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Abstract
Although ChatGPT provides excellent features as a writing assistant tool, few empirical studies have been

conducted on its integration into writing education investigating students’ usage pattern and impact on the writing
skills of students. This exploratory research aims to fill this research gap by analyzing prompts initiated by
students and examining the effects of ChatGPT-assisted narrative writing to explore the educational potential of
ChatGPT in college-level L2 writing. Toward this end, the study recruited 44 university students in South Korea.
The study explored their patterns of use of ChatGPT and the effects of the narrative writing intervention assisted
by ChatGPT. The major findings were as follows. The top three request prompts were: Request for language use,
Request for revision, Request for information. The most frequent requests were related to linguistic aspects, and
ChatGPT demonstrated successful surface-level error detection. Next, the results of the paired sample t-test and
Wilcoxon signed rank test to determine the effect of ChatGPT-assisted narrative writing demonstrated high post-
test scores in writing fluency and overall performance, and this difference was statistically significant. On the
other hand, the post-test scores for syntactic complexity were lower than those for the pre-test, and this difference
was also significant. Regarding clause complexity, clausal complements per clause exhibited a significant
increase in the post-test. Based on these findings, the pedagogical implications are suggested.
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Introduction

Since its launch in November 2022, ChatGPT, a large language model (LLM) developed by
OpenAl, has had a marked impact on English writing education. In contrast to previous writing
assistance tools (e.g., Grammarly), ChatGPT generates human-like natural texts within seconds
in response to prompts. For individuals who spend a substantial amount of time writing and
editing by considering rhetoric convention, style, and register, it can be considered innovative,
because it significantly reduces the time required. Teachers also benefit in many ways. In April
2023, Intelligent (2023) conducted a survey on 1,000 high school teachers and university
professors who said they knew about ChatGPT. The results indicated that more than 98% of
teachers said that ChatGPT helped them organize lessons, give feedback, and write emails.
Alternatively, 93% responded that they were saving time by using it for time-consuming tasks
such as grading assignments or providing feedback for the written work of students. However,
only 79% of teachers responded that they approved of the use of ChatGPT among students.
The reason was that students may extremely rely too much on ChatGPT instead of critically
thinking and independently writing on their own. They also expressed concerns about students
acquiring inaccurate information.

From the perspective of students, they want to leverage ChatGPT to enhance the speed and
quality of their work (Hart-Davis, 2023). Korean college students also welcome the advent of
ChatGPT. By entering prompts, such as the requirements and evaluation criteria of an
assignment, they can quickly achieve excellent outcomes without writing. It also benefits
students from underprivileged backgrounds with limited access to native speakers of English.
Even before ChatGPT, many Korean university students had been using Al-based grammar
checkers despite the many errors and awkward expressions in the results. In an academic
context, writing is primarily intended to demonstrate a student’s knowledge and they are
evaluated based on their written works. Many Korean students believe that Al-generated
outputs surpassed their writing. Part of the reason can be that many students lacked experience
in English writing before entering university. University entrance examinations in Korea
include only English listening and reading, such that they do not invest much time in acquiring
productive skills, particularly in English writing. Briggs (2018) also points out that within the
context of competition-oriented education in Korea, college students are forced to use a
translator to compensate for their lack of skills and to receive higher grades in the evaluation,
although using a translator is not desirable for learning. Without institutional restriction,
Korean students are predicted to continue to use ChatGPT for English writing. In addition,
given the reality in which generative Al is ubiquitous and its impact is increasing, outright
prohibiting students from using ChatGPT will be unwise (Sharples, 2022). The role of
ChatGPT in writing tasks is a complete package from idea generation to final editing.
Evidently, students will readily use it in their writing assignments. However, recognizing that
obtaining instant Al-generated writing output without effort and excessively relying on
ChatGPT can hinder the development of writing skills is essential. Thus, equipping students
with the skills required to effectively utilize tools is crucial.

There is an ongoing debate about using ChatGPT in writing education, but scholars widely
acknowledge that educators do need to explore innovative ways to integrate Al into writing
education and develop new evaluation methods for writing (Baskara, 2023). Writing is not a
skill acquired automatically and cannot be developed naturally. The process-oriented writing
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instruction is time-consuming, and teachers may feel the burden of providing personalized
feedback at each step. Particularly, in large class sizes (50 or more students) in Korea, offering
real-time instant feedback is challenging. ChatGPT has potential to provide solutions to such
issues. As such, educators should consider the integration of Al support into writing classes to
guide learners in the effective use of Al during the writing process.

ChatGPT is still in the early stages of development and as it was not initially made for
educational purposes, there are currently no established guidelines for its use in education.
Therefore, the existing literature mainly focuses on suggestions and recommendations for
teaching methods along with insights into user reactions and perception. To explore the
educational potential of ChatGPT in second language (L.2) writing, it is essential to apply it to
actual learners and closely examine any changes in writing performance. To this end, closely
examining the use of ChatGPT in the writing process of students and providing insight through
analysis of writing results before and after ChatGPT intervention are necessary steps.
Therefore, this analyzes the patterns of college students’ ChatGPT use and its effect on writing
with the assistance of ChatGPT. In terms of writing genre, the study selected narrative writing,
which involves personal experience, and it is suitable regardless of the learner’s level, even
Korean students with little experience in English writing. Kormos (2011) mentioned that
narrative writing is frequently taught in general foreign language courses starting from the
beginning level. Knapp and Watkins (2005) also stated that narrative writing is suitable for
addressing EFL students’ lack of experience in English writing. They suggested that one of the
effective ways to develop narrative skills is by having students retell stories they have read in
class. Moreover, ChatGPT continues to face a critical issue of generating false information as
if it were a fact, which is called hallucination. Lingard (2023) argued that assessing the
accuracy of the responses of ChatGPT requires domain-specific knowledge. Therefore, instead
of students engaging in free writing on various topics, the study adopts a story retelling format
with the objective of minimizing the risk of hallucination. Inspired by this notion, the present
study engaged students in narrative writing by watching movie scenes together during class
and then retelling the events from the perspective of the characters.

