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Abstract

Writing proficiency is a core component of college students’ academic literacy, and in writing in-
struction, effective feedback is widely recognized as a crucial factor in enhancing students’ writ-
ing skills. Recently, generative Al (Generative Artificial Intelligence, GenAl) tools, represented by
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ChatGPT, have opened up new possibilities for writing feedback. However, how to deeply integrate
them with traditional feedback methods such as peer feedback and automated writing evaluation
(AWE) systems remains a pressing issue. Using an open-ended written questionnaire, this study
aims to explore EFL learners’ perceptions of and attitudes toward peer feedback, Pigai (an auto-
mated writing evaluation system) feedback, and ChatGPT feedback. By uncovering the perceptual
differences among these three feedback types, this research aims to provide insights for optimizing
and integrating multi-source feedback mechanisms, as well as for the effective incorporation of
GenAl tools into L2 writing instruction.
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1. 5|8

EAEX T RFAEFARRFIRERRE L], NHTZHE EE, BRI AR ZbrEe
HHAE S BRI QARG (2], EEEZS T, ORISR CH 3], R, 2
Bl T EE N BEEAESS . WIS TR I[4], CLACHEOE K [5], BOMAESRHEA RS it A A3 il ER 3k
. NEMIX—IE T, [FfERES B3 S VR Gt ™) son b = Z2 4R Bhig e, 2 MRl oaiBqE
J951E(English as a Foreign Language, EFL) 5 {E# 7 S 1 5 L. REIE SR E G B THGE S
ES %80k 6], (HEAH&BEERR: B, FEAERB 520 K FRHIZ), a3 SR
SN2 & RT3 3R JZE 5 FHERE IE.

IR, DL ChatGPT. . DeepSeek S5 AR B4 i\ T. % BE(Generative Artificial Intelligence,
GenAl) LEPUH KR, NEERGITRE 7. PR, T REAMUBEIR AL e NS BUM R =
e, 1 r IR R, S Bramrs
GenAl JRFERIANZLS:, DA TIREE S ) B SRS 7].

SRIM, WATHE GenAl URFEHEA RIEA RBHA R, 2 Am 2 it ok, 52 — AN R ER 1 (1)
o] A SN, IR A AN E R TR BN S AR, w2 n T I S5 it 2
ARG Ak, AHFFCRA GBI, %% BFL 22 ) & e s R . & ChatGPT <
WA, BEN GenAl ££ Z1H S1E U T A &b & SR Ak S iE ks .

2. SCHREm
21. AR

[FEFEELVE, BPS A A BV A S B0 3, ILE) 2 M T S ERE P10, KEM AR
Wy, [REE SO B T IR R IR (11 TGRAE N ROBHECE E R Se b, A Re AP 3R i [12] [13].

XTSI VP AL F AR R, AR B TR A EOR S SR R 14], tEE N E O
EAESRAL RIR[15], EREBUR R AT IROB I N[ 16]. W RBHEWCET &, FAE R AESS
FRFREAIERBLE[17], IEREE G R EIERI18].

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2026.14101016 467 PARE S


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2026.14101016
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

WS, TN S5

R R R B ESER A2 mAL, HEEEERR GRS RS TIG 2 mPhR. B
KIS, FfE LRI Z IR T =L PRI RE ) 5 R FR[19]. RN, 5] # PR A S B AR K
R [l P2 5 BRSO I B O BB (R [20] . BbAh, 22AEXT R AE BATPEAT S S BN
B, [FEIRERIR T OBk . 2 AR RIAE TR T ER Z AT AT, BN KT R 0 1R R 4 S LR = A
I, 5 Ji5E R RE BE[21]. AR, 22313850 3 B 5K PR A Ml 5 s 5 B a5 5 ) #%
A[22].

SRS, FfEEVPE B SEBCE A B 0 5 St R, A 280 v B A T 2 A 1 e At
FIE. BB FERe B SR R .

