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This study examines the use of ChatGPT, in conjunction with other applications,
Grammarly and Quillbot, as an automated writing evaluation (AWE) tool in a
Recount and Narrative essay course for 18 English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
students in Indonesia. The primary objective was to investigate the impact of
these tools on the development of learners’ feedback literacy. A single, quali-
tative case study design was employed, gathering students’ voices through a
semi-structured interview, reflective journals, and artifacts comprising writing
e-portfolios and the feedback evidence. The data analysis utilized an inductive-
deductive approach to identify themes and patterns in the qualitative data. The
findings revealed that the AWE tools complemented each other in supporting
almost all aspects of students’ feedback literacy, with “feedback processing” 1
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being the aspect that ChatGPT could potentially enhance or diminish, contin-
gent upon students’ feedback-seeking behavior. Furthermore, as the result of
the inductive coding of the qualitative data, the study offers an “AWE Tools
Integration Framework,” namely six elements that educators could consider
when incorporating AWE tools, notably generative Al in their writing classes.
This study concluded with a call for greater support of students’ digital liter-
acy, equal access to technology, and ethical use of Artificial Intelligence in the
classroom.

Keywords: artificial intelligence, assessment, automated writing evaluation
(AWE) tools, feedback literacy

Introduction

Since its release in November 2022, ChatGPT (https://chat.openai.com/) has gen-
erated a plethora of research interest, not least in the field of language educa-
tion (Barrot, 2023; Kostka & Toncelli, 2023; Su et al., 2023). Its generative ability
and conversational format portend countless potentials in language teaching
and learning (Kohnke et al., 2023), although concerns have been raised on its
impact on students’ academic integrity and over-reliance on its seemingly intel-
ligent responses. Particularly, its role as writing assistants in various fields has
been studied and debated with mixed results (Basic et al., 2023; Chen, 2023;
Fang et al., 2023; Parker et al., 2023).

Nonetheless, the use of Al-powered tools in the field of English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) is not entirely a novelty. EFL learners and non-native
English writers have long used AI technology such as Grammarly, Quillbot,
ProWritingAid, and the like. Known collectively as automated writing evalu-
ation (AWE) tools, those applications improve writing performance by detect-
ing the location of errors and suggesting the appropriate corrections. Of the
myriads of grammar-checker and paraphraser tools available in the market,
Grammarly is the most extensively researched (Rudolph et al., 2023). The
advent of ChatGPT, which possesses similar grammar-checking capability
depending on the prompts given, could potentially represent a transforma-
tion in the AWE field.

Another reason why AWE tools have been attracting the attention of assess-
ment scholars and practitioners worldwide is their potential to develop stu-
dents’ feedback literacy (Carless & Boud, 2018). Situated within the shifting
paradigm from feedback as the transmission of information to learners’ sense-
making and partnership with the teachers (Carless, 2020), students’ feedback
literacy aims at developing students’ disposition and capability to make the
most of feedback for self-improvement. From this perspective, feedback is not
merely teachers’ responsibility but should actively be elicited by the learn-
ers (Molloy et al., 2020) from various sources (teachers, peers, technology). It
is in this vein that the capabilities of AWE, in its role as automated writing
evaluators in students’ self-assessment endeavors, should be fully utilized,
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particularly in the EFL context, where the fundamental structure of the English
language still proves problematic for many.

Within the burgeoning literature on students’ feedback literacy, several
scholars have examined the mediating role of technology, such as the Canvas
LMS or Google Docs, on feedback literacy or its enactment in online settings
(Ducasse & Hill, 2019; Wood, 2021, 2022). AWE has had a long research his-
tory, from the seminal Project Essay Grade (Page, 2003) to a systematic litera-
ture review of AWE systems (Huawei & Aryadoust, 2023). Surprisingly, there
is a lacuna of scholarly discussion on the relationship between student feed-
back literacy and AWE in the EFL settings. Such a study is urgently needed
given the fast-growing development of Al-based AWE tools and the necessity to
embrace such technology in supporting learner-centered assessment and feed-
back literacy. Besides, it might prove insightful to explore whether the novelty
of ChatGPT as an AWE tool can upstage other more established Al-powered
grammar checkers, such as Grammarly or Quillbot.

Given the preceding considerations, this study aims to respond to the con-
ceptual gap in the relationship between AWE tools and students’ feedback lit-
eracy, which in this study is operationalized as the set of disposition (appreci-
ating feedback, commitment to feedback as improvement, managing emotion)
and skills (eliciting, processing, and enacting feedback) needed to maximize
the feedback’s potentials (Carless & Boud, 2018; Malecka et al., 2022; Molloy
et al., 2020). Set within the context of an EFL writing course in higher educa-
tion, this study is guided by a single line of inquiry: To what extent do the AWE
tools (ChatGPT, Grammarly, Quillbot) support the development of EFL students’
feedback literacy?

