feedback in L2 Writing. International Journal of Changes in Education, 3(4), 

551–562. https://doi.org/10.47852/bonviewIJCE62026891 

 

 

skills. Thinking Skills and Creativity, 56, 101766. https://doi. 

org/10.1016/j.tsc.2025.101766 

[26] Zhang, Z. V., & Hyland, K. (2018). Student engagement with 

teacher and automated feedback on L2 writing. Assessing 

Writing, 36, 90–102. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2018.02.004 

[27] Ferris, D. R., Liu, H., Sinha, A., & Senna, M. (2013). Writ-

ten corrective feedback for individual L2 writers. Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 22(3), 307–329. https://doi.org/10. 

1016/j.jslw.2012.09.009 

[28] Ellis, R. (2010). A framework for investigating oral and written 

corrective feedback. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 

32(2), 335–349. 

[29] Cheng, X., & Zhang, L. J. (2024). Engaging secondary school 

students with peer feedback in L2 writing classrooms: A mixed-

methods study. Studies in Educational Evaluation, 81, 101337. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2024.101337 

[30] Zhang, F., Schunn, C., Chen, S., Li, W., & Li, R. (2023). 

EFL student engagement with giving peer feedback in aca-

demic writing: A longitudinal study. Journal of English for 

Academic Purposes, 64, 101255. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap. 

2023.101255 

[31] Zhang, Y., & Gao, Y. (2024). Exploring the dynamics of stu-

dent engagement with receiving peer feedback in L2 writing. 

Assessing Writing, 60, 100842. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw. 

2024.100842 

[32] Saeli, H., & Rahmati, P. (2023). Developments in learn-

ers’ affective engagement with written peer feedback: The 

affordances of in situ translanguaging. Assessing Writing, 58, 

100788. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2023.100788 

[33] Cheng, X., Liu, Y., & Wang, C. (2023). Understanding stu-

dent engagement with teacher and peer feedback in L2 writing. 

System, 119, 103176. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2023. 

103176 

[34] Li, X., & Ke, P. (2025). How L2 student writers engage 

with automated feedback: A longitudinal perspective. Assess-

ing Writing, 64, 100919. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2025. 

100919 

[35] Koltovskaia, S. (2020). Student engagement with automated 

written corrective feedback (AWCF) provided by Grammarly: 

A multiple case study. Assessing Writing, 44, 100450. https:// 

doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2020.100450 

[36] Koltovskaia, S., Rahmati, P., & Saeli, H. (2024). Graduate stu-

dents’ use of ChatGPT for academic text revision: Behavioral, 

cognitive, and affective engagement. Journal of Second Lan-

guage Writing, 65, 101130. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2024. 

101130 

[37] Yeung, S. (2025). University students’ engagement with gen-

erative AI-supported automated writing evaluation (AWE) 

feedback. Journal of Second Language Writing, 68, 101203. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2025.101203 

[38] Nazari, N., Shabbir, M. S., & Setiawan, R. (2021). Applica-

tion of artificial intelligence powered digital writing assistant 

in higher education: Randomized controlled trial. Heliyon, 7(5), 

e07014. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2021.e07014 

[39] Wang, Y., & Xue, L. (2024). Using AI-driven chatbots to foster 

Chinese EFL students’ academic engagement: An intervention 

study. Computers in Human Behavior, 159, 108353. https://doi. 

org/10.1016/j.chb.2024.108353 

[40] Yang, W., & Lin, C. (2025). Translanguaging with generative AI 

in EFL writing: Students’ practices and perceptions. Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 67, 101181. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 

j.jslw.2025.101181 
 

https://doi.org/10.47852/bonviewIJCE62026891
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2025.101766
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2025.101766
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2018.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2012.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2012.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2024.101337
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2023.101255
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2023.101255
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2024.100842
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2024.100842
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2023.100788
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2023.103176
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2023.103176
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2025.100919
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2025.100919
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2020.100450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2020.100450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2024.101130
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2024.101130
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2025.101203
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2021.e07014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2024.108353
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2024.108353
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2025.101181
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2025.101181


International Journal of Changes in Education Vol. 3 Iss. 4 2026 

562 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A 

Questionnaire 1 

1) What suggestions did you use from ChatGPT’s feedback in revising Timed Writing 1? How did you use these suggestions? 

2) What problems did you meet when using ChatGPT’s feedback in the revision? How did you solve these problems? 

3) What have you learned from using ChatGPT’s feedback in revising your essay? What do you think of ChatGPT’s feedback? Do you 

find it useful in revising your essay and improving your writing skills? 

4) What are the strengths and weaknesses of your revised Timed Writing 1? In which aspects do you think you have improved compared 

to the draft finished in class? 

Questionnaire 2 

1) What have you learned from using the teacher feedback in revising your essay? What do you think of teacher feedback? Do you find it 

useful in revising your essay and improving your writing skills? 

2) What problems did you meet when using teacher feedback in the revision? How did you solve these problems? 

3) Which one is easier for you to accept and understand, ChatGPT feedback or teacher feedback? Why? 

4) In terms of content, which do you think is more useful for revising your writing, ChatGPT feedback or teacher feedback? Why? 

5) In terms of language, which do you think is more useful in revising your writing, ChatGPT feedback or teacher feedback? Why? 
 
 

 

Appendix B 

Interview 

1) Let’s discuss this specific piece of feedback. Why didn’t you address the issue identified by the feedback? 

2) Why did you decide to remove this error or section as identified by the feedback? 

3) Why did you substitute this particular word or phrase? 

4) Why did you add this word, phrase, or sentence? 

5) Why did you make this organizational change? 

6) Did you use any specific strategies during the revision process? Can you describe what the process was like? 

7) What were your first impressions of ChatGPT feedback and teacher feedback? (What do you think of...?) 

8) How did you use ChatGPT and teacher feedback to revise your essay? 

9) How did you revise your essays after receiving ChatGPT and teacher feedback? Can you give any specific examples? 

10) How much time did you spend revising your essay based on the feedback? 

11) How do you feel about ChatGPT and teacher feedback? Can you give any specific examples? 

12) Did you make the most improvement in your draft? (e.g., grammar, organization, wording, spelling)? 

13) Which type of feedback did you find most helpful in improving your writing ability? 

14) Can you identify your writing strengths and weaknesses based on the ChatGPT and teacher feedback? 

15) Do you see any differences between the ChatGPT and teacher feedback? If so, what are they? 

16) Do you have any comments or suggestions for improvement in using ChatGPT and teacher feedback in the future? 
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