A better understanding of AI’s potential applications is necessary to empowers instructors
to offer valuable guidance and facilitates research on improving Al utilization for writing based
on user experiences. Scholars widely acknowledge that ChatGPT contains excellent features
as a writing assistant tool, but empirical studies that investigate its integration into writing
education, the use pattern of students, and its impact on writing skills are few (Han et al., 2023).
The current study intends to fill this research gap by exploring prompts initiated by students to
provide a guide of Al-assisted writing education. Therefore, the major contribution is the
insight gained into the interaction of students with ChatGPT and its impact on their narrative
writing. The results may be applicable to other L2 writing education. The research questions
are as follows:

RQ1: What are the patterns of college students’ use of ChatGPT?
RQz2: What is the effect of ChatGPT assistance on the narrative writing of EFL learners?
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Literature Review

English Writing Education with ChatGPT

In a recent study using generative Al, Hwang (2023) highlighted the potential benefits of
ChatGPT for Korean students’ English writing skills. He asserted that ChatGPT can provide
much more abundant linguistic feedback in real time than conventional machine translation
tools in which students can improve their writing abilities with the help of feedback. He also
noted that ChatGPT can function as a supplementary tool for personalized learning. ChatGPT
can provide customized materials, because it can easily convert text based on the level of
difficulty and genre, which fosters genre-based instruction. He also described the role of
teachers, that is, guide students in taking advantage of the latest Al-based programs in a
meaningful and productive manner.

Su et al. (2023) noted that ChatGPT differs from conventional chatbots that only provide
preset responses. Instead, it generates human-like responses. It can also sustain conversations
and utilize prior exchanges for subsequent interaction (OpenAl, 2022). They highlighted that
ChatGPT can process longer input and provide personalized feedback on writing samples; thus,
it can serve as a virtual learning partner. They proposed strategies for collaborating with
ChatGPT across the stages of the argumentative writing process. However, they cautioned that
ChatGPT may produce inaccurate information and inconsistent feedback. The outcomes can
vary according to the prompts used, which could confuse content feedback. Despite this aspect,
its function as a proofreading aid is outstanding. It provides valuable assistance in grammatical
accuracy and meaning elaboration, suggests alternatives, refines lexical choice and syntactic
structure, and improves academic tone.

With the help of the integration of ChatGPT into writing classes, teachers are encouraged
to assign higher-order tasks that emphasize creative ideas, critical thinking, and logical
reasoning (Stokel-Walker, 2022). Rudolph et el. (2023) addressed the expected major changes
in the procedures and assessments of traditional higher education (e.g., essays). They also
recommended including Al-powered writing assistants, such as Grammarly, Wordtune, and
Elicit, as part of the curriculum.

In the short term, teachers should incorporate methods in writing tasks that leverage areas
where ChatGPT has limitations for now. Mills (2023) and Nowik (2022) proposed the design
of writing assignments that utilize areas outside the scope of ChatGPT such as analyzing
images and videos and incorporating students’ personal experiences or viewpoints, which are
difficult for Al systems to emulate. Nowik (2022) recommended evaluating students based on
their skills to integrate multiple sources and present original arguments. Jairoun et al. (2024)
presented several methods to detect Al-generated texts, including the use of plagiarism
detection tools, requesting raw data, and closely examining references and citations. However,
the areas in which ChatGPT currently has limitations are being updated rapidly; thus, teachers
are urged to leverage ChatGPT to innovate teaching strategies and to alter the writing
evaluation method from a long-term perspective.

Narrative Writing

Abbott (2014) described the narrative genre as the art of storytelling; narratives can be observed
in every moment of life, and humans consistently engage in narration. Narratives can be
retelling of actual events (recounts) or imagined events told in chronological order. Scholars
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have asserted that narrative writing is a fundamental and pedagogical genre for the teaching of
ESL/EFL writing (Knapp & Watkins, 2005; Kormos, 2011).

Different genres exhibit various structural, lexical, and syntactic features. Holloway and
Freshwater (2007) stated that narrative writing necessitates critical thinking and logical
reasoning, because writers must carefully consider elements such as plot, pacing, and character
development. Ellis and Yuan (2004) confirmed that narrative writing requires language
proficiency and the use of descriptive and engaging language. Moreover, Norrick (2016)
indicated that narratives frequently employ indirect reports and quotations. In writing a
narrative, the narrator must closely observe situations and understand the psychology and
relationships of characters to be able to convey them. In this process, direct and indirect reports
are employed as a means for exhibiting the stance of the narrator. Syntactically, narrative
writing tends to contain less complex sentence structures than do other genres. In this regard,
Lu (2011) conducted a study to compare the syntactic complexity of argumentative and
narrative writing among college students and found that argumentative texts exhibited higher
syntactic complexity. Zhang and Liu (2021) conducted a similar research on Chinese learners
and confirmed that genre type significantly impacts L2 syntactic complexity. They revealed
that although a positive correlation exists between syntactic complexity and overall writing
scores in argumentative writing, no such correlation was found in narrative writing.

Research on the development of assessment tools, such as rubrics for narrative writing, has
also been conducted due to diverse requirements and characteristics across genres. For
example, Pourdana and Asghari (2021) demonstrated that the Smarter Balanced Narrative
Writing Rubric (Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium, 2012) has been widely employed
to assess written narratives. This rubric includes five components: 1) narrative focus, 2)
organization, 3) elaboration of narrative, 4) language and vocabulary, and 5) conventions.