Literature review

Automated writing evaluation (AWE) tools and their roles in feedback
provision

While the craze of Al-related tools only rapidly heightened in late 2022 due
to the birth of GPT-3 (ChatGPT), which was hailed as AI for the masses, AI has
long been utilized in the scope of writing assessment as automated writing
evaluation (AWE) tools. Dated back to the 1960s, Project Essay Grade (PEG)
was conceived and became the pioneer of AWE tools (Page, 2003). Warschauer
and Ware (2006) underscored the utility of AWE tools for teachers who need
to manage many students through various drafting processes. Miranty and
Widiati (2021) likewise noted the benefit of AWE tools, which provide rapid
turnaround of revision in English writing practice.

In recent years, AWE tools have undergone accelerated development with a
shift of focus towards formative assessment (Hockly, 2019). Several widely used
AWE tools are those conveniently accessible by the masses through the Internet,
like Grammarly and Quillbot (Ho, 2022; Ebadi et al., 2023; Miranty et al., 2021).
A study done by Tambunan et al. (2022) found that Grammarly helped students
who had the most difficulty in grammar to “revise better and proofread their
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work” (p. 24). Students would minimize grammatical errors with Grammarly
(Ebadi et al., 2023). Another study found QuillBot to effectively help students
improve their academic writing (Kurniati & Fithriani, 2022). Furthermore,
their participants saw QuillBot as a tool to reduce their writing anxiety and an
opportunity to improve their grammatical knowledge.

AWE tools have the potential to be on par with human raters regarding
accuracy, validity, and reliability (Huawei & Aryadoust, 2023; Page, 2003).
Nevertheless, as AWE tools focus more on the surface features of writing (e.g.,
grammar, spelling, punctuation), the availability of AWE tools is to complement
the teachers, not replace them (Ebadi et al., 2023; Huawei & Aryadoust, 2023;
Zhang, 2020). With the rapid turnaround provided by AWE tools in terms of
surface-level editing, the teachers can increase the depth of the revision, focus-
ing more on the idea organization and development and consequently enjoy
workload relief.

In addition, it must be noted that AWE tools can only go as far as the users’
technical know-how. This is especially true for generative Al like ChatGPT. One
ofits vast abilities is providing feedback for one’s writing (Barrot, 2023; Fang et
al., 2023; Parker et al., 2023; Schmidt-Fajlik, 2023; Wu et al., 2023). Schmidt-Fajlik
(2023) pointed out that ChatGPT is user-friendly, provides detailed reviews, and
gives comprehensible explanations due to its conversational nature. It is also
capable of translating the feedback to the user’s mother tongue. However, it
will only do so when prompted by the user (Wu et al., 2023). As the key element
of ChatGPT is chatting, there is a need to train the students to develop the most
proper and effective prompts to gain their intended results. Thus, Zhang (2020)
highlighted the importance for teachers to scaffold the students in using the
AWE tools to react to the corrective feedback and go beyond surface-level revi-
sion. His findings further underscore the importance of increasing the students’
feedback literacy.

Feedback literacy

Research on feedback literacy is gaining currency among feedback researchers
(Gozali et al., 2023) due to its radical notion of conceiving feedback processes
as a set of skills possessed by individuals and as a sociocultural partnership
among teachers and students as agents (Nieminen & Carless, 2023). Initially
coined by Sutton (2012) within the ambit of academic literacy, feedback literacy
gained mounting interest upon the publication of the student feedback literacy
framework by Carless and Boud (2018). This landmark article defines student
feedback literacy as “the understandings, capacities, and dispositions needed
to make sense of information and use it to enhance work or learning strategies”
(Carless & Boud, 2018, p. 1316). Its constitutive elements are appreciating feed-
back, making judgments, managing affect, and taking action. Subsequent to
this seminal work, several scholars built upon the framework through empiri-
cal research, validation, or reconceptualization from a fresh perspective. For
example, Molloy et al. (2020) conducted a large-scale study involving 4,514
Australian students to determine what constitutes best feedback practices and,
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in so doing, validated Carless and Boud’s (2018) model and added more cat-
egories based on students’ voices. The resulting learner-centered framework
is represented in seven groupings, as seen in Figure 1. Thus, apart from the
various attitudes needed to successfully benefit from feedback, student feed-
back literacy also comprises the acts of eliciting, processing, and enacting the
feedback on the part of the students (Malecka et al., 2020).

Figure 1. The seven groups of students’ feedback literacy framework (Molloy et al., 2020)

In the original framework of Carless and Boud (2018), the role of technology in
promoting students’ feedback literacy has been clearly foregrounded. Within
the component of “appreciating feedback,” the use of technology to access,
store, and revisit feedback is touted as one of the key indicators. Hence, the
authors recommended the utilization of a Learning Management System (LMS)
as a platform to store and annotate exemplars, as well as digital peer feed-
back through web-based applications and recorded video. Indeed, students
have also voiced their preference for digital feedback mode as it is perceived
to be more detailed, personalized, and useful (Ryan et al., 2019). Subsequent
research works extending the feedback literacy framework discuss the role
of technology in promoting learners’ active role in the feedback process with
encouraging outcomes (Ducasse & Hill, 2019; Wood, 2021, 2022).