2.2. BRI BIERR

H ZhAL B E S B E 3L S VR PR R Gi(Automated Writing Evaluation, AWE)#& . XK ARG R E
SRVE 5 A B BLVE VRS PH A, A B AS. BL Criterion AL MR E K AWE REANLEEA )
Vo, RREEHEVESRYE R R R 5. HAT,  E S A RO O KR T B SR .
SR, FCHERA M4 EN AR T, Liu R, RGUA B R IE R B (e k5 A4 B Fay 1
Jiifl, W CL S EOT BB SE(23]; TEIE S HLHIRXMS 21, Calma Z558 4, Grammarly 5 T 2 [1)i%
FRARE )AL T BUMA E[24]. HWAFTEE T ARKSE S, Bai M Hu iy, K& AWE RUBHE
EFL BRE Ha] /5 A [R] fF S5 A BOM S 0 AR 78, AH T LR % RS0 B IRDRS B 2 RO i e A, 479
TCIEBRN T B[ 25]

KT AWE X EAERIUISZ N, DA UEYE FIFEAELES . S0 FTEUESE T AWE RGBT 5 1E Gt
FURAER[26], Zhai FI Ma FIa it — 0N T H R0k S 1 R B I 23 1E M 52 [27]. 4R, Fan [
T FLED A R IS0 4 (252 AWE 5 200 S 15t % HRZEL (1S B2 52 00T S W) 6 'S5 VR R I AR 35 1 22 5 28]

AN A B 1 SO R B R 2k o R A AR BT R B, IS AWE TEN . 4
LAV TR, EJRART RS Y, UGN T e E, HESEHEE
M [29]. Tan SRR R R,  H 30 RIS RS T AR T [30]. A,
Lai (RG W AR R, 2R HBRIE AL ILPP, DRI BB At B B0 S ) s 3 S A AR T AT 8 ot il A
2 N, AWE BN “AF” , BB BEERE, XE—EfRE LEE 7o % ARl
MBS EAREZ 3],

ZrLRTiR, R A SIERIGIEAFYEE LA RS R A —, (¥R CERB RSN BN
MR N TR 35 7E

2.3. GenAl &

Bt A N T BE(Gen AD B BRI A, LUK SRR GenAl TR IEIZ D 5| N 1B 5 1E
KGR 55 AWE RG], GenAT H4& o )18 CEUR 5 XGERRRE /1, RERS LN BETITE . &
RS A B v J2 I B AR B R SR R [ 32] . IX —BORRBON —iE SAE AR A 1 Hr i mr sedt .

KREHFEY], GenAl TREX “iES/ERA AL IMECHIEN . Fln, fEi55)Z0, M ChatGPT
() B S AREAEIRAERA L « 1A A PEAT AR AR SO 5 T P IS 1 R 4R TH(8]. fEARIZ T, GenAl
THBEEHE 2 AR R IR RE S AL IV B 4EF RE A HE B (33

FEF WA, ZOESEUEPFUESE T % 3] # % ChatGPT (W32 B SFAMES . Bk AR L
AT, SR B A YRR 5 I [34] [35] 2 0B AMOART HAEEIA A IE . Bl F SO A &
SEAE DT IS ME35], B sRiH HAEME BBl B ST I A5 T A 3 (36]. ARTT, XA

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2026.14101016 468 HUACIE 2%


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2026.14101016

B, TSR

R SRR A1 A B 5 5o 9 A XU O, i) Stk v R Ak ST Ae e . KOCARFRRZ IR, DL AT RES
GRS AL EE[36]. BhAh, DR 7557 ChatGPT 5 %0 [ A5 ELEL, 91U Escalante 25 & 2%
A P R AT REEE AL, L GenAl 2B S H S A5 AT A3 25 b N AR SCRPAN L FE[ 7]

gr LATR, BEAEE T Z RR T 5 — GenAl T HBOH W 5 2T RABEEATA TG, 8244 GenAl 5
AL S ERG. R RGN R —HEZE M RS R . AR, &5 2 P S st A AL i SEIE R 1 7R 2
R BT, AHFEE N EFL 23] 4 ChatGPT. e K [ AE R Bt R R 550, BENES]
EMAAHR, NERK Al TREEESERIBRG A S SRS E R .

3. A&
3.1. fREt

A FAER R IR R IT R GRS, BERSEHERGHE - EEERE RS . 255
AL B RIS ChatGPT S IR K UCGHEAT B, IR 58 U S TG G IR 2

3.1.1. RMR

AT AP B 22 e AR S Tl — SR> BARBERI AR E NP IaREA, 3% 99 N(H4: 44 4,
W55 4. A ZEENZE TRGERES, USRI, FEE I BU T E A LA, #
OO T ABE T, Horh 38 AFIBUTR R (1) REBEREH =R EHBENIES: 2) KEXTK
AR R AR AL s (3) W RIS A 5 HSALT - EPINA B 61 N(LE 43 N, FA 18 N).