Macken-Horarik and Sandiford (2016) pointed out that many educators tend to rely on
ambiguous rubrics or mainly focus on linguistic aspects, which, according to them, hinder
proper evaluation by failing to reflect salient language choices specific to a particular genre.
The authors developed a framework capable of multidimensional analysis of the narrative
writing of students. Their framework describes the three key levels (i.e., genre, phase, and
sentence) of narrative writing in detail, categorized into five distinct levels. For instance, in
terms of phase level, under the voicing criterion, scores could range from 0 to 4 based on the
extent of a vivid description of the character’s identity created through dialogue. Unlike
argumentative writing where citation and quotation play roles in providing evidence, narrative
writing emphasizes characters’ speech and verbal projection through dialogue. By
incorporating these elements, narratives become increasingly vivid, which makes them feel
more realistic to the readers.

In recent research on narrative writing using ChatGPT, Zhou et al. (2023) compared the
writing performance of ChatGPT and Chinese intermediate English learners on a narrative
topic. After analysis using Coh-Metrix, the results revealed that ChatGPT performed better
than human writers in areas such as narrativity, word concreteness, referential cohesion, and
syntactic simplicity. However, it lagged far behind Chinese intermediate English learners’
writing in terms of deep cohesion. Deep cohesion refers to the useof connecting words in texts,
which are crucial for narrative writing. For example, ChatGPT’s output often lacked causal
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connectives (e.g., therefore, even though) but tended to use the coordinating conjunction “and”
even when connecting two cause-and-effect sentences.

Related Work: Students” Usage of ChatGPT

The integration of ChatGPT into writing is yet to be fully explored (Su et al., 2023). Jung
(2023) noted that despite the growing interest in ChatGPT, empirical studies both in Korea and
internationally remain notably scarce. Indeed, although writing instructors generally
acknowledge that generative Al has become more prevalent and have begun incorporating it
into curricula, its effects remain unknown (Bedington et al., 2024). As ChatGPT itself is still
in its early developmental stages, and no unified guide for its utilization in the educational
context currently exists. Scholars such as Chan (2023) and Floridi and Cowls (2021) advocate
for the necessity of a comprehensive Al education policy and try to establish guidance for the
responsible use of Al in university teaching and learning. Universities around the world have
also begun providing their own guidelines (e.g., Garber et al., 2023). In the field of L2
education, the current research primarily focuses on classroom methods for teachers and
provides suggestions, limitations, and recommendations (Jeon & Lee, 2023). A number of
studies with actual users investigate changes in their perception and responses through
questionnaires (Albayati, 2024; Billingsley & Gardner, 2024). However, empirical studies that
examine the integration of ChatGPT into writing education, the use patterns of students and its
impact on the writing skills of students are few. To gain an in-depth understanding of how to
effectively implement ChatGPT in classrooms, it is essential to comprehend students’ actual
usage patterns.

In a previous study on student usage patterns, Joshi et al. (2023) conducted a research on
students majoring in Computer Science, which is a field familiar with ChatGPT. The study
conducted a survey and interviewed 480 undergraduate students in India to examine the real-
world use of ChatGPT. A total of 75.4% of students perceived ChatGPT as a learning and
education tool. The most frequent cases of the use of ChatGPT included collecting information,
summarizing learning content, providing assistance in coding and written work for the course
(e.g., writing of emails and essays). The authors found a recurring usage pattern, that is,
students obtained answers from ChatGPT, double-checked with Google, corrected errors using
ChatGPT, and retrieved accurate responses.

Liu and Biebricher (2024) investigated the cognitive processes and behavioral patterns of
Chinese undergraduate students during digital multimodal composing with generative Al. The
study found that students actively used various prompts to obtain appropriate images and
created bridge slides to ensure smooth text flow. The authors argued that these patterns
positively affect writing skill development.

Sun and Deng (2024) investigated how students use ChatGPT to enhance experiential
learning. Toward this end, they designed a ChatGPT activity for 39 college students in
America. The findings revealed that the students tend use ChatGPT to understand conceptual
knowledge (e.g., knowledge of theories), while instructors focused on the creation of
metacognitive knowledge (e.g., the ability to understand and apply strategies for learning and
problem solving). They also found that students' prompts are affected by the first prompt
provided by their instructors. This result highlighted the significance of the instructor’s role as
a facilitator in enhancing Al-based experiential learning.
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Han et al. (2023) recruited 213 college students in Korea and explored the interaction
patterns between the students and ChatGPT based on the edit history of their argumentative
essays. After analyzing essay edit patterns during interaction with ChatGPT, the study found
that the top three request prompts were: Request for language use, Request for revision,
Request for information. They also reported that learners were inclined to be receptive to
feedback in terms of language use. Interestingly, a few students who did not embrace feedback
from ChatGPT disregarded suggestions such as trivial feedback (e.g., modify “largely” into
“broadly”) and hallucination. They added that the students achieved notable improvement. In
addition, they noted significant differences between the first and final scores of the draft essay
specifically in terms of content, organization, language, sentence count, and perplexity.

Based on the previous research, it is clear that ChatGPT is opening up new possibilities for
education, particularly as a writing assistant tool widely used by college students. Notably, a
distinct trend exists in which students frequently request feedback on language use. However,
few studies specifically examined which type of prompts they used and how students interact
with Al during the writing process. There is a need for empirical studies on the actual
integration of Al into writing classes. Thus, the current study aims to fill these research gaps
by conducting an in-depth investigation on the use patterns of ChatGPT by students during
writing classes as well as the impact of ChatGPT-assisted narrative writing. Analysis of
students' prompts can provide a more detailed view of the challenges they encounter during
writing, and the findings are applicable for future research on Al-assisted writing education.