Focusing on Al technology, two recent studies discussed the impact of Al
tools on feedback literacy in the writing classroom. Tubino and Adachi (2022)
made use of FeedbackFruits, an AWE tool and writing editor, in an academic
writing course at an Australian university. The results revealed that, although
only a small percentage of the students availed of the tool, those who used it
commended it for its capability of rating and commenting on the usefulness of
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the feedback. Next, Rad et al. (2023) investigated the deployment of Wordtune,
an Al-based writing editor application, to enhance the feedback literacy, engage-
ment, and writing outcome of 46 Iranian ESL (English as a Second Language)
students. The quantitative data demonstrated the superiority of Wordtune in
promoting the feedback literacy, engagement, and achievement of the students
in the experimental group.

From what has been discussed in this section, it can be seen that research on
the enactment of Al technology as an AWE tool in supporting feedback literacy
of EFL students is still largely missing from the literature. This study then aims
to narrow this gap.

Methodology

Design

This study is framed as a qualitative case study (Creswell & Poth, 2016), cho-
sen for its focus on examining a particular case through in-depth and detailed
data collection and analysis, gathering various forms of qualitative data. In this
research, the case is bounded by people, place, and time as EFL. undergraduate
students taking an English education major at a private university in Surabaya,
Indonesia, in the even semester of the 2022/2023 academic year, spanning a
period of approximately four months (February-April 2023). Hence, the speci-
ficity of the time is also signified as the time that ChatGPT is starting to be
known among academics and educators. In line with the primary aim of this
study, the design can also be classified as an instrumental case study (Creswell
& Poth, 2016) owing to the intent of understanding a particular phenome-
non, namely the use of Al-based technology, particularly the newly invented
ChatGPT, as instruments for self-assessment. Lastly, this study is also conceived
as a single case study of the entire class while at the same time attempting to
be acquainted closely with each participant for richer, nuanced data.

Context and participants

The study is set within the context of a writing course at a private university
in Surabaya, the capital of the East Java province, Indonesia. The participants
were 18 undergraduate students (referred to as P1 to P18 in this study) in
their second semester of an English Education study program, taking a course
entitled Recount and Narrative Essays as a compulsory, 3-credit bearing sub-
ject. The 18 students comprise seven males and eleven females, constituting the
entire cohort of the 2022 intake of the study program. In a TOEFL-benchmarked
test conducted in their first semester, their scores ranged widely from 390 to
580, indicating a proficiency level between A2 and B2 on CEFR. The course
ran for a total of 16 weeks, made up of 14 weeks of classes and two weeks of
mid-term and final examinations. Throughout the course, the students were
required to produce seven recount and narrative texts under a process writing
approach with multiple drafting processes.
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The first three authors were directly involved in the research data collection
because they are faculty members in the English Language Education Study
Program where the study was conducted. In addition, the first and second
authors were the co-instructors in the writing course, thus allowing us to gain
an emic, insider perspective of the participants. During the course, the first
author led the feedback activities, including utilizing AWE tools on students’
works. Hence, the participants were chosen through convenient and purpo-
sive sampling techniques: Convenient sampling because they were students of
our class. Besides, laying the groundwork for successful feedback practice is
deemed crucial at the early stages of students’ undergraduate lives, hence the
purposive sampling of students in the second semester.

Instruments

To harness rich data, several instruments were used to gather qualitative evi-
dence. Firstly, a semi-structured interview question was drafted in general
terms: “Which AWE tool did you use, and how did it help you in your self-
evaluation?” Depending on the participants’ responses, follow-up questions
were posed for elaboration or clarification. As part of their assignments, the
students were also asked to write three reflective journals, one of which per-
tains to this study as it asked students to relate their experience when doing
the self-evaluation using the AWE tools in the preceding week. During the inter-
view, a stimulated recall was also performed for data in the reflective journals
that require further confirmation. To enhance the trustworthiness of the data
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985), triangulation was used by examining the students’ arti-
facts in the form of e-portfolios (in Google Docs format) containing their essay
outlines and drafts, as well as peer feedback evidence, to corroborate the self-
reported results of the interview and reflective journals.

Data collection

At the onset, care was taken to gain verbal approval from the head of the
study program before proceeding with the research. In the first meeting, the
students were informed that research was being conducted concurrently with
the course but should in no way affect the integrity of the subject nor influ-
ence their grades. Overt data collection, such as questionnaires and interviews,
counted on the participants’ voluntary participation and informed consent.
As part of the first author’s dissertation project regarding explicit instruc-
tion and interventions on feedback literacy, the students were introduced to the
notion of self-evaluation using technology, which includes Grammarly, Quillbot,
and ChatGPT. A quick class survey revealed that most students were famil-
iar with Grammarly and Quillbot, but most had not heard of ChatGPT at that
moment (February 2023). The first author then demonstrated how ChatGPT
works, particularly how it can be utilized to proofread, provide feedback, and
paraphrase one’s work. As we wanted to make a continuous reference to the
rubric as part of the feedback literacy program, the ChatGPT prompt was

