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Abstract

The current study aims to investigate the overall efficacy and specific impacts of generative Al in
assisting college students with English writing. An experimental method was employed, involving
15 volunteer university students who participated in an 8-week IELTS Writing Task 2 experiment.
After completing their first drafts, students received feedback and revision suggestions from
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ChatGPT-4.0, based on which they produced their second drafts. By comparing pre-test and post-
test results, the study found that most learners demonstrated improved overall writing scores
through Al-assisted training. Among the four IELTS Writing Task 2 assessment criteria, students
showed the most significant progress in cohesion and coherence, lexical resource, and grammatical
range & accuracy. The findings affirm the effectiveness of generative Al in supporting English writ-
ing development and suggest further exploration into collaborative teacher-Al feedback models for
university-level writing instruction.
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LA ChatGPT AR 1A N L g DAL 5K 1) B AR 5 AR BR DD RE S AL 2 8- FHIN 2 0%0E, et
HHEIEMZELE. “PSHENRGEVER SR ARRET ESHRBRHLE” [1]. BEEHE s
REHERE, AT N TR BRI “HBZ 11007 IZHH Y “TRORI” o SMBEEEE UM & K 2 R
RS, RRN LR REAE AT N g RE, QU 5208 AR, B2 B iR =
TR N TR REA B DB SRR T RETE[2], X N T Rl B ot SR B SEBr ALRE N SR iEAN 2« FE T it
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2022 4, OpenAl 2~ m]HEH — 3K A R BRI R LA A ChatGPT, DLHGE FHfE . SCARA G Xl
R TR OK ) AME 5 AR D RE R s, A AT IR Be AR % . Chat GPT HIMEAE S| T BE A1)
ZRE, AEEF R A AN TR BRTE iR BUEAIE RN A 7). AN TR e R A3 A A
NG A EEThRE, VLA IR ) HIRANE T oI BOR, F AR S B TEXNIE (3], PR S BAE:
R T RGBSR, BESIERMN, wid SR AR5, #2138 E1E 5 K [4]. ChatGPT
AR B HOMZ Y TAE, $RAEBUETHRSCRR, BB IR BUMEAT B 3h PPl A R 3]

HAET, CAEFITMAFEAENAEN BOW A R R R85 A R R A N T R TE iR SR BCE
i ARPRAREE(2024) [5]i8 FHBME 38 ik, RE T AR RN L8 Rl Bl 22 R 9B BRI 5 21 3050
FATH, F23E NN TR G BT S R A S AERCR AN T T A B E AR TGE 516, B
SN L. TN N2 E FERAT R BRI B B EL(2024) 2] ESIEIRHLA R, 20550 HT
TEIERM B SIERBL. VPRI B S BB BEBUm R A (A8 4k, $RHEBUMEAE ChatGPT 2 5134ES
TEBCE PRI N TR B EORME S . BRIl M5 58 . @idX ChatGPT 53Xy 2% 2] # B 4E S R
Tt EEAL, BRI 21 (2023) 6]t ChatGPT 5 HUM [ 15t 4 HARF 1, ChatGPT BESR LRI | 41 i) S st
SRANET S BAE R [A] BRI, ChatGPT 5 %00 45t 1 45 &7 Bh 42 FHVE SCHE U5 & .

SR, K AR RN TR RE R T 3B SAE BUE A — 5 4. fES/ER AN T 6, Al
ARG AR 7], [F) B A7 A — LT A AN B FA J7 TH AR AR [8]. Wu (2023) [9]4& H ChatGPT FHRE#A(E B4k
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PRI e 2 9522 AR BRI E ke ) S ECA AU 3G 0. Barret & Pack (2023) [10]2R A il 45 (1 7734
BCEEE RO BAE S AR A A G TR RERE T, R HE VAR AR AN TR Re i i h 2 0
B, FEFROREE N T B R DR 5 AR U T BRYE B0 WU Y . Dang & Wang (2024)
[LVRF BB M7, 87 T R KRR AR RN TR Re i 7 RIS, Horh 4G4y K2Ee 3 7 %
RS BRI ZIAR BN G 1 A, Basic £5(2023) [12]#E47 X IR S2EG, IR ChatGPT 4 Bh 'S 1EfE
TR FERCEIERN, SRR, MBACKHEH ChatGPT){H 700 = TS24 41(H ChatGPT %#Bh),
ChatGPT H#iB EE I A —waeit m AL BIE & .

grbmr L, AN TR R A B B 9EE SEEEA I /), (HAAE — Se R AN . H AT
W2 DRI Ao 3, AU T BR A Bh o il SAE M SEBR ke nfi], g i s I8 S5k, &
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4. FRRIET
4.1. ARFR