Methodology

Participants

The study was conducted in South Korea from March to June 2023 during the early stages of
ChatGPT’s release. The free version of ChatGPT 3.5 was used. A priori power analysis was
conducted using G*Power version 3.1.9.7 to determine the minimum sample size required for
testing the hypothesis. Accordingly, out of 60 enrolled students, 44 students who agreed to
participate in the research were chosen. After reviewing the study’s objectives, procedures, and
their own rights, all participants provided informed consent. Moreover, participants knew that
their participation was voluntary and they could withdraw from the study at any time. The
course was designed to encourage students to connect their own experiences to an American
movie’s themes, practice using the language in context, and develop their narrative writing
skills. Throughout the course, students engaged by watching a movie to learn authentic English
expressions and increase their cultural awareness. They discussed the film, characters, and
cultural insights and wrote a narrative to reflect on their personal experiences that were similar
to the themes presented in the film. The class was conducted once per week for 3 hours over
15 weeks, including an orientation session, a pre-test, and a post-test.

The students were composed of 23 (52%) were female and 21 (48%) were male. Their
scores for the Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) test ranged from 400
to 890 points with an average score of 630, which classifies them at the intermediate level (B1)
according to the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) standards. Table 1
summarizes the participants’ demographic data.
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Material

The course materials were the American film, | Don’t Know How She Does It (McGrath, 2011),
and its screenplay (Yoon, 2013) from Screen English was used. The movie portrays the life of
a working mom trying to balance between work and home responsibilities. It is based on a New
York Times bestselling novel of the same title, such that students can explore the background.
Furthermore, students can benefit from comparing the conversational language used in the film
with the written language in the novel, which assists in learning various English expressions.
Moreover, the film covers everyday events, such as milestones in life, holidays, and family
conflicts, thereby providing topics for students to compose narrative writing based on their
personal experiences.

Table 1
Participants
Categories Items n %
Gender Male 21 48%
Female 23 52%
Year 1 7 16%
2 16 36%
3 15 34%
4 6 14%
TOEIC score 400-545 (A2, Pre-intermediate) 16 36%
550-780 (B1, Intermediate) 16 36%
785-890 (B2, Upper-Intermediate) 12 28%
Major Humanities and Social Sciences 13 30%
Business and Management 10 23%
Natural Sciences and Engineering 18 41%
Arts and Sports 3 6%
ChatGPT  Editing Frequently 3 6.8%
Experience Occasionally 7 15.9%
Rarely 25 56.8%
Never 9 20.5%
Location of English Home 2 4.5%
Learning School 32 72.8%
Private academy 2 4.5%
None 8 18.2%
Procedure

In the first week, a researcher/instructor provided an orientation session and explained the
course structure, narrative writing, and course materials. After watching the first five minutes
of the film, the students were asked to write a narrative paragraph as a pre-test, which lasted
for 15 minutes. They wrote a narrative from the perspective of the protagonist of the movie,
Kate, as she prepares a fake pie for her daughter’s bake sale. Instead of writing from their
personal experiences, the students were instructed to narrate the incidents in the movie with a
narrative tone for the pre- and post-tests to control for content and focus on specific aspects of
narrative writing. This process helped students to understand the starting point and track their
progress. For the pre-test, the students wrote a narrative from the perspective of Kate about
making a fake pie for her daughter’s bake sale. In the second week, the researcher provided
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instructions on writing a piece of narrative writing. The students also learned various ChatGPT
prompts for asking for suggestions and editing to improve the clarity, grammar, and overall
coherence of the written work. From weeks 3 to 14, the students engaged in narrative writing
instruction, and they completed three narrative writing assignments during class under the
researcher’s supervision. After writing, the students used ChatGPT for revision. The process
was conducted in class because of plagiarism and ethical issues generated by ChatGPT (Cotton
et al., 2024). Although plagiarism detection tools are being developed, discerning between a
student's genuine writing and the responses produced by a chatbot application can still pose
challenges. Cotton et al. (2024) proposed a strategy to address these issues in higher education,
suggesting close monitoring of students’ work. Specifically, they recommend asking students
to present their work in class, submit drafts for review, and include in-text citations as well as
a list of references. Taking0 these points into consideration, this study had students complete
writing assignments during class time.

In the final week (week 15), students submitted a ChatGPT editing feedback analysis,
summarizing the revisions and interactions conducted with ChatGPT. For the post-test,
students were asked to write a narrative from the perspective of Kate about the email mistakes
to her boss, Jack. Table 2 shows a summary of the study procedures.

Table 2
Procedures
Week No. Description
Week 1 -Course orientation
-Pretest (15 min.)
Week 2 -Introduction to narrative writing
-Explain ChatGPT prompts for editing
Week 3-14 -Narrative writing instruction

-Students’ in-class narrative paragraph writing three times:
-Student’s in-class ChatGPT revision after writing

Week 15 -Students submit ChatGPT editing feedback analysis
-Post-test (15 min.)

Data Collection Instrument and Method of Analysis
Narrative writing scoring rubric for overall writing performance
The researcher developed a modified analytic scoring rubric based on previous studies
(Macken-Horarik & Sandiford, 2016; Pourdana & Asghari, 2021). The narrative writings were
scored based on five criteria: (1) narrative focus, (2) organization, (3) elaboration (4) language
and vocabulary, (5) conventions. These criteria are further elaborated as follows:

A. Narrative focus: a setting, characters, and point of view

B. Organization: a plot, sequence of events from beginning to end, opening (hook) and
closure

(reflection), cohesive devices

C. Elaboration: details, dialogue, and description

D. Language and vocabulary: using various vivid, descriptive words to describe characters
and feelings

E. Conventions: grammar, length, mechanics (punctuation, capitalization, and spelling)
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Narrative writing analysis for syntactic complexity

The study also analyzed the students’ writings in terms of fluency and syntactic complexity.
Fluency was evaluated based on the average number of words and T-units per text. Syntactic
complexity was gauged through the mean length of the T-unit (MLT) and number of clauses
per T-unit (C/T). To investigate syntactic complexity, the study used two different automated
tools, namely, the L2 Syntactic Complexity Analyzer (L2SCA; Lu, 2010) and the Tool for the
Automatic Analysis of Syntactic Sophistication and Complexity (TAASSC; Kyle, 2016). The
latter is used to obtain a more detailed picture of noun phrase (NP) complexity. Specifically,
the MLT score gives a general indication of how elaborated a particular main clause is but says
nothing about the types of elaboration found. (Kyle & Crossley, 2018). By adding the TAASSC
tool, the study further examines phrase and clause complexity.