The

JALT CALL
Journal
vol. 20 no.1

|00} IMY Ue Se | dDleyD :|e 31D 1]ezon

~N



modeled as follows: “Revise my recount text and show the revision in terms
of content, organization, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics.” After that, a
brief demonstration of Grammarly and Quillbot was also given. The students
were then asked to make use of any AWE tool of their choice in the first draft
of their recount essays, which were done online using Google Docs, thus con-
stituting their e-portfolios. To provide an audit trail of their AWE tool usage,
they were instructed to provide a screenshot of the self-evaluation process. For
ChatGPT in particular, besides the screenshot, the students were encouraged
to use the “compare” feature in the Microsoft Word document to highlight the
changes made by ChatGPT if it is used as a paraphrasing tool. A sample of a
student’s work asking ChatGPT to review her text is shown in Figure 2, and the
comparison of her original writing and ChatGPT’s suggestion is shown in Figure
3. In the subsequent recount essay drafting, the students were encouraged to
continue using their preferred AWE tools, although it was not compulsory for
them to show the screenshots of their AWE tools’ usage.

Figure 2. A screenshot of a student’s work: the ChatGPT output

Figure 3. A screenshot of a student’s work: the ChatGPT output compared with the original Text
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In the last meeting before the mid-term examination, namely in Week 7, we dis-
tributed a Google Form to invite students for the interview and to indicate their
contact details should they agree. Out of the 18 students, 12 expressed their
willingness for the interview. All 12 students were subsequently interviewed
individually in separate sessions out of class. The interview was conducted
face-to-face and lasted between 15 and 30 minutes since this study forms part
of a larger feedback project. A mix of English and the national language was
used to facilitate the participants’ ease of expression. All the interview sessions
were recorded upon the participants’ verbal consent for subsequent transcrip-
tion, translation, and analysis. The transcription was carried out by a research
assistant who is a recent graduate and is therefore familiar with the study
context, and who has previous experience in transcription. Inaudible sounds
were marked as such by the assistant and were checked by the authors. The
translation into English and its proof-reading were done by the authors.

As for the artifacts, the students were assigned to write four recount texts
and three reflective journals throughout the seven meetings. As mentioned ear-
lier, the outlines and the drafts of the recount texts were written in their Google
Docs e-portfolios, in which they showed evidence of self-assessment with AWE
tools, received peer- and teacher feedback, and enacted the feedback uptake.
Lastly, the students submitted their reflective journals through the university’s
Learning Management System.

Data analysis

The qualitative data sources (interview transcripts and reflective journals) were
entered into NVivo12 for coding and analysis. In the program, both deductive
and inductive analytical approaches (Azungah, 2018) were employed. For the
former, a set of a priori codes based on the grouping in the framework of stu-
dents’ feedback literacy (Molloy et al., 2020), as shown in Figure 1, were created
using the keywords for each element. The codes thus developed were “com-
mit,” “appreciate,” “elicit,” “process,” “emotion,” “reciprocal,” and “enact.” In
the inductive approach, thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) was adopted,
in which open codes were created and grouped into themes, which were poste-
riorly reviewed and refined. The coding process thus followed the iterative pro-
cedure as postulated by Miles et al. (2014). Deductive coding was performed in
the first cycle, and inductive coding in the second. The first author performed
the coding, which was then reviewed by the third author until a satisfactory
agreement was reached.

Findings

AWE tools in support of students’ feedback literacy

We first illustrate the result of the data analysis through deductive coding
based on the seven groups of Molloy et al.’s (2020) students’ feedback literacy
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framework (henceforth “Framework”). In presenting the result, we progress
from the group with the least number of coded data to the most.

Firstly, there was hardly any empirical representation for Group 6 of the e
Framework, namely “Acknowledges feedback as a reciprocal process”; only JALT CALL
one student was found to provide peer feedback suggesting that the friend use Vo, Sournal

“Grammarly or whatever you are using right now” (P6, peer-feedback artifact)
to improve upon lexical choice. While we did mention during class time that
students can use AWE tools for peer review to help them provide peer feedback,
it is possible that time constraints and inadequate motivation resulted in none
of the students utilizing AWE tools to assist them in peer feedback provision.

Similarly, there was little evidence in Group 5 of the Framework, which is
about acknowledging and working with emotion. Interestingly, the two quotes
in this group reflect the opposing sentiments of two students about the use of
Al in feedback elicitation. One student quipped that she prefers Grammarly to
peer feedback because the tool is perceived to be more objective and will not
comment on “the content, the theme, and the emotion they get from my work.”

(P1, interview). On the other hand, another student confessed that he found
chatting with Al “weird” (P6, interview).