3.1.2. ffRIR

AF 58 1B AT i A) f(Written Open-ended Questions), & 7EUSCEE 32 38X AN 7] [ 45 20 1K) Jikdn 5
K GRS R SRS s BT RN s R GIEE SR B n BaRE “uifh s 5
e A GPT)IERBGR IR ? 4?7 “ARINARER B & 4?2 RERA AT 7 &,

3.1.3. fARBESHIES

AHEFRT 2025 FHEFEIAE 9 AEH 12 H, o NUAE.

I BCE 9 F): Tl Sl se OWIRR S , R AT 58— S B 2, MBS PR A B N B

M BGE 10 ) AT 2R AL T & BT = NS R EE,  FRARHE R Y )
Pl RS AE ST 3 — 5B 2.

BEEBCGE 11 /), a2l AT BT R GPT-40 MG, el =BiE, ks
(1 28 R 22 B

VAR B (G 12 Ji): WFiE i <27 PSRRI R A, 52 7R e I ) 1R A
o ARWHEILEE 99 1, Sffik)E, AN AR 61 3.

W58 K F 32 R A2t I8 0] 36 1) SOR SR AT i . B CRAFE T 15 FE 5 80%, W& Xt i
AT T 2R RGEVERNERGD, ELFFELIE S REBIE, RGN AR R E ) &2
5Nk,

4. ARGR
4.1. RIRBEYARANSREER

S AN TR sz it 2 Y ) A 2350 P T R (B 22 A2 A R IR s s R BTSSR e K, 205 3 AR 2R 2
ERFE 1), #EFF ChatGPT B ABIHRZ (n = 31, & 50.8%), HIK ARSI M =25, 5 41.0%), ik
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A £ R 2E D (n = 2, & 3.3%). A 3 H2EAE@.9%)ERE T “ChatGPT AL N 7 I &40,
BRI S, ChatGPT AL W75 52 7 2 4 40 B B A 1R s 4t >R

Table 1. Distribution of preferences for the overall effectiveness of different feedback types

= 1. FEIRIREBENBEFYLRREFSH

el Am) 5 H(%)
ChatGPT 31 50.8%
2 25 41.0%
ChatGPT FHHEE ™ 3 4.9%
[ 4 J 2 3.3%
Ait 61 100%

1% ChatGPT )2 A= i i HL7E S U o RS AR b RO URAAN B, F8 H LR st “vram” «“ Bk “ &
W7 H B BB PE(S11;829), RERSHE BIARAT “IEMT IR EIA R ” (S36). MHELZ T, Rk M )74
A B MRS SRR IIRE, A BT A RS HEAZ 005 G 1A HE# BAA B4R 5 = (S2; S27).
M A AR I 2 A UK AR S B SCVE Al A B (M B R ER A, NS G RS Re “ I B 77 1
SENL TR E I T 7 (S31). [FIfE S BRI A HE AE BE, AR SRR N B AT B A K
P, HARETM “FSL” (822), K& b “TMY)” H “H 58527 (S13).

ERFERERE, MRS BB e BEVE DR aT BEAR M . PIRANPE. BUWEH =N 4EERE,
SLARMIVEN W) 2 I 5 AR RO VPN B A A [F RS R (L2 2). M (n =23, 15 37.7%) 11 &5 LLB = T
ChatGPT(n = 20, 5 32.8%). MEREREC N 2242 i 0 A 5L HAREHAA . 5 T3UT, @it 155 E10(S20)F1
HHEARER(S49)SFEM T, A ROOR TS S S 77 Mii%4% ChatGPT % A2 A = L [ 5t 1) ]
MRS @M, A “ERGEM” (S4H AR (S24), BEERMESE L. i, D
FORBEFE R B E( = HFR, FEMRBES “HA” (859), H5 TH:%, MNE—ERE LE
TSR E.

Table 2. Distribution of preferred feedback types for promoting revision

2. RMMEERIREES

el A 5 Hi(%)
! 23 37.7%
ChatGPT 20 32.8%
I e S st 4 6.6%
HeTTX 4 6.6%
A Y Tl 10 16.4%
&t 61 100%

4.2. RIBBFRIARIZSE

w2k 3 fon, 18 61 22 UiE T, 21 NQG4.4%)Mm T4 R E T E . Hep R - #t
2 M-ChatGPT” A& f S (I m I I (18 N, 15 29.5%). S7 INNZIFFAF& “HERNE" MR,
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S8 Mt — LR REIE: “FMEIR A HA AL IR PP S A REER, GPT f8 H H K BiEE AT IR A
Wif), AVESCBSUFE TSR, 7 AT, AR TR ) A S Ay R R A I R A, TRt
WA ChatGPT fF R HLIR 2 UGE 5 W AR 57, = R T BAN R X & .