The data were analyzed using SPSS for frequency, and a paired sample t-test was run to
investigate differences in scores between the pre-test and post-test. Students’ writing and
analysis were rated by two assessors. For inter-rater reliability, students’ written works were
rated by two assessors (the researcher and the teaching assistant) who scored the written
samples blindly using a rating scale, examined the written works of the students. Preliminary
disagreements between the assessors were resolved by consensus discussion until an acceptable
level of agreement was reached. Pearson’s correlation coefficient between the two assessors
was calculated, and interrater reliability was found to be high (r = .84).

ChatGPT editing feedback analysis

Students were required to complete three pieces of narrative writing in class followed by the
use of ChatGPT for editing and feedback. After receiving the edited version from ChatGPT,
students selected 15 sentences for further discussion. They engaged in an in-depth analysis of
the feedback provided and examined the suggested changes. The study considered the
underlying rationale, and evaluated how these revisions contributed to enhancing their writing.
This analytical process facilitated the development of an in-depth understanding of language
usage, grammar rules, and effective writing techniques. Referring to the suggestions of Sovrano
et al. (2023), the students requested feedback from ChatGPT by specifically focusing on the
use of only the sentences they provided to minimize the potential risk of hallucination.

The submitted reports included the original sentences of the students as inputs, prompts
they asked of ChatGPT, outputs received from ChatGPT, and analysis on the suggestions and
revised versions of ChatGPT. Students were allowed to write in either Korean or English. Table
3 presents a sample given to the students.

Students’ prompts in their reports were classified based on Han’s (2023) research that
investigated college students’ interaction with ChatGPT during essay writing. The interrater
reliability test between two raters resulted in a Kappa value of 0.80, which indicates substantial
agreement beyond chance.
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Table 3
Sample of ChatGPT Editing Feedback Analysis
Prompts + Input ChatGPT Output Analysis & Revised version
Prompt: Could you please I had trouble sleeping, Analysis: When the subject of the main clause
review and edit the despite feeling and the subordinate clause is the same, omitting

exhausted from a long
business trip.

the repetitive subject (“I”) and using a
participial phrase can make the sentence more
concise. In doing so, the conjunction “even
though” should be replaced with “despite” to
introduce a noun phrase. Observing the usage of
participial phrases, in addition to learning the
grammar rules, helps in better understanding. I
believe that I will pay more attention to it when
refining my writing in the future.

Revised version: I had trouble sleeping, despite
feeling exhausted from a long business trip.

following sentence?

Input: “I had trouble
sleeping even though I was
exhausted from a long
business trip.”

Results

Patterns of Students’ Use of ChatGPT

The students selected 15 sentences from their narrative writing pieces and interacted with
ChatGPT. At the end of the semester, they submitted ChatGPT editing feedback analysis.
Based on their reports, Table 4 lists the ChatGPT prompts that they frequently used during the

editing stage, which are presented in order of frequency.

Table 4
Students’ Common ChatGPT Editing Prompts
No. Intent Category Examples n (%)
1 Request for Revision - Can you help me edit this text? 309 (46.8%)
Language - Proofread for grammar and punctuation
Use eITOorS.
2 Native-like - Paraphrase my text to sound like a native 106 (16.1%)
expressions speaker.
and word - Edit text to sound more natural and fluent.
choice - Why did you change A into B? What’s the
difference between A and B?
3 Level of - Can you convert it into plain, simple 18 (2.7%)
difficulty English?
- Change it to A1 level of English.
4 Request for Style & tone - Include a narrative style, such as sharing 36 (5.5%)
Revision a tale with my friend.
(other than - Can you edit it using a narrative tone?
5 language use) Register - Can you make this text sound less formal 42 (6.4%)
(formality) and more casual?
6 Request for Translation - Can you translate my text into English? 68 (10.3%)
Translation - Explain your answer in Korean.
7 Request for Information - Can you show me how to write a good 54 (8.2%)
Information beyond narrative paragraph?
language use - Tell me about English articles.
8 Request for Evaluation - How would you rate my writing on a scale 27 (4.1%)
Evaluation of 1 to 10?
- What do you think about my sentence?
Total 660 (100%)
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The classified prompts are presented in order of frequency: Request for Language Use (n
= 433, 65.6%), Request for Revision other than language use (n = 78, 11.9%), Request for
Translation (n = 68, 10.3%), Request for Information (n = 54, 8.2%), Request for Evaluation
(n = 27, 4.1%). Students most commonly asked ChatGPT about linguistic aspects such as
grammar errors or vocabulary choices. Moreover, the majority of students requested feedback
on whether or not their writing was accurate using “revise” and “proofread” prompts. They
were curious about expressions commonly used by native speakers. Additionally, they inquired
about the appropriateness of their original words in terms of nuances and differences (e.g.,
What’s the difference between overlook and ignore?). When the revised version of ChatGPT
included complex sentence structures and advanced vocabulary, the students asked to simplify
the response into plain and casual English. They thought that ChatGPT tended to respond with
lengthy, formal, and complex sentence structures.

The next most commonly used prompt was also related to revision. Requests for revision
beyond language use, such as style, tone, and formality, ranked second in frequency after those
related to language aspects such as vocabulary and grammar. The writings of a number of
students tended to be relatively dry, which focused on conveying factual information instead
of outlining a lively and engaging narrative style. The study inferred that the students were
influenced by the language classroom materials of Korean students. They studied English using
English textbooks or exams. English textbooks contain many fact-based stories, and English
exams mainly consist of formal, objective, and structured non-fictional writing.