More students’ expressions fit the category of Group 1, i.e., “Commits to
feedback as improvement.” In this category, students generally exhibited their
appreciation in being introduced to AWE tools for obtaining feedback and the
desire to learn more applications while at the same time expressing caution
on being over-reliant on technology. Nevertheless, two students voiced their
mistrust in the use of AWE tools and preferred to “use my own language.” (P13,

Journal 2). A representative quote from the more enthusiastic student is shown
in the following excerpt:

I'think a lot of us want the teacher to keep continuing with the tools like how
to use ChatGPT the other day. Maybe the teacher could teach us more about
how to use another tool or maybe some recommended apps that could help
us in improving our writing skills in this course. (P16, Journal 2)

Next, Group 7 of the Framework pertains to “Enacting outcome of process-
ing of feedback information,” which essentially describes the use of feedback

for planning, goal-setting, and monitoring one’s learning. Here, students indi- g
cated their plans to continue using ChatGPT in the future, mindful of its role in e
improving one’s writing. Others stated that they have been using Grammarly ;_,'
for quite some time, indicative of a sort of monitoring of one’s work quality. "
One student specified that she plans to use ChatGPT more for grammar-check- §
ing instead of paraphrasing, and another intends to keep using ChatGPT to %
learn how to incorporate advanced vocabulary. @
We will now present the last three groups of the Framework, which contain £
a greater number of expressions, which at times reveal to be rather contrasting g
in nature. Firstly, Group 3, “Elicits information to improve learning,” refers to, %"
among other things, students’ capability of actively soliciting feedback from =]
multiple resources. Here, we found statements from students indicating their
use of AWE tools in combination with peer- and/or teacher feedback and the 10



course materials, arising from their doubts or perceived insufficiency in the
AWE tools’ responses. In addition, students also utilized a combination of AWE
and other technological tools, for example, Quillbot or Grammarly for gram-
mar-checking and ChatGPT for paraphrasing, or ChatGPT followed by Google
to look up the meaning of words. The active disposition on the students’ part
was also demonstrated by the fact that a student used the AWE tool on her
handwritten assignment on her own accord, and another had earlier used
Grammarly on a friend’s recommendation. However, not all students viewed
AWE tools with enthusiasm; a student wrote the following:

Personally, I prefer asking a friend who is an expert and comparing them
and to see which one is correct because I think that using the AWE tools
can be useful, but not all the time since some of them often make mistakes.
I also think that it is best to rely on your gut more than Al because if you’re
confident you basically don’t need AWE tools, maybe just to double-check
that there are no errors, and that is all. (P18, Journal 2).

Secondly, there were numerous statements relating to Group 2 of the
Framework: “Appreciates feedback as an active process.” In this research, we
interpret this as students’ ability to identify the manner in which the AWE
tools respond to their specific learning needs. When it comes to ChatGPT, stu-
dents acknowledge the role it plays in exemplifying varied sentence structures,
indicating proper punctuations, paraphrasing texts to suit a particular writing
genre, aiding in lexical choice and avoiding repetition, and suggesting unique
English idioms. Students also turned to ChatGPT for its generative capability
in embellishing content with details, obtaining translation, and brainstorming
ideas. Those who used Grammarly professed its profitability in improving one’s
grammar. Lastly, students also made use of the “spelling and grammar check”
function in Microsoft Word and Google Docs for instantaneous corrections.

Finally, the group that garnered the greatest number and variety of evi-
dence was group 4, “Processes feedback information,” which essentially depicts
students’ ability to accept or reject feedback, as well as select key actionable
information from the feedback. Here, we segregated the data into “positive,”
namely the expressions of the manner in which the AWE tools facilitated stu-
dents’ feedback processing, and “negative” for the contrary evidence. Within
the negative representations, we were able to distinguish patterns among utter-
ances made by proficient students and the less proficient ones.

In general, the positive comments were made by students we observed in
class to be proficient or academically motivated. When using ChatGPT to para-
phrase their texts, they exerted effort to identify the changes made manually
or by using the “Compare” function of Microsoft Word. A student made sure
he reviewed ChatGPT’s product because “it is a human-made program, so it
may not always accurately interpret the meaning of our words.” (P14, Journal
2). Another student realized that using ChatGPT involves the skill of prompt
engineering and is still learning how to maximize its output using the most
suitable prompt. One even made it a point to regenerate ChatGPT’s responses
several times until he obtained the best result. This is what he said:
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I didn’t just try it once and then take it, no. I gave the prompt, and I regen-
erated the answer until about five to seven times. And I kept on editing
the prompt until it was okay, and I regenerated it several times, and then I
compared which response is more suitable for me. Sometimes, I did a mix
and match; for example, for the first paragraph, I took the second answer;
for the next paragraph, I took the 5th answer, etc. After that, I analyzed it
again to see if it flows. I also checked the sentence, whether it has changed
from past form to present form. (P11, interview).

As for the negative responses, denoting students’ perception of how the AWE
tools hinder their feedback processing, the more proficient but less motivated
students lamented the fact that ChatGPT, in comparison with Grammarly or
Quillbot, does not manifest the correction points instantly. A proficient stu-
dent could detect that Grammarly sometimes wrongly suggested a correction
on non-English words. Students disliked it when ChatGPT appeared to shorten
their paraphrased texts or recreate their writing with different meanings. One
student discerned that her friends used ChatGPT less judiciously. She remarked:

Yeah, I think people, just when they think that ChatGPT can revise the whole
thing, they were like, okay, I'm just going to create, that’s it. They don’t want
toread it through. And then when others read it, they were like, what is this
person talking about? So yeah, they need to not rely too much on ChatGPT.
I don’t know. It’s too... too instant. (P1, interview).