MLEZ T, BHEESE NG T4 SN 21.3% (13 N), HMTEGFE N “Hiok M - FLE -
ChatGPT” (7 N, i 11.5%). S20 i\, HbekMfe ol i mESCh i “RBUa &7 , )52 E FF B
FRAMESERY, BU5 S ChatGPT AT HEAILIZ IE .

¥ ChatGPT 1E 98 ¥R 19254 5 HURAIK, L5 “ ChatGPT - #Eek W - R eE 7 RIAE N 7 AN(11.5%).
EAFERE RS, ZAZ U B R R R B — 80 A (0 S54)5R 1A« AR 2 5307 HIAE Sl 7
AR FHAE, TR B ChatGPT 088 SCE AR 57 —HB 4 2= AR (i S14) M SFefF “ e F I BGE — 47
ISEE N . dedbh, S8 A SRR R E N A s BRI, NN TER AT FP T H 58 B2 s
FH [ R AT B 28 F B “ BEAE R IR MRS i 22 Kb, 30 B BB [ £ 1 Bl 52 RE 11 7 (S60)

Table 3. Distribution of preference orders by first feedback type
3. TREIEIA R IR LR TRIREF I 57

HEIE R B R w3 NG A¥ 5 H(%)
AR [l - #ti M -ChatGPT 18 29.5%
[ ff - L2 /ChatGPT 3 4.9%
N 21 34.4%
ChatGPT ChatGPT-flL e W - [Rl £ 7 11.5%
ChatGPT-[F £ - itk 1 1.6%
N 8 13.1%
L L - [Fff-ChatGPT 7 11.5%
HE X -ChatGPT-[F] £ 5 8.2%
L2 ®-ChatGPT 1 1.6%
/N 13 21.3%
HoAth G AN 5 )/ — At/ ) B S 4555 9 14.8%
R B [ 2 10 16.4%
Mt 61 100%

43. FRIREAANEEE

W 4 fion, ChatGPT &2 EMA RGO A, EBEABLERSEE QT N, 15 44.3%), LR
(10 N\, 16.4%). BbAl, RORFIFEEAL LR AR FES 8 N(13.1%), 1MiEFF “H M AFE A" HE
FINBEDQ2 N, 3.3%). EAERERE, BHEEMFAERE A —EER .

Table 4. Distribution of the most trusted feedback types
* 4. BREZEENRIRXEE S

A AH 5 H(%)
ChatGPT 27 44.3%
e e 10 16.4%
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A5 E 4 8 13.1%
e i o A [ 2 3.3%
FLAth/ A W 11 18.0%
it 61 100%

AN ChatGPT R EA AT T IESE ME(S14; S18; S43; S59), G H [ 15t il B
Wi HHETES37), RRSM(S3), FEBH(S39). LGaKE, FAEX ChatGPT FIMEAE R B AR
WRENZgERA 2 o A, WHEAMNFARE, ARSI N T BARE R (S31).

FEAEE S I ) A DO FL R BB I 7 HLAE R ——F 2245 (S55) 3% “HEUM AR (S, DA Ex i
WA, REITFEN” ;. AFEFESIDRE “MEXEREMEZEGH M, e 7 HEIR A
fEFEE . SULFRIEE, A3 AR e 52 BT, fFE R G fe e PR R AE(S41) PR HLEI AR (S25)
PAK S B3 TR ZIR(S57) o S RTHI 5 ,  HEeSe o B DR b 1 R BT 4 3R 45350 40 2% AR AT, (HE RGnT
SEPEAN S5 RAEVEA A R Tt

PES R AT A0, 27 210 R B SO RS AT LA X [F A SRR R B S B ) AR EEN=ANZ
M AE: REREZEE, WAHN “BONES” (S28)H “a i Ag A muEr” (S42); PPN E MM
JEIf, BUBEH “AERU” (S42); VFMEREIE, Rl “HE AR (S42), HEAFEL
Sy FET e ELVE, HE TR AL” (S19).