The third frequent request was the Request for Translation. Students chose to write
sentences in Korean when faced with difficulties in finding vocabulary or constructing
sentences within the given time. They then requested ChatGPT to translate the sentences that
they could not express in English. Request for Information refers to cases in which the students
asked for additional explanation regarding the responses of ChatGPT. For example, after
receiving feedback on errors in the use of the past progressive tense, they requested
explanations with example sentences. This aspect can be viewed as an interaction for additional
learning that goes beyond sentence modification. Request for Evaluation refers to requests for
the scoring or evaluation of sentences. A few students asked for evaluation from ChatGPT
before submission to gauge their performance.

Errors corrected by ChatGPT include tense, articles, verb variety, coherence, wordiness,
and word choice and usage. The corrected errors involve surface-level issues, such as tense and
word choice, as well as items absent in the native language of Korean such as articles. In terms
of verb variety, ChatGPT frequently offers unsolicited feedback when Korean students tend to
use simple copular verbs. Students could learn how to express the same ideas in a diverse
manner.

ChatGPT also detected errors regarding lack of coherence as in 4). ChatGPT can identify
surface-level errors such as tense, punctuation, spelling, and grammatical errors as well as
clarity and coherence. As in 5), ChatGPT breaks down lengthy sentences into short ones, such
that they sound similar to narrative sentences, and enhance readability. As shown in 6), students
made errors interfered by their mother tongue. ChatGPT identifies errors, such as awkward
sentences, by directly translating Korean sentences into English. Notably, however, ChatGPT
does not address all issues.
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Table 5
Common Errors Received by Students from ChatGPT
Errors Example
1 Tense My mom said that bird droppings fall.
— My mom said that bird poop had fallen.
2 Article I participated in national cheerleading competition.
— [ participated in a national cheerleading competition
3 Lack of verb variety, I couldn’t go to sleep because I thought about things I made on the
monotonous verbs list.

(copular verbs/do/get) — I couldn’t fall asleep as my mind was occupied with thinking about the
list of things I needed to do.
4 Lack of coherence The Bronx accent is a little rough, and by using it, he showed himself as a
quiet personality.
— By adopting a Bronx accent, he was able to come out of his shell and
shed his previous image of being reserved.

5 Verbosity and wordiness ~ He said to her that just gave Chips Ahoy.
— He suggested giving Chips Ahoy.
6 Word choice and usage ~ As the saying goes “attract to the opposite,”

— As the saying goes, “opposites attract,”

Effects of ChatGPT-assisted Narrative Writing

Normality tests were conducted using skewness and kurtosis values and the Shapiro-Wilk test.
All skewness and kurtosis values were within the range of -1 to +1. The Shapiro-Wilk test
results showed that the obtained p-values were greater than .05, indicating that the normality
assumption was met. Data were analyzed for differences in scores using the paired sample t-
test. However, the Shapiro-Wilk test for overall performance showed that it did not meet
normal distribution. Therefore, a non-parametric alternative, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test,
was employed to compare the scores. In addition, to control for Type-1 error, the study used
Bonferroni’s correction method and adjusted for the significance level by dividing it by the
number of hypotheses, which resulted in a significance level of 0.008.

Table 6 presents the pre-test and post-test results. To evaluate writing fluency and syntactic
complexity, the study employed the L2ZSCA. The two raters evaluated overall performance on
the basis of the narrative writing scoring rubric.

The results of the paired sample t-test indicate that there were significant differences
between students’ pre-test and post-test mean scores on writing fluency (Number of Words and
Number of T-units). The students produced more than double the amount of text and their T-
units also increased by more than two times. However, there was a decrease in the average
scores of syntactic complexities. Specifically, the MLT decreased from 13.84 to 11.66,
showing a significant difference, while the C/T decreased from 1.55 to 1.48, but the difference
was not statistically significant. Two raters evaluated overall performance, and the Wilcoxon
signed rank test was used to compare the scores. The result revealed a significant improvement
in overall performance compared with that at pre-test.

However, a decrease was observed in the scores in terms of syntactic complexity, which
contradicts the results of previous research. Previous studies (Lu, 2011; Ortega, 2003) argued
that language learners tend to generate longer T-units as their proficiency increases. This
discrepancy may highlight the limitations of machine scoring.

www.EUROKD.COM



Language Teaching Research Quarterly, 2024, Vol 43, 1-21

Table 6
Results of the Paired Sample T-test for Pre- and Post-test Narrative Writing
Category Component Test M SD t'Z p Effect Size (d)
Fluency Number of words Pre 80.16 28.331 -9.4417  0.000 1.71
Post 163.68 63.007
Number of T-  Pre 6.05 2.332 -10.4611  0.000 2.10
units Post 14.00 4.808
Syntactic Mean length of  Pre 13.84 3.901 3.617%1 0.001 0.67

complexity T-unit (MLT)
Post 11.66 2.315

Number of Pre 1.55 0.327 1.437 0.158 0.30
clauses per T-
unit (C/T) — pog 1.48 0.199
Overall Pre 6.18 1386 -5.726%  0.000 1.48
performance Post  8.57 1.810

tstatistical significance at the level p < .008, $Wilcoxon signed rank test

Taking the writing excerpts in Table 7 as an example, the average T-unit was 15.8 in the
pre-test, which decreased to 12.2 in the post-test. This result indicates a decrease in syntactic
complexity. However, the post-test writings can be considered more vivid in narrative style in
terms of content and organization. They start from the topic sentence, describe the setting,
organize the sequence of events in a more systematic manner, and use narrative elements, such
as direct quotations and emotional expressions, to elaborate.