On the other hand, the less proficient or less motivated students found the
AWE tools unhelpful, in certain ways, for providing feedback. For example, a
student found the AWE tools’ corrections confusing, and another felt it made
his writing even worse. Some students confessed that they felt they were cheat-
ing when they used ChatGPT, and another said she didn’t like ChatGPT’s output
because she found the vocabulary too advanced. A student used a Grammarly
add-on on her gadget’s keyboard, and she was confused by the text-predictive
feature of the application.

Considerations of AWE tools’ usage in EFL writing class

We now present the result of the inductive coding, through which we identified
several themes that we concluded to be the six aspects that educators need to
be cognizant of when using AWE tools in support of students’ feedback literacy
in EFL writing classrooms, specifically in the era of generative AI. We propose
to name it “AWE Tools Integration Framework,” as shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. The AWE tools integration framework

Users’ preference. From our data, several students clearly stated their pref-
erence for one AWE tool over another for various reasons. In terms of choice
for ChatGPT, students cited its multi-purpose capabilities of grammar-check-
ing, paraphrasing, lexical boosting, and instant revision as the reasons. Others
favored Grammarly because of its ease of use and the annotation of the cor-
rection points. However, some prefer Grammarly over ChatGPT because they
thought it was a paid application or because they claimed they did not know
how to use it. Interestingly, one student stated that he thinks using Grammarly
is good enough for him without having to recourse to other tools, and another
chose Grammarly because using ChatGPT is perceived as cheating. Similarly,
students expressed their preference for Quillbot over ChatGPT for almost iden-
tical reasons as Grammarly above, although one student clearly asserted that
she opted for Quillbot over both ChatGPT and Grammarly. Hence, it is impera-
tive that teachers provide options to students in the use of AWE tools to cater
to differing preferences.

Evaluative features. For AWE tools in general, a student commented that
using AWE tools is preferable for her because of the technical and objective
nature of the suggested correction, as compared to peer feedback, which she
regards as subjective. ChatGPT, as pointed out previously, has been singled out
by several students for its generative capabilities, which facilitate grammati-
cal, lexical, mechanical, and style improvement, as well as the inspiration for
ideas, content, and genre. On the other hand, Grammarly and Quillbot seem
to complement ChatGPT through their focus on grammatical editing, which
can be detected instantly and shows the specificity of the syntactical issues. In
addition, the grammatical corrective capability of Grammarly has apparently
been established among students such that it has become the tool that they
immediately resort to.
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Technical capability. Some students were able to independently explore the
technical features of ChatGPT and Grammarly to their advantage. For ChatGPT,
students realized the need for prompt engineering to obtain the optimal output.
As previously mentioned, a student took the pain to regenerate the ChatGPT’s
output several times and even pick and choose the results. In the case of
Grammarly, students commended it for its ease of access and convenient use.
The more seasoned users have installed Grammarly Keyboard on their mobile
phones, and a student integrated Grammarly into her word processor.

Learning affordances. Our data unveiled differing types of learning oppor-
tunities afforded by Grammarly and ChatGPT. A few students commended
Grammarly for helping them with verb tenses, a seemingly typical, persistent
problem among EFL students. ChatGPT, on the other hand, stimulated students’
curiosity to explore various writing genres or to look up the meaning of words.
Even if ChatGPT’s paraphrased output does not indicate the changes from the
original, students were motivated to compare and contrast the differences or
patiently work paragraph by paragraph to detect the changes in stages.

Perceived limitations. Students also gave voice to the perceived limitations
of the AWE tools, although this perception might have arisen due to the incom-
plete knowledge they have of the applications or, in the case of Grammarly and
Quillbot, not experiencing the full features of the free version of the software.
Therefore, a student claimed that Grammarly did not provide sufficient correc-
tions or “cannot get the writing context” (P3, interview). Besides, Grammarly
could not recognize non-English words and thus flag them as errors. In the
case of ChatGPT, students lamented that it does not provide an instant error
recognition feature, is perceived as over-paraphrasing and shortening the text,
provides inaccurate data (something that ChatGPT itself cautions the users),
and makes incorrect interpretations of the writing context.

Personal issues. Last but not least, excerpts identified as students’ personal
issues, namely subjective, negative experiences of the students, emerged from
our data. For AWE tools in general, a student found the corrections confus-
ing, and another mistrusted the tools altogether. Regarding ChatGPT, students
admitted that they submitted ChatGPT output without reviewing it and felt
uneasy about it. Another was worried that she had become too dependent on
technology, and another felt strange chatting with a robot. A Grammarly user
felt overwhelmed by the word-by-word corrections, and one disliked the text-
predictive function of the Grammarly Keyboard. Lastly, a Quillbot user did
not fully comprehend the suggested corrections and decided to ignore them
altogether.