5. ¥Wig

A AN T RPN AR AE 3 72 o (E BRI ANZ T, ChatGPT DA S 45t A T 4H FE 5 7 T
PAFREZINTT, X5 OAE AR EN GenAl PR E—8(37]. SR, SVPA4ERE SREE T T B AR
PEV RGN BRI, 25 ARG RSO B AT FERS = T ChatGPT. UM 7E RO IR 5 )2 I 1)E ) 24
L S0 E R B ARSI 2 B A L. A R N B B AR B, (B E RRYEE
I E AT AT AL

BRI F S, AT IR E A RIEHE RIGINT . 28208 R e E T, iy
JigE Ry “TRAE - HEek ™ - ChatGPT” , AT T R AN IR I IAFI R (SS) . #7022 AR R i 5 0 T i B
SRR . A ChatGPT 1EAE IR AN GR I “ NBEARR S 7 1) A0SR . D E R0 [
PEETRERN, WTPH “FERKE " I AES60). LAEZEREH, AIEEEE RN RGN,
S I BR 27 ST RS T e, O SR B S il 2 AR E IR R S RE R

AN ChatGPT (G AT 7 T 3RAF i iR A AT o 1K s B A AT B A B T L 38055 I FH A 34 Al
WA S AF B . B, A ALTETE S RIS IAF/E S SC M R S N R R Z IR T RE(38], #24E
EAINE A RGN, el RE SR RN . IR, XFR e BB AT AT BRI R B0\ A S (metacognitive
laziness)—— B[ %% =) 5 0F N T8 REAH BI IR, I 0 T A0 S far AR SR A, I BRI I o v A8t 4 B 47 53
R TCINFIS RS % SIS AH ORI [39] X 5 H SRR IR K e H bR BT o . £ X 2e s, Zom
RGN AT TR . flan, ZB0ma] 824t B 342 3% 55 oA S 4e, R
AT Wit AL RBVFAGES, k24 b e sl TR R T A HEek W 5 [RIAE R =[5, 15031
H sz, AR SAETMES . B X g, BT A Ge N AT S5 A Rt ) 1A
FHRIEHL, T SR AR T A

L PR BERIET, TR RS IC 2R SER b, BRI S B ANB R > . SRR FAE
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WS R, T2 B PR R A S B3 B R A B S E AT X — IR 5 2R PP R RE ) S S B3R 57
HYIMR[19]. SFIE LR R, AL GHBIFREEIER — MBI %8, BN, BT IC AT K64,
ERRMRT A 18 SRR IR S 2 i s i [1]. (HAEAER IS, AT 32 U5
X FE) AR AL ZE B B OAT N R B . BT Ik, IR e 28 TR RBUER IR, dE4 22 AR R A 5t
WMEAERE, AT O AR A B0 3 O

AW FAFAE—ERR. B, TS 5ELLE WP JHE ChatGPT)HE =Fl 51, R
BEAT IR - BRBE L7 BE, PRI RT RETE I 58 4 70 B MUY RN 5 TR RN o AR SRATT T RT R I BE AL 2 e S 15
MY BT Ve I A0 o Hk, A FEREAK H — TR 2 B AR 10— A B AR TE, FEASHUBE AR AL A PR
WSS ANEHE B HABBR B 2T E A ARRWF TR RFEA, AR ASFAKF (122 31 %
PR AT FL 5 e AR E o BEAh, AHIE TR B — B P A i i Ui e it , BLOGHAT 77—l &,
ToVEIB I 21 2 BN BEI A AR A . ARRBETEAT 5 SR IR WS BT N 8ds, R A AE I I & g
B EABC T, DL A 1 s >0 35 5 A R R s AU i S5 A6

6. &t

ARSI % EFL 2 ) 3506 R R S8t ek 22 ChatGPT B AN ST, 7R 7 AR 5 T AAE
TIREEBE TP AR ME SRR BEURIL, 224X ChatGPT fE R W] B sy, (BAERL
W25 5 B A B _E A Ttk e, T (R A S U AR 1R I SRR 4R RE B AT AN AR o 18 S Bt
by S R T KUK (0 RAE T, A E R LR AR . BEAh, 245X ChatGPT [ {E AL
AT HORM, 50t A A 3 S i 22 15 0 DA RS K R

LR PR, GenAT 5 AT G R KPR B R & A1 ) B 00 TR B, 152 — AR AR BT R
AR S e B ) K 2 ALV R ) 22 T SR A 2, AT B IE SEBUEOR RS T~ 1 B SR RE I A TR -

E&WE

JABEE Bt 2024 4L =55 08 AN ARG FR R SEAE SUsE — M B« N T Rl Bh il 5 1R [ st
7 (T H GRS JG202426) 0 FL R s DY) B BHF RIS /NMAIP A E “ N TR RS & N RFHE
BHEEP B NS EBYE " (EHSS: SCIG25CL64)E Tt /R VU )I14E HE KB I+
O ARG ADEFEIRBE R Z 0615 THE R R SOER AL (BUE %5 : CIF25052)8F 7T ik -

SE
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