Table 7
Excerpts from a Student’s Writing: Mean Length of T-unit
Test Example Length of T-unit
Pre-test  As a working mom, I returned from a business trip 10
and I wanted to send homemade pies to my daughter’s bake sale 21
because of my bad memories as a child and
I didn’t want to make her feel different with others and 11
I didn’t want to disappoint her because I run out of time due to a business 17
trip.
So, I made a fake homemade pie by spraying sugar powder on the pie that I 20
bought from the bakery.
Mean = 15.8

Post-test I made the worst mistake in my whole life. 9
One day of the meeting, I pitched my fund proposal to Harcourt. 12
And finally, my fund item was chosen. 7
I was thrilled about it! 5
When I got back to my office, I received an email from Allison who is my 30
best friend saying “Let’s blow off the task and go to bar to drink.”
And moments later I also received an email from Jack saying “I’'m looking 17
forward to meeting you.”
I replied to Allison saying “would love to get blotto, but sadly can’t. 13
I have to go New York and blow somebody” 9
and I also replied to Jack, “me too.” 8

Mean=12.2
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To more precisely investigate clause complexity, the study used another tool, the TAASSC,
which offers two broader indices of clausal complexity. The first index measures the average
number of dependents per clause, while the second measures the standard deviation of the
number of dependents per clause, capturing syntactic variation (Kyle, 2016). For 31 clause
complexity indices, the study conducted a paired sample t-test and applied Bonferroni’s
correction with an adjusted significance level of 0.008. Only clausal complements per clause
displayed a significant difference between the pre- and post-test mean scores of the students
(Table 8).

Table 8
Differences in Clausal Complexity
Category Test M SD t p Effect size
(d)
Clausal Pre 068 037  -3.7221  .001 0.85

complement  post 133 .060
s per clause

tstatistical significance at the level p <.008

Increases in the clausal complement can be interpreted as genre-specific aspects of the
writers’ craft. Macken-Horarik and Sandiford (2016) explained that “whilst verbal projection
serves to insert moments of character speech and dialogue into a narrative, it is used to cite
authorities in expository texts to quote from primary texts in response genres” (p. 80). With the
inclusion of dialogue, quotation, or reported speech, the students described the experiences as
well as various aspects of the characters. Examples of clausal complements are as follows:

-Allison called me and said that my email response didn’t correspond to her question.

-My boss told me that my proposal has been accepted.

-] kept mumbling and said “No, no, I didn’t send you that email. I sent you a different one!”

-I received an email from Jack saying that “I’m looking forward to meeting you.”

-Feeling depressed, I replied to Allison’s email that “Sadly I can’t. I have to go to New

York.”

Discussion

The study examined the common ChatGPT editing prompts of the students through their
ChatGPT editing feedback analysis. The results demonstrated that the most common requests
were related to linguistic aspects. ChatGPT demonstrated successful surface-level error
detection. The most commonly asked prompts, which are presented in order of frequency, were
as follows: Request for Language Use, Request for Revision (other than language use), Request
for Translation, Request for Information, Request for Evaluation. Students asked for feedback
on correcting errors related to grammar and vocabulary, which aligns with the findings of Han
et al. (2023), that is, EFL students primarily use ChatGPT for language use. The students
actively engaged with ChatGPT with requests for style and formality adjustment, further
information, and evaluation of their writing. Unlike traditional rule-based chatbots that depend
on a predefined set of guidelines derived from external sources, ChatGPT offers a more
dynamic interaction. (Kohnke et al, 2023), ChatGPT enables students to engage in two-way
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communication. This aspect features the ability of ChatGPT as a deep learning model to
flexibly respond to various requests.

However, it should be noted that nearly half of the students’ requests (46.8%) were simply
for editing and proofreading. To get better outcomes with generative Al, it is important to
provide specific prompts. However, students often use prompts similar to those they use with
Google Translate or Grammarly. For example, the result of a prompt such as “Can you help
me edit this text?” is very different from “Can you help me edit my narrative writing to an A2
level of English? I want it to sound informal, as if [ were talking to a friend. Include narrative
style writing with vivid expressions and direct quotation.” This aspect highlights the
importance of prompt literacy skill. It refers to knowing how to input appropriate prompts into
Al tools to get the desired response. Gattupalli et al. (2023) asserted that Al tools are prompt-
dependent, and their value is determined by users who interact with them through well-crafted
prompts. Thus, implementing prompt literacy education is seemingly necessary. Toward this
end, teachers should understand the basics of crafting effective prompts. And they should test
various prompts created by students and compare the results before an Al-assisted writing
class. This iterative process not only helps students develop agency but also deepens their
understanding of the capabilities and limitations of Al tools. Additionally, it is crucial to note
that ChatGPT does not cover all error detections and is mainly successful in providing feedback
on surface-level issues, such as clarity, tense, punctuation, spelling, and grammatical errors
(Algaraady & Mahyoob, 2023). Instruction related to surface-level editing prompts can be
beneficial for EFL writing. Students can note their writing habits, become proficient in editing
their work, and become less reliant on teachers while effectively managing time.

Meanwhile, the study recommends that instructors redirect their attention toward content
and advanced writing skills. According to Pourdana and Asghari (2021), when students and
teachers tend to focus on form and mechanics regardless of proficiency when giving writing
feedback. Given that ChatGPT can now partially address mechanics and local and surface
errors, the study suggests that instructors should shift their focus toward content. This includes
detecting of hallucination and discussing the appropriateness and accuracy of Al-generated
feedback. Additionally, instructors should focus on higher-order writing skills such as logical
connections and key aspects of specific genres. Specifically, teaching the literary effects
inherent in narratives, such as rhythm, alliteration, and language play (Knapp & Watkins,
2005), would be valuable. The present study rarely identified such literary techniques in the
writings of the students.