We provide below an extract from a participant’s journal, edited slightly for
clarity, about her view on ChatGPT:

Luckily, my lecturers introduced me to ChatGPT, which made it easier [for
me] to do my assignment. At first, I did not want to use it because I thought
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it was kind of cheating. But once you get used to it, you will open your
mind that technology makes your life easier. So, I used ChatGPT. Despite
that, ChatGPT also could make me lazy. So I had to convince myself that I
needed to learn something from ChatGPT, not just take the answer blindly
without thinking where my mistakes were. So, until now, I am still learning
how to be a good writer. I hope that in the next assignment, I can use less
of ChatGPT as my feedback; it means that I hope I will get less corrections
from ChatGPT and improve my writing skills. (P5, Journal 2).

Discussion

The results of the deductive coding have shed insightful light on the manner
in which the different AWE tools supported the development of students’ feed-
back literacy. Overall, our results complemented the quantitative work of Rad
et al. (2023), who found a statistically significant increase in the feedback lit-
eracy of a class using an Al-powered application as their AWE tool since our
qualitative data are able to provide a further description of how it comes about.
Firstly, under “Commits to feedback as improvement,” ChatGPT as an AWE
tool seems to constitute a discovery for most students and awakens a sense
of adventure in both present and future use. This might be due to the revolu-
tionary potential of ChatGPT in providing dialogue-like feedback in multiple
contextualized conversations that sets it apart from other rule-based AWE
tools (Parker et al., 2023). Secondly, AWE tools aided students in identifying
and addressing gaps in their English writing skills, which falls under the feed-
back literacy skill of “Appreciates feedback as an active process.” In this case,
ChatGPT and Grammarly/Quillbot seem to play a complementary role, with
the former for enhanced paraphrasing and the latter utilized as explicit gram-
mar corrections. While the utility of Grammarly and Quillbot in grammatical
improvement has been relatively established (Ebadi et al., 2023; Kurniati &
Fithriani, 2022), students can consider generative Al for enriching lexical rep-
ertoire and enhancing writing style. Similarly, the AWE tools also supported
the feedback literacy skill of “Elicits information to improve learning.” Some
of the participants in our study were aware of the need to use a combination
of AWE tools or have recourse to friends and teachers for a holistic feedback
experience. For ChatGPT, in particular, our participants felt the need to con-
sult multiple sources due to the inherent limitations of the generative chatbot
(O’Neill & Russell, 2019; Rudolph et al., 2023). We concur with Hockly (2019) in
her call for a more integrative view of assessment encompassing all aspects of
teacher, peer, and technological feedback.

The most controversial aspect of the impact of AWE tools on students’ feed-
back literacy seems to be the “Processes feedback information,” with students
being divided into promoters and detractors. A group of students was able to
critically engage with ChatGPT (Carless, 2023), mastering the art of prompt
engineering and response regeneration in the process. In this sense, ChatGPT
might have played a role in developing the students’ evaluative judgment
(Tai et al., 2018) by exemplifying standards of good work. On the other hand,
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other students still preferred the tacit grammatical expositions of Grammarly/
Quillbot and found ChatGPT’s instantaneous response unprofitable for learn-
ing. In addition, a few students were not able to benefit from the AWE tools
since they could not perceive the improvement made. Overall, this highlights
the need for instructors to scaffold students in processing automated feedback
(Zhang, 2020) and leveraging ChatGPT’s prompt creation for optimal results
(Wu et al., 2023). Next, in terms of “Acknowledges and works with emotion,”
AWE tools appear to support students’ feedback literacy through its capability
of providing supposedly objective and purely technical feedback, thus ben-
efiting students who were disinclined to giving or receiving human feedback
(Ryan et al., 2019).

As for “Acknowledges feedback as a reciprocal process,” we did not find
much evidence in our data due perhaps to the time constraint for enacting
AWE-mediated peer feedback in this writing course. Nonetheless, the quantita-
tive data indicated a positive disposition in the students for such exercise, and
this area may be a fertile ground for further research. Lastly, AWE tools sup-
ported students’ feedback literacy in the “Enacts outcomes of processing feed-
back information” component through their technical capabilities, enabling
the learners’ sustainable, long-term use. Our students’ statement on their hav-
ing used Grammarly since high school is perhaps indicative of Grammarly’s
continuous improvement in its algorithm and user interface. When used in
tandem with tutors’ guidance, feedback from Grammarly was shown to be
more comprehensible and actionable (O’Neill & Russell, 2019).

The outcomes of the inductive coding process unveil six themes, which were
aggregated into the AWE Tools Integration Framework. The aspects related to
users’ preferences, evaluative features, technical capability, and learning affor-
dances emphasize the need for educators to drive learner’s agency in selecting
the AWE application of their choice. In fact, teachers can leverage the capability
of the different tools and encourage their complementary use in conjunction
with peer and teacher feedback (Huawei & Aryadoust, 2023). The findings in
this area also imply that it is perhaps too early to claim that ChatGPT could sup-
plant Grammarly or Quillbot in their AWE roles. The long-standing presence
of Grammarly, for example, as well as its real-time, comprehensive, and overt
language editing features (Barrot, 2020), might still prove helpful for EFL stu-
dents, particularly low-proficiency students (Tambunan et al., 2022). Besides,
the frenetic pace of research and deployment of a greater number of Al-based
applications necessitate continuous exploration by both teachers and students
to discover other AWE tools to support learning and assessment.

Two aspects of the AWE Tools Integration Framework — perceived limita-
tions and personal issues - provide insights into the need to enhance digital lit-
eracy among EFL students (Godwin-Jones, 2022), as well as bridge the inequal-
ity in technological access. The perceived limitations of the AWE tools may have
been due to the possibility that some students have not used the complete fea-
tures of the paid versions and that, despite their age grouping, not all of them
are digital natives who tend to be skilled users of technological tools (BaSi¢ et
al., 2023) and familiar navigators of the Internet. As a matter of fact, there is
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still a disparity among students in accessing technology in terms of their gadget
sophistication and internet access beyond campus hours. Therefore, to opti-
mize the benefits of AWE tools, teachers ought to first be conversant with the
AWE tools themselves, utilizing them for their research works, for example, so
as to be able to support students who face technical challenges in utilizing the
tools. In this respect, teachers’ self-efficacy in technological integration comes
into play (Lailiyah & Cahyono, 2017; Muslimin et al., 2023). Educational insti-
tutions may need to evaluate the means so that, through budget allocation or
extraneous financial support, students and faculty can gain access to the pre-
mium version of technological applications if they so wish.

Furthermore, education institutions are known to be oftentimes lagging
behind technological advances. Yet, it’s never too late to address the ethical
issues associated with the use of Al in education, such as data privacy, plagia-
rism issues, biases, and discrimination (Alexander et al., 2023). Schools and
colleges need to agree on and issue clear guidelines so students and teachers
can use Al productively to enhance student learning and reach the common
good (Su et al., 2023). The discomfort felt by the students in this study when
using ChatGPT for writing has been shared by others (Fyfe, 2022), while Al text
detectors could give false positives (Basi¢ et al., 2023). Thus, efforts should be
spent on guiding students to use Al profitably rather than apprehending them
for academic misconduct.

Particularly, the guidance should be on how to critically use and evaluate Al
and, in a broader spectrum, technology. As AI's development is an uncharted
territory where engineers are tweaking on a daily basis, Al can become very
different in just a short time. For example, a study by Chen et al. (2023) found
a wide variation of quality and accuracy in ChatGPT’s answers in just three
months. If the students are not supported by the educators in using Al, most
of them would take AT’s answers for granted, as shown in this research by the
lowest score on students’ disposition to look up other resources. Thus, there is
an urgent need to 1) introduce AI and how to use it properly and, especially, 2)
develop critical thinking and critically evaluate students’ use of Al

The results of this study add to the rapidly growing studies on the use of
generative Al, ChatGPT in particular, in the English Language Teaching milieu.
On the theoretical front, our findings may have provided more support for
the body of students’ feedback literacy research and its application in self-
assessment using technology. In addition, our seminal AWE Tool Integration
Blueprint may prove to be a modest guideline for teacher-practitioners in the
use of Al-powered AWE tools in formative assessment, as well as pave the way
for further research to validate the framework.

We acknowledged that our roles as insider participants, being researchers
and instructors in the classroom simultaneously, might have resulted in poten-
tial bias in the students’ behavior and responses. The coding process could have
been made more rigorous through multiple coders with measured inter-rater
agreement. Notwithstanding these limitations, we hope that the findings of this
study have advanced the understanding of the use of AWE tools in support of
students’ feedback literacy in the era of generative Al.
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Conclusion

This study set out to explore the utilization of various Automated Writing
Evaluation (AWE) tools, including ChatGPT, in an EFL writing course at a higher
education level while at the same time examining the manner in which the
tools supported students’ feedback literacy. Eighteen second-semester students
participated in the study, with rich qualitative data gathered from a semi-struc-
tured interview with stimulated recall, reflective journals, and students’ arti-
facts. Data analysis comprising both inductive and deductive coding revealed
that ChatGPT, Grammarly, and Quillbot, alone or in combination, supported the
development of almost all aspects of students’ feedback literacy. In particular,
the AWE tools were perceived as either augmenting or obstructing the “pro-
cessing of feedback information” aspect, with the proficient and motivated stu-
dents endorsing ChatGPT for enhancing their writing skills. The inductive cod-
ing resulted in the proposal for an “AWE Tool Integration Framework,” which
is hoped to guide instructors in the utilization of the various AWE tools in the
paradigm of generative Al for their EFL writing courses. Nonetheless, several
issues of digital literacy, technological access inequality, and ethical use of gen-
erative Al remain unresolved, thus becoming an exhortation for action on the
part of educators and educational institutions.
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