AWFARAEAL RS “2117 SRS EEE, TRV 8 MM S E 5 S0 . SLye BRIV 2 Al
K e B R eI, DA R, HARE T P b K Bu T, SR R sr, B
I/INTE IR R ZAT SR IR 45 SRR . B IRE BIMVPE ABCh 15 A, 15 ZIvEH Y AR S 5 e ses
RGN . LIS 5 BMERILE 1, HAFHAE 6 N@40%), 4 9 A(60%); ARE 10 N(67%), Wit
WA 5 N(33%), “FRIY SN ASTHS R 7 N(@47%)MEE TR 8 A(53%), FLiB KA T K7 3iE P 2%
NGz 8] o B FE AT AT B D& 5 (S1~S15), TR 5 FHEEAL

Table 1. Basic information of the experiment participants

* 1. RS SERKEEEN

AR 2 N (%)
5 6 40
53
& 9 60
KRR 10 67
Bt
IR 5 33
Rifid CET4 %R 8 54
HAEIKT CET4 /K 2 13
CET6 7KV 5 33
NS A& SRR 7 47
RIS 5
TR 8 53
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4.2. ARFGZ*

AW TR S, B LEBHT R IS5 R E LIRS 5H IR SIERE R Tt . MIPPEILSE 8
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Tk HAB R ZE R, IPEEE 8 48 —$¢ R~ 18] “Please grade my writing according to the rating criterion
of IELTS Writing Task 2, give global score as well as the separate grades for Task Response, Coherence and
Cohesion, Lexical Resource, and Grammatical range and Accuracy.” K3RH ChatGPT HIVFER L. R,
ANRIIN PP AR SR R R AN ], A5 T BA Sl UV AR AR AR SO — R i Se bRl o, shidt— B @ W)
ChatGPT iE[7], DR HEAERMERAMEA @I IR B, MBS E SO A

SEER Rt 8 J, WFFE A AL USRS 15 ZMIPEE 120 4 AE ST LS AL 120 43 4F SCH ST
5E o WFFTN SR IAL O 38— RS )\ IR KPP 50 B8 26 AT o€ & 200, (6 SPSS THEHTIl . J= Il i) B 4k J
FYEEAT R R IME . 5 TT B

4.4. R ABBNRF 4 FEBEA B 3EE

i B 15 A4S0 53 RTINS A DN A4S0 Bl DA R 7 (K45 23 S AR Bk AR s N T3 e i B
REFAETOESIEMARREE, BARGRIE 1 Rk 2. wE 1 Pos, BEAARARERNITFE 45 S1~S15, 4
ABRARE I BUE 0~9. IR/ NBUTVE > AU R PERISENE, Gert iy B T1, T2 PIA BUm o ¥ EAE N
WMIFE B w3 Bda. &1 hICEMRML, SCEACRRTIAR 7, B RL 0 JPF & 58— i
HIR PR EIME s LR GINTG 7, BIPAL BT I PP 56 )\ G B S 0 PR M8 . 2k bR sy
ARERAE— ALV I A5 T B S 13 BARKUE . USRI 1w, BRI E LS, REE KB A T
KL 5. UL KBS MV Ja AR 0 = T RS2, SRS RS . AR 15 4400 PP e 45 23
SRIMAGEE, AT 15 AEE BRI EGR 2). 3% 2 HdRnTR, BRPTAEIEE S, LR
PPERBARG I EONIEE. TH5E 15 AIVEE BARS  HEYEDY 1,150, BIAEZ IV Ja il bL A e
I PEIERTE 1150 7. IXUEBIRZHAINITEE L ) RN AE AN TR B IaE SR I%)E, SR
AR, JEEELSAKTSET. A EMVEE JE NSRRI RIER, X5 N T5E R
FIREAZ RS R, ARSI AL

4.5. ERAATE BB AFERIFEENRFRA

AL PR 15 A4 NP SR ARG & 5 A A G R — B, DAL B 75 % 28 3 7 BB R PR AR B
N TR REABI R 22 A B BRI R ARRIL, PEAIARILIE 2. &30 4. |8 5 Ak 3.
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Table 2. Participants’ overall score increment

F 2. MITHERGESHILESR

TUPFE G 5 BRIy TUPFE G 5 BRIy TUPFE G 5 BRIy
S1 2.50 S6 0.50 S11 0
S2 1.25 S7 1.50 S12 1.25
S3 1.75 S8 0.25 S13 1.75
S4 -1 S9 -1 S14 2.50
S5 2.50 S10 2.5 S15 1
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Figure 1. Pre-experiment vs. post-experiment score comparison
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Figure 2. Overall increment vs. task response increment
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Table 3. Average and variance of score gains (total & by dimension)

F3. BRORBHERINESHE
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Figure 3. Overall increment vs. coherence increment
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Figure 4. Overall increment vs. vocabulary increment
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Figure 5. Overall increment vs. grammar increment
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JERIC R, ARENCE. [N, MEROREA AN D e B KA E SO E SRR — S A Bk, 0
IR 2N AL T RAIE REARR . PR > Qg P B R4 14].
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