The results showed a significant decrease in syntactic complexity, as measured by MLT,
compared to the pre-test. However, it is essential to note that the decrease in MLT should not
be solely interpreted as a decline in language proficiency. A closer examination of students’
writing and the increase in clausal complement per clause (see Table 7) revealed that the
writing exhibited more of a narrative style. It is worth noting that some previous studies (Lu,
2011; Ortega, 2003) indicated that language learners tend to write longer T-units as they
become increasingly proficient. However, Ortega (2015) argued that the textual genre in use
exerts an impact on cognitive complexity and should be considered. Ryshina-Pankova (2015)
emphasized that the analysis of complexity should begin with the analysis of genre, as narrative
and argumentative writing display distinct features. As such, making hasty judgments based on
syntactic complexity, especially the decrease in MLT in the post-test, would be unwise. Fact-
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based writing (e.g., argumentative) requires concise and logical expressions using technical
vocabulary, while narrative writing typically involves emotional expressions and differentiated
sentence structures. Zhou et al. (2023) explained that short sentences can enhance readability
in narrative writing, while Myhill (2008) cited that sentence complexity alone does not indicate
sophisticated writing. In narrative writing, interactions between characters through dialogue
and the use of short rhetorical questions are frequently utilized to effectively build up events
and reactions. Similarly, the students in the current study seemingly became accustomed to the
narrative writing genre; therefore, they used shorter, simpler, rhythmical units instead of longer
MLT as shown in Table 7. This issue underscores the limitations of machine grading and the
necessity of human instructors. Human discretion and judgment cannot be replaced by Al tools.
Currently, there is a lack of writing assessment tools that reflect the characteristics of different
genres. In this study, the students tended to produce simpler sentences in the post-test. From
the syntactic complexity perspective, this tendency could be interpreted as a decrease in
sentence maturity. However, this aspect was not a regression; instead, it was a progression
toward a narrative genre and away from the initial summary-like writing they demonstrated in
the pre-test. This could be detected through careful observation by human instructors. In this
regard, the study is hopeful that analytical assessment tools that incorporate genre-specific
elements will be developed to help students gauge their progress in self-directed learning. For
teachers, these tools can provide insights into the proficiency levels and developmental stages
of their students, which enables teachers to offer guidance on which instruction is needed.

Conclusion

Since the emergence of ChatGPT, there have been diverse efforts to integrate it into education.
Although ChatGPT can be used as an excellent writing assistant tool, empirical studies that
examine its integration into writing education, the use pattern of students, and its impact on the
writing skills of students remain few. Thus, the present study aimed to provide insights into the
interaction of students with ChatGPT and its impact on their narrative writing. Toward this
end, the study design incorporated ChatGPT into an EFL narrative writing class to explore two
major aspects: 1) the patterns of college students’ use of ChatGPT at the revision stage and 2)
the effect of ChatGPT-assisted narrative writing intervention.

Based on the findings, the study provides the following suggestions. First, it confirmed the
potential of ChatGPT to serve as a substitute language tutor and a call for a change in the roles
of teachers. Students primarily asked ChatGPT about language use, style, and tone, and
ChatGPT demonstrated successful surface-level error detection. With the help of ChatGPT,
students can receive personalized feedback in real time. Meanwhile, the study suggests that
instructors should shift their focus toward content and higher-order writing skills.

Second, prompt literacy education is required. Prompt literacy refers to the competency of
interacting with Al, such as providing specific prompts to generative Al, discerning the
accuracy of outcomes, and performing a series of actions to obtain the desired outcome
(Hwang, 2023). This ability can empower learners to effectively control Al and harness it as a
learning mate and, eventually, foster self-directed learning. The results also reveal that
advanced English learners critically evaluated outputs from ChatGPT and actively requested
clarification and elaboration while comparing these elements to their existing knowledge. In
other words, they used ChatGPT to connect the structure of their existing knowledge and
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meaningfully incorporate new information into their long-term memory. Conversely, beginners
tended to simply accept ChatGPT outputs, even when the sentence structures were extremely
complex and contained unfamiliar vocabulary. To achieve this aspect, language teachers also
need to be digitally competent (Kohnke et al., 2023). In terms of the pedagogical implications
in EFL writing classes, the study suggests the organization of heterogeneous groups for
collaborative activities, instead of teacher-dominant prompt instruction. In this scenario,
students can collectively discuss potential prompts and brainstorm follow-up questions. By
sharing ideas and generating creative prompts together, students can foster innovative thinking,
explore diverse perspectives, and, ultimately, equip themselves with the skills required to
effectively leverage their writing.

Lastly, there is a need exists for the development of Al tools for writing assessment that
reflects the characteristics of different genres. The current results imply that an increase occurs
in the use of simple and rhythmical phrases as students become increasingly accustomed to the
narrative writing genre. However, machine grading interpreted this aspect as a decrease in
syntactic complexity. This result highlights the continued need for careful observation
conducted by human instructors. If Al assessment tools that incorporate genre-specific
elements are developed, then students can assess their writing progress, which promotes self-
directed learning, and educators can provide tailored instructions.

The current study has several limitations that should be acknowledged and addressed by
future studies. First, it is conducted as exploratory research, which aims to observe natural
phenomena without experimental manipulation and to gain insights. The absence of a control
group represents a limitation. The inclusion of a none-Al feedback group is necessary to track
improvement over time. This will enable teachers to thoroughly investigate how students
optimally utilize generative Al to enhance writing skills (Rastgou, 2023). In addition, this result
may be inapplicable to other educational contexts, because a relatively small number of
prompts from participants was sampled from one English course in South Korea. Thus, a
comprehensive examination of all prompts may produce different results. Next, analysis of
ChatGPT editing feedback was derived from self-reported data, which may include potential
limitations in terms of objectivity. Moreover, although the results displayed a wide range of
patterns that can serve as a foundation for future research, a detailed examination based on
students’ proficiency levels was not conducted. As such, further investigation into the
relationship between students’ proficiency levels and synthetic complexity in Al-assisted
narrative writing is necessary to verify these